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[Urging Forgiveness of California’s Utility Debt and Extension of the Utility Shut-Off 
Moratorium] 
 

Resolution urging Governor Gavin Newsom and the California Public Utilities 

Commission to extend the utility shut-off moratorium past June 30, 2021, and forgive 

utility debt beginning March 2020. 

 

WHEREAS, Since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic in March 2020 nearly 47% of 

the California workforce has filed for unemployment insurance benefits and as of mid-

February 2021, close to 1 in 5 workers in the state have claimed long-term unemployment, 

meaning they have collected unemployment insurance for over 26 weeks; and 

WHEREAS, Residential customers of the four major California investor-owned energy 

utility (IOU) under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) entered 

the pandemic with $500 million in gas and electric utility debt, and that debt has now 

increased by over $650 million to a total of over $1 billion in December 2020, and 

approximately $324 million of the increase is owed by California Alternate Rates for Energy 

(CARE) or Family Electric Rate Assistance Program (FERA) customers; and 

WHEREAS, The City and County of San Francisco and its San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission (SFPUC) have been leaders in providing support to utility customers, 

including suspending shutoffs prior to the state mandate, implementing residential and 

commercial emergency COVID discount programs, participating in national convenings, and 

leading legislative efforts to secure funding; and 

WHEREAS, The SFPUC suspended the return of delinquent CleanPowerSF 

Customers to PG&E generation service for failure to pay CleanPowerSF charges and 

implemented a one-time $2.8 million customer assistance bill credit for low-income customers; 

and 



 
 
 

Supervisor Chan 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

WHEREAS, On April 27, 2021, the SFPUC will consider extension of the emergency 

customer assistance programs and rule changes described above, through March 2022; and 

WHEREAS, The CPUC approved a utility shut off moratorium in March 2020 following 

the March 4, 2020 State of Emergency declaration by Governor Gavin Newsom until  

April 16, 2021; and 

WHEREAS, Following a CPUC presentation at the COVID Impacts on Energy 

Customers Workshop in November 2020 that showed a dramatic increase in unpaid 

residential bills, on February 11, 2021, the CPUC approved to extend the moratorium until 

June 30, 2021; and 

WHEREAS, As of March 29, 2021, CleanPowerSF’s residential customer bill 

delinquency more than 60 days overdue was $2,739,333 with highest percentage of 

delinquent customer accounts being in Districts 10 and 6, two districts with the highest poverty 

rates in San Francisco which have also been historically impacted by environmental harms 

including power generation and suffered from a lack of access to affordable and reliable 

energy; and 

WHEREAS, Prior to shelter-in-place for COVID, 10% of active CleanPower SF 

customer accounts were enrolled in CARE, and as of October 1, 2020, 13.4% of all 

CleanPowerSF customers are enrolled in CARE or FERA, a 34% increase in the number of 

program participants since March 2020; and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 598 (Hueso 2017) required CPUC to develop measures to 

reduce electric and gas disconnection rates by January 1, 2021, and in Decision 20-06-003, 

the CPUC adopted the Arrearage Management Program (AMP) which will relieve a qualifying 

customer’s past debt of up to $8,000 over a 12 month time period in exchange for paying 

current bills on time and in full; and 
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WHEREAS, A November 2020 report by the San Francisco Local Agency Formation 

Commission, titled “Power is a Right: Preventing a Disconnection Crisis in San Francisco 

During and After COVID-19” by Coro Fellow Adiba Khan, concluded that the CPUC’s decision 

is insufficient to prevent utility debt accumulation during the moratorium, and prevent 

disconnection after the moratorium ends; and 

WHEREAS, On April 5, 2021, several advocacy groups including The Utility Reform 

Network (TURN) asked Governor Gavin Newsom to protect utility ratepayers by allocating $2 

billion of Federal COVID Emergency Funds or State surplus funds to utility customer debt 

relief; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco 

urges Governor Newsom and the CPUC to extend the power shut-off moratorium and provide 

utility debt relief to residential and small commercial customers that prioritizes those most in 

need; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

Francisco urges the office of Governor Newsom and the CPUC to advocate for the 

development of funding sources and/or provide funding sources to support utility rate payer 

relief programs; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

Francisco urges the SFPUC to continue to explore debt relief for its customers in preparation 

that the Governor and CPUC do not take action, or in the event their action falls short of 

providing the appropriate amount of relief; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

Francisco hereby directs the Clerk of the Board to transmit a copy of this Resolution to the 

office of Governor Newsom and the CPUC. 



Senate Bill No. 598

CHAPTER 362

An act to add Sections 718, 779.3, and 910.5 to the Public Utilities Code,
relating to public utilities.

[Approved by Governor September 28, 2017. Filed with
Secretary of State September 28, 2017.]

legislative counsel’s digest

SB 598, Hueso. Public utilities: gas and electric service disconnections.
Under existing law, the Public Utilities Commission has regulatory

authority over public utilities, including electrical corporations and gas
corporations, and can establish its own procedures, subject to statutory
limitations or directions and constitutional requirements of due process.
Existing law requires the commission to designate a baseline quantity of
electricity and gas necessary for a significant portion of the reasonable
energy needs of the average residential customer, and to establish a higher
energy allowance above the baseline for residential customers dependent
on life-support equipment. Existing law requires certain notice be given
before an electrical or gas corporation may terminate residential service for
nonpayment of a delinquent account and prohibits termination of service
for nonpayment in certain circumstances.

This bill would require the commission to develop policies, rules, or
regulations with a goal of reducing, by January 1, 2024, the statewide level
of gas and electric service disconnections for nonpayment by residential
customers, as specified. The bill would require the commission in each gas
and electrical corporation general rate case to, among other things, conduct
an assessment of and properly identify the impact of any proposed increase
in rates on disconnections for nonpayment. The bill would require the
commission to include in an annual report to the Legislature information
on residential and household gas and electric service disconnections,
disaggregated by certain customer categories.

This bill would require the commission to adopt residential utility
disconnections for nonpayment as a metric and incorporate the metric into
each gas and electrical corporation general rate case. The bill would prohibit
a gas or electrical corporation from disconnecting service for nonpayment
by a residential customer dependent on life-support equipment who is unable
to pay for service, who is willing to enter into an amortization agreement,
as provided, and who satisfies certain other conditions. The bill would
authorize the commission to identify strategies for reasonable cost recovery
by a gas or electrical corporation for costs incurred in providing gas or
electric service to customers whom the gas or electrical corporation was
unable to disconnect due to compliance with that prohibition.
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Under existing law, a violation of any provision of the Public Utilities
Act or of any of the rules or orders issued under the act is a crime.

Because the provisions of this bill are within the act and require action
by the commission to implement its requirements, a violation of these
provisions would impose a state-mandated local program by creating a new
crime.

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies
and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state. Statutory
provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.

This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act for
a specified reason.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares the following:
(a)  Residential disconnections for nonpayment by major gas and electrical

corporations rose significantly from 547,000 in 2010 to 816,000 in 2015.
(b)  Gas and electric service shutoffs threaten the health of two million

people annually with significant impact on infants, children, the elderly,
low-income families, communities of color, people for whom English is a
second language, physically disabled persons, and persons with
life-threatening medical conditions.

(c)  The loss of basic gas or electric service causes tremendous hardship
and undue stress, including increased health risks to vulnerable populations,
as well as overreliance on emergency services and underutilization of
preventive programs.

SEC. 2. Section 718 is added to the Public Utilities Code, to read:
718. (a)  The commission shall develop policies, rules, or regulations

with a goal of reducing, by January 1, 2024, the statewide level of gas and
electric service disconnections for nonpayment by residential customers,
including policies, rules, or regulations specific to the four gas and electrical
corporations that have the greatest number of customers. The commission
shall convene stakeholders, including, but not limited to, public health
officials, consumer advocates, and organizations representing low-income
communities, to assist with the development of the policies, rules, or
regulations.

(b)  (1)  In each gas and electrical corporation general rate case, the
commission shall do both of the following:

(A)  Designate the impact of any proposed increase in rates on
disconnections for nonpayment as an issue in the scope of the proceeding.

(B)  Conduct an assessment of and properly identify the impact of any
proposed increase in rates on disconnections for nonpayment, which shall
be included in the record of the proceeding.

(2)  The commission shall adopt residential utility disconnections for
nonpayment as a metric and incorporate the metric into each gas and
electrical corporation general rate case.
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SEC. 3. Section 779.3 is added to the Public Utilities Code, to read:
779.3. (a)  A gas or electrical corporation shall not disconnect service

for nonpayment by a residential customer receiving a medical baseline
allowance pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 739 who is financially
unable to pay for service within the normal payment period, who is willing
to enter into an amortization agreement with the corporation pursuant to
subdivision (e) of Section 779 with respect to all charges that the customer
is unable to pay, and who meets any of the following criteria:

(1)  The customer or a member of the customer’s household is under
hospice care at home.

(2)  The customer or a member of the customer’s household depends
upon life-support equipment, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (c)
of Section 739.

(3)  The customer or a member of the customer’s household has a
life-threatening condition or illness, and a licensed physician, person licensed
pursuant to the Osteopathic Initiative Act, or nurse practitioner certifies that
gas or electric service is medically necessary to sustain the life of the person
or prevent deterioration of the person’s medical condition.

(b)  The commission may identify strategies for reasonable cost recovery
by a gas or electrical corporation for costs incurred in providing gas or
electric service to customers whom the gas or electrical corporation was
unable to disconnect due to compliance with this section.

(c)  A gas or electrical corporation may institute a verification process to
implement this section.

SEC. 4. Section 910.5 is added to the Public Utilities Code, to read:
910.5. (a)  The commission shall submit a report by April 1 of each year

to the Legislature on residential and household gas and electric service
disconnections that includes the following information for each community
choice aggregator and each of the four electrical and gas corporations that
have the greatest number of customers:

(1)  For the most recent five years, the total annual number of residential
disconnections for nonpayment, reconnections following disconnection for
nonpayment, and disconnections for nonpayment that did not result in a
reconnection within 30 days.

(2)  For the most recent five years, the total annual number of households
disconnected for nonpayment, households reconnected following
disconnection for nonpayment, and households not reconnected within 30
days of being disconnected for nonpayment. A household disconnected
more than once in a calendar year shall be counted only once for purposes
of this reporting requirement.

(b)  The commission shall disaggregate the information specified in
subdivision (a) to provide that information for each of the following
populations:

(1)  Customers enrolled in the California Alternate Rates for Energy or
CARE program.

(2)  Customers enrolled in a Family Electric Rate Assistance program.
(3)  Customers receiving a medical baseline allowance.
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(4)  Customers both enrolled in the CARE program and receiving a
medical baseline allowance.

(5)  Customers receiving assistance or a benefit under the federal
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) (42 U.S.C. Sec.
8621 et seq.).

(6)  Customers of a community choice aggregator who, after
disconnection, are reconnected to service provided by an electrical
corporation.

(c)  For each of the customer categories listed in subdivision (b), the
commission shall further disaggregate the information for individual
customers as follows:

(1)  Disconnected one time.
(2)  Disconnected two times.
(3)  Disconnected three or more times.
(4)  Reconnected one time.
(5)  Reconnected two times.
(6)  Reconnected three or more times.
(d)  For a corporation included in the report pursuant to subdivision (a)

that provides both gas and electric service to customers, the commission
shall provide the information separately.

SEC. 5. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to Section 6
of Article XIII B of the California Constitution because the only costs that
may be incurred by a local agency or school district will be incurred because
this act creates a new crime or infraction, eliminates a crime or infraction,
or changes the penalty for a crime or infraction, within the meaning of
Section 17556 of the Government Code, or changes the definition of a crime
within the meaning of Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California
Constitution.

O
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PHASE I DECISION ADOPTING RULES AND POLICY CHANGES TO 
REDUCE RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER DISCONNECTIONS FOR THE LARGER 

CALIFORNIA-JURISDICTIONAL ENERGY UTILITIES 
 

Summary 
This decision adopts rules and other changes applicable to Southern 

California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company and is designed to 

reduce the number of residential customer disconnections and to improve 

reconnection processes for disconnected customers.  Customers’ access to electric 

and gas service is critical to economic and social stability and well-being.  Even 

after a customer has paid off an overdue balance, the reconnection process, 

particularly for gas service, can be time-consuming and costly, and few rules 

govern it.  

Although the Commission does have policies and procedures in place to 

reduce gas and electric utility service disconnections, the rates of customer 

disconnections were rising before the Commission issued Decision (D.) 18-12-013 

(Interim Rules Decision) in this proceeding.  Accordingly, the instant rulemaking 

has been instituted with a goal of developing a comprehensive set of policies and 

rules to reduce the statewide level of gas and electric service disconnections for 

nonpayment by residential customers.  Today’s decision also adopts and makes 

permanent, with modifications the Interim Rules Decision issued on 

December 13, 2018.   

Specifically, the Interim Rules Decision imposed a cap on disconnections 

based upon 2017 recorded levels per utility; extended the extreme weather 

conditions look-ahead from 24 to 72 hours; and expanded the definition of 
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vulnerable customers to include any household on medical baseline or life 

support and for customers age 65+ as defined in D.16-09-016 for senior citizens.   

This decision also provides for additional protections by requiring the 

large investor owned utilities (IOUs) to enroll eligible customers in all applicable 

benefit programs administered by the IOUs, requiring the IOUs to offer payment 

plans of 12-month periods, and prohibiting disconnections if there is a Low 

Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) pledge.   

This decision prohibits the IOUs from requiring an establishment of 

service deposit or reestablishment of service deposit, as deposits can adversely 

impact a household’s ability to meet its financial obligations.  Additionally, 

utilities are precluded from charging customers reconnection fees.  This decision 

also requires the IOUs to improve their disconnection notices so that customers 

are better informed that they are in danger of having their utilities disconnected 

and are provided information concerning the availability of financial programs 

which may be available to assist them.  

This decision also establishes new procedures that the large utilities will 

use when determining whether a customer has benefited from prior service at a 

residential location.  It also makes various improvements in the way that the 

IOUs interact with Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program providers.  

This decision also revises the medical baseline program so that physician’s 

assistants and nurse practitioners can certify eligibility for medical baseline 

enrollment.  Additionally, the decision promotes greater transparency with the 

community choice aggregation providers. 
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This decision requires that the issue concerning additional outreach for 

California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) and Family Electric Rate 

Assistance (FERA) be addressed in the consolidated Applications referred to 

collectively as Application 19-11-003.  It also encourages gas field collectors to 

have the capability to accept payments in the field from residential customers 

who are facing immediate disconnections.  To assist CARE and FERA customers 

with large unpaid arrearages, it creates an Arrearage Management Payment 

(AMP) plan.  To evaluate ways of making monthly utility bills manageable, this 

decision creates a separate ratesetting phase of this proceeding to evaluate the 

percentage of income payment plan (PIPP) which was originally set forth in the 

proposed decision.  Finally, this decision mandates the creation of an 

enforcement program to ensure that the IOUs are complying with the 

requirements of this decision. 

We leave this proceeding open to consider additional policies, rules, and 

regulations to address issues to reduce the rate of customer disconnections in 

Phase I-A, the new PIPP phase, and Phase II of this proceeding.  

1. Factual Background 
On September 28, 2017, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 598 

(Hueso 2017) into law.  SB 598 acknowledges that disconnections of gas and 

electric utility customers have been rising and notes the public health impacts in 
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terms of hardship and stress resulting from disconnections, especially among 

vulnerable populations.1     

California's electric and natural gas investor-owned utilities (IOUs) each 

haven differing procedures and protocols pertaining to disconnection for failure 

to timely pay for service and for reconnection.  Some aspects of disconnection 

and reconnection processes occur pursuant to Commission-adopted rules and 

policies.  Other aspects are voluntary and are not enforced by any Commission 

rules.  Although the impetus for disconnection, repayment options, and 

reconnection times, differ across the IOUs, the ramifications of disconnection for 

customers can be far-reaching.  The compounding effects of disconnection 

include disruption of the customer’s normal daily activities (e.g. potentially, the 

ability to maintain employment,) as well as broad public health and social 

impacts associated with lack of electric and gas service.   

Among other things, SB 598 requires the Commission to develop rules, 

policies, or regulations with a goal of reducing the statewide disconnection rate 

of gas and electric utility customers by January 1, 2024.  The Commission is also 

required to analyze the impacts on disconnection rates of any utility rate 

increases in each utility’s general rate case (GRC).  SB 598 also sets forth 

circumstances under which a customer shall not be disconnected for 

nonpayment, including a customer receiving a medical baseline allowance, a 

customer (or member of their household) receiving hospice care, customer 

 
1  The Commission's Policy and Planning Division (PPD) also issued a paper in December 2017 
finding that, aside from a brief slowdown in 2010, disconnections have been rising.  Since 2011, 
the number of disconnections has steadily increased from the paused state in 2010.   
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dependency on life-support equipment, or the presence of medical conditions 

requiring electric and natural gas service to sustain life or prevent deterioration 

of the medical condition. 

Through the instant rulemaking, we intend to implement specific 

requirements in SB 598.  We also intend to analyze the current disconnection 

paradigm more broadly, in order to determine if more effective structures or 

policies can be adopted to reduce disconnections, reduce costs and improve the 

disconnection process across utilities.  Through the instant rulemaking, we 

intend to undertake a comprehensive assessment of the root causes of (or events 

that correlate with) residential customer disconnections while also evaluating the 

rules, processes and procedures regarding disconnections and reconnections at 

both a statewide and utility specific level.      

The scope of this rulemaking will build upon previous measures adopted 

in Rulemaking (R.) 10-02-005 to reduce disconnection rates during the Great 

Recession through improved customer notification and education. Decision 

(D.) 10-07-048 adopted interim actions to reduce disconnections before the 

2010-2011 winter season.  D.10-12-051 approved a settlement agreement to 

address disconnection practices of the major IOUs.    

1.1. Procedural Background 
On July 20, 2018, the Commission instituted the instant rulemaking to 

consider new approaches to disconnections and reconnections to improve energy 

access across California’s electric and gas investor-owned utilities.  A prehearing 

conference (PHC) was held on August 15, 2018.  The Assigned Commissioner’s 
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Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling and Request for Comments on a Proposed 

Pilot Program (Scoping Memo) issued on September 13, 2018. 

This rulemaking names as respondents the four largest electric and natural 

gas IOUs.  However, disconnections also occur within the service territories of 

small and multi-jurisdictional utilities under our jurisdiction.  As such, the small 

and multi-jurisdictional gas and electric corporations are also respondents.2  

California Community Choice Aggregators (CCA) are not identified as 

respondents because CCA disconnections are managed by the interconnecting 

utility.  However, CCA participation in this proceeding has been encouraged.  

The Scoping Memo identified two phases for this rulemaking.  Phase 1 is 

to adopt policies, rules, or regulations with a goal of reducing, by January 1, 2024 

or before, the statewide level of residential gas and electric service 

disconnections for nonpayment3.  Phase II will take a broader approach to the 

evaluation of residential natural gas and electric disconnections with the goal of 

determining if the disconnection rate can be reduced through broader reforms 

and new preventive approaches.  

The parties were provided with many opportunities to take part in 

formulating the record for this proceeding.  These opportunities include 

 
2  The smaller IOUs named as respondents are: Southwest Gas Company, Liberty Utilities 
(CalPeco Utilities) LLC, Bear Valley Electric Service, a division of Golden State Water Company, 
PacifiCorp, Alpine Natural Gas Operating Company, West Coast Gas Company, Inc.  We will 
address the issues relevant to the smaller IOUs in Phase I-A of this proceeding.  
3  As this proceeding progressed, the smaller IOUs requested that the Commission consider the 
smaller IOUs in a separate phase of this proceeding.  It was concluded that any new rules 
and/or procedures for the smaller IOUs would be addressed in Phase I-A of this proceeding. 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

8

participating in several workshops conducted throughout the different IOUs 

service territories, the opportunity to review and comment on the workshop 

reports and other information presented at the workshops, and the ability to 

submit data and opening and reply comments to the many rulings issued by the 

assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) during Phase I of this proceeding.  No 

evidentiary hearings were held.  The basis for this decision is the record 

developed through the above-referenced comments on the workshop 

reports/attachments and ruling issued by the assigned ALJ.  

2. Issues set forth in the Scoping Ruling  
The Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, which was 

issued on September 13, 2018 set forth the following scope for this proceeding: 

1. What is the current rate and status of disconnections and 
reconnections within the service territories of California's 
investor-owned energy utilities (IOUs)?  This will include, 
but is not limited to, an evaluation of: 

a. Utility-specific disconnection rates for nonpayment. 

b. Utility-specific rules and policies regarding 
disconnections for nonpayment. 

c. Utility-specific requirements for reconnection, including 
time to reconnection after payment. 

d. Current Commission rules regarding disconnections 
and reconnections. 

e. The causes of utility disconnections for nonpayment.  
What events are correlated with an increase in 
disconnections? 

f. The correlation between rate increases and the 
disconnection rate for nonpayment. 
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g. The cost to all ratepayers to address disconnections and 
reconnections, including employee salaries, 
programmatic costs, and lost revenues.  

h. What are the reasons that a utility decides to ultimately 
disconnect a customer?  What internal procedures are 
followed?  Is there an increased need for transparency?  

i. What type of socioeconomic data is available as it 
relates to customers facing disconnections? 

2. By what amount (goal or target) should the Commission 
seek to reduce disconnections by January 1, 2024 in 
accordance with SB 598?  How will this goal be measured 
and evaluated?  Should these goals be addressed in Phase I 
or Phase II of this proceeding?  How should these targets 
be revised if additional information becomes available?   

3. What policies, programs or rules should the Commission 
adopt to reduce the disconnection rate for nonpayment? 
This may include, but is not limited to, adoption of a 
payment plan framework, debt forgiveness. 

a. Should the Commission adopt comprehensive rules and 
policies that apply to all utilities, or should the utilities 
continue to have the flexibility to develop their own 
rules and policies?  Or both? 

b. Should the Commission adopt specific rules or policies 
around reconnections, including a maximum allowable 
time to reconnect a utility customer after payment? 

c. Are additional employee resources needed to 
adequately address reconnections, and if so, should the 
Commission address this issue globally in this OIR or 
within each utility’s general rate case? 

d. What programs or policies should the Commission 
adopt, either alone or in partnership with other agencies 
to stop disconnections before they happen? 
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e. Can the Commission and utilities design programs that 
will aid or assist utility customers at risk of 
disconnection before a disconnection occurs? 

f. What are the best practices regarding disconnections 
and reconnections currently being used in other states?  
Should or can the Commission adopt any of these best 
practices to immediately reduce the disconnection rate 
in California?   

g. Should the Commission adopt rules or policies that 
establish enforcement mechanisms for utilities that do 
not adhere to any policies, programs, or rules adopted 
to reduce the disconnection rate for nonpayment?  What 
sort of penalties should apply for violations? 

4. What are the disconnection rules and policies in other 
states, and could these policies be adopted successfully in 
California? 

5. Are there customers that should never be disconnected? 

6. What are the impacts of disconnections on vulnerable 
customers, including, but not limited to customers with 
disabilities and non-English speaking households? 

7. In order to provide rapid relief, should the Commission 
place a cap of disconnection rates at the 2017 levels? 

8. Should there be a portion of this rulemaking tailored 
specifically to Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities? 

9. What is the role of Community Choice Aggregators in 
disconnections and should the Commission establish 
policies as it relates to disconnections that are managed by 
the interconnecting utility? 

3. Emergency Interim Rules Set Forth in the Interim Rules Decision 
In addition to explicitly requiring an overall reduction in disconnection 

rates, SB 598 created protections for customers for whom disconnection would be 
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life-threatening.  Specifically, SB 598 prohibits gas or electrical corporations from 

disconnecting customers who utilize a medical baseline allowance, are 

financially unable to pay, agree to a payment plan, and either are under hospice 

care, on life-support equipment, diagnosed with a life-threatening condition that 

makes electricity service medically necessary.  

As discussed, and modified below, this decision makes the Interim Rules 

permanent. 

3.1. Interim Rules for Medical Baseline, Customers 65+,  
and Extreme Weather Protections 

In line with SB 598 protections, the Scoping Memo similarly proposed to 

ban disconnections of vulnerable customers, defined as customers who qualify 

for medical baseline and/or are above 65 years old, as long as the customer 

agrees to a payment plan.  As noted in SB 598, customer disconnections are a 

public health issue, and impact people with physical disabilities, and with 

life-threatening medical conditions.  Additionally, the Interim Rules decision also 

adopted various protections during extreme weather events.  Parties filed 

comments on the proposals set forth in the Scoping Memo which helped 

formulate the Interim Rules adopted by the Commission. 

On December 13, 2018, the Commission adopted D.18-12-013 which set 

forth various emergency interim measures to address and prevent 

disconnections of vulnerable populations and to prohibit disconnections during 

extreme weather events.   

In D.18-12-013, the Commission adopted the following interim rules 

preventing utilities from disconnecting vulnerable customers: 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

12

The utilities shall not disconnect customers for nonpayment 
who qualify for medical baseline and/or are above 65 years 
old, as long as the customer agrees to a payment plan.  For the 
purpose of applying this requirement, we define senior 
citizens as any permanent member of a household, age 65 or 
older, in any income bracket, consistent with the criteria in 
D.16-09-016. 4  The utilities shall not disconnect a customer if 
anyone in the household meets that definition.  We shall not 
require the utility to make affirmative inquiry of every 
residential household as to whether eligible vulnerable 
customers reside there.  If the utility has discussions with the 
customer prior to disconnection, however, the utility shall 
have a duty to inquire if there is anyone in the household who 
meets the age 65+ parameters for senior citizens as adopted 
herein.5    

The Commission also adopted Interim Rules related to disconnections 

during extreme weather conditions.  The Interim Rules required that energy 

IOUs not be allowed to disconnect customers when the 72-hour National 

Weather Service forecast predicts temperatures above 100 degrees or below 

32 degrees.  The 100-degree prohibition does not apply to gas utilities.  Again, the 

IOUs generally supported the extreme weather protections. 

The Commission noted in D.18-12-013 that the interim rules adopted 

therein would be evaluated further in Phase I of this proceeding and the 

definition of vulnerable populations may be refined, as necessary.  The 

protections afforded in the interim rule’s decision were fully discussed during 

Phase I of this proceeding.   

 
4  See D. 16-09-016, Section 2.1.2, Finding of Fact (FOF) 3, and Ordering Paragraph (OP) 1.    
5  See D.18-12-013 at 21-22. 
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3.2. Discussion of Adoption of Interim Rules 
Typically, the IOUs supported the Interim Rules protecting vulnerable 

populations6 and the weather protections.  There was no evidence presented that 

would convince us that some of the Interim Rules should not become permanent.  

Therefore, we have decided that the Interim Rules prohibiting disconnections of 

customers who qualify for medical baseline shall become permanent.  If the 

customer has arrearages, then the customer must agree to a 12-month payment 

plan. 

The Interim Rules originally provided that anyone who was 65 years or 

older could not be disconnected for nonpayment of their electric and gas 

services.  Although the IOUs did not have an affirmative duty to reach out and 

ask its customers if anyone in the household was over 65, they did have an 

affirmative duty to do so if they had any discussions with the customer for any 

reason.  This created an additional administrative burden on the IOUs and it also 

created the potential of requiring the IOUs to track whether the individual over 

65 had left the household for any reason. 

UCAN raised concerns in its opening comments that requiring the IOUs to 

collect, and store personal customer data could lead to privacy concerns.  

Additionally, the IOUs noted in their opening comments that it is extremely 

difficult for the IOUs to verify this information. 

We note that the consumer advocacy groups in this proceeding supported 

the protections for customers 65 and over.  However, after careful consideration 

 
6  Id. at 19-20. 
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of the comments from the IOUs and UCAN, we concur with UCAN that 

collecting this data presents various privacy concerns and we agree with the 

IOUs that they may have difficulty verifying the data that customers would 

provide.  Therefore, we have decided to remove the protection for customers 65 

and over from the Interim Rules.  As will be discussed below, we will require the 

IOUs in this phase of the proceeding to provide payment plans of 12 months.  

 

We make permanent the protections prohibiting disconnections during 

extreme weather conditions.  These protections recognize that disconnections are 

a public health issue, particularly when temperatures are extreme.  Lost access to 

energy services on extremely hot or cold days can be life threatening for some 

populations. To protect customers from disconnection due to nonpayment 

during periods of extreme temperatures in the winter, we establish thus 

immediate, interim temperature limitations on disconnections.  Electric energy 

IOUs cannot disconnect residential electricity customers when temperatures 

above 100 degrees or below 32 degrees are expected based on a 72-hour look-

ahead period.  Gas utility IOUs cannot disconnect residential electricity 

customers when temperatures are expected to be below 32 degrees based on a 

72-hour look-ahead period. 

4. Additional Protections for Vulnerable Customers 
In addition to making the interim rules permanent, many parties 

suggested that there should be additional protections to help reduce vulnerable 

customers from having their utilities disconnected.  Some of these suggestions 

included not disconnecting any customer who receives assistance from Section 8.  
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Additionally, it was suggested that there should be no disconnection of 

vulnerable customers until they have been enrolled in all applicable benefit 

programs;  the customer has been offered the assistance of funds from the Low 

Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP);  the customer has been 

offered a 12-month payment plan7; and that there should not be any 

disconnections for a customer who has a pending LIHEAP pledge pending.  

Finally, it was recommended that the Commission take further action to provide 

additional protections to households with children. 

4.1. Extending Protections to Customers in Low Income  
or Subsidized Housing. 

During Phase I of this proceeding, many of the intervenors recommended 

that the Commission extend disconnection protections to Section 8 households.  

On November 14, 2019, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling requiring the parties to 

provide comments on whether Section 8 households should be added to the list 

of customers who should not have their utilities disconnected.  

On December 6, 2019, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) filed 

comments8 in response to a ruling issued by the ALJ.  SCE opposes the idea of 

not disconnecting customers on Section 8.  SCE believes that it would be 

inappropriate to set disconnection policies based on whether a customer received 

Section 8 housing vouchers and exclude other low-income customers who are on 

a waitlist or otherwise not participating in Section 8 housing programs.  SCE 

 
7  This payment plan should be a 12-month payment plan and not simply extensions or 
renegotiations of previous three-month plans. 
8  See, SCE Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 10-11. 
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contends that the relevance of Section 8 housing (versus any other low-income 

assistance programs) to the policies being developed in this proceeding are 

unclear.  Further, SCE believes that this policy favors Section 8 housing 

customers above other customer segments without a reasonable basis and creates 

cost increases for all customers who must subsidize the increased costs 

associated with increased uncollectible expenses. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) similarly filed comments9 on 

December 6, 2019 and opposes the idea of extending the disconnection 

prohibitions to Section 8 customers.  PG&E contends that it does not collect 

information from customers on whether they are on Section 8 and PG&E does 

not believe it is appropriate to collect and store this information due to potential 

customer privacy issues.  Furthermore, PG&E contends that there has been no 

evaluation or evidence provided in this proceeding to establish to what extent, if 

any, these customers are disproportionately impacted by disconnections.  

Although PG&E opposes the expanding the protections to Section 8 customers, it 

does support promoting California Alternate Rates for Energy10 (CARE) and 

other existing low-income programs to help reduce disconnections. 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Southern California Gas 

Company (SoCalGas) filed joint comments11 on December 6, 2019.  Jointly they 

 
9  See, PG&E Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 6-8. 
10  Low-income customers enrolled in the CARE program receive 30-35% discount on their 
electric bills and a 20% discount on natural gas bills.  Customers whose total household income 
is at or below 200% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines are eligible for CARE enrollment. 
11  See, SDG&E and SoCalGas Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 10. 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

17

oppose the idea of extending the protections to Section 8 customers.  Jointly they 

contend that information regarding whether a customer lives in Section 8 

housing is not accessible by the IOUs.  Moreover, the IOUs would be forced to 

require customers to provide documents or other verification to prove their 

Section 8 status.  Furthermore, they state that there is no evidence in this 

proceeding to support that customers who live in Section 8 housing are at a 

higher risk of disconnections than other populations. 

On December 13, 2019, The Utility Reform Network (TURN) filed 

comments12 on the ALJ’s Ruling supporting additional protections for all 

vulnerable customers in any form of subsidized housing for which utility 

services is a leasing requirement.  TURN believes that the IOUs should do the 

following to customers living in subsidized housing:  automatically enroll the 

customer in the IOU specific support programs (e.g. Neighbor-to Neighbor and 

the Relief for Energy Assistance Through Community Help (REACH); allow the 

Housing Authority to act as a Local Service Provider (LSP) in order to expedite a 

LIHEAP pledge for eligible customers; work with the customer to establish a 

payment plan; and enroll the customer in an Arrearage Management Payment 

(AMP) Plan  or Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) pilot if the customer 

meets the eligibility requirements. 

Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT) and National Consumer Law 

Center (NCLC) filed opening comments13 on December 6, 2019 supporting 

 
12  See, TURN Comments Date December 13, 2019 at 5. 
13  See, CforAT and NCLA Comments dated December 6, 2019 at 1-12. 
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additional protections for vulnerable customers.  They recommend that the 

Commission consider extending coverage to tenants of public housing as well 

because these customers should be provided with such targeted protections 

because the leasing terms for this type of housing often state that loss of utility 

service is a cause for eviction.  They propose a pilot that couples a PIPP with 

AMP for these households receiving subsidized housing benefits.  Under this 

proposed program customers pay a monthly bill based on their income while 

their arrearages are forgiven 1/12 every month.  In Reply Comments14 filed on 

December 13, 2019 CforAT and NCLC disagree with the IOUs claims that the 

record does not support additional protections for customers receiving Section 8 

housing.  They assert that customers face losing their subsidized housing if the 

utilities are disconnected.   

On December 6, 2019, Utilities Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN) filed 

opening comments15 and reply comments16 on the ALJ’s ruling.  UCAN 

recommends that the Commission devise rules that apply to all low-income 

ratepayers, not just Section 8 participants.  UCAN states that in most 

metropolitan areas far more households are eligible for Section 8 assistance than 

the program can accommodate.  According to UCAN, the San Diego Housing 

Commission asserts that the average wait time for a housing voucher is 

8-10 years.  Also, in some locations local housing authorities (that administer the 

 
14  See, CforAT and NCLA Reply Comments dated December 13, 2019 at 5. 
15  See, UCAN Comments dated December 6, 2019 at 8-10. 
16  See, UCAN Reply Comments dated December 13 at 3-4. 
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Section 8 program) have closed the list and are not taking any more applications 

for Section 8.  UCAN agrees with TURN that Section 8 customers should be 

automatically enrolled in programs such as CARE/ Family Electric Rate 

Assistance Program (FERA17) if they have substantial bill arrearages. 

Central Coast Energy Services (CCES) filed opening comments18 on 

December 6, 2019 supporting additional protections for Section 8 customers.  

CCES recommends that the Commission prohibits disconnections for all 

customers living in Section 8 or subsidized housing.  CCES believes that the 

IOUs must conduct additional outreach to the identified subsidized housing 

tenants that have past due balances and are at risk of disconnection. 

California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) filed opening 

comments19 on December 6, 2019.  CalCCA supports prohibiting disconnections 

for customers who hold Section 8 vouchers if these customers are first enrolled in 

all the programs, they are eligible for, such as CARE.  CalCCA believes that loss 

of housing is too high a price to pay for falling behind on one’s utility bills.  

However, if the Commission ultimately rules to prohibit disconnections for these 

customers, a means to cover the costs of their energy usage will need to be 

established. 

 
17  Families with household incomes which slightly exceed the CARE income allowance and 
below 250 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines qualify for FERA discounts, which applies 
an 18 percent discount for electric bills.  FERA is available for households with three or more 
people. 
18  See, CCES Opening Comments at 8. 
19  See, CalCCA Opening Comments at 4-5. 
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The Department of Community Services and Development (CSD) filed 

opening comments20 on December 6, 2019.  CSD recommends that the 

Commission provide disconnection protections to Section 8 tenants which are as 

strict as protections provided to medical baseline customers.  CSD asserts that 

utility service is a requirement for subsidized housing assistance and the loss of 

utilities can result in loss of subsidized housing.   

The Public Advocates of the Public Utilities Commission (Public 

Advocates) did not take a position on the issue of additional protections for 

Section 8 customers. 

4.2. Discussion Regarding Additional Protections for  
Low Income and Subsidized Housing Customers 

The proposed decision envisioned expanding protections to include households 

who reside in subsidized housing.  In opening comments on the proposed decision, the 

IOUs did not support expanding the disconnection protections.  SDG&E and SoCalGas 

noted in their joint opening comments that as originally drafted, the proposed decision 

would have created a significant class of customers who would have additional 

protections from disconnections and this would increase the costs for remaining 

ratepayers.  PG&E noted in its opening comments on the proposed decision that there 

would be no way for the IOUs to verify any of the information provided and it could 

create a negative customer experience if the IOUs were required to ask questions 

concerning the ages of members in the household and whether the household lived in 

subsidized housing.  SCE also raised concerns about the IOUs ability to verify the 

information which would be provided by the customers in its opening comments on the 

proposed decision.  SCE also raised the concern that collecting and implementing all the 

 
20  See, CSD Opening Comments at 5-6. 
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data that would be required to implement the protections in the proposed decision would 

also create an additional administrative burden for the IOUs.  UCAN also expressed its 

concerns over the IOUs ability to collect demographic and income data that would be 

required to implement the customer protections in the proposed decision. 

Upon further examination of all the comments received on this topic, we agree 

with the IOUs and UCAN that the IOUs would have difficulty verifying the information 

that would be needed to implement the additional protections that were set forth in the 

proposed decision.  We also have concerns that collecting this additional information 

would require the IOUs to obtain and store sensitive customer data.  Some customers 

may also be hesitant to provide the additional information that would be required to 

implement the original proposed protections, and this would ultimately defeat the purpose 

of providing the protections.  

Therefore, based on the comments that we received on this issue; we believe that it 

is appropriate to refrain from adding any additional disconnection protections in this 

proceeding.   Rather than create new classes of customers who would have extra 

protections, we believe that it would be fairer to all customers to implement a 

requirement that the IOUs provide a 12-month payment plan which will be open to all 

customers.  If the customer is on the 12-month payment plan and making timely 

payments on both the 12-month payment plan and current charges, the IOUs are 

prohibited from disconnecting residential customers.  We also note that there are 

currently prohibitions against disconnecting customers due to the COVID-19 protections 

that are currently in effect until April 2021.   

4.3. Proposal requiring the IOUs Enroll Customers in all Applicable 
Programs; Offer a 12-Month Payment Plan; and Allow 
Customers to use LIHEAP Funds if Available Prior to 
Disconnection 

During the workshops in Phase I of this proceeding, concerns were raised 

that vulnerable customers were not being made aware of all the applicable 
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programs, such as CARE, LIHEAP, FERA and Medical Baseline21 for example.  

Intervenors suggest that although these programs are designed to help 

vulnerable customers avoid having their utilities disconnected, many customers 

are unaware of their existence.  They believe that more should be done so that 

vulnerable customers are made aware of these important programs.  Also, many 

of the intervenors suggested that vulnerable customers should be offered a 

payment plan of 12-month and that utilities not disconnect customers if there is a 

LIHEAP pledge pending. 

PG&E, SDG&E, and SoCalGas were generally opposed to requiring the 

IOUs to ensure that all vulnerable customers are enrolled in all applicable 

programs prior to disconnecting utility services.22  They assert that if they are 

required to implement this practice that it may hamper or delay the 

implementation of other programs.23  PG&E further asserts that they do not 

collect information as to whether the customer has enrolled in all applicable 

benefits and that some customers do not enroll in assistance programs for 

cultural or other personal reasons.  SCE, on the other hand, supports this idea if 

the proposal is defined in detail and that benefit programs be limited to 

programs administered by the IOUs.24 

 
21  Workshop Report I at 16 and 23. 
22  See, PG&E Opening Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 9-10 and SDG&E and SoCalGas 
Joint Opening Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 10-11. 
23  Id. 
24  See, SCE Opening Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 11. 
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TURN in its comments25 supports auto enrollment in IOU programs such 

as REACH, Neighbor-to-Neighbor, Gas Assistance Fund and Energy Assistance 

Fund for vulnerable customers facing disconnection for the second or more time 

within a year.  TURN also supports auto enrollment in CARE.  TURN points out 

that the Commission’s Low-Income Oversight Board (LIOB) has conducted 

research and analysis on the viability of automatic enrollment in CARE, which 

could be used to provide a framework for an automatic enrollment program.  

TURN further recommends that the Commission expand outreach and education 

regarding the Medical Baseline Program.    

CforAT and NCLC comments26 indicate that they do not support 

disconnection protections on successful enrollment in all applicable benefit 

programs.  Rather they support efforts modeled on Maryland Critical Medical 

Needs Partnership27 (CNMP)to provide support for eligible customers in 

navigating the enrollment process for various benefit programs.  They also 

recommend that the Commission prohibit disconnections for customers while 

applying for CARE, FERA, and/or Medical Baseline. 

 
25  See, TURN Opening Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 5-6. 
26  See, CforAT and NCLC Opening Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 12-14 and Reply 
Comments Dated December 13, 2019 at 10. 
27  CNMP provides rapid assistance with past-due energy bills and pending utility service shut- 
offs to medically vulnerable households who meet income eligibility guidelines.  Additional 
information regarding the Maryland CNMP can be found at: 
http://opc.maryland.gov/Portals/0/Publications/Consumer%20Publications/Information%20She
ets/CMNP8.12.2019.pdf?ver=2019-09-12-084729-343  

http://opc.maryland.gov/Portals/0/Publications/Consumer%20Publications/Information%20Sheets/CMNP8.12.2019.pdf?ver=2019-09-12-084729-343
http://opc.maryland.gov/Portals/0/Publications/Consumer%20Publications/Information%20Sheets/CMNP8.12.2019.pdf?ver=2019-09-12-084729-343
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UCAN provided the following comments on this proposal28:  The 

Commission should prohibit disconnections for vulnerable customers provided 

the customers make a good-faith effort to pursue applicable benefit programs.  

However, limited English-speaking ability customers face additional challenges 

in accessing various benefit programs, and thus deserve additional time to enroll 

in benefit programs.  Customer service representatives should have access to 

information about community-based organizations that can assist households 

struggling to pay their utility bills.  Additionally, the comments recommend 

increased outreach and publicity about available programs and coordinate 

outreach efforts with nonprofit organizations.  They also recommend a 

multi-pronged public information campaign in this area that should include 

information on these programs in newspapers, cable television, radio, and social 

media such as Facebook and Twitter. 

CCES filed opening comments on this issue as well.29  CCES supports this 

proposal because customers who are facing disconnections and are eligible for 

CARE/FERA/Medical Baseline and have not been enrolled should have the 

opportunity to prove eligibility.  Also, IOUs should make known the availability 

of all applicable benefit programs such as LIHEAP. 

Public Advocates also filed comments on this proposal.30  Public 

Advocates supports CforAT and NCLC's recommendation that the Commission 

 
28  See, UCAN Opening Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 10-12. 
29  See, CCES Opening Comments Dated December 6, 2019 at 8-9. 
30  See, Public Advocates Reply Comments Dated December 13, 2019 at 3-4. 
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prohibits disconnections for customers while applying for CARE, FERA, and/or 

Medical Baseline.  Further, Public Advocates proposes that this protection 

continue for one billing cycle after an eligible customer is enrolled.  Public 

Advocates states that CforAT and NCLC’s proposal would provide temporary 

disconnection relief for eligible customers while they apply for financial 

assistance programs.  Public Advocates asserts that CforAT and NCLC’s 

proposal has the additional benefit of providing subsidized housing customers 

who are not enrolled in utility financial assistance programs with temporary 

relief while their application is being processed.  The temporary disconnection 

relief would be an incentive for customers to apply and enroll in these 

underutilized programs.  It also offers an opportunity for customers to start a 

dialogue with utilities to get further information on additional rate and 

disconnection relief programs. 

Many of the Community Based Organizations (CBO) stated during the 

workshops that customers are unable to establish payment plans longer than a 

few months with the utilities.31  They also shared firsthand knowledge of the 

difficulties that low-income customers face when dealing with the IOUs32.  

NCLC recommends that payment plans should be for a period of 12 months.33  

The IOUs on the other hand disagree and state that their data indicates that 

 
31  See, Workshop Report I at 13-14. 
32  Id. 
33  Id. at 23. 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

26

payment plans over three months are not successful.34  SCE also found that 

payment plans under 3 months had higher kept rates, and 4-month pay plans 

had very low kept rates (only 1 percent). They found that extended 12-month 

payment arrangement plans, implemented in compliance with the D.14-06-036 

settlement agreement, were less effective than previous policies. 

Many of the CBOs suggested that the IOUs also should not disconnect 

customers if they have a LIHEAP pledge pending.  According to the LIHEAP 

providers who participated in the workshops, customers who receive a 60-day or 

48-hour disconnection notice are qualified for LIHEAP service in California.35  

During Workshop III SoCalGas proposed a pilot that allows customers with 

LIHEAP payments to reconnect without paying the past due balance if 

customers either make payment arrangements for the difference or take Level 

Pay Plan36.  Potential funds from LIHEAP could be used to assist customers with 

their past due utilities and may be a source of funding that helps to prevent 

disconnections. 

4.4. Discussion Regarding Applicable Programs, 12-month  
Payment Plans, and Use of LIHEAP Funds 

One of the primary goals of this rulemaking is to establish polices that will 

help to limit disconnections for  customers.  The Commission has decided that in 

order to provide additional protections to customers, the IOUs shall not 

disconnect a  customer until they have offered to sign the customer up for all 

 
34  Id. At 8. 
35  See, Workshop Report II at 5. 
36  SoCalGas Workshop III Presentation. 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

27

applicable benefit programs such as CARE and FERA37, which are administered 

by the IOUs, offered a 12-month payment plan, and shall not disconnect if there 

is a LIHEAP pledge pending.   

Many customers may be unaware of the various programs which may 

assist them with their utility bills.  Requiring the IOUs to offer to sign customers 

up for the applicable benefit programs will help ensure that the customers are 

made aware of the additional programs available to them.  The utility shall not 

have an affirmative duty to reach out to the customer to offer applicable benefit 

programs.  However, if the utility speaks to the customer, they shall have an 

affirmative duty to inquiry if the customer is interested in obtaining additional 

information or applying for the additional applicable benefits administered by 

the utilities.  Once the customer has been made aware of any benefit programs 

they may be eligible for they shall enroll in any additional utility administered 

benefit programs within two billing cycles.  

We recognize the IOUs concerns that payment plans longer than a few 

months may not be successful.  However, we also recognize that customers who 

are struggling to pay their utility bills are probably also struggling to pay their 

other bills.  Having to agree to a payment plan of only a few months is likely to 

place additional strain on the household.  Therefore, the IOUs shall be required 

to offer all customers payment plans of at least 12-months38 (and the customer 

 
37  CARE and FERA customers historically have higher disconnection rates compared to non 
CARE/FERA customers.  See, Workshop Report I, Dated May 2019. 
38  The IOUs must offer a payment plan of 12-months.  However, the customer may elect to a shorter 
payment period if they wish to do so. 
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must accept to avoid being disconnected).  If a customer is currently in a 

payment plan, the payment plan should be extended to a 12-month payment 

plan if the customer wishes to extend their payment plan to 12-months.  Finally, 

the IOUs shall not disconnect a customer if a LIHEAP pledge is pending as the 

LIHEAP funds may be an additional source of funds that can be used to pay for 

some of the arrearages. 

4.5. Protections for Households with Children  
Under the Age of 12 Months 

D.18-12-013 in this proceeding set out various protections to help prevent 

disconnections for certain customers.  In filed comments to the scoping memo, 

certain parties suggested changes to the definition of vulnerable customers.  

UCAN and GRID Alternatives (GRID) specifically wanted children to be 

included in the definition of vulnerable39.  There was no consensus on what age 

should be used as it relates to children in the household.  SCE maintains that it 

does not collect information on children in the household.40 

4.6. Discussion of Protections for Households  
Under the Age of 12 Months 

Upon analysis of the comments that we received on the proposed decision, 

we conclude that requiring the IOUs to collect information on the ages of 

children in any given household would be burdensome and create additional 

administrative costs for the IOUs which will need to be absorbed by other 

ratepayers.  We agree with the opening comments from the IOUs that they 

 
39  D.18-12-013 at 19. 
40  Id. 
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would have difficulty verifying whether any household had a child under the 

age of 12 months.  Additionally, we agree with the comments from the IOUs that 

they would then have to have a system to track the age of any child who was 

under the age of 12-months.  We believe that rather than creating this additional 

administrative task for the IOUs a better solution is to require that the IOUs offer 

all households a payment plan of 12-months as set forth in section 4.4 above. 

4.7. Protections to Populations Set Forth in this Decision versus 
Protections Set Forth in Resolution M-4842 Pertaining to the 
COVID-19 Pandemic 

On April 16, 2020, the Commission issued Resolution M-4842 on its own 

motion in response to Governor Gavin Newsom’s declaration of a state of 

emergency and issuance of executive orders due to the novel coronavirus 

(COVID-19) pandemic.  This Resolution ratified directions provided by the 

Commission’s Executive Director on March 17, 2020 to energy, water, and 

communication corporations to retroactively apply customer protection 

measures from March 4, 2020 onward during the COVID-19 pandemic.   

The IOUs41 shall take all reasonable and necessary actions that they will 

take to implement the Emergency Customer Protections.  Pursuant to the 

Resolution, the Emergency Customer Protections apply to customers for up to 

one year from the date of the Resolution.   

Nothing in this decision is meant to detract or change any of the 

Emergency Customer Protections set forth in Resolution M-4842.  If there are any 

 
41  As it relates to the utilities in this proceeding, PG&E filed Advice Letter (AL) 4427-G and 
5784-E; SCE filed AL 230-G and 4174-E; SDG&E filed AL 2854-G and 3516-E; and SoCalGas filed 
AL 5604.  All ALs were filed on March 19, 2020. 
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conflicts with the protections set forth in this proceeding and those set forth in 

the Emergency Customer Protections, then the Emergency Customer Protections 

are controlling.  When the Emergency Customer Protections expire, the 

protections set forth in this decision for will continue to be in effect.  The IOUs in 

this proceeding shall proactively undertake all necessary actions to ensure that 

any protections set forth in this decision which were not implemented due to a 

conflict Resolution M-4842 are ready to be implemented immediately upon the 

expiration of the Emergency Customer Protections.  Furthermore, any customer 

who would be eligible for the Arrearage Management Plans described later in 

this decision shall be allowed to opt-in to such a plan even if they are enrolled in 

any other payment plan before an Arrearage Management Plan is put in place. 

5. 2024 Disconnection Target Baseline, Reconnection Goal, and Limiting 
Disconnection Rates in Specific Zip Codes 

Until the Commission recently took action to reduce disconnection rates, 

disconnections among residential customers were rising in the large IOUs 

territories.42  To ensure no further increases in disconnections, and that a path 

towards reduction is ensured, D.18-12-013 set a goal of limiting residential 

customer disconnections to the rate recorded in 2017.43  This issue was discussed 

in detail during Phase I of this proceeding.  In addition to discussing a reduction 

to the disconnection rates, it was also suggested that the Commission should set 

goals for how long it takes the IOUs to reconnect utility service and that the 

 
42  Workshop Report Dated May 2019 at 1. 
43  D.18-12-013 at 12. 
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Commission should limit any zip code from exceeding a specific disconnection 

rate. 

5.1. 2024 Target 
TURN suggests in its comments44 that the baseline should be 

disconnection levels in 2017.  The target should be 3.5 percent to approximately 4 

percent for the state.  TURN suggests that the Commission should provide an 

annual sliding guidance schedule to each IOU as follows45: 

Target Date PG&E SDG&E SCE SoCalGas 

07/01/2020 4% 3% 8% 2% 

01/01/2021 4% 3% 7% 2% 

01/01/2022 4% 3% 6% 2% 

01/01/2023 3.5% 3% 5% 2% 

01/01/2024 3.5% 3% 4% 2% 
 

SCE recommends that the baseline should be 2018 individual IOU 

disconnection rates, that the Commission should not adopt a target, and finally 

that a root cause analysis be performed46.   

During the San Bernardino workshop, PG&E proposed that the 

IOU-specific targets should be 50 percent below the 2018 disconnection level for 

each IOU47.  PG&E support a target setting but urges the Commission to consider 

 
44  See, TURN’s Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 6-11. 
45  Id. at 5. 
46  See, SCE’s Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 5-7. 
47  Workshop Report II at 8. 
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the effectiveness of the policies and programs such as those adopted in interim 

rules D. 18-12-01348. 

SDG&E and SoCalGas jointly support a 2017 baseline and they suggest a 

5 percent statewide target by 2024 except for SoCalGas, which should keep its 

disconnection rate at the 2017 level (2.10 percent)49.  Public Advocates50 and 

GRID51 both support a continuation of the 2017 baseline.  GRID recommends that 

the target disconnection rate be set between 3 percent to 4 percent for each IOU52.   

UCAN suggested a three-step approach.53  UCAN suggests that the 

baseline be 2019 and that the target be a reduction of 50 percent by 2024 with a 

sliding scale.54  UCAN proposes the sliding scale as follows:  a 5-7 percent 

reduction for the first year; a 10-12 percent reduction for the second year; and 

during the 3rd-5th year a higher percent until the 50 percent mark is attained.55  

Alternatively, UCAN proposes that the baseline should be the 2015 percentage 

and an evaluation to determine if disconnections peaked and were reduced 

 
48  See, PG&E Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 5 
49  See, SDG&E and SoCalGas Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 7-8. 
50  See, Public Advocates Reply Comments Dated July 1, 2019 at 1. 
51  See, GRID Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 4-6 
52  Id. 
53  See, UCAN Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 6-7. 
54  Id. 
55  Id. 
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through the efforts of SB 350 or not.56 UCAN also suggests that counties with the 

lowest disconnection rates be used as reference points.57 

CforAT and NCLC state that the baseline should be those documented in 

the 2009 Division of Ratepayer Advocates58 Report, not the 2017 levels.59  

CalCCA indicates that it is not opposed to a disconnection target,60 but believes 

that it should be a statewide target of 3.5 percent by 2020 and not an individual 

target for each of the IOUs.61 

5.2. Discussion Regarding 2024 Caps 
Until recently, disconnections have been rising.  We believe that action 

needs to be taken to ensure that disconnection rates do not increase again in the 

future.  SB 598 has tasked the Commission with reducing the disconnection rate 

no later than January 1, 2024.  Since SB 598 was signed into law in 2017, it makes 

practical sense to use that year as the baseline, additionally, 2017 is the year used 

in the interim decision.  We decline the suggestion that the caps be a statewide 

goal rather than each individual IOU.  We also reject any suggestion that the 2024 

target rates be above 3.5 percent to 4 percent.  Ideally, the Commission would 

like to strive for a disconnection rate of zero.  However, setting the disconnection 

 
56 Id. 
57  Id. 
58  Division of Ratepayer Advocates has changed its name several times and is now known as 
the Public Advocates Office. 
59  See, CforAt and NCLC Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 5-9. 
60  See, CalCCA Reply Comments Dated July 1, 2019 at 3. 
61  See, CalCCA Opening Comments on Workshop Report II Dated October 28, 2019 at 2-3. 
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rates below 4 percent in 2024 is a good first start at curbing the increasing 

disconnection rates.   

We therefore adopt the sliding annual caps as suggested by TURN and set 

forth in the table in Section 5.1 above.  The IOUs shall follow the rolling cap 

methodology that is described in Appendix 1 after the moratorium on disconnections is 

lifted by the Commission.  We direct the IOUs to file a report in this proceeding detailing 

their compliance with the annual disconnection cap beginning in 2022 and continuing 

until 2025.  

In its opening comments on the proposed decision SDG&E and SoCalGas 

requested that the Commission revise the proposed decision and adopt a uniform 

disconnection rate of four percent across all the utilities.  TURN noted in its reply 

comments that granting this request would be bad policy and illegal.  TURN also noted in 

its reply comments that granting this request would allow both SDG&E and SoCalGas to 

effectively disconnect more customers.  The goal of SB 598 is to reduce the overall 

number of disconnections.  There is nothing in SB 598 which states that there should be a 

uniform disconnection rate across the utilities.  For these reasons we deny this request. 

5.3. Reconnection Goals Among Electric and Gas IOUs 
Reconnections amongst the electrical IOUs has been steady from 2010 to 

2017.62  On average the same day reconnection rate was approximately 

90 percent in 2017.63  For 2018, Energy Division staff calculated the reconnections 

rates within 24 hours as follows:  PG&E and SDG&E were 79 percent and SCE 

was 81 percent.  Energy Staff determined these percentages by taking the 

number of reconnections within 24 hours divided by the number of 

 
62  See, Workshop Report I at 12-13. 
63  Id. 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

35

disconnections.  Reconnections for gas residential customers frequently take 

longer than electrical reconnections since an IOU employee must physically go to 

the residence to reconnect gas customers.   

5.4. Discussion Regarding Reconnection Goals 
The longer a household must wait for its utility service to be reconnected, 

the greater the potential risks there are to the families.  We recognize that it is a 

desirable goal for IOUs to reconnect customers as quickly as possible.  Therefore, 

we strongly encourage the electrical IOUs to achieve a 90 percent reconnection 

rate within the same day and for the gas utilities to strive for a 90 percent 

reconnection rate within 24 hours.   

Several participants at the workshop recommended that the Commission 

prioritize reductions for vulnerable populations, and they note that zip 

code-level reports clearly show that some geographic areas have a severe 

disconnection crisis64. 

5.5. Limiting Zip Codes from Exceeding a 30 Percent  
Disconnection Rate 

Many zip codes have higher disconnection rates than other zip codes.  As 

such, it is important for the Commission to evaluate and address this disparity.  

CforAT and NCLC recommends that the Commission take immediate action to 

address why certain zip codes have higher disconnection rates.65  During 

Workshop II, a GRID Alternatives representative stated that according to the 

Energy Division Staff Report, some zip codes had a disconnection rate around 

 
64  Id. 
65  See, CforAt and NCLC Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 5-9. 
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40 percent.  He argued that sub-rules or sub-targets for areas with high 

disconnection rates would help the state achieve the statewide disconnection 

target.66 

CalCCA supports sub-rules that would focus on decreasing the 

disconnection rate of zip codes with the highest disconnection rates as the 

primary strategy for lowering the average rate across the state.67  At Workshop II, 

SCE indicated that it is open to reducing disconnections in zip codes with high 

disconnection rates.  At Workshop II, a representative for SCE stated they could 

explore sub-rules for vulnerable customers and investigate sub-targets for zip 

codes with high disconnection rates.68 

5.6. Discussion Limiting Zip Codes from Exceeding a 
30 percent Disconnection Rate 

We are aware based on party comments and Energy Division’s empirical 

analysis that the zip codes with the highest disconnection rates are typically low-

income customers.  As such, additional things must be done to limit the number 

of disconnections in these areas which NCLC and CforAT describe as 

“geographic pockets of crisis.”69  There was no opposition from the parties as it 

relates to addressing this issue.  Therefore, we find it is reasonable to set a 

percentage cap per zip code that the IOUs cannot exceed.  Accordingly, the IOUs 

shall not exceed a disconnection rate of 30 percent in any zip code. 

 
66  See, Workshop II Report at 2. 
67  See, CalCCA Workshop Report II Opening Comments Dated October 28, 2019 at 2-3. 
68  Workshop Report II at 10. 
69  See, NCLC and CforAT Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 4. 
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6. Elimination of Establishment and Reestablishment Deposits 
Households within the state often struggle financially to meet their 

monthly obligations.  Establishment of service and reestablishment deposits can 

have an adverse impact upon these households.  The issue of deposits was 

discussed at the Hayward workshop on July 22, 2019.  The IOUs fully 

participated in this workshop along with the other parties.  Additionally, the 

issue of deposits was addressed in a ruling from the assigned ALJ.  All the 

parties were invited to provide opening and reply comments on this issue. 

TURN filed opening comments on the ALJ’s Ruling addressing the issue of 

deposits.70  TURN stated in its comments that it is important to distinguish 

between the types of deposits that customers pay.  There is an establishment of 

credit deposit for new customers71 and reestablishment of credit based on 

payment history.  TURN notes that reestablishment deposits create an additional 

barrier to keeping or restoring utility services.  TURN states that they are not 

aware of evidence suggesting that deposits make low income customers more 

likely to stay current.  Rather they assert that deposit requirements cause them to 

fall behind on monthly bills.  They recommend limiting the use of deposits for 

reestablishment of service, but do not object to deposits for the establishment of 

service.  TURN asserts that reestablishment deposits cause customers to struggle 

with bill affordability.  They urge the Commission to eliminate policies that make 

it harder for low income customers to catch up.  Thus, they recommend the 

 
70  See, TURN’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 21-24. 
71  See, PG&E Rules 6.A and 7. 
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elimination of reestablishment deposits for CARE, FERA and Medical Baseline 

customers. 

UCAN’s opening comments tentatively supports the elimination of 

deposits.72  UCAN believes that eliminating or reducing deposits for low income 

customers could help reduce disconnections.  GRID’s opening comments 

supports the elimination of deposits for low income customers.73 

NCLC and CforAT note in their opening comments74 that deposits create 

hurdles for low income customers.  They assert that the deposits impact low 

income customers’ ability to pay their bills and maintain service.  They also note 

that a report from the Federal Reserve indicates that four of 10 households 

nationally indicate that they would have difficulty with unexpected expenses of 

$400 and three of 10 households are either unable to pay their bills or are 

experiencing a modest financial setback from a financial hardship.  Additionally, 

they note that the states of Massachusetts do not charge deposits75 and New York 

prohibits deposits for new service76. 

The Public Advocates filed opening comments on June 14, 2019.77  They 

initially propose elimination of deposits for low income customers through a 

pilot program for new customers who also apply for CARE, FERA or Medical 

 
72  See, UCAN’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 9-10. 
73  See, GRID Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 10. 
74  See, NCLC/CforAT Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 21-25. 
75  Id. at 24. 
76  Id. at 25. 
77  See, Public Advocates Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 5-7. 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

39

Baseline or existing CARE, FERA or Medical Baseline customers attempting to 

reestablish service.  They believe funding should not come from ratepayers, but 

sources such as donations or grants.  In opening comments78 filed by the Public 

Advocates on October 28, 2019 supporting removal of deposits for all residential 

customers unless the utility can provide relevant cost information to assess the 

reasonableness of maintaining deposits for residential customers. 

In opening comments filed on June 14, 201979 SCE supports a root cause 

analysis to determine whether the elimination of deposits would influence 

disconnections.  SCE contends the relationship between deposits and 

disconnections for nonpayment is unknown. 

SDG&E and SoCalGas filed opening comments80 indicating they do not 

support the elimination of deposits.  They allege that uncollectible expenses 

would increase 10-15 percent if deposits were eliminated for low income 

customers.  In comments81 dated July 12, 2019 they indicate that they support 

elimination of reestablishment deposits for CARE customers.  They believe that 

doing this would assist low income CARE customers to pay more towards their 

utility usage.  They presented at the Hayward Workshop on July 22, 2019 on a 

proposed pilot program for the elimination of reestablishment deposits for CARE 

customers.82 

 
78  See Public Advocates Opening Comments dated October 28, 2019 at 3-4. 
79  See SCE Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 14. 
80  See SDG&E and SoCalGas’ Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019. 
81  See, SDG&E and SoCalGas’ comments dated July 12, 2019. 
82  See Hayward Workshop Report Appendix at 55. 
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In PG&E’s opening comments83 they state that they do not support the 

elimination of deposits.  They state that the elimination of deposits will not 

reduce disconnections.  They note that a previous pilot to eliminate deposits for 

CARE customers in D.14-06-036 resulted in an impact of $4.6 million in write-offs 

passed onto all customers in 2011-2014.  PG&E also states that it does not 

disconnect solely for failure to provide a deposit.  PG&E also presented at the 

Hayward workshop on July 22, 2019 where they supported the elimination of 

reestablishment deposits and reconnection fees for CARE/FERA customers as a 

pilot program.  They also request the establishment of memorandum accounts to 

track expenses. 

CalCCA opening comments84 note that they support the elimination of 

reconnection deposits for vulnerable groups.  However, they do not believe that 

the elimination of deposits would make disconnections less likely.  They also 

note that the CCAs neither directly connect nor reconnect customers. 

In TURN’s reply comments85 they dispute PG&E’s statements that they do 

not disconnect solely for failure to provide deposits.  TURN indicates that 

customers could be disconnected for unpaid deposits due to the way payments 

are applied.  TURN notes that payments are applied to oldest debts.  If a deposit 

is the oldest debt, then payments would be applied to the deposit and not the 

 
83  See, PG&E’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019. 
84  See CalCCA Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 4-5. 
85  See, TURN’s Reply Comments dated July 1, 2019 at 5-6. 
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monthly bills.86  Thus energy charges could accrue and become eligible for 

disconnection if unpaid. 

GRID’s reply comments87 state that they support the Public Advocates 

proposal of a pilot program that waives deposits for establishment of credit for 

those customers who enroll in low income assistance programs if solar and 

energy efficiency programs are included in the pilot program.  They also support 

TURN’s proposal for the elimination of reestablishment deposits.   

SCE’s reply comments88 opposes TURN’s proposal to eliminate 

reestablishment deposits as SCE believes it would shift costs to other ratepayers 

and would provide incentive for customers not to pay their bills.  In 

November 4, 2019 comments SCE opposes the Public Advocates suggestion to 

eliminate deposits.  SCE states that there is insufficient data to support the 

relationship between deposits and customers staying current on their bills.  SCE 

supports PG&E’s, SDG&E/SoCalGas’ pilots to remove deposits for low income 

customers only. 

SDG&E and SoCalGas note in their November 14, 201989 comments that 

they object to the elimination of deposits for all customers.  They contend that 

this was not discussed earlier in the proceeding and that it would be 

 
86  This assumes that the customer only pays for the monthly utility usage.  
87  See, GRID’s Reply Comments dated July 1, 2019 at 1-2. 
88  See, SCE’s Reply Comments dated July 1, 2019 at 8-10. 
89  See, SDG&E/SocalGas’ Comments dated November 14, 2019 at 2-3. 
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inappropriate since the utilities have not had the opportunity to fully respond to 

this proposal. 

PG&E’s reply comments90 opposes TURN’s and the Public Advocates 

proposals on deposits due to the potential rate increases on other customers.   

CalCCA reply comments91 states that they support TURN’s 

recommendation that at a minimum the Commission eliminate deposits for 

CARE, FERA, and Medical Baseline customers.  They also agree with UCAN, 

TURN, CforAT, and NCLC that requiring reconnection deposits makes it 

difficult for customers to retain utility services. 

UCAN’s reply comments92 state that they support the proposal set forth by 

the Public Advocates to eliminate deposits for residential customers. 

6.1. Discussion Regarding the Elimination of Deposits 
The utilities have failed to demonstrate that deposit requirements are 

beneficial.  The record supports the finding that many residents in California 

struggle financially.  As noted by NCLC and CforAT opening comments dated 

June 14, 2019, many households, not just low-income residents struggle to meet 

unexpected expenses.  While many parties recommended pilots waiving deposits 

and re-establishment deposits for CARE/FERA and medical baseline customers, 

these vulnerable populations are not the only ones required to pay a deposit nor 

are they the only ones for whom deposits pose a barrier to receiving essential 

 
90  See, PG&E’s Reply Comments dated July 1, 2019 at 10. 
91  See, CalCCA’s Reply Comments dated July 1, 2019 at 1. 
92  See, UCAN’s Reply Comments dated November 4, 2019 at 5. 
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utility service.  There has been no evidence provided by the utilities showing that 

the small percentage of customers required to pay these deposits stay more 

current on their bills.   

As of 2018 the total population of customers who are required to pay 

establishment deposits are as follows: 

 Non 
CARE/FERA 

CARE FERA Medical 
Baseline 

Total 

SCE 5.4% 5.8% 3.4% .3% 5.5% 
PG&E 4.37% 3.77% 2.49% .71% 4.21% 
SoCalGas  5.8% 4.5%  .61% 5.35% 
SDG&E 6.63% .08%  .07% .01% 5.3% 

 

The record also supports, and many parties agreed in their comments that 

reestablishment deposits make it increasingly difficult for households to have 

their utilities reconnected.  Reestablishment deposits clearly make it difficult for 

households to catch up once they have fallen behind.  The proposal to eliminate 

deposits and reestablishment deposits is not a first in the United States.  As noted 

by NCLC and CforAT, Massachusetts and New York forbid deposits for new 

services. 

As of 2018, the total population of customers required to pay 

reestablishment deposits was: 

 Non 
CARE/FERA 

CARE FERA Medical 
Baseline 

Total 

SCE 2.6% 2.4% 3.8% 1% 2.5% 
PG&E 1.44% 2.31% 5.35% .68% 1.67% 
SoCalGas  .610% .773%  .141% .657% 
SDG&E 3.96% 1.8% 3.08% .39% 3.52% 
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We also disagree with SDG&E and SoCalGas’ allegation that it would be 

inappropriate to eliminate deposits because the IOUs have not had a full 

opportunity to fully respond.  Discussions of the elimination of deposits has been 

the subject of a workshop and a ruling from the assigned ALJ.  The IOUs were all 

present at the workshop.  They were given the opportunity to participate and 

comment at these workshops.  Additionally, they responded to the ALJ’s ruling 

via opening and reply comments. 

Accordingly, we find and adopt the proposals put forth by the Public 

Advocates as it relates to the elimination of all deposits for residential customers.  

We also adopt TURN’s suggestion to eliminate reestablishment deposits except 

we modify TURN’s suggestion and eliminate reestablishment deposits for all 

customers not just CARE, FERA, and Medical baseline customers. 

We realize that the IOUs are opposed to the elimination of deposits and we 

have carefully considered their opening comments on this issue.  However, we 

have seen no evidence regarding the benefit of deposits have on keeping 

residential customers current on their bills.  The utilities may file applications in 

two years  to present evidence that the elimination of deposits is not beneficial to 

households establishing service or seeking to reestablish services.  We also 

decline PG&E’s request for a memorandum account as it relates to the issue of 

the elimination of deposits.  

7. Notices 
The utilities provided valuable information for review as it relates to 

disconnection notices.  The IOUs provided information regarding the internal 

processes of disconnection communications to customers regarding 
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disconnections.  We believe that further work is needed on the part of the IOUs 

to improve these communications. 

A further review of PG&E’s responses reveals that PG&E does not always 

send out 48-Hour Notices via email.93  PG&E’s notices encourage customers to 

call PG&E to avoid disconnection.  However, they do not point out specific 

individual assistance programs that may be available to the customer.94 

SCE’s responses disclose that SCE uses an interactive voice response (IVR) 

to make final call notifications to customers.95  However, SCE notices do not 

provide information on specific assistance programs96. 

Neither SDG&E nor SoCalGas provide disconnection notices via email.  

They use an automated outbound call system.97  Their notices include language 

encouraging customers to contact them for options.98  However, their notices do 

not contain information on LIHEAP or other specific programs.  Only when 

customers call or visit their websites do they learn about valuable assistance 

options, including LIHEAP. 

 
93  See, PG&E’s Response to Questions Presented by the assigned ALJ July 10, 2019). 
94  PG&E’s Response to Question 3E dated July 12, 2019 at 7. 
95  SCE’s Response dated July 10, 2019 at 2-3. 
96  SCE Response to Q3E dated July 12, 2019 at 12. 
97  SDG&E and SoCalGas’ Reponses dated July 10, 2019 at 2. 
98  SDG&E and SoCalGas’ Reponses dated July 12, 2019 at 7-9) 
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In Workshop I Report, TURN noted that notices have decreased prior to 

disconnections.99  GRID supports requiring the IOUs to include information on 

assistance programs.100 

The Public Advocates Office reviewed all the disconnection notices 

provided by the IOUs.  The Public Advocates recommends the following 

changes to PG&E’s notice: 

The back of the 48-Hour notice has the following verbiage: If 
you are not able to pay your bill, call PG&E to discuss how we 
can help. You may qualify for programs such as reduced rates 
under PG&E’s CARE program, that can help to reduce your 
bill. or other special programs and We can connect you with 
community agencies that may can provide additional be 
available to assistance to you. You may also qualify for 
PG&E’s Energy Savings Assistance Program which is an 
energy efficiency program for income-qualified residential 
customers101. 

The Public Advocates also identified ways that SDG&E could improve its 

notices.  As written, the initial call script states: 

This is San Diego Gas and Electric with an important message. 

Please contact us at 1-800-411-SDGE.  We are available 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  That number again is  
1-800-411-7343.  Thank you. 

Public Advocates notes that the customer is directed to a six-option menu.  

However, the sequences of directions do not alert the customer that their service 

 
99  Workshop Report I at 23. 
100  GRID’s Response to Questions Presented by the ALJ Dated July 12, 2019 at 9. 
101  Red is additions and strikethrough is deletions. 
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could be disconnected.  It also does not prompt the customer either in its initial 

call or elsewhere, to select the “Billing” option, which would allow customers to 

access their account balance, make a payment arrangement, pay a bill, or manage 

bills. 

The Public Advocates recommends that the Commission require SDG&E 

to update this notification service to alert the customer of their pending 

disconnection and advise them of ways to avoid disconnection, including 

available financial assistance.  Then a follow-up call should prompt the customer 

to the “billing” prompt to immediately address their outstanding bill and receive 

information on payment, billing, and assistance options.  Public Advocates 

recommends that SDG&E could accomplish this through a dedicated phone line 

for disconnection-related customer calls.  This number could then be used in all 

customer notifications involving disconnections.  The Public Advocates do not 

recommend any changes to the script used by SoCalGas. 

The Public Advocates notes that SCE did not provide the text of its 48-hour 

notice. 

7.1. Discussion Regarding Notices 
A detailed review of the disconnection notices used by the IOUs reveals 

that additional work needs to be done to improve disconnections notices that the 

IOUs are issuing to customers in danger of having their utilities disconnected.  

As noted above, not all the IOUs provide email notices to customers and the 

notices lack information concerning the availability of programs such as CARE 

or FERA. 
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We agree with the Public Advocates Office that PG&E should amend its 

48-hour disconnection notice as set forth above.  We also agree that SDG&E’s call 

script should be updated to clearly indicate to the customer that they are in 

danger of having their utilities disconnected and it should also indicate that there 

may be financial programs available to assist the customer.  The initial call 

should also clearly indicate that the customer should select the billing prompt to 

immediately be connected to someone to discuss their outstanding bill and to 

receive information on financial programs which may be available to them and 

the availability of payment plans.  We decline the Public Advocates suggestion 

that SDG&E establish a new tollfree number to be used for the purpose of 

disconnections.   

In addition to the changes to the notices, all the IOUs must clearly indicate 

on their notices the availability of programs like CARE and FERA.  Additionally, 

the IOUs must also provide email notice of pending disconnection to customers 

who have agreed to receive notices via email.  The utility does not have an 

affirmative duty to reach out to customers to see if they would like email notices.  

However, if the IOU has a discussion with the customer, they shall inquire 

whether the customer wishes to receive notices via email.  SCE must ensure that 

its notice conforms with all the above requirements. 

8. Elimination of Reconnection Fees 
Reconnection fees can be an additional barrier to receiving essential utility 

service.  They have the potential of adding additional debt that customers may 

have difficulty paying.  The parties were given the opportunity to comment on 

the proposal of eliminating reconnection fess.  We have decided to eliminate 
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reconnection fees because it has the potential of adding additional debt to the 

accounts of vulnerable customers. 

CforAT and NCLC supports the elimination of reconnection fess, especially 

for customers with smart meters since the reconnection fees are so low.102  In 

circumstances where it does cost the utility to reconnect the cost should be 

recovered in rates and not levied on the individual customer.103 

PG&E opposes the elimination as it would be distributed amongst other 

ratepayers.104  They assert that the reconnection fee structure is based on a 

blended cost determined by product volume and the costs of both remote and 

field reconnections.105 

SCE opposes the elimination of reconnection fees without a root cause 

analysis as costs would be borne by other ratepayers.106  SCE states that as a 

result of smart meters they have adjusted their reconnection fees from $17.50 in 

2012 to $5 in 2018.107  SCE has developed a weighted average of remote and 

manual reconnection costs, which are $4.08 and $39.75 respectively. 

SDG&E and SoCalGas states that the elimination of reconnection fees would 

shift the costs from individual customers to the general ratepayers through base 

 
102  CforAT and NCLC Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 29). 
103  Id. at 29. 
104  PG&E Opening Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 12. 
105  Id. at 11. 
106  SCE Opening Comments Dated June 14, 2019. 
107  Id. 
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margin rates.108  They estimate the cost to be $1.5 million for SoCalGas109 and 

$196,000 for SDG&E.110 

TURN supports the elimination of all reconnection fees for the larger 

IOUs, particularly for CARE/FERA customers.111  UCAN proposes that rather 

than charge fees and other fines that the utilities partner with social services 

agencies to offer financial planning sessions.112  GRID supports the elimination of 

fees and penalties as they contend the fees and penalties are not an effective 

measure to disincentivize customers from being disconnected.113  CalCCA 

supports the removal of reconnection fees at a minimum for CARE and FERA 

customers.114  They assert these fees are an additional obstacle for vulnerable 

customers to access utility services.  They support a root cause analysis as 

recommended by SCE but opposes UCAN’s financial planning proposal. 

8.1. Discussion Regarding Elimination of  
Reconnection Fees 

The record establishes that a loss of utility services causes a significant 

health and safety concern.  As noted in the intervenor’s testimony, reconnection 

 
108  SDG&E and SoCalGas Opening Comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 12-13. 
109  The average cost to reconnect for SoCalGas is $53/per order. 
110  The average cost to reconnect for connections is approximately $4 per order and 
approximately $53 per order for fielded reconnections.  In the 2016 general rate case, the 
Commission adopted a $5.85 fee for each reconnection. 
111  TURN Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 30-31. 
112  UCAN Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 11. 
113  GRID Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019. 
114  CalCCA Reply Comments Dated July 1, 2019. 
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fees should be eliminated as they can be an obstacle to getting utility services 

restored.   

We recognize SCE’s request for a root cause analysis.  However, we 

disagree that it is necessary.  Reconnection fees are an additional hurdle that all 

customers must face to restore their utility services.  A root cause analysis will 

not eliminate this hurdle.   

We also acknowledge that there is a cost associated with reconnecting 

customers.  However, with smart meters the utilities can reconnect electric 

customers remotely, and this significantly reduces the costs.  We also appreciate 

UCAN’s suggestion for utilities to offer financial planning sessions in lieu of 

reconnection fees.  However, we decline to implement this suggestion.  We have 

considered the comments from the utilities as it relates to reconnection fees and 

we disagree that the utilities should be able to continue charging reconnection 

fess for all of the reasons that were set forth above.  Accordingly, we eliminate 

reconnection fees.  In the next attrition year, fee-based revenue that was collected 

via reconnection fees may be addressed in the IOUs GRC and incorporated into 

base rates. 

9. Benefit of Service 
During this proceeding, concerns were raised by many of the parties that 

current account holders were being held responsible for outstanding balances of 

family members or former tenants.  In each of the respective IOUs tariff rules 

regarding the establishment of services, it outlines that joint applicants for 

service are jointly liable for the bill.  Where two or more customers occupy the 
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same premises, they shall be jointly and severally liable for the bills for the 

energy supplied.  This practice is commonly known as benefit of service. 

The Commission is concerned that individuals may become responsible 

for the costs of utility services even though they were not residing at the location 

where the utility service was supplied.  Therefore, the issue of benefit of service 

and how to appropriately address this concern was discussed during this 

proceeding through a workshop, an assigned ALJ ruling requesting comments 

on a proposal related to new rules on benefit of service, and party comments on 

the workshop report. 

Housing Long Beach (HLB) presented at the Fresno workshop.  HLB noted 

that in a resident survey, 11 percent of those surveyed indicated that they were 

asked to pay a bill left over from a previous owner or renter.115  HLB 

recommends that the Commission require the utilities to end the practice of 

billing new residents for a previous tenants bills.116  They also recommend that 

any investigation done by the utility be done with the full knowledge and 

consent of the tenant and the results of the investigation be provided in writing 

to the tenant.117 

Centro La Familia also presented at the Fresno workshop.  They indicate 

that 9 percent of the 123 respondents who replied to their survey were asked to 

pay a bill leftover from a previous owner or tenant when moving to a new 

 
115  Fresno Workshop Report at 70-80). 
116  Id. 
117  Id. 
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residence.  They also recommend ending the practice of billing new residents for 

a previous tenant’s bills.118  They also agree with HLB as it relates to the consent 

and full knowledge of the tenant before conducting an investigation and that the 

results be in writing and provided to the customer. 

TURN also presented at the November 12, 2018 Fresno workshop.  TURN 

recommends that due process be provided for what they call “roommate 

charges” as it relates to the benefit of service.119  They note that customers are 

currently not allowed to see the investigation report and that there is no process 

to dispute or appeal the investigation decision.120  They suggest that customers 

be allowed to see the investigation report and that they be able to appeal the 

results of the investigation.121  TURN also recommends that any collection for the 

previous tenant be restricted to the customer whose name appears on that 

previous bill. 

In TURN’s opening comments dated June 14, 2019, they again reiterated 

that there should be new rules to protect new customers from being held 

responsible for another customer’s utility debt.122  TURN also urges that utilities 

be required to provide notice of an investigation and provide the customers with 

the opportunity to be heard.  TURN also asserts that the report submitted by the 

utilities should be easily understandable and that it explains that the customer be 

 
118  Id. at 140. 
119  Id. at 16-18. 
120  Id. 
121  Id. 
122  See, TURN’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 6-10). 
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given the right to appeal.123  TURN also believes that in order to promote 

transparency, the IOUs should reveal their practices regarding benefit of service.  

Additionally, TURN advocates that minors at the time of usage cannot be held 

responsible.124 

In TURN’s November 4, 2019 reply comments, TURN argues that the IOUs 

should have the burden of proof to demonstrate that a customer did not benefit 

from the service before they should be allowed to transfer the charges to the 

customers.125 

UCAN notes that customers should not be required to pay balances from 

the previous occupant when moving to a new location.126  In November 4, 2019 

reply comments, PG&E clarifies that the benefit of service does not require new 

tenants to pay the debts of previous tenants, but helps to ensure that a change in 

the customer of record in a particular household is not a means to avoid bill 

responsibility.127 

On November 14, 2019, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling requiring the 

parties to answer various questions.  The question pertaining to benefit of service 

is as follows128: 

 
123  Id. at 9. 
124  Id. 
125  TURN’s Reply Comments dated November 4, 2019 at 2-3. 
126  October 14, 2019 Workshop Report at 8. 
127  PG&E Reply Comments dated November 4, 2019 at 3. 
128  ALJ Ruling dated November 14, 2019 at 1. 
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Utilizing the benefit of service proposal provided in Attachment 4, 
please answer the following question: Should this proposal be 
adopted? Why or why not? What, if any, changes should be made?  

Attachment four of the ruling is reproduced as follows: 

Based on information received from the utilities on their current practices 
regarding benefit of service of service practices (i.e. when an investigation 
is triggered, determining when a customer has benefitted from service, 
etc.), we have created the below proposal:   

Key components of proposal 

1. Customers are presumed to be telling the truth.  Therefore, 
service should be provided immediately, while the 
investigation is pending. 

2. In order to trigger an investigation that would require the 
customer to verify that he/she was not previously benefiting, 
the account at issue must have a utility debt of over $500 AND 
the utility must identify two of the following: 

a. Address - Information returned from an Experian 
identity validation tool such as a common address 
shared between the new customer and a previous 
service holder.  

b. Telephone number - Matching telephone numbers 
between the new customer and the customer of a 
previous service.  

c. Landlord or homeowner confirms that occupant is not 
new or has been residing at the address    

d. No other trigger can be used to initiate an investigation. Most 
notably, it is prohibited to use field verification to verify occupants 
are living at the home/benefiting from service. 

e. Furthermore, no new customer under the age of 25 should ever be 
required to absorb a benefit of service.  
 

3. If the utility has two methods of evidence for triggering an investigation 
AND the previous account holder had over $500 debt, the IOU may 
proceed with determining the customer has benefitted from service, but 
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must first provide the customer 30 days to submit the following forms of 
evidence to rebut the utilities findings.  If the new customers provide any 
ONE of the following documents, the IOU must be accepted as sufficient 
proof that the customer did not benefit from the previous account: 

a. Valid documentation and/or confirmed residency. This 
includes:  

i. Any type of valid identification such as a driver’s 
license or passport 

ii. Current lease or rental agreement  

iii. Proof of home ownership 

b. Previous proof of residency in another location, such as: 
previous lease, water/sewage bill, insurance bill, or 
other documentation of previous residency. 

c. Customer provides evidence that they are 25 or under  

4. After 30 days, once the customer is deemed to have benefited 
from the service, the IOU must provide in writing and 
verbally the information for the customer to contact the Public 
Utilities Commission’s Consumer Affairs Branch, in addition 
to any appeal process they may still have at the utility. 

UCAN, in its comments dated December 6, 2019, noted support for the 

proposal with minor modifications, such as requiring verification staff who are 

fluent in other languages.  They also recommend removing the 25-age limit 

because this is not tied to reducing disconnections and they support a 

prohibition on field verifications.129  

On the other hand, TURN, in their December 6, 2019 comments and 

December 13, 2019 reply comments, strongly supports the proposal with one 

 
129  See, December 6, 2019 Comments and Reply Comments dates December 13, 2019. 
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modification.  In addition to providing written and verbal information on how 

the customers can contact the Commission if they disagree with the IOUs 

findings, TURN also suggests the implementation of an appeal process.  TURN 

also recommends that the IOUs be required to provide the customer with a copy 

of the evidence130 that the IOU used to make the determination.131 

In its reply comments, the Public Advocates Office suggests removing the 

$500 arrearage amount and the 25-age limit as they both are arbitrary.132  CCES 

indicates its support for the proposal in its December 6, 2019 comments.133  

CforAT and NCLC also indicate support for the proposal in their 

December 6, 2019 opening comments and December 13, 2019 reply comments.  

They also contend that the IOUs comments do not adequately address the 

concerns raised throughout this proceeding and at the workshops. 

CalCCA in its December 6, 2019134 comments and December 13, 2019135 

reply comments noted that they would support the proposal if Part Three of the 

proposal is modified.  They suggest that two documents should be required to 

establish residency addresses on the driver license may not be current and leases 

cannot typically be modified if someone moves in or out.  Additionally, they 

 
130  Such as the investigation report, Experian Identify Validation tool output or other 
information used. 
131  See, TURN’s dated December 6, 2019 Opening Comments at 1-2 and Reply Comments dated 
December 13, 2019 at 1-2. 
132  See, Reply Comments dated December 13, 2019 at 4-6. 
133  See, Central Coast Energy Services comments dated December 6, 2019 at 5. 
134  See, pages 2-3 of Opening Comments. 
135  See, page 5 of Reply Comments. 
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assert that passports can only verify identity and not the address.  They also 

suggest that the triggers suggested by SCE needs further investigation. 

SCE noted in its opening comments dated December 6, 2019136 and reply 

comments dated December 13, 2019 that it tentatively supports the proposal with 

a few modifications.  SCE suggests removing the prohibition on field 

verifications as it conflicts with the IOUs ability to deter fraud and to determine 

if customers provided false information and to determine customer status.  SCE 

also notes that there is no basis for the $500 minimum.  SCE believes this could 

be exploited to avoid payment.  Additionally, they suggest removing the 25-year 

age limit arbitrary and impractical as SCE does not track customer ages and 

asserts that there would be a cost associated with doing so.  SCE also believes 

that there should be additional triggers such as the name of spouse or 

roommates, Social Security numbers, banking information and/or email 

addresses and an opportunity for the IOUs to add additional triggers.  SCE also 

recommends two forms of identification to prove residency and length of 

occupancy. 

PG&E in its December 6, 2019 opening comments137 indicates a lack of 

support for the proposal.  They assert that there is no evidence in this proceeding 

that this proposal will influence disconnection rates and only anecdotal evidence 

presented that benefit of service is a problem.  They also note that the provisions 

of the proposal are arbitrary and provide no basis to support the suggested 

 
136  See, pages 2-5 of Opening Comments. 
137  See, pages 1-3. 
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proposal.  They also note that the proposal weakens the intent of fraud 

protection protocols. 

SDG&E and SoCalGas in December 6, 2019 comments138 oppose this 

proposal.  They note that complaints presented at workshops are unverified, 

anecdotal, and not supported by the evidence.  They state in their comments that 

this proposal will have no impact on disconnections as only .13 percent of 

SoCalGas customers and .06 percent of SDG&E customers are affected.  They 

also assert that it is in violation of Tariff Rule 3, which allows utilities to provide 

service to adults.  Finally, they assert that the $500 threshold lacks evidence and 

there is no rationale provided for why field personnel cannot verify occupancy. 

9.1. Discussion Regarding Benefit of Service 
As noted above, concerns were raised by many of the intervenors 

regarding the current practices of the IOUs as it relates to benefit of service.  If an 

individual is required to pay for prior utility usage, even though they did not 

benefit from the prior service, this may cause additional financial stress for 

customers who are struggling financially.  To further the purpose of this 

proceeding in limiting the number of disconnections, the Commission believes 

that it is necessary to address the underlying issues present in practice known as 

benefit of service. 

The comments of all the parties in this proceeding have helped the 

Commission evaluate what is the best solution as it relates to the problems that 

may be caused when a customer is held financially liable for previous utility 

 
138  See, pages 2-3. 
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services when they may not have actually benefited from this prior utility 

service.  Therefore, we have decided to adopt the benefit of service proposal that 

was included in the ALJ Ruling dated November 14, 2019 and included in the 

email ruling as Attachment 4, as modified below139. 

The IOUs shall provide immediate utility service while they conduct their 

investigation.  The utility must identify any of the following: 

a. Address - Information returned from an Experian identity 
validation tool such as a common address shared between 
the new customer and a previous service holder.  

b. Telephone number - Matching telephone numbers between 
the new customer and the customer of a previous service.  

c. Landlord or homeowner confirms that occupant is not new 
or has been residing at the address. 

d. The account is transferred to the name of a spouse or 
roommate. 

e. The account is transferred to a customer who has the same 
email address as the previous customer. 

f. There is common banking information between the old 
customer and the new customer. 

Once the IOU makes an initial determination, the IOU must provide the 

customer with 30 days to submit additional information to disprove that they 

benefited from the prior utility service.  These include, but are not limited to a 

driver license or Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) printout, proof of 

 
139  In its opening comments on the proposed decision, SCE raised concerns that the IOUs 
should also be able to conduct a benefit of service investigation where there are common 
banking accounts, common emails or the account is transferred toa spouse or roommate.  We 
agree with SCE on these points and have adjusted them as set forth above. 
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homeownership, proof of previous residency in another location such as a 

previous lease, utility bill, insurance bill or other documentation that clearly 

establishes that the customer did not reside at the address in question during the 

timeframe suspected by the IOU.  Additionally, the IOU must conduct an initial 

investigation set forth above prior to sending a field representative to the service 

location.  Furthermore, no new customer who was under the age of 18 during the 

period in question shall be required to absorb a benefit of service charge. 

Within 30 days of determining that the customer is deemed to have 

benefited from the service, the IOU must provide in writing and verbally the 

outcome of its determination and the information that was used in making the 

determination.  If the IOUs are unable to reach the customer over the telephone 

to inform them of the determination, they must document that they made 

reasonable efforts to inform the customer verbally of the outcome.  Additionally, 

the IOU shall provide the customer with the contact details for the Commission’s 

Consumer Affairs Branch.  Also, the IOU must inform the customer of any 

internal appeal process that the utility may have to dispute the determination.   

We believe that the proposal as modified above helps to further the goal of 

this proceeding.  Additionally, we believe that the modified proposal addresses 

the concerns raised by the IOUs relative to a need to verify an individual 

customer’s residency and length of occupancy.  Therefore, we adopt the above 

referenced requirements as it relates to benefit of service. 
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10. LIHEAP Improvements 
LIHEAP helps keep families safe and healthy through initiatives that assist 

eligible low-income households with their energy costs.140  When households are 

struggling to meet their energy costs and are in danger of having their utilities 

disconnected, a LIHEAP pledge can often help a customer keep their utilities 

connected.  Since LIHEAP is such a valuable resource, the Commission decided 

to evaluate ways that the IOUs could promote the use of LIHEAP funds.  

The Public Advocates Office suggests that there should be a service 

agreement between the LIHEAP providers, IOUs, and the Department of 

Community Services and Development (CSD) to clearly note how pledges 

proceed and the process timeline to reduce the number of broken pledges.141 

PG&E in its opening comments dated June 14, 2019 recommends 

partnership with existing low-income programs, including LIHEAP142.  PG&E 

also noted in their opening comments that they support broader usage of current 

programs, including LIHEAP, CARE, and FERA.  PG&E also states that 

currently, as ordered by D.16-11-022 as modified by D.17-12-009, PG&E is 

exploring to provide LIHEAP agencies a "view only" access to customer records. 

In reply comments dated July 1, 2019143, PG&E indicated that it is open to 

improving the LIHEAP process and indicated that it has met with TURN and 

intends to meet with CSD. PG&E disagrees that IOUs should bear the 

 
140  www.benefits.gov  
141  See, Workshop II Report at 10. 
142  See, Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 2-3. 
143  See, pages 8-9. 

http://www.benefits.gov/
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responsibility to notify customers about a canceled pledge by CSD.  Instead, 

communications between CSD and LIHEAP providers should be improved. 

SCE indicated in its opening comments dated June 14, 2019144, that it 

supports partnership with assistance program administrators including LIHEAP.  

SCE supports efforts to optimize collaboration between the IOUs and LIHEAP 

providers.  SCE also provided recommendations on ways to improve LIHEAP.  

SCE recommends that a customer should be able to submit a disconnection 

notice electronically to a LIHEAP provider, LIHEAP should be promoted more, 

and that the LIHEAP pledge be delivered to SCE faster. 

SDG&E and SoCalGas in their opening comments145 dated June 14, 2019 

recommends that LIHEAP providers provide a primary contact person with 

SoCalGas to address any obstacles that might be present.  They also recommend 

holding quarterly meetings between the LIHEAP providers and the IOUs.  

SDG&E has streamlined its process with LIHEAP providers by allowing pledges 

to be obtained via the internet and providing customers a uniform template for 

its LIHEAP providers to submit pledges.  SDG&E’s improvements to its online 

LIHEAP portal now allows a LIHEAP provider to contact the IOU via the 

internet to pledge a dollar amount for assisting the customer.     

TURN in its opening comments dated June 14, 2019146 recommends 

improving the utility-LIHEAP agency interface, as well as leveraging LIHEAP as 

 
144  See, pages 7 and 14. 
145  See, pages 9-10. 
146  See, pages 18-21. 
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part of an Arrearage Management Plan.  Specifically, TURN recommends that 

the Commission direct PG&E to explain when it will implement a "view only" 

interface to LIHEAP providers.  TURN also recommends improving 

collaboration between PG&E and LIHEAP providers.  TURN suggests that PG&E 

notify the provider and/or the customer when a LIHEAP pledge has been 

canceled by CSD.  TURN suggests communications can be improved between 

CSD and the IOUs.  Finally, TURN suggests that the pledge period should be 

extended so that the broken pledge rate would be decreased.147   

CalCCA in its opening comments date June 14, 2019148 recommends 

that IOU webpages provide LIHEAP resources based on each account's service 

address or providing an online form where customers can initiate a request for 

one-time assistance.  CalCCA notes that identifying LIHEAP providers is not 

currently an easy process for customers. 

UCAN recommends in its opening comments dated June 14, 2019149 that 

IOUs partner more closely with LIHEAP providers to offer better phone hours 

and locations. UCAN reported that a customer was not allowed in a LIHEAP 

office to speak to anyone about assistance but was told to call instead.  They 

recommend that it may be possible for LIHEAP providers be available at 

locations where customers pay their bills.  In reply comments dated July 1, 2019, 

UCAN suggests that information about LIHEAP programs are hard to find and 

 
147  See, Workshop II Report at 9. 
148  See, pages 13-14. 
149  See, page 9. 
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access on SDG&E's website.  UCAN recommends that SDG&E partner more 

closely with LIHEAP providers to provide better info to its customers. 

In reply comments dated July 1, 2019150 CCES supports enhancing the 

utility-LIHEAP agency interface and information sharing.  CCES noted that 

currently, LIHEAP providers have no access to the date when an account is 

credited with a LIHEAP payment.  They believe that this is a lack of 

transparency in the LIHEAP process.  They also request that the Commission 

require PG&E to adhere to their 90-day pledge period.   

Community Action Partnership of San Bernardino (CAPSB) recommends 

that SCE prolong its operation time to 5:00 p.m.  CAPSB notes that SCE currently 

stops taking pledges at 4:30 pm.151  Spectrum Community Services recommends 

that the IOUs develop an online pledging system like the one employed by the 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD).  Other workshop participants 

suggested that there should be additional outreach to help customers better 

understand the LIHEAP process and services provided.152 

In opening comments on the proposed decision dated November 16, 2018, 

CSD recommends that the IOUs share accurate customer data and pledge 

information with CSD and advocates that the LIHEAP policy should be 

consistent across all IOUs.  Additionally, in its pledge letter addressed to 

Commissioner Guzman dated May 10, 2019, CSD recommends the following:  

 
150  See pages 2-5. 
151  See, Workshop II Report at 9. 
152  Id. at 12. 
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1. A 90-day pledge period (currently the pledge period varies 
based on the IOU and ranges from 60 to 120 days). 

2. Improving current automated phone pledge system. 

3. Improving LIHEAP policy consistency across IOUs 

4. Detailed and accurate post-reporting from IOUs on paid 
pledges. 

5. Standardizing IOU disconnection policies to not confuse 
customers. 

To obtain additional information on ways to improve the LIHEAP process, 

the assigned ALJ issued a ruling on November 14, 2019 requiring the parties to 

address the following question: 

Parties should respond to the following questions about the 
pledge process for the Low-Income Heating Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP). Please utilize the notes from Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District’s (SMUD) webinar on October 29 
regarding their online LIHEAP pledge portal (Attachment 5). 

a. Should utilities be required to allow online pledging 
through a web portal that their designated local service 
provider (LSP)? 

b. If yes, what should the timeline be for implementing 
this portal? 

c. What information should be accessible to the LSP? For 
example, SMUD provides: account number, address, 
name, usage, payment history for 12 months, amount 
needed to avoid disconnection, total arrears, bill history 
for 12 months, 48 hour notice, ability to download last 
due bill, summary reports of past pledges, and whether 
the pledge was accepted. 

d. How should privacy of the customer be maintained? 
Should clients sign a release form? Should LSPs sign 
non-disclosure agreements with their respective IOU?  
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In response to the ALJ’s ruling, CalCCA noted in its opening comments 

dated December 6, 2019153 that it supports requiring IOUs to implement an 

online payment pledging system through a web portal.  CSD in opening 

comments dated December 6, 2019154 also supports requiring IOUs to implement 

online payment pledging through a web portal.  They recommend that this 

online payment pledging should be operational within one year; that also as a 

result of privacy concerns the current LSP intake process requires customer 

consent and one standard Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) for IOUs and 

individual LSPs; and they recommend that the LSP have all information listed in 

question 1(c) above and that 48-hour notices include information pertinent to the 

account.   

In reply comments dated December 13, 2019155 CSD notes that information 

should be provided to best assist clients and meet federal reporting guidelines.  

Additionally, they assert that the customer should not have to fill out additional 

forms as customer acknowledgement is already in the current LIHEAP pledge 

process forms. 

In opening comments dated December 6, 2019156, SDG&E and SoCalGas 

state that IOUs should not be required to implement a portal, but they note that 

they are open to exploring the idea.  They believe that it is premature to consider 

 
153  See, pages 3-4 
154  See, pages 3-4. 
155  See, pages 3-7. 
156  See, pages 4-8. 
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a timeline currently.  Additionally, they believe that additional information is 

needed to understand why LSPs need more data and they note that SMUD 

operates under different data rules.   

Furthermore, they note that the information requested by the LSPs is 

considered secondary data under current Commission rules and customers 

would need to consent to release data, this would require: 

1. Greater customer authentication (not just name and acct 
number) and use of Customer Information Service 
Request. 

2. Data minimization principle: only necessary information 
(no payment plan, full customer bill). 

3. Cost would be far greater to the IOUs than for SMUD. 

CCES in opening comments dated December 6, 2019157 supports IOUs 

developing online portal as an incremental step towards progress.  They believe 

that the portals should be fully functional within one year of the issuance of the 

decision.  They also suggest that the information provided include the following:   

Account holders name; account number; service agreement 
ID(s); service address; current total charges; number of billing 
days; total amount due; dated total arrears; usage; billing and 
payment history for the previous 12 months; date and status 
of disconnection if disconnected; minimum amount to 
reconnect; amount needed to avoid disconnection; whether 15 
day and 48 hour notices have been sent; whether the customer 
is enrolled in CARE, FERA or Medical Baseline; information 
on past pledges; pledge accepted or rejected; and pledge 
identifier number. 

 
157  See, pages 2-6. 
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As it relates to privacy concerns, they suggest that there should be NDAs 

between IOUs and respective LSPs. 

In reply comments dated December 13, 2019, CCES asserts that based on 

IOU comments, many IOUs do not understand the federal requirements for data 

collection on LIHEAP.  CCES asserts that eligibility is not determined solely 

based on account name and number and it is very unlikely fraud will occur 

based on using these items to access the portal.  Additionally, they state that the 

LSP is required to keep energy bill (or proof of cost of energy) for 3 years after 

the application. 

CforAT and NCLC in opening comments dated December 6, 2019158 

indicate support requiring IOUs to develop LIHEAP pledge portal.  They believe 

that these portals should be running before October 20, 2020, which is the start of 

new federal fiscal year.  They assert that the IOUs should already have all the 

information that SMUD has including payment arrangements and record date of 

when the pledge payment was posted.  To address privacy issues, they suggest 

LSPs obtaining the customers consent before accessing their information in the 

portal and IOUs should establish Memorandum of Understandings (MOUs) with 

LSPs. 

In reply comments dated December 13, 2019159, they disagree with IOUs 

that a Customer Information Service Request (CISR) may be necessary when 

customers apply for LIHEAP.   

 
158  See, pages 4-8. 
159  See, pages 7-9. 
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In its opening comments dated December 6, 2019160 TURN supports 

requiring IOUs to implement online pledging for IOUs.  They note that the 

feedback from workshops and the staff report was that the IVR system is highly 

inefficient.  They suggest that the portals be implemented no later than 

March 2020 and that all information provided by SMUD in its portal should be 

provided by the IOUs.  Regarding privacy concerns TURN suggests that clients 

should sign online release forms and LSPs should sign NDAs with the respective 

IOUs.  In reply comments dated December 13, 2019161 TURN strongly disagrees 

with Sempra’s concerns regarding information sharing as the customer would be 

consenting to sharing customer information. 

PG&E in its opening comments dated December 6, 2019162 asserts that the 

portal could be more efficient and it is open to exploring, but does not support 

the IOUs being required to implement a portal and they assert that much 

flexibility needs to be given to each IOU.  PG&E contends that the current IVR 

systems is very successful and works well.  As it pertains to what information 

should be provided, PG&E contends that only the information provided by IVR 

is necessary to make a pledge and they disagree with including past payment 

history as it is not necessary to receive LIHEAP payments.  Regarding privacy 

concerns, PG&E states that the current IVR is best way to maintain customer 

 
160  See, pages 2-3. 
161  See, page 3. 
162  See, pages 4-6. 
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privacy.  In reply comments dated December 13, 2019163, it appears to have 

softened its position on portals and indicated that 12 months is a reasonable 

implementation timeline. 

UCAN notes in its December 6, 2019164 comments that it supports directing 

IOUs to establish a pledge portal but emphasizes this in and of itself will not 

solve disconnection problem.  As it relates to the timeline for implementing such 

portals, UCAN asserts that the IOUs are in the best position to answer this 

question.  However, UCAN recommends putting in deadlines.  They state that if 

the IOUs cannot meet the deadline, they must show why.  UCAN also suggests 

that the Commission might want to consider the possibility of imposing fines for 

unreasonable delays.  

As it pertains to the sharing of information, UCAN believes that SMUD's 

portal provides a good starting point.  However, UCAN asserts it would also be 

helpful to include payment arrangements and whether the customer is on 

CARE/FERA.  Regarding potential privacy concerns, UCAN asserts that the 

IOUs are in a good position to navigate this via NDAs with the LSPs.  In reply 

comments dated December 13, 2019165 UCAN believes utilities should be allowed 

to recover costs for these portals. 

 
163  See, page 3. 
164  See, pages 4-6. 
165  See, page 3. 
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In its December 6, 2019166  comments, SCE supports the development of an 

online pledging system.  They believe that the portal should be operational 

within 12 months.  As it relates to the sharing of information, they assert that the 

LSPs could log into a web portal, provide the customer name, account number, 

the pledge amount and the date the pledge is estimated to be received in a 

user-friendly interface.  This approach would also include an added feature of 

providing a reference number that both LIHEAP providers and SCE 

representatives can use to track the status of pledges and create summaries of 

past pledges.  As it relates to privacy concerns SCE believes that data should only 

flow from the LSP and that if information must flow from the IOU to the LSPs 

there must be a CISR signed by the customer. 

10.1. Discussion Regarding LIHEAP Improvements 
LIHEAP is an important program that can assist low-income households 

with energy expenses.  This assistance can be especially helpful especially when 

a family is struggling financially and are on the verge of having their utilities 

disconnected.  During this proceeding there were discussions at Workshop II on 

how to improve the IOUs use and interaction with LIHEAP.  Additionally, the 

parties responded to an email ruling issued by the assigned ALJ seeking 

information on the implementation of an online LIHEAP pledge portal.  Based 

upon the discussions at the workshop and the opening and reply comments 

received from the parties in this proceeding, we implement the following. 

 
166  See, pages 6-8 
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The Commission shall update its MOU with CSD for maintaining 

maximum data sharing and utility practices that improves service.  Additionally, 

there should be quarterly meetings between the IOUs, Consumer Affairs Branch 

(CAB) and CSD for managing issues such as: the requirement that all pledge 

periods shall be 90 days across all IOUs; the times that LIHEAP providers can 

call for preventing disconnections, especially on Fridays;  and allowing LIHEAP 

providers to assist customers even if they do not have the account number.  The 

IOUs shall also accept payments each day until close of business to help reduce 

the number of disconnections. 

The workshop and party comments indicate that an on-line pledging 

portal for LIHEAP LSPs is an important program which should be implemented.  

Therefore, within 9-months of this decision, SDG&E, SCE, PG&E and SoCalGas 

shall have an online pledging portal for LIHEAP LSPs.  These IOUs shall work 

directly with the LSPs in their service territory to create focus groups to develop 

these portals. 

We agree with CSD that the online portals should contain the following 

information: account number; service address; account holder name; current total 

charges; total amount due; number of billing days in the current billing cycle; 

status of disconnection; minimum amount needed to avoid disconnection if the 

customer is not already disconnected; the minimum amount needed to reconnect 

if already disconnected; total arrears; bill history for the last 12-months; 15-day 

notice issuance;  48-hour notice issuance; pledge acceptance or rejection status; 

the last bill; and a tracking number for each pledge.  Additionally, the utility 
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shall be required to verify that the customer is eligible and enrolled in all 

applicable programs such as CARE, FERA, and Medical Baseline.   

The online portal shall also provide weekly, monthly, and yearly summary 

reports of past pledges, account numbers, zip codes and whether the pledge was 

accepted.  These reports shall be provided to CSD for greater transparency of 

payments that have been processed and customers that have been reconnected 

through LIHEAP pledges.  In opening comments PG&E questioned whether the 

proposed decision actual meant to have the utilities provide the reports to CSD 

rather than the LIHEAP providers.  Upon further consideration we believe that 

the utilities should provide this information to both CSD and the LIHEAP 

providers. 

The IOUs shall also work with LSPs to develop a release form for 

customers to sign consenting to their information being shared and NDAs for 

information sharing with individual LSPs.  The IOUs will also be required to 

enter an MOU with CSD and their LIHEAP providers.   

11. Revisions to Medical Baseline Program 
The Medical Baseline Program or Medical Baseline Allowance is a 

program for residential customers who have special energy needs due to 

qualifying medical conditions.  All residential customers receive an allotment of 

energy every month at the lowest price.  Customers who are eligible for medical 

baseline receive an additional allotment of electricity and/or gas per month at the 
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lowest price.  This helps to ensure that more energy is available to support 

qualifying medical devices available at a lower rate.167 

At the Hayward workshop, panelists and workshop participants 

suggested that the categories of personnel who can certify patients to enroll in 

the program should be broadened.168  Additionally, CforAT recommended broad 

certification authority for serious illness protections, including mental health and 

public health, as well as nurse practitioner and physician’s assistants.  Alameda 

County Public Health indicated at the workshop that social workers and case 

managers could help certify medical baseline customers if the authority to verify 

seriously ill customers can be broadened.169  City Heights Community 

Development Corporation also indicated at the workshop that other personnel, 

such as social workers and case managers should be able to sign off medical 

baseline forms to accommodate customers who don't have medical insurance.170  

Finally, a representative from SCE indicated at the Hayward workshop that 

 
167  The four large IOUs Medical Baseline programs can be found at the following links: 
https://www.pge.com/en_US/residential/save-energy-money/help-paying-your-bill/longer-
term-assistance/medical-condition-related/medical-baseline-allowance/medical-baseline-
allowance.page?WT.mc_id=Vanity_medicalbaseline  

https://www.sdge.com/residential/pay-bill/get-payment-bill-assistance/health-senior-
support/qualifiying-based-medical-need 

https://www.sce.com/residential/assistance/medical-baseline 

https://www.socalgas.com/save-money-and-energy/assistance-programs/medical-baseline-
allowance  
168  Workshop II Report at 16. 
169  Id. at 17. 
170  Id. 

https://www.pge.com/en_US/residential/save-energy-money/help-paying-your-bill/longer-term-assistance/medical-condition-related/medical-baseline-allowance/medical-baseline-allowance.page?WT.mc_id=Vanity_medicalbaseline
https://www.pge.com/en_US/residential/save-energy-money/help-paying-your-bill/longer-term-assistance/medical-condition-related/medical-baseline-allowance/medical-baseline-allowance.page?WT.mc_id=Vanity_medicalbaseline
https://www.pge.com/en_US/residential/save-energy-money/help-paying-your-bill/longer-term-assistance/medical-condition-related/medical-baseline-allowance/medical-baseline-allowance.page?WT.mc_id=Vanity_medicalbaseline
https://www.sdge.com/residential/pay-bill/get-payment-bill-assistance/health-senior-support/qualifiying-based-medical-need
https://www.sdge.com/residential/pay-bill/get-payment-bill-assistance/health-senior-support/qualifiying-based-medical-need
https://www.sce.com/residential/assistance/medical-baseline
https://www.socalgas.com/save-money-and-energy/assistance-programs/medical-baseline-allowance
https://www.socalgas.com/save-money-and-energy/assistance-programs/medical-baseline-allowance
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medical personnel be allowed to e-sign medical baseline applications for 

patients.171 

11.1. Discussion Regarding Revisions to  
Medical Baseline Program 

Senate Bill (SB) 1338 (Hueso 2018) was an act to amend Sections 739 and 

779.3 and to add Section 779.4 to the Public Utilities (Pub. Util.) Code.  As 

codified, the SB changes the Pub. Util. code to authorize a Physician’s Assistant 

to certify in writing to the utilities that an individual has a medical condition 

which substantiates the need for a medical baseline allowance.  The bill also 

requires the four large IOUs to demonstrate that they are working with the 

medical community to increase marketing and outreach to persons eligible for 

the medical baseline allowance. 

We appreciate the comments that were made at the Hayward workshop as 

it relates to suggested changes to the Medical Baseline Program.  These 

comments have assisted the Commission in developing additional measures that 

will help to improve enrollment in the medical baseline program.   

In addition to implementing the changes set forth in SB 1338, allowing 

physician assistants to certify customers for medical baseline, we will also allow 

nurse practitioners to certify that a customer is eligible for the medical baseline 

allowance.  Additionally, we will allow qualified medical professionals to 

electronically certify customers are eligible for the medical baseline program.  

The IOUs shall implement a system that will allow qualified medical 

 
171  Id. 
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professionals to electronically certify that a customer is eligible for the medical 

baseline program. 

In implementing the other requirements set forth in SB 1338, the IOUs will 

work with county level health and human services departments and public 

health departments to increase outreach to persons eligible for the medical 

baseline allowance.  This will include but is not limited to the following:  

(1) IOUs will provide annual training for county health services workers that do 

home visits before the second quarter of each year;  (2) IOUs shall regularly 

provide outreach and educational materials in multiple languages for these 

workers to take into the field; and (3) Within 60 days of this decision, the IOUs 

shall file a Tier 3 Advice Letter (AL) outlining plans for implementing SB 1338 

requirements outlined here.   

In opening comments on the proposed decision PG&E requested that the 

IOUs should be able to include their SB 1338 efforts in the annual and quarterly 

reports required in Rulemaking (R.) 18-12-005 rather than a Tier 3 AL.  The 

referenced proceeding directs the utilities to provide quarterly reports on their 

plans to aid customers with access and functional needs during de-energization 

events.  These reports are specific to de-energization events and not the same as 

the Tier 3 AL which is about improving awareness.  Therefore, we deny this 

request.   

The IOUs should include existing work that will continue.  They should 

detail in the AL their plans to continue funding small grants to CBOs relating to 
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medical baseline outreach.172  The AL should detail a cohesive plan outlining 

what they are doing and will continue to do to increase community outreach 

related to the medical baseline program. 

The AL should also include enrollment goals and other metrics, including 

how many customers were reached and ultimately enrolled in the medical 

baseline program.  Ultimately, the IOUs should strive to increase enrollment in 

the medical baseline program above 2018 levels. 

12. Transparency for Community Choice Aggregation 
Many of the Community Choice Aggregators (CCA) providers expressed 

concerns that the IOUs were not sharing adequate information when a CCA 

customer is disconnected.  To obtain additional information for this proceeding 

the assigned ALJ issued a ruling on May 1, 2019 seeking input from the parties as 

it relates to transparency.  Additionally, there was a workshop on July 9, 2019 

relating to the issue of transparency.  Three of the CCAs; CalCCA, Monterey Bay 

Community Power, and East Bay Community Power provided comments on the 

ALJ’s ruling and workshop report. 

In opening comments dated June 14, 2019173 CalCCA noted that when a 

customer is disconnected and subsequently reconnected (within 48 hours), CCAs 

often receive no notice that the disconnection occurred. Current rules governing 

 
172  PG&E has given out small grants to increase Medical Baseline outreach to CBOs like Central 
Coast Energy Services and has established a large contract with the Center for Independent 
Living. 
173  See, page 11. 
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the disconnection and reconnection of CCA customers provide only limited 

transparency to CCA organizations.   

In opening comments dated October 28, 2019174 CalCCA stated that CCAs 

typically do not know that a customer has received a 15-day or 48-hour notice or 

has been disconnected recently or in the past.  They assert that the only means by 

which a CCA can gain access to information about individual customers’ 

disconnections history is through a formal data request to an IOU. 

CalCCA recommends that the disconnection history and 15-day notice 

information be added to the list of information currently released to CCAs on an 

ongoing basis under existing NDAs with IOUs.  They also support the 

development of a framework for sharing customer information about payment 

history with third parties, such as CBOs.  Additionally, they recommend the 

Commission develop such a framework by examining and, if necessary, 

modifying prior Commission D.12-08-045 to state that customer information 

related to payment history may be shared for the purpose of enrollment or 

implementation of Commission programs for low-income customers, such as 

CARE/FERA, DAC-SASH, and DAC-GT/CSGT.E151 

In reply comments dated November 4, 2019175 they recommend IOUs to 

share additional info with CCAs which includes the following:  (1) automatic 

notification when a customer receives a 15-day and/or a 48-hour shut-off notice, 

and (2) ongoing access to information about which customers have been 

 
174  See, pages 5-7. 
175  See, pages 2-3. 
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disconnected, in .xlsx or .csv file format, without the need to submit formal data 

requests in this proceeding. 

In the Workshop II Report176 Monterey Bay Community Power (MBCP) 

and East Bay Community Energy (EBCE) stated that the big challenge for them is 

that they do not know when and which of their shared customers get 

disconnected.  They suggested that CCAs are entitled to see customers’ 

information.  They suggest that information sharing between the IOUs and CCA 

is essential, so that CCAs can better serve and help their shared customers. 

PG&E noted at the second workshop that they were open to discussing 

sharing of information with the CCAs.177 In opening comments dated 

October 28, 2019,178 PG&E clarified the information that they share with CCAs, 

which includes a monthly Billing Snapshot Report containing billing 

information, the age of the debt, and details on the Accounts Receivables for each 

customer.  They also assert that the CCAs receive a Daily Payment report each 

business day.  PG&E states that if this information is not enough, PG&E is open 

to discussing additional information sharing with the CCAs. 

12.1. Discussion Regarding Improving  
Transparency for the CCAs 

We are concerned that many of the CCAs have raised the issue that they 

frequently do not receive enough information as it relates to when their 

customers are disconnected or are facing disconnection.  To promote 

 
176  See, pages 20-21. 
177  See, Workshop Report II at 21. 
178  See, pages 9-10. 
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transparency, we have decided that the Commission must make certain changes 

to promote interaction between the CCAs and the IOUs.  Specifically, the IOUs 

and the CCAs shall enter MOUs/NDAs to improve access to information.  

Specifically, the IOUs must do the following:   

1. Provide automatic notification to the CCAs when a 
customer receives a 15-day, and/or a 48-hour shut-off 
notice and gets reconnected.  

2. Provide ongoing access to information about which 
customers have been disconnected, in .xlsx or .csv file 
format, without the need to submit formal data requests by 
CCAs in this proceeding. 

13. CARE and FERA Outreach 
CARE and FERA are important programs which can aid households who 

may need assistance with their utilities.  Ensuring that these customers are aware 

of the benefits of these programs is important to ensure that there is adequate 

outreach to the public from the IOUs as it relates to CARE and FERA.  The issue 

of additional outreach was discussed at a workshop and the parties were given 

the opportunity to respond to the issue of additional outreach. 

In opening comments dated June 14, 2019,179 CalCCA noted that they 

support additional marketing and outreach via CBOs.  They assert that 

additional outreach may help vulnerable customers obtain additional 

information about programs that they may not be aware of.  They also 

recommend that the Commission, to the extent possible, assist these 

 
179  See, pages 4-6 and 8-9. 
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organizations by identifying sources of funding for program marketing, 

education, and outreach activities. 

EBCE presented180 on the subject at the Hayward workshop in this 

proceeding.  During their presentation, they identified three zip codes in 

Oakland that have high disconnection rates, but only 15 percent are enrolled in 

CARE, while 50 percent of the population lives below twice the Federal Poverty 

Level.  They propose outreach pilots to close the "CARE Gap" by partnering with 

programs offered by some CBOs such as Community Help and Awareness of 

Natural Gas and Electric Services (CHANGES).  They also state that 80 percent of 

the disconnected are not enrolled in CARE, FERA, or Medical Baseline.  The 

Commission/IOUs should raise awareness that these programs are available. 

Catholic Charities was also present at the Hayward workshop.  They 

suggested at the workshop that they can help the IOUs to verify customers’ 

qualifications181.  Alameda County Public Health Department also participated in 

the Hayward workshop.  They assert that social workers and case managers 

could help certify medical baseline customers if the authority to verify seriously 

ill customers can be broadened.182   

At the second workshop a few individuals noted that there should be 

continued outreach efforts and public education to help customers understand 

 
180  See, Hayward Workshop Presentation included in Hayward Workshop Report. 
181  See, Workshop II Report at 17. 
182  Id. 
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LIHEAP service and eligibility for programs like CARE and FERA183.  In the 

Stockton workshop, it was suggested that IOU customer service representatives 

should be able to enroll customers in CARE or LIHEAP directly over the phone.   

The IOUs’ call centers should also be able to directly enroll customers in CARE 

or assistance programs184.   

In opening comments dated July 10, 2019185 PG&E noted that customers 

can enroll in CARE while on the phone with a PG&E Customer Service 

Representative (CSR).  PG&E states that the information presented in the 

Stockton workshop was incorrect regarding whether a customer can enroll in 

CARE over the telephone.  In opening comments dated June 14, 2019186 PG&E 

supports self-certification for vulnerable customers.  However, Post-Enrollment 

Verification (PEV) should be considered on a case-by-case basis by the utility.  

They assert that there is no need for additional verification methods. 

13.1. Discussion Regarding CARE/FERA Outreach 
The CARE and FERA programs are valuable programs that can assist 

vulnerable customers who may be struggling to pay their utilities.  We believe 

that additional efforts need to be made to ensure that appropriate outreach on 

CARE and FERA is being done.  However, we believe that the issue of CARE and 

FERA outreach is better suited for the consolidated proceedings which are 

 
183  Id. at 12. 
184  See, Workshop I Report at 22. 
185  See, page 4. 
186  See, pages 9-10. 
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Applications187 (A.) 19-11-003, A.19-11-004, A.19-11-005, A.19-11-006, and 

A.19-11-007 (collectively referred to as A.19-11-003), which were filed on 

November 4, 2019 and consolidated by ALJ Tran on December 24, 2019. 

We emphasize below key aspects of CARE and FERA outreach and make a 

proposal for future consideration. 

To help enroll eligible households that qualify for CARE and FERA 

discounts, LIHEAP providers should be able to verify over the telephone with 

the IOUs whether a household is on CARE or FERA.  If the household is eligible 

but not enrolled, the LIHEAP provider can obtain customer consent and assist 

the household with enrollment via phone with the IOU representative.  The 

LIHEAP provider can also refer eligible customers to sign up for said programs. 

CBOs are also able to register as capitation agencies to conduct outreach, 

assist with enrollment and ensure eligible households are enrolled in all 

applicable benefit programs.  Additional direction regarding marketing of 

CARE/FERA programs to populations within the top 10 impacted zip codes with 

recurring disconnections in their service territories may also be addressed in the 

CARE/FERA consolidated proceeding, A.19-11-003.  

14. Payments to Avoid Immediate Disconnection 
When a customer’s account becomes delinquent it is potentially subject to 

being disconnected.  For gas service to be disconnected, the utility must 

physically send an employee out to the location.  SoCalGas and SDG&E field 

 
187  These Applications were filed by PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, SoCalGas, and Marin Clean Energy and 
among other things are seeking approval of Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) and CARE Programs and 
budgets for 2021-2026 program years. 
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representatives can collect payments from customers.  If the customer pays the 

field representative a significant portion of the past due amount, they may be 

able to forgo having their gas service disconnected.   

This issue of field representatives collecting payments prior to 

disconnecting gas service was a subject of one of the workshops.  To obtain 

additional information from the utilities, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling on 

June 12, 2019 requesting additional information.  The ruling asked the 

following188: 

Utilities claimed in the workshops that customers can avoid 
disconnections if they pay a certain amount to the utility 
worker who arrives to conduct an in-person field visit or 
disconnect gas service. Can a field worker put a customer on a 
payment plan? Can they collect a portion of the amount due? 
What is the minimum a customer must pay to the worker to 
avoid disconnection? 

In Opening Comments dated July 10, 2019189 SoCalGas indicated that their 

field workers are not connected to the customer information system and 

therefore are unable to put a customer on a payment plan.  However, the field 

representative may accept 50 percent of the past due balance for the customer to 

keep their service on.  They also noted that the field representative does have 

discretion to not disconnect if the customer is seriously ill, if the customer has 

confirmed there is a permanent resident 65 or older, or if disconnection can pose 

a safety issue.  The customer must contact the Customer Contact Center or the 

 
188  See, July 10, 2019 Ruling question 5. 
189  See, page 7. 
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Credit and Collections Department to make payment arrangement plans190.  

Some of the CBOs present at the workshop indicated that they disagreed.  

In its opening comments dated July 10, 2019191 SDG&E indicated that the 

field representative cannot issue a payment plan but can collect a portion of the 

amount due.  The order assigned to the field worker does have a minimum 

disconnection amount identified to be paid by the customer.  However, the field 

worker does have discretion to take less or to not disconnect if the customer is 

seriously ill or if disconnection can pose a safety issue. 

In its opening comments dated July 10, 2019192 PG&E noted that field 

personnel at PG&E do not accept payments to avoid disconnections or create 

payment plans.  Customers wanting to pay or request a payment plan are 

referred to PG&E’s Credit team.  Customers may also choose to visit one of 

PG&E’s local offices, Neighborhood Pay Stations, or the Call Center to make an 

immediate payment to avoid being disconnected. 

In opening comments dated July 10, 2019193 SCE asserts that field service 

representatives (FSR) are unable to place the customer on a payment plan or 

accept cash payments from the customer.  The customer is given the option to 

make payment by debit or credit card by phone, QuickCheck by phone, or online 

 
190  Several of the CBOs disputed SoCalGas’ assertions.  They contend that the amount that 
frequently needs to be paid to avoid disconnection is not a nominal amount and the customer 
may still be disconnected due to a communication breakdown between the field representative 
and the dispatch center. 
191  See, page 7. 
192  See, page 3. 
193  See pages 9-10. 
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through SCE.com.  To assist the customer, an FSR can provide a courtesy 

extension of 48 hours to make payment.  For any further extensions, the 

customer would be directed to call SCE’s Customer Contact Center to make 

payment arrangements.  A Customer Contact Center representative will 

review/grant each extension on a case by case basis.  There is no minimum a 

customer must pay to avoid disconnection as each circumstance may differ in 

payment arrangement. 

14.1. Discussion Regarding Payments to  
Avoid Immediate Disconnections 

One of the goals of this proceeding is to limit the number of 

disconnections.  Through workshops and rulings, we have obtained valuable 

information that will assist us in meeting this goal.  To further this goal, the 

proposed decision required gas field collectors to accept payments from 

customers when they are making field visits to disconnect gas service.  PG&E 

raised concerns over this in their opening comments.  They assert that requiring 

the field collectors to accept payment could create a safety concern.  We do not 

necessarily agree with PG&E’s concern as SoCalGas field representatives have 

had the ability to accept payments from customers and they did not raise any 

safety concerns. 

Rather than require the gas field service representative to collect payments, 

PG&E suggests that the gas field service representative could assist the customer 

with submitting the payment while in the field.  We find this to be an acceptable 

compromise.  The gas field representative must be able to connect the customer 

to an employee or an online portal that will allow the customer to make a 

payment to avoid disconnection. 
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We also require that a customer be required to pay only a minimum of 20 

percent of the past due balance and agree to a payment plan to avoid being 

disconnected194.  Additionally, we require that reconnection must occur within 

24 hours for gas customers.  Finally, customers shall be automatically 

reconnected once payments are made and they should not have to call another 

person to have their service reconnected. 

15. Arrearage Management Plans 
Parties and participants at workshops held in fall 2018 and summer 2019 

identified a gap in the payment plan options provided by the utilities.  Standard 

three-month payment plans assist customers with small, short-term buildups in 

their arrearages who need a few extra months to pay off their bill.  However, 

three-month payment plans do not work for customers who have accrued 

significant arrearages.  Those customers need assistance to eliminate their arrears 

and would benefit from policies that incentivize consistent, on-time bill payment. 

In order to obtain additional information on potential AMP plans a 

workshop was conducted on July 23, 2019 in Hayward and the assigned ALJ 

issued several rulings requesting additional information and/or comments from 

the parties as it relates to the proposal to implement AMPs in California.  Among 

other things, the first ruling issued on May 1, 2019 asked the question whether 

AMPs should be implemented in California and how they should be structured.  

The second ruling was issued on October 14, 2019 and it contained the Staff 

 
194  The utility shall reach out to the customer to set up a 12-month payment plan for the remaining 
balance. 
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Report on the Hayward Workshop.195  The third ruling was issued on November 

14, 2019 and contained a proposal attached to the ruling titled Arrearage 

Management Payment Plan which set forth the specific proposal that was being 

considered for the utilities in California. 

15.1. Comments Received on the May 1, 2019 ALJ Ruling 
Among other things the May 1, 2019 ALJ Ruling requested that the parties 

respond to multiple questions regarding the feasibility of AMPs in California.196: 

TURN indicated in its opening comments on the ruling that it supports an 

AMP implemented simultaneously with other programs.  TURN noted that the 

AMP could provide benefits to public safety, children's education, housing 

security, physical and mental health, adults' ability to work, and food security.197  

The Public Advocates Office indicated in their opening comments that they 

support AMPs as a pilot if there is a mandatory evaluation phase, and 

opportunity to re-evaluate the AMPs design.198   GRID indicated that it prefers 

PIPPs to AMPs.199   

 
195  The Hayward Workshop had a panel that discussed AMPS and consisted of representatives 
from TURN, NCLC, SDG&E and Spectrum Community Services.  After the panel presentation, 
there was an opportunity for a group discussion on whether AMPS should be implemented in 
California and how that should be done. 
196  See, Question 7 of the May 1, 2019 ALJ Ruling. 
197  See, TURN’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 32-35. 
198  See, Public Advocates Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 7-12. 
199  See, GRID’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 13-14. 
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UCAN expressed200 support for the AMP and opined that Massachusetts 

utilities initially opposed the AMP, but now value it.  UCAN recommends that 

there be consistent criteria across the state rather than allowing each IOU to do 

its own thing.  They would also like to extend the AMP to all Class A water 

utilities.  They also recommend a limit to the frequency that AMPs can be used, 

and a threshold for arrearage and delayed payments.201  UCAN also believes that 

the IOUs should get assurance that AMPs will not have a substantial adverse 

effect on their earnings. 

NCLC and CforAT note support the AMP proposal,202 but believe that 

there should also be programs to help lower bills and make sure that utilities are 

affordable.  They also recommend coordinating with CBOs on notice, outreach, 

plan development.  Additionally, they suggest hiring an evaluator before the 

start of the plan and they suggest that any AMPs in California should allow 

customers to miss between 1-2 payments like Massachusetts and the district of 

Columbia. 

CalCCA indicated in its opening comments that it supports an AMP in 

California203.  They see this as a possible solution to address high broken 

payment plan rates.  They assert that AMPs would need to give CCAs a 

mechanism for arrearage forgiveness for generation and delivery charges, and 

 
200  See, UCAN’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 12-21. 
201  Massachusetts requires at least $300 arrears that has been unpaid 50+ days. 
202  See, NCLC and CforAT’s Opening Comments dated June 14, 2019 at 29-40. 
203  See, June 14, 2019 Comments at 14-19. 
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IOUs would need rules for the application of payments to delivery and 

generation charges.  They indicate that they support the AMP design laid out by 

NCLC.  They assert that AMP eligibility should be tied to income, and income 

levels should be tied to local cost of living.204  Additionally, they believe that the 

program should be offered to at risk customers as identified by payment 

patterns.205  Finally, they believe that there will be significant nonmonetary 

benefits of avoiding disconnection.206 

15.2. Opening and Reply Comments Received on the  
Workshop Report Issued October 14, 2019 

As noted above, the July 23, 2019 workshop in Hayward discussed in 

detail AMPs and whether they should be implemented in California.  The 

workshop report issued by ALJ ruling on October 14, 2019 provided the parties 

an opportunity to respond to the proposals presented during the workshop.  

Opening comments were received on October 28, 2019 and reply comments were 

received on November 4, 2019. 

The Public Advocates Office noted in its October 28, 2019 opening 

comments207 that the Commission should adopt AMP pilots, paired with a 

levelized payment plan.  They would also like to test various terms of 

participation such as using a levelized payment plan vs not using a levelized 

payment plan.  They believe that the pilots should be conducted by all large 

 
204  Id. at 16. 
205  Id at 16-17. 
206  Id. at 17-18. 
207  See, pages 4-5. 
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IOUs.  Additionally, they assert that the Commission should direct a working 

group for disconnection pilot program which would be one working group for 

all IOUs to discuss details regarding all AMPs.  They suggest that these working 

groups should meet quarterly.  Finally, they assert that SCE would need to make 

sure that customers from each group are comparable. 

In its reply comments dated November 4, 2019208, the Public Advocates 

Office stated that AMP implementation working groups should begin after the 

final decision in Phase 1.  They suggest that the pilot should focus on those who 

have received a disconnection notice.  Their reply comments also lays out the 

process for cost forecasting which could include the following:  IOU does 

forecasts; working groups discusses and reach consensus;  IOU then file 

Tier 2 AL to create a balancing account; the IOUs track pilot costs, forgiveness 

payments, and revenue costs separate from each other. 

In its opening comments SCE stated that the Commission should allow 

SCE and parties to work together to develop and implement the AMP pilot209.  

They assert that it must be a pilot because there is  no data on whether an AMP is 

the best tool to help customers avoid disconnection.210  In its reply comments211 

SCE notes it support for an AMP developed amongst stakeholders.212  They also 

 
208  See, pages 1-2. 
209  SCE reiterated in its opening comments that it recommends adopting the AMP pilot that 
was put forth at the Hayward workshop. 
210  See, SCE’s comments dated October 28, 2019 at 5-7. 
211  See, SCE reply comments dated November 4, 2019 at 2. 
212  The large IOUs and CalCCA. 
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note that they agree with the Public Advocates Office that there should be a 

working group created to discuss the details of the AMP pilot. 

SDG&E and SoCalGas in joint reply comments213 noted tentative support 

for an AMP.  They recommend focus groups and a root cause analysis.  They 

state that they are open to pilot programs but are concerned about the burden 

that AMPs will have on other ratepayers.  They stress the importance of having 

pilots before establishing permanent polices.  They also indicated that they do 

not want permanent policies before pilots.  In their comments, they also contend 

that the Eversource model214 would shift costs and raise rates for other customers 

and they listed several unresolved questions from the Eversource program. 

NCLC and CforAT indicated in their joint reply comments215 that they 

would support a working group that would work through the details of an AMP 

pilot design.  Additionally, they noted concerns about SCE’s proposed pilot at 

the Hayward workshop. 

CalCCA notes in its reply comments216 that there should be working 

groups formed for the pilots that would be used to determine structure, 

 
213  See, November 4, 2019 Reply Comments at 3-4. 
214  On October 25, 2019, there was a webinar hosted by Eversource.  A summary of the webinar 
was attached to the ALJ’s November 14, 2019 ruling.  Eversource is a New England energy 
utility.  The webinar presented on Eversource’s AMP called New Start.  Eversource operates in 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, and New Hampshire.  New Start currently operates in Connecticut 
and Massachusetts and a request to implement New Start in New Hampshire is pending with 
the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission. 
215  See, pages 1-2 of CforAT and NCLC’s Reply Comments dated November 4, 2019. 
216  See, November 4, 2019 Reply Comments at 1-2. 
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eligibility, enrollment workflow, and coordination with CBOs.  They also state 

that the AMP pilot should not be limited to bundled customers. 

15.3. November 14, 2019 Ruling Setting Forth the Arrearage 
Management Payment Plan Proposal 

The November 14, 2019 ruling contained an attachment titled Arrearage 

Management Payment Plan, which set forth the objective, structure, and 

implementation of the plan.    

15.3.1. Arrearage Management Plan Structure 
It is envisioned that the AMP structure would be a qualifying event that 

results in enrollment in the AMP.  Once enrolled, the AMP would be designed so 

that a specific amount is forgiven after the customer makes each on time monthly 

payment.  The IOUs will then report on the impacts of the AMP. 

To qualify for the proposed AMP, the customer must have arrearage 

amounts of $500 or higher.  The customer must have also received a 

disconnection notice.  Most of the customers with arrearages have arrearages 

under $500.  Therefore, setting the eligibility floor at $500 in arrearages will 

target the payment plan to customers with unusually large arrearage amounts 

who have had difficulty making on-time bill payments.  Both bundled and 

unbundled customers are eligible for this payment plan.  In March 2020 Energy 

Division requested the amounts of customers for each utility that had $500 in 

arrears that was at least 90 days old and received a disconnection notice in 

February 2020. For PG&E the number was 9,285. For SCE the number was 2,872. 

For SDG&E the number was 1924. For SoCalGas the number was 2011. 

After the customer’s balance reaches the minimum $500 arrearage amount, 

the IOUs will enroll participants in the AMP payment plan.  After they are 
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enrolled, the IOUs will provide potential participants with the information 

necessary to help the customer decide about the AMP payment plan.   

The IOUs will provide AMP payment plan participants with ongoing 

encouragement and support.  For example, if a customer has a financial 

emergency and misses a payment, there should be support in place to help them 

understand their options and identify programs and/or resources that may help 

them back on track with payments, such as PG&E’s REACH program.  Also, 

customers should receive acknowledgement from the utility when they reach 

3, 6, and 9 months of on-time payments.  

When eligible customers call the IOU for any reason, the customer service 

representative must offer them the opportunity to enroll.  Eligible customers 

must also be offered the opportunity to enroll when checking their account 

online or communicating with a customer service representative online.  In all 

communications, the customer must be informed of the payment plan rules and 

requirements, and how it could help benefit them.  

Once enrolled in the AMP, it is envisioned that the AMP will forgive 1/12 of 

a customer’s arrearage after each on-time payment.  After twelve on-time 

payments, the customer’s debt will be fully forgiven.  Customers can miss up to 

two non-sequential payments if the customer makes up the payment on the next 

billing due date with an on-time payment of both the current bill and the past 

bill(s).  For example, a customer can miss a payment in March and make it up in 

April but cannot miss March and April’s payments and make both up in May.  

Missing two sequential payments will break the arrearage management payment 

plan.   
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If a customer drops out of the plan before reaching twelve on-time 

payments, there is no impact to the debt that has already been forgiven.  For 

example, if a customer makes six on time payments and then breaks the payment 

plan, half of their arrearage will have been forgiven before the customer broke 

the payment arrangement.  

So that the Commission can evaluate the effectiveness of the AMP, the IOUs 

will report on the impacts of the arrearage management payment plan on 

customer arrearage amounts and current and future customer payment behavior.  

The IOUs will report back to the Commission annually with the following data: 

Payment plan 
Area 

Data to Submit  

Enrollment  The number of participants enrolled by customer group 
(CARE, FERA, Non-CARE/FERA, Medical Baseline, Total)  

 The locations of those customers (zip codes) 
Payment   Arrearage management payment plan success rate for 

customers  
 Average arrearage amount for customers who successfully 

completed the arrearage management payment plan   
 Average arrearage amount for customers who failed to 

complete the arrearage management payment plan   
 Percentage of customers who missed one payment and 

made up the payment  
 Percentage of customers who missed two payments and 

made up the payments  
 Percentage of customers who missed two payments, did 

not make up the payments, and were disqualified from the 
payment plan 

 The percent of customers who made on-time payments 
during the six months following the end of their arrearage 
management payment plan   
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o This should be split up by those who completed 
the payment plan and those who did not  

Post-arrearage 
management 
payment plan 
Payment 
Behavior  

 The percentage of customers that accrued new arrears 
within six months of completing the arrearage 
management payment plan   

 The percentage of customers that accrued new arrears 
within six months of dropping out of the arrearage 
management payment plan   

 
 

Disconnection 
eligibility 
impacts 

 The number of customer accounts eligible for 
disconnection  

 

15.3.2. Initial Proposal on Arrearage Management Plan 
Implementation 

To implement the AMP, the IOUs shall be required to submit a Tier 2 

Advice Letter within 90 days of effective date of the decision, establishing the 

arrearage management payment plan pursuant to the criteria described above.  

After three years, the IOUs may file a joint Tier 3 Advice Letter with 

recommended improvements to the payment plan.  The payment plan will 

remain in effect until a new decision is adopted.  The IOUs may also submit an 

application requesting that the payment plan be terminated by the Commission.  

The application must include a justification for the termination and must also 

explain what steps the IOUs and other LSEs will take to help customers 

struggling with their bills after this payment plan is terminated. 
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15.4. Party Comments on Proposal   
In its December 6, 2019 comments, CalCCA indicates that is supports the 

AMP and wants IOUs and CCAs to coordinate on progress of the AMP.217  

CalCCA stated that is desires there be a joint AMP/Percentage of Income 

Payment Plan (PIPP) working group.  They assert that the AMP should do the 

following: provide the IOUs with cost recovery for the AMP program; that the 

AMP program should have a max arrearage forgiveness amount; and there 

should be coordination on billing processes for arrearage forgiveness through 

Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) protocol.218  CalCCA also raised concerns 

about excessive arrearage forgiveness might promote fraud at the expense of 

other ratepayers.219 They also note that CCAs don't have a set cost recovery 

process.220  Furthermore, CalCCA wants CCAs to be eligible to enroll customers 

also.221  

In December 6, 2019 comments222, NCLC/CforAT noted support for the 

AMP and the $500 limit because it makes the number of eligible customers 

manageable.  They also support forgiving 1/12 of debt each month.  They assert 

that customers should be able to enroll via phone and online and they want the 

IOUs to state the forgiven arrearage amount on the customer’s bill and/or on 

 
217  See, CalCCA, Opening Comments dated December 6, 2019 at 6. 
218  Id. at 7-9. 
219  Id. at 8. 
220  Id. 
221  Id.  at 9. 
222  See, NCLC/CforAT’s Opening Comments dated December 6, 2019 at 14-16. 
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online customer account.  Furthermore, they believe that any LIHEAP funding 

for a customer in AMP should go towards the current bill not arrearages. 

In its December 6, 2019 opening comments223, UCAN supports an AMP, 

but thinks $500 in arrears is too rigid.  They assert that customers who have 

arrears from $75-500 who have missed 2 plus payments should be eligible for the 

AMP.  They also support an effective outreach strategy.  They also do not want 

the IOUs to be able to file advice letter to shorten the AMP.  They assert that an 

AMP surcharge should be added to make the AMP revenue neutral.  They 

support the AMP reporting requirements and believe that the AMP program will 

be effective. 

CCES noted in opening comments224 that the AMP should require that 

customer have a balance with at least 12 months in arrears and that the customer 

must have experienced at least one disconnection in past 12 months.  They also 

assert that the AMP should be a low-income only customer pilot. 

TURN in in its opening comments225 supports a working group for the 

AMP.  TURN noted some concern about customers gaming the system.  To 

combat this potential they propose one of these options be added: an age of 

arrears threshold, a requirement that customers have experienced at least one 

disconnection in the last 12 months, or both, or start the AMP with a first phase 

for low income customers. 

 
223  See, UCAN’s Opening Comments dated December 6, 2019 at 12-14. 
224  See, CCES’ opening comments dated December 6, 2019 at 9-10. 
225  See, TURN’s opening comments dated December 6, 2019 at 7-8. 
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The Public Advocates Office noted in December 6, 2019 opening 

comments226 that the AMP should be implemented as one of several different 

pilots so that the Commission can figure out the optimal configuration for 

reducing the disconnection rate.  They contend that the IOUs should submit joint 

Tier 3 advice letter within 90 days of adoption of the decision detailing how they 

will implement the distinct pilots. 

SoCalGas and SDG&E asserted in their joint opening comments227 that 

there should be AMP pilots before full implementation.  They believe that it is 

important to ensure that other ratepayers are not impacted by a hastily 

implemented AMP program.  They also note that the proposal as drafted does 

not consider funding needed for IT to make the AMP program work.  They assert 

that the IOUs still have questions about program design after the Eversource 

webinar and want the AMP program to be piloted first.  They also, note that 

Eversource piloted their program for years before it was fully implemented. 

 SCE notes in its opening comments228 that there is still a need for data 

collection on the effectiveness of AMPs in reducing disconnection rates.  SCE 

suggests that the AMP rollout should happen in three phases.  Phase 1 would 

include 1000 bundled low-income customers with arrears at least 90 days old and 

should last for a 14-month period.  Phase 2 would be 6-9 months long and enroll 

 
226  See, Public Advocates opening comments dated December 6, 2019 at 1-2. 
227  See, SDG&E/SoCalGas’ opening comments dated December 6, 2019 at 11-12. 
228  See, SCE opening comments dated December 6, 2019 at 13-14. 
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more customers in the program.  Finally, Phase 3 would be the full-scale 

program. 

In their opening comments229, PG&E contends it is premature to offer an 

AMP at this time.  They state that approximately 78,000 PG&E customers would 

qualify, and it would cost $139 million for CCA customers and PG&E customers 

in PG&E service territory.  PG&E believes that the Commission should offer the 

AMP plan as a targeted 1,000 customer pilot.  PG&E notes that Eversource 

conducted a smaller program with its five-year pilot.  The program as described 

does not consider income verification, a cap on total arrearage amounts, and 

allowing at least one year to get the program set up.  PG&E recommends limiting 

the program to bundled customers, who have expressed an inability to pay to the 

utility.  Also, PG&E states that the AMP should be limited to CARE/FERA 

customers to make sure it does not subsidize those who can afford to pay.  

Furthermore, eligibility should be limited to customers who have been with the 

IOU for at least 6 months and have made at least one on time payment.  They 

also believe that there should be a 24-month waiting period before a customer 

can re-enroll in the AMP.  PG&E would like reporting on cohorts of customers, 

those who start or finish the program at the same time, to provide more 

standardized data in addition to annual reporting.  They also recommend that 

the Commission allow cost recovery via a balancing account. 

 
229  See, PG&E opening comments dated December 6, 2019 at 10-16. 
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In reply comments dated December 13, 2019, UCAN230 stated that the 

proposals for limited 1,000 customer pilots do not address the scale and severity 

of the disconnection crisis, which the Commission has been tasked with 

addressing.  Additionally, UCAN stated that it strongly disagrees with TURN’s 

suggestion that people would play the system.  

In reply comments dated December 13, 2019231, CalCCA supports income 

verification for the AMP plan because with existing criteria, too many people are 

eligible and too much debt will be written off.  They strongly oppose UCAN’s 

suggestion to make AMP eligibility criteria broader by lowering the arrearage 

amount.  TURN stated in its reply comments232 that the IOUs estimate for 

potential impact of the AMP program is greatly overstated and without support.  

They state that my adopting TURN’s recommendations it would address the 

concerns raised by the IOUs. 

NCLC and CforAT note in their reply comments that the IOUs proposals 

are highly constrained and limited pilots.  The IOUs also fail to note the amount 

of debt that would be written off as uncollectable without the AMP program.  

They noted continued support for the AMP as set forth originally in the ALJ’s 

ruling.  They also state that they disagree with TURN’s concerns as it relates to 

freeloaders and individuals gaming the system. 

 
230  See, UCAN’s reply comments dated December 13, 2019. 
231  See, CalCCA’s reply comments dated December 13, 2019 at 4-5. 
232  See, TURN’s Reply Comments dated December 13, 2019 at 2. 
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In its reply comments233 SCE indicates that they agree with TURN, 

CalCCA, Public Advocates, CCES, PG&E, SDG&E, and SoCalGas that the AMP 

should be a pilot and that it should be phased.  They also state that they agree 

with TURN and CalCCA that there should be a working group for the AMP with 

specific criteria for a pilot within 45-60 days of the decision and launch of pilot 

within 90-120 days of the decision.   

SDG&E and SoCalGas assert in their joint reply comments234 that there 

needs to be more research to understand which customers would benefit from an 

AMP.  They contend that the AMP should be piloted and not implemented fully.  

They also state that there is a risk of unnecessary cost shifting to other ratepayers 

with the AMP.  PG&E in its reply comments235 notes support for an AMP pilot 

with 1,000 bundled CARE/FERA customers with balances of 90 days or greater. 

15.5. Discussion Regarding Arrearage Management Plans 
The AMP Structure will be adopted with the following adjustments.  The 

core structure of the AMP received support of the majority of the parties, and 

therefore we propose that the AMP structure consist of a 12-month payment plan 

that forgives 1/12 of a customer’s arrearage after each on-time payment of the 

existing month’s bill is adopted.  After twelve on-time payments of individual 

month’s bills, the CARE and FERA customer’s pre-existing debt will be fully 

 
233  See, SCE’s Reply Comments dated December 13, 2019 at 2. 
234  See, SDG&E/SoCalGas’ Reply Comments dated December 13, 2019 at 3. 
235  See, PG&E Reply Comments dated December 13, 2019 at 1-2. 
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forgiven.  CARE and FERA customers enrolled in the AMP are protected from 

disconnection while participating. 

CARE and FERA customers can miss up to two non-sequential payments if 

the customer makes up the payment on the next billing due date with an on-time 

payment of both the current bill and the past bill(s). For example, a customer can 

miss a payment in March and make it up in April but cannot miss March and 

April’s payments and make both up in May.  Missing two sequential payments 

will break the arrearage management payment plan.  If a customer drops out of 

the plan before reaching twelve on-time payments, there is no impact (no 

reinstatement) to the debt that has already been forgiven. For example, if a 

customer makes six on time payments and then breaks the payment plan, half of 

their arrearage will have been forgiven before the customer broke the payment 

arrangement.  

We make the following additional modifications to the AMP program:  if 

an AMP participant receives a LIHEAP assistance, that assistance should be 

applied to participant’s monthly bills, not the arrearage.  Customers do not have 

to have received a disconnection notice to enroll in the program.  AMP 

participants who drop out of the program can reenroll after completing a 

12-month waiting period which begins the month they dropped out of the 

program and meet all other eligibility criteria.  CARE and FERA customers who 

successfully complete the AMP program may enroll again if they meet the 

eligibility requirements and have completed a 12-month waiting period, which 

begins the month after successfully completing the first AMP.  To make monthly 

payments more predictable, the CARE and FERA customer may request that the 
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monthly payments levelized for the 12 months in the program.  The AMP 

program will forgive a maximum of $8,000 per customer per successful 

completion of the AMP program.  Both bundled and unbundled customers are 

eligible for this payment plan.   

Although multiple parties, including TURN, suggested adding an 

eligibility requirement for the customer to have been disconnected at least once, 

we reject this requirement given that the intention is to prevent disconnections 

overall.  In addition, we accept PG&E’s suggestion to limit eligibility to 

customers who have been with the IOU for at least 6 months and have made at 

least one on-time payment.   

The amount of arrears and the age of arrears were also commented on by 

various parties.  For instance, UCAN advocated for a lower amount of arrears. 

Although we recognize that lower levels of arrears may require more than 

three-months to pay off, we believe the additional requirement above to allow 

for a 12-month payment plan before disconnecting will address the arrears below 

$500.  This will allow the payment plan to be available for customers with 

unusually large arrearage amounts who have had difficulty making on-time bill 

payments.  

Many parties also recommended a minimum age for the arrears, CCES 

commented that the age of arrears should be at least 12 months old.  Although a 

12-month age of arrears is too long, we do adopt SCE’s proposal for a minimum 

90-day age of the arrears. 

Many parties, including TURN, suggested a phased approach where 

CARE and FERA eligible customers would be eligible to enroll in the AMP 
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followed by subsequent phases where other customers would be eligible to 

enroll in the AMP.  Initially, we proposed having the AMP open to all customers.  

However, there was a split between parties in this proceeding whereby some 

parties objected to this, and others supported the AMP as written in the 

Proposed Decision. 

In opening comments on the proposed decision PG&E noted that a full-

scale AMP may have unintended consequences such as unfair cost burden on 

customers who were not participating in the AMP.  PG&E also expressed 

concern that the AMP should be a pilot and that it should not be open to all 

customers as this would have resulted in $90.5 million in customer balances 

being eligible for the originally proposed AMP. 

SoCalGas and SDG&E noted in their joint opening comments that rather 

than a full-scale AM being open to everyone it should be a pilot which is open to 

CARE and FERA customers only.  SoCalGas noted that if the program were open 

to all customers that $182 million in customer balances would have been eligible 

for the AMP and SDG&E asserts that it would have been $38 million for them.  

SoCalGas also requested that the threshold for gas only customers be lowered 

from $500 in arrearages to $250. 

SCE asserted in its opening comments that there was no evidence in the 

record that the AMP will reduce disconnection rates.  They also noted that the 

proposed decision did not consider costs or the potential for customers to abuse 

the system.  SCE also argues that the AMP should be a pilot open only to 

low-income residents. 
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The Public Advocates Office noted in its opening comments that the record 

does not support a finding that the AMP would be in the best interest of the 

public.  They also noted that most of the parties supported an AMP which would 

be open to CARE/FERA customers only.  CalCCA expressed in its opening 

comments that the implementation of the AMP should be delayed while the 

COVID-19 disconnection protections are in effect.  They also believe that any 

AMP should only be a pilot and that there should be income levels to qualify for 

the AMP.  They also raised concerns over cost recovery allocations between the 

CCAs and the utilities.  

In California Low Income Consumer Coalition (CLICC) opening 

comments, they state their support for the proposal to adopt rules establishing an 

AMP as written in the proposed decision. 

In opening comments by NCLC and CforAT, both parties express that the 

PD is grounded in a strong record, is justified, and fulfills the intent and 

directives of SB 598. NCLC and CforAT are strongly supportive of the PD in its 

entirety236. 

We find the arguments by parties to begin the program with the most in 

need to be legitimate and have decided that the AMP will be open to only CARE 

and FERA customers at this time.  Expansion of the AMP may be considered in 

phase II of this proceeding.  We would also like to remind the parties that the 

impacts of COVID-19 are not fully known and that many customers may be 

impacted by the effects of COVID-19 and not just CARE and FERA customers. 

 
236 See, NCLC and CforAT Joint Opening Comments on Proposed Decision dated May 26, 2020 at 5. 
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However, based upon the comments we received we have decided that the 

AMP will only be open to CARE and FERA customers.  Therefore, the AMP 

program will be open to  CARE and FERA customers if they $500 in arrears 

which are at least 90 days old, have been a customer for at least six months and 

have had at least one on-time payment.  If a customer is a gas only CARE 

customer then they shall be eligible for the AMP if they have $250 in arrears 

which are at least 90 days old, have been a customer for at least six months and 

have had at least one on-time payment.  If a CARE and FERA customer is 

currently on a payment plan to pay off their arrearages and they become eligible 

for the AMP program, they may voluntarily switch to the AMP program.  

15.5.1. AMP Enrollment Facilitation 
When eligible CARE and FERA customers call the IOU for any reason, the 

customer service representative must offer the eligible CARE and FERA 

customers the opportunity to enroll. Eligible CARE and FERA customers must 

also be offered the opportunity to enroll when checking their account online or 

communicating with a customer service representative online.  In all 

communications, the eligible CARE and FERA customer must be informed of the 

payment plan rules and requirements, and how it could help benefit them.  IOUs 

must maintain a frequently asked question (FAQ) on their website detailing how 

to participate in the program237.  

IOUs will enroll participants in the AMP plan and will provide potential 

participants with the information necessary to decide about the AMP payment 

 
237  See, Attachment 2 for the required FAQ. 
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plan.  IOUs will provide AMP plan participants with ongoing encouragement 

and support.  For example, if a customer has a financial emergency and misses a 

payment, there should be support in place to help them understand their options 

and identify programs and/or resources that may help them get back on track 

with payments.238 In addition, customers should receive acknowledgement from 

the utility when they reach 3, 6, and 9 months of on-time payments.  IOUs shall 

also facilitate the participation of CCAs within their territories to also be able to 

enroll eligible customers. 

15.5.2. Arrearage Management Plan Implementation 
To implement the AMP, the IOUs shall be required to submit a Tier 2 

Advice Letter within 90 days of the effective date of this decision, establishing 

the arrearage management payment plan for CARE and FERA customers 

pursuant to the criteria described above.   Any costs associated with the AMP 

should be addressed in the utilities next GRC.  A working group is established 

upon issuance of this Decision co-led by TURN, large IOUs, and the CCAs.  The 

issue of concern raised by CalCCA as it relates to the allocation of proportional 

recovery shall be discussed in the AMP working group and a proposed 

resolution shall be set forth in the Tier 2 Advice Letters that the utilities file. 

After three years, the Commission will initiate a proceeding to consider 

reauthorizing the AMP program.  In this reauthorization proceeding, the IOUs 

may provide data relevant to whether the AMP should be reauthorized as set 

forth in this decision, modified or terminated.  The AMP program will sunset 

 
238  Such as PGE’s REACH program. 
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after four years unless the Commission decides otherwise (such as a one year 

extension or longer) in the reauthorization proceeding. 

16. Uncollectible Charges 
At the Disconnections Workshop held in Fresno on November 19, 2018, 

TURN critiqued how uncollectible charges (uncollectibles) are recovered in the 

GRCs. 239  They argued that because GRCs include an amount of revenue to 

account for forecasted uncollectibles, utilities are financially motivated to be 

efficient and disconnect customers quickly in order to reduce uncollectibles and 

keep the expanding difference between authorized uncollectibles and the actual 

uncollectibles as profit.  TURN contends that PG&E, SCE and SDG&E have all 

profited from uncollectibles for the past 3 years.  On May 1, 2019, the assigned 

ALJ issued a ruling asking parties to provide more information on how 

uncollectibles are determined, whether the current treatment of uncollectibles 

disincentivizes the utilities from keeping disconnections rates low, and whether 

they agreed with TURN’s analysis of the perverse incentive to disconnect. 

On June 14, 2019, TURN filed opening comments to the ruling.240  TURN 

affirmed its position that to keep uncollectibles below the authorized amount, 

utilities are incentivized to disconnect as soon as possible and force the customer 

to make a payment. To remove this misaligned financial incentive, TURN 

encourages the Commission to adopt a balancing account treatment for 

uncollectibles. 

 
239  Workshop Report I at 20 and 103. 
240   See TURN comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 2 and 36-38. 
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Similarly, SCE filed comments on June 14, 2019.241  SCE disagrees with 

TURN’s position because any financial gain from uncollectibles would be short-

term and be balanced out by a lower uncollectible authorized amount in the next 

GRC.  SCE argues that the best way to reduce uncollectibles is to avoid 

disconnections all together and work with customers to get their bills paid.  

In PG&E’s comments filed on June 14, 2019 it disagrees with TURN’s 

position.242  PG&E notes that in its experience disconnecting customers at a point 

when their arrears are more manageable leads to the customer reconnecting 

sooner.  PG&E addresses TURN’s recommendation of a balancing account in 

reply comments filed July 1, 2019.243  According to PG&E, before any policy 

changes to the treatment of uncollectibles occur, a root cause analysis is 

necessary to understand why customers wait until they are disconnected to pay. 

On June 14, 2019 SDG&E and SoCalGas filed joint opening comments.244 

They disagree with TURN’s argument and note that SoCalGas has exceeded their 

authorized uncollectible amount (and absorbing the loss) since 2008. 

Furthermore, they contend that managing disconnection levels helps keep 

uncollectibles low which in turn lowers costs for other ratepayers.  On July 1, 

2019, SDG&E and SoCalGas filed reply comments.245  SDG&E opposes TURN’s 

recommendation of a balancing account treatment and argues that it is not 

 
241   See SCE comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 25-28. 
242  See PG&E comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 15-17. 
243  See PG&E comments Dated July 1, 2019 at 14. 
244  See, SDG&E and SoCalGas comments Dated June 14, 2019 at 16-18. 
245  See, SDG&E and SoCalGas comments Dated July 1, 2019 7-8. 
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within the scope of this proceeding as it is determined in each utility’s GRC. 

Instead, they suggest a memorandum account for tracking all costs of 

implementing policies associated with this proceeding.  

Public Advocates also filed comments on June 14, 2019 in response to the 

ALJ’s ruling.  Public Advocates agrees with TURN that the IOUs benefit from a 

higher disconnection rate but contends that ratepayers benefit as well because 

their rates are then lower.  Therefore, utilities and ratepayers are incentivized to 

develop disconnection policies that minimize uncollectibles.  On July 1, 2019 

Public Advocates filed reply comments that address TURN’s proposal for a 

balancing account.246  Public Advocates contends that changing uncollectibles 

recovery to a balancing account could benefit ratepayers by more accurately 

reflecting the actual cost of uncollectibles recovered through rates.  However, this 

approach may lead to increased costs for ratepayers over time as it may remove 

any incentive for the utility to contain costs.  Instead of the traditional two-way 

balancing account, Public Advocates recommends a capped one-way balancing 

account.  

UCAN filed comments on June 14, 2019.247 UCAN notes that though 

service disconnections are at an unacceptably high level in California, UCAN is 

unaware of any specific evidence that the existing incentive regime encourages 

utilities to sever service from their ratepayers.  UCAN believes that utilities 

 
246  See, Public Advocates comments dated July 1, 2019 at 7-8.  
247  See, UCAN comments dated June 14, 2019 at 21-22. 
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prefer to keep existing customers on their system rather than disconnecting 

them.  

CalCCA notes in its July 1, 2019 reply comments, that the IOUs provide 

conflicting information in their opening comments and recommend that the 

CPUC conduct an analysis of the difference in IOU approaches to uncollectibles 

including how the projected amounts compare to actual recorded 

uncollectibles.248 

16.1. Discussion on Uncollectibles 
It is clear from the record in this proceeding that there is a lack of 

transparency regarding actual uncollectibles versus the authorized amounts 

determined in each GRC.  We agree with TURN, CalCCA and Public Advocates 

that the current accounting practice for uncollectibles means that IOUs are 

incentivized to keep uncollectibles low.  The record also supports the conclusion 

that when the IOUs have a lower actual uncollectible amount than the 

authorized amount, the difference is absorbed as profit.  While SoCalGas has 

exceeded their authorized uncollectible amount since 2008; as of 2018, the latest 

year reported, SDG&E, has profited six years in a row;  SCE has profited the last 

four years and PG&E has profited the last three years.  Therefore, we adopt 

TURN’s suggestion of a two-way balancing account to create more transparency 

and more accurately reflect the actual cost of uncollectibles in rates to be 

implemented in each utilities GRC, respectively.  

 
248  See, CalCCA comments dated July 1, 2019 at 14. 
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In opening comments on the proposed decision, PG&E and SDG&E and 

SoCalGas request that the two-way balancing account be used to track both 

residential and nonresidential costs.  We are perplexed as to why they would 

seek to include the nonresidential costs in the two-way balancing account as 

SB 598 and the proposed decision are only focused on reducing residential 

disconnections.  We agree with TURN that this request is inappropriate, and we 

decline to grant this request. 

PG&E, SDG&E and SoCalGas also requested in their opening comments 

on the proposed decision that they be given authority to transfer balances in their 

COVID-19 Pandemic Protections Memorandum Account to the two-way 

balancing account.  TURN asserts in its reply comments that costs recorded in 

memorandum accounts are subject to a reasonableness review at the time when 

recovery is sought and that it would be inappropriate to transfer them to the 

two-way balancing account that was established for uncollectibles in this 

proceeding.  The utilities’ COVID-19 memorandum accounts include items that 

are not uncollectibles such as outreach efforts, waived deposits, etc. so their 

request to transfer the entire balances of their COVID-19 memorandum accounts 

is denied.   However, we recognize the utilities may have valid concerns over 

this.  Therefore, the utilities may submit Tier 2 Advice Letters to address the 

issue of transferring the portion of their COVID-19 Pandemic Protections 

Memorandum Account related to uncollectibles from residential disconnection 

into the two-way balancing account 
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While we acknowledge Public Advocates concerns regarding cost 

containment, we think a two-way balancing account will be more accurate than a 

one-way capped balancing account.  

17. PIPPs  
Percentage of Income Payment Plans (PIPP) were discussed throughout 

the course of this proceeding.  PIPPs were the subject of discussions at 

workshops and several rulings.  The parties were provided with the opportunity 

to present and discuss the topic at the workshops.  Additionally, on 

October 14, 2019, the assigned ALJ issued the second Workshop Report dated 

September 2019.  On November 14, 2019, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling which 

contained an attachment titled Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot 

Proposal (PIPPPP).  The parties were requested to provide opening and reply 

comments on the PIPPPP.  Finally, the parties were also given the opportunity to 

supply opening and reply comments on PIPPs in a May 1, 2019 ruling issued by 

the ALJ. 

The purpose of the PIPPPP is to answer the following:  

1. Do Percentage of Income Payment Plans (PIPPs) encourage 
on-time bill payment? 

2. Does a levelized bill reduce the risk of falling into arrears?  

3. Do PIPPs reduce the number of customers eligible for 
disconnection in areas with high disconnection rates?  

4. Do PIPPs reduce the rate of recurring disconnections in 
areas with high disconnection rates? 

The attachment titled PIPPPP set forth the enrollment criteria, CBO 

outreach and enrollment partners, outreach and enrollment, PIPP design, 
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payment plan duration, PIPP working groups, PIPP evaluations, PIPP 

implementation, and cost recovery. 

17.1. Enrollment Criteria and Pilot Population 
Customers are eligible for this program if they live in an area with high 

rates of recurring disconnections.  This is defined as the ten zip codes with the 

highest rates of recurring disconnection in each large IOU’s service territory. Any 

customer within those zip codes with a household income at or below 250% of 

federal poverty line is eligible to enroll.  It is estimated that no more than 20,000 

customers will be eligible to participate in this pilot.  

17.2. CBO Outreach and Enrollment Partners 
The IOUs will design outreach plans in collaboration with designated 

community-based organizations that are in the designated zip codes and work 

with CARE and FERA eligible customers (e.g., LIHEAP providers).  Contracted 

CBOs will conduct income verification and help to enroll eligible participants in 

the program.  IOUs may contract with multiple CBOs per zip code, but they 

must be in and serving those customers.   

IOUs and contracted CBOs will provide potential participants with the 

information necessary to decide whether to enroll in the program.  If customers 

do not meet the eligibility requirements for the PIPP, the IOUs and contracted 

CBOs must make them aware of other payment plan options that might be more 

appropriate, such as the extended (12-month) payment plan and the Arrearage 

Management Payment Plan.  

To address any privacy concerns, the IOUs will sign any necessary NDAs 

with the designated CBOs to provide for an efficient and private pilot.  IOUs are 
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required to pay contracted CBOs for their work helping PIPP participants enroll 

in the program.  IOUs will work with contracted CBOs to ensure that customers 

receive ongoing information and support.  CBOs will be able to provide 

important information to the IOUs and the PIPP Working Group about the pilot.  

17.3. Outreach and Enrollment 
The IOUs must offer all eligible customers the opportunity to enroll in the 

program.  The IOU must send a letter to all customers in the PIPP zip codes 

informing them of the program and the income eligibility criteria.  The IOU 

informational letter should direct customers to the designated CBO to receive 

more information.  In addition to the letter and the referral to the CBO, the 

customer will also receive a call from the CBO.  Both the letter and the call from 

the CBO should inform the customer of the program rules and requirements, and 

how the PIPP program could benefit them. 

The communication should be available in English, Spanish, Tagalog, and 

Chinese languages including Mandarin and Cantonese, as well as Korean and 

Russian where appropriate.249  It should also be available in any other 

appropriate languages for that zip code as identified by the IOU, the contracted 

CBOs, and/or the Payment Plan Working Group. 

The IOU is responsible for enrolling participants in the PIPP program. 

However, the contracted CBO(s) will handle income verification for the program.  

PIPP participants will be able to verify their incomes using the same criteria 

 
249 These are the languages required for notices of de-energization events pursuant to 
Commission Decision 19-05-042.  
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employed when CARE participant incomes are verified.  Income verification 

must be completed before the customer’s PIPP can begin. 

17.4. PIPP Design 
PIPP customers would receive levelized monthly bills that are based on a 

percentage of their income.  The proposal would adopt TURN’s proposed PIPP 

design, which sets the following bill cap amounts by income bracket:  

Income by Percentage of Federal 
Poverty Line 

Bill Cap 

0-50% 2% with a $12 minimum 
51-100% 2.5% 

101 – 150% 3% 
151 – 250% 4% 

 
Customers with arrearages prior to entering the program will receive 

arrearage forgiveness after twelve on-time payments.  Customers can miss up to 

two non-sequential payments without losing eligibility for arrearage forgiveness, 

provided that the customers make up each missed payment during the next 

billing cycle.  If a customer misses two sequential payments, the customer is no 

longer eligible for arrearage forgiveness, and the utility has discretion to remove 

the customer from the PIPP pilot.  

The program design benefits the lowest income households most.  In fact, 

for some households at or near the upper limit of the program, their existing 

energy bill may be more affordable than a bill amounting to 4 percent of their 

income.  This program is designed in a way to ensure that customers with 

extremely low incomes receive support that helps make regular bill payment 

achievable.  
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17.5. Payment Plan Duration 
The PIPP pilot will last for a minimum of two years.  At the end of two 

years, the IOUs must submit their proposal for what reforms, if any, they 

recommend improving or expanding the program.  The program will continue 

while updates to the program are being considered.   

If the utility finds harm to other ratepayers, it may request to terminate the 

program no sooner than two years after implementation through a Tier 3 advice 

letter requesting that this payment plan option be terminated.  The Tier 3 advice 

letter must include justification for the termination of this payment plan option.  

The Tier 3 advice letter must also detail the steps and actions that the IOUs will 

take to help prevent disconnection and accrual of arrearages amongst this high-

risk customer populations.  Specifically, low-income customers who have 

experienced recurring disconnections or live in areas with high rates of recurring 

disconnections.  

17.6. PIPP Working Groups 
The PIPP Working Group will include community-based organizations 

that serve low-income households in the target zip codes, as well as IOUs, 

ratepayer advocates, CCAs, and other stakeholders.  The PIPP Working Group 

will advise the IOUs and CCAs as they select one or more CBOs to contract with  

to verify eligibility and enroll customers.   

The PIPP Working Group will also advise the IOUs and CCAs on 

customer outreach and ongoing program implementation matters.  The PIPP 

working group must meet at least twice before the IOUs submit the Tier 2 advice 

letter establishing the PIPP program.  PG&E, SCE, SoCalGas and TURN should 
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collaborate with Commission staff to convene a PIPP working group by no later 

than forty-five (45) days from issuance of this proposal’s adoption.  

17.7. PIPP Evaluation 
The IOUs will report on the effects of the PIPP on customer payment 

behavior, customers eligible for disconnection, disconnection rates in zip codes 

with high disconnection rates. The IOUs will submit annual reports detailing the 

following information:  

 Number of customers enrolled in the PIPP  

 Locations of those customers (numbers of customers in each zip 
code)  

 Number of customers entering the program with arrears  

 Average amount of arrears per customer with arrears  

 Number and percentage of customers that receive arrearage 
forgiveness 

 Number and percentage of customers that reach three months, six 
months, nine months, and twelve months of consecutive on-time 
payments  

17.8. PIPP Implementation 
The IOUs are required to coordinate with TURN and Commission staff 

establish a PIPP working group within forty-five (45) days of the effective date of 

a Commission decision on this matter.  The IOUs are required to submit a Tier 2 

advice letter within 120 days of the effective date of a Commission decision on 

this matter.  The Tier 2 advice letter must establish the PIPP pursuant to the 

criteria detailed above.  When CBO contractors are selected, the IOUs must 

submit a Tier 1 advice letter informing the Commission of the selection.  
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17.9. Cost Recovery 
The premise of this pilot is that revenue will be collected from customers 

where no payment is currently being received.  It is envisioned that the IOUs will 

be better off because customers will be making payments rather than having 

their utilities disconnected for non-payment.  However, in each respective IOUs 

GRC they may seek recovery for the establishing the respective PIPP pilots, costs 

associated with direct mailings, and payments to CBOs for example. 

17.10. Party Comments 
SCE strongly opposed the PIPP proposal.  In their July 1, 2019 reply 

comments to the ALJ’s ruling, they note that other customers will bear the costs 

not paid by PIPP customers and that the PIPP proposal should be considered in 

affordability OIR.250 SCE also asserts that the PIPP program needs more analysis 

and they note that other states' programs have had heavy state involvement in 

implementation of the programs.  SCE also asserts that two to four percent of a 

bill is not necessarily affordable for some customers.  Again, they urged the 

Commission to consider the PIPP in the affordability proceeding as that 

proceeding is coming up with affordability metrics.  In their October 28, 2019 

comments SCE states that the proposed PIPP program would be expensive and 

there is no record on cost impacts in this proceeding.  A working group is needed 

to assess these issues.251 

 
250  See, page 6 of SCE’s July 1, 2019 comments. 
251  See, page five of October 28, 2019 comments. 
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In their December 6, 2019 comments, SCE states that there is not enough 

information in the record to support a PIPP.252  They believe that there is not 

enough information on why customers fall behind on their bills.  Also, SCE 

contends that there is not enough information on how it could impact the state's 

energy conservation goals.  SCE points out that decoupling bills from usage is 

not a good ratemaking practice and this proposal should be considered in a 

ratesetting proceeding.253  In their reply comments dated December 13, 2019, SCE 

again asserts that the PIPP will leave part of customer bills unpaid, could be 

counter to conservation goals, and will create ratemaking issues that should be 

addressed in a ratesetting proceeding.254 

In their June 14, 2019 comments, SoCalGas and SDG&E stated that they 

did not have a clear position on the proposal at that time.255  However, they 

asserted that they believe longer payment plans are less effective and there is a 

need for a root cause analysis before the Commission finalizes the PIPP.  In their 

October 28, 2019 comments,256 they assert that there should first be a pilot for 

AMPs before PIPPs.   

They do agree that the pilot can happen with a working group that works 

through parameters for implementation such as verification requirements, 

eligibility criteria, funding, and metrics.  They want the proceeding to consider 

 
252  See, pages 16-17 of SCE’s December 6, 2019 comments. 
253  Id. at 17. 
254 See, December 13, 2019 comments at 3. 
255  See, page 15 of June 14, 2019 comments. 
256  See, October 28, 2019 comments at 2. 
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minimizing rate increases for other ratepayers in addition to reducing 

disconnections.257 

In their December 6, 2019 comments, they assert that the PIPP is not 

appropriate for this proceeding and that it belongs in a ratesetting proceeding.258  

They also raised concerns about cost recovery as well.  They contend that the 

PIPP will write off costs as uncollectible and that will impact other customers.259 

They also state that there is no evidence that PIPP will impact disconnection 

rates.260  In their December 13, 2019 reply comments, they believe that the PIPP 

may create unfair cost shifting.261 

PG&E did not indicate a clear position in its June 14, 2019 comments.  

However, they state that longer payment plans are less effective, and they too 

assert the need for a root cause analysis.262  They too asserted that Commission 

should remove the PIPP pilot from consideration because it would require a new 

rate, doesn't incentivize conservation, and has privacy implications.263  They also 

assert that the philosophy of a PIPP violates common principles of utility 

ratemaking.264  PG&E also note that the CARE proceeding denied an income 

 
257  Id. at 1-2. 
258  See, December 6, 2019 comments at 6. 
259  Id. at 13. 
260  Id. 
261  See, December 13, 2019 comments at 3. 
262  See, June 14, 2019 comments at 14. 
263  See, December 6, 2019 comments at 16. 
264  Id. at 17. 
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based rate approach in September 2019.265  In their December 13, 2019 reply 

comments, PG&E urges the Commission to drop the PIPP due to the unintended 

consequences that could result.266 

In June 14, 2019, the Public Advocates also did not indicate a clear position 

on PIPPs.  The did note that there needs to be more studies of the costs incurred 

and who would ultimately pay for them.  They state that Philadelphia can put a 

lien on someone's property if they do not pay, which is not an option available to 

IOUs.267  

In their October 28, 2019 comments, they assert that pilot programs should 

be deployed in every IOUs' service territory.  They state that they support AMPs 

and PIPPs being tested separately to see each program's performance.268  From 

their December 13, 2019 reply comments they state that a PIPP would require 

recategorizing this proceeding as ratesetting and developing additional evidence, 

which is in agreement with the IOUs.269 

CalCCA noted in their June 14, 2019 comments that they support the PIPP.  

They state that the PIPP should be available for vulnerable customers, and a 

program like Philadelphia’s tiered assistance program (TAP) should be available 

for "gap" customers who don't qualify for low income programs but are still 

 
265  Id. 
266  See, December 13, 2019 comments at 12-13. 
267  See, June 14, 2019 comments at 10-12. 
268  See, October 28, 2019 comments at 7-8. 
269  See, December 13, 2019 comments at 1-3. 
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struggling.270  They assert that they oppose the 15 year term pre-debt forgiveness.  

They prefer a shorter-term approach to debt forgiveness and that AMPs is likely 

to be more effective in doing this.  They assert that tracking customers for 

15 years is not realistic.271  

They believe that pilot programs should be deployed in every IOUs' 

service territory. They also state that the support AMPs and PIPPs being tested 

separately to see each program's performance.272  In their December 6, 2019 

comments they contend that there should be clarification that unbundled 

customers will be able to participate in the PIPP.273  They also suggest that there 

should be a usage cap to the PIPP pilot to prevent fraud.274  They also want to 

make sure that PIPP payments from unbundled customers are split 

proportionally between the IOU and CCA.275  

They also state that the PIPP working group should consider billing 

coordination between IOUs and CCAs276 and should decrease bill percentage cap 

or further discuss in working group because bill cap could be higher than the 

average bill.  They also state there should be a program fit matcher tool to help 

 
270  See, June 14, 2019 comments at 5-6. 
271  Id. at 19. 
272  See, October 28, 2019 comments at 7-8. 
273  See, December 6, 2019 comments at 10. 
274  Id. 
275  Id. at 11. 
276  Id. at 12. 
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customers figure out whether the PIPP is appropriate and inform them about 

other programs like CARE, FERA, and budget billing.277  

From their December 13, 2019 reply comments, they state that they agree 

with the IOUs about ratemaking impacts and want clarification on whether 

unbundled customers would be able to participate278.  If unbundled customers 

can participate, then any PIPP will have to be approved by each CCA's 

governing board279.  They state that CCA participation should be optional.280 

NCLC and CforAT noted in their June 14, 2019 comments that they 

support the PIPP proposal as it can help the very poor, who would not be well 

served by an AMP.281  The recommend a third party evaluator and using a 

stakeholder process to develop a PIPP.282  In their December 13, 2019 reply 

comments they assert that it is acceptable to approve a limited pilot in this 

proceeding and to develop a full program in a ratesetting proceeding.283 

In their June 14, 2019 comments, UCAN stated that they oppose 

establishing a debt forgiveness program similar to Philadelphia because a 15 year 

wait is too long.284  In their December 13, 2019 comments, they state that they 

 
277  Id. at 12-13. 
278  See, December 13, 2019 comments at 3. 
279  Id. 
280  Id. at 3-4. 
281  See, June 14, 2019 comments at 39-40. 
282  Id. 
283  See, December 13, 2019 comments at 6-7. 
284  See, June 14, 2019 comments at 19-20. 
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agree with TURN that the bill cap should be altered for those getting electricity 

and gas service from two separate companies as compared to those getting it 

from the same company.285 

Centro La Familia noted in the workshop report dated June 12, 2019 that 

they support basing payment plan amounts on a customer's income.286  Also, 

Pacific Power notes in the June 12, 2019 workshop report that they are 

implementing a pilot program to offer fixed energy bills to low income 

families.287  GRID indicates that they support a PIPP pilot program.  They 

suggest that the Commission should pilot in high disconnection zip codes to see 

if it helps while providing a reasonable level of cost recovery.  They state that 

customers should also get info about low income solar and Energy Efficiency 

(EE) programs that could help lower bills.288 

TURN indicates support a PIPP with EE and distributed energy resource 

programs implemented for participants to lower their energy use.289  In its 

July 23, 2019 PowerPoint, TURN wants a PIPP with a $12 min for those who are 

0-50 percent Federal Poverty Level (FPL). From 51-100 percent FPL = 2.5 percent 

income.  From 101-150 percent FPL = 3percent income.  From 151-250 percent 

 
285  See, December 13, 2019 comments at 5. 
286  See, page 21 of June 12, 2019 workshop report. 
287  Id. at 20. 
288  See, June 14, 2019 comments at 14. 
289  See, page 35 of June 14, 2019 comments. 
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FPL = 4 percent income.  TURN indicates that Ohio's PIPP minimum monthly 

payment is 6 percent of household income.290  

In its December 6, 2019 TURN states, it supports the PIPP.  It suggests 

some edits to the questions that the pilot will address, including making the 

questions more open ended and less yes/no, and adding a question about impact 

on energy usage or conservation.291  TURN states that the PIPP working group 

should be allowed to evaluate more than just the initial questions posed in 

pilot.292  TURN suggests that there should be protections that make sure that 

PIPP customers pay only the bill cap if their usage exceeds it, but pay less than 

the bill cap if their usage is below the bill cap.293  TURN also states that the bill 

cap needs to be adjusted depending on whether the customer receives electricity 

and gas service from one utility or two utilities.294  

In December 13, 2019 comments295, TURN states that the PIPP pilot is not a 

new rate and does not require a new rate to be created, it simply caps the bill, 

which will be based on existing rates.  PIPP pilot is a good idea for the same 

reasons the AMP pilot is.  TURN also provides information about PIPPs in other 

states to show that it is not a brand-new idea, which included examples are from 

Ohio, Colorado, New Jersey, Nevada, Illinois, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire. 

 
290  See, page 18 of June 12, 2019 Workshop Report. 
291  See, page 9 of December 6, 2019 comments. 
292  Id. at 10. 
293  Id. 
294  Id. at 11. 
295  TURN discusses its views on PIPPs at pages 4-6 in its December 13, 2019 comments. 
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17.11. Discussion Regarding PIPPs 
The goal of this proceeding is to reduce the number of residential 

disconnections.  The PIPP proposal will help make monthly payments towards 

utility bills more affordable.  The PIPP proposal will provide a payment 

arrangement for utility bills based on a percentage of a household’s income.  The 

PIPP proposal will be a valuable assistance program for households who are 

struggling to meet their monthly obligations.   

It is disappointing that the IOUs were generally not supportive of the PIPP 

proposal when it was first presented to them and in opening comments on the 

proposed decision.  For example, PG&E stated in its opening comments dated 

May 26, 2020 that the PIPP would result in rates that were not just and 

reasonable.  SCE in its opening comments dated May 26, 2020, raised concerns 

that there is no evidence that the PIPP would reduce disconnections or 

encourage on-time payments and that decoupling bills from usage would 

encourage inefficient electricity usage.  SDG&E and SoCalGas stated in their 

opening comments dated May 26, 2020, that the record does not establish that the 

PIPP would meaningfully reduce disconnections.  UCAN in its opening 

comments dated May 26, 2020 raised privacy concerns over the IOUs ability to 

collect demographic and income data which would be needed to implement the 

PIPP.  Finally, in its opening comments dated May 26, 2020, CalCCA suggested 

that the Commission defer the implementation of the PIPP at this time. 

To adequately address the concerns which were raised in opening 

comments on the proposed decision, we have decided not to implement the PIPP 

at this time.  However, the issue of the PIPP will be taken up as a separate phase 
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in this proceeding.  The PIPP phase of this proceeding will be classified as 

ratesetting and will be taken up shortly.    

18. Pilots 
Various rulings and workshops were held to determine what are the best 

solution to address the increasing number of disconnections in California.  

Rulings seeking input from the parties were issued and workshops were 

conducted with the parties.   

Proposals were put forth suggesting that pilots should be conducted to 

help reduce the number of disconnections.  There were several proposals which 

the parties commented on.  The first proposal would require the IOUs to pilot 

with verified partners; require the IOUs to enter in to MOUs with CSD and their 

LIHEAP providers; allow LIHEAP providers to verify income and the number of 

people residing in a household to confirm eligibility for benefit programs such as 

CARE and FERA.  The second proposal would use existing programs to help 

reduce energy bills. 

18.1. Party Comments on Pilot with Verified Partners 
SDG&E presented at the third workshop concerning proposed pilots.296  

SDG&E proposed a pilot on CBO assisted pay agreements.  The target 

population would be customers who applied for energy assistance programs but 

did not receive a pledge.  SDG&E suggests the pilot can measure the success of 

the payment arrangement and the customer’s ability to remain current on their 

 
296  See, SDG&E presentation at slide 5. 
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bills.  In the Workshop Report297 SDG&E proposed creating a streamlined 

process with a direct line for the CBO to partner with the utility to create 

payment plans as a pilot.  SDG&E representatives stated that they have heard 

customers are reluctant  to contact the IOUs to set up payment plans and would 

like to ensure customers get assistance through CBOs.  Their internal data show 

that less than 10 percent of customers received the assistance they were looking 

for.  SDG&E would also benefit from decreased calling time to customer service 

representatives. 

In their opening comments, PG&E noted298 that they recommend a 

partnership with existing low-income programs, including LIHEAP and they 

support broader usage of current programs, including LIHEAP, CARE, and 

FERA.  SCE indicated in its comments299 that they support partnerships with 

assistance program administrators including LIHEAP.  They also support 

optimize collaboration between the IOUs and LIHEAP providers.  In their 

July 10, 2019 comments300, SCE asserts that further partnerships with CBOs can 

be helpful particularly as the parties work towards concrete recommendations on 

steps that can be taken, within SCE’s tariff obligations, to improve existing 

processes. 

 
297  See, Workshop Report II at 22. 
298  See, PG&E June 14, 2019 comments at 2-3. 
299  See, SCE June 14, 2019 comments at 7 and 14. 
300  See, SCE’s July 10, 2019 comments at 11. 
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CCES notes in the Workshop II Report301 that LIHEAP providers have 

local knowledge and have connections with customers.  They suggest that CSD 

and PG&E should reach out to local LIHEAP providers and work closely with 

them to tailor pledges and weatherization service to households.  UCAN notes in 

its opening comments dated June 14, 2019302 that IOUs should partner more 

closely with LIHEAP providers to offer better phone hours and locations, 

possible even at the same locations where people pay their utility bills.  UCAN 

reported that a customer was not allowed into a LIHEAP office to speak to 

anyone about assistance and was told to call instead. 

CalCCA states in its June 14, 2019 opening comments303 that it supports 

additional marketing and outreach via CBOs.  Vulnerable customers may lack 

awareness of existing assistance programs, and have difficulty completing 

applications and providing income verification documents.  The Public 

Advocates states in the Workshop II Report304 that there should be a service 

agreement between LIHEAP providers, IOUs, and CSD to clearly note how 

pledges proceed and the process timeline to reduce the number of broken 

pledges.  Catholic Charities also notes in the Workshop II Report305 that they can 

help the IOUs to verify customers’ qualifications.  They support public education 

 
301  See, Workshop Report II at 11. 
302  See, UCAN’s comments dated June 14, 2019 at 9. 
303  See, page 5 of CalCCA’s opening comments. 
304  See, Workshop Report II at 10. 
305  Id. at 17. 
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about assistance programs, and they contend that many customers are not aware 

of programs that are available to them. 

18.2. Party Comments on Using Existing Programs  
to Help Reduce Energy Bills 

EBCE indicated in their presentation at the Hayward workshop that there 

are three zip codes in Oakland that have high disconnection rates but only 

15 percent of the households are enrolled in CARE306.  They propose that there 

should be outreach pilots to increase enrollment in programs such as CARE.  

They suggest that this could be done by having the IOUs partner with CBOs.  In 

the Workshop II Report, EBCE notes that 80 percent of those disconnected are 

not enrolled in CARE, FERA, or Medical Baseline.  They urge the Commission 

and IOUs to raise awareness that these programs are available. 

Public Advocates stated in their July 15, 2019 comments307 that an 

empirical analysis of disconnection data indicates that level payment plans, and 

housing weatherization assistance targeted to appropriate zip codes may help 

reduce future disconnection rates.  In the Workshop II Report308, the Public 

Advocates noted that pilots should focus on zip codes with high disconnection 

rates and ensure that each weather baseline district and geographical area is 

represented. 

GRID urged the Commission to consider leveraging existing low-income 

solar programs and energy efficiency programs to help customers pay their 

 
306  See, EBCE’s Hayward Workshop presentation at 12-14. 
307  See, Public Advocates comments dated July 15, 2019 at 1-2. 
308  See, Workshop II Report at 23. 
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energy bills.309  In reply comments310, GRID notes that as part of the low-income 

assistance programs, solar and energy efficiency measures should also be 

included in pilot program design in order to reduce a customer’s energy burden 

while simultaneously enabling a household to contribute to and benefit from 

California’s growing carbon free economy. 

TURN suggested to auto enroll CARE customers in IOU assistance 

programs if they face repeat disconnections311  Many of the CBO indicated that 

that existing energy bill assistance programs are often underutilized by the 

IOUs.312  Customers in need are not always aware of rate discounts programs 

that are available to them, such as CARE and REACH. 

18.3. Discussion 
We appreciate the suggestions made by parties concerning improvements 

to outreach and enrollment in assistance programs such as CARE.  These issues 

have already been discussed in this decision and hence we decline to adopt the 

suggested pilots here.  Parties can raise these ideas in the CARE proceeding.  We 

also appreciate the suggestions made by GRID regarding using solar and energy 

efficiency programs to reduce energy bills.  We agree that energy efficiency and 

solar programs are important.  However, we decline to implement these 

suggestions currently as additional information is needed to determine how to 

best develop these suggestions.  Additionally, the goal of phase I of this 

 
309  See, GRID’s opening comments dated June 14, 2019 at 5-6. 
310  See, GRID’s reply comments dated July 1, 2019 at 2. 
311  See, Workshop II Report at 24. 
312  See, Workshop Report I at 14-15. 
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proceeding is to develop programs that can be implemented rather quickly to 

help reduce the number of disconnections. 

19. Enforcement  
On November 14, 2019, the assigned ALJ issued a ruling requesting that 

the parties provide information on whether the Commission should establish a 

citation program to enforce the rules and how much the citation amount should 

be.313 

In opening comments dated December 6, 2019314, CalCCA believes that it is 

too early to consider a citation program.  They suggest that any citation program 

should be put in place only after the rules are adopted and they suggest that 

there should be no citation program established for piloted programs.  In 

opening comments dated December 6, 2019315, UCAN indicated that they were 

reluctant to recommend a citation program until the IOUs have had an 

opportunity to implement whatever disconnections regime the Commission 

creates as a result of this rulemaking.  They suggest having the IOUs make an 

annual report on their progress in implementing disconnection rules and include 

an express provision in the Commission’s final decision in this case establishing a 

requirement that Commission staff perform an audit of IOU performance in 

implementing disconnections rules.  They suggest that the audit be conducted 

two years after the final decision in this proceeding. 

 
313  See, ALJ November 14, 2019 Ruling at 2. 
314  See, page 4. 
315  See, pages 6-7. 
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In its opening comments dated December 6, 2019316, CSD stated that it 

supports the development and adoption of a citation program, especially for 

LIHEAP rules and pledges.  CCES in its December 6, 2019 opening comments317 

noted support for a citation program and stated that the minimum fine should be 

$1,000.  CforAT and NCLC indicates in its December 6, 2019 opening 

comments318 that they support the idea of implementing a citation program.  

However, they cannot suggest specific structure or process as the record on the 

topic is very light.  They do support implementing a citation program through 

resolution as done for the CTAs program.  They also suggest workshops to get 

stakeholder input to develop the program.  TURN states319 that the statutory 

framework for the enforcement of violations is already well established by the 

Public Utilities Code.  They assert that the requirements adopted within this 

proceeding should all be subject to a penalty.  They contend that each violation 

of the rules should be subject to penalties of $500 to $100,000 per event per day. 

PG&E320 does not support the development of a citation program.  Rather, 

they recommend that the Commission continue to require the IOUs to meet a 

disconnection goal and to explain any deviations from the requirement through a 

report that is served to the service list of this proceeding.  SCE321 contends that 

 
316  See, page 5. 
317  See, page 8. 
318  See, pages 8-10. 
319  See, TURN’s Opening comments dated December 6, 2019 at 4-5. 
320  See, PG&E’s Opening Comments dated December 6, 2019 at 6. 
321  See, Section A of SCE’s Opening Comments dated December 6, 2019. 
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pursuant to Pub. Util. Code Sections 2107 and 2108, the Commission is 

authorized to impose fines against any public utility that violates or fails to 

comply with any provisions of “any order decision, decree, rules, directions, 

demand, or requirements of the Commission."  SCE believes that if the 

Commission does decide a citation program is necessary, there should be 

workshops to further develop this issue. 

19.1. Discussion Regarding Enforcement Programs 
Utility compliance with these disconnection provisions is paramount to 

protect customers from disconnections. To further the goals of this proceeding, 

we believe that it is necessary for there to be an enforcement program designed 

to ensure that the utilities comply with the disconnection rules set forth in this 

proceeding.  Accordingly, we direct the Commission’s Utilities Enforcement 

Branch (UEB) to create a citation program for disconnection protocols.  

UEB should hold at least one workshop for development of the citation 

program.  The citation program should be designed to levy penalties on any IOU 

that violates the requirements set forth in this decision or in their respective 

existing tariffs.   EUB shall establish this citation program through a Commission 

Resolution.   

In opening comments on the proposed decision, the IOUs generally did 

not agree with the establishment of a citation program and believe that it is not 

necessary for the Commission to create a new enforcement program.  CforAt and 

NCLC on the other hand noted in opening comments on the proposed decision 

that the enforcement provisions set forth in the proposed decision are timely, 

critical, and developed through a robust comment period.  We disagree with the 
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IOUs on this point and therefore decline to make any of the changes suggested 

by the IOUs.  We believe that a citation program is necessary to ensure 

compliance with the protections set forth in this decision. 

20. Request for Memorandum Account to Track Implementation Costs 
Associated with this Decision and SCE’s Request to Delay 
Implementation Due to System Upgrades  
SDG&E and SoCalGas requested in their opening comments on the proposed 

decision that the utilities be allowed memorandum accounts to track 

implementation costs associated with this decision.  They assert that this decision 

requires the utilities to make various changes that will result in additional costs 

for them.  For example, they assert that there will be costs associated with the 

necessary billing system upgrades, the online LIHEAP portal and outreach and 

implementation programs.  SCE also raised the same concerns as well as UCAN.   

In its reply comments dated June 1, 2020, TURN rejected the need for a 

memorandum account.  TURN incorrectly states that this decision allows the 

utilities to track uncollectibles and additional costs in the two-way balancing 

account.  The two-way balancing account which was discussed and authorized in 

the section pertaining to uncollectibles is designed create transparency in 

uncollectibles.  It was not designed to allow the utilities to track the costs 

associated with implementing many of the additional requirements set forth in 

this decision.  We have no objection to there being a memorandum account to 

allow the utilities to track the costs associated with implementing this decision. 

In opening comments on the proposed decision, SCE contends that due to 

current system upgrades it would be unable to implement many of the changes 

required in this decision until 2022.  In reply comments, UCAN was sympathetic 
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to this allegation, but correctly asserts that the provisions of this decision should 

not be delayed.  Therefore, we reject SCE’s request to delay implementation of 

the provisions of this decision.  

21. Comments on Proposed Decision 
The proposed decision in this matter was mailed to the parties in 

accordance with Section 311 of the Public Utilities Code and comments were 

allowed under Rule 14.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  

Comments were filed on May 26, 2020 by CLICC, CalCCA, TURN, UCAN, SCE, 

PG&E, SDG&E/SoCalGas322, CforAT/NCLC323, and the Public Advocates Office.  

Reply comments were filed on June 1, 2020 by CLICC, the Public Advocates, 

CforAT, and NCLC, TURN, UCAN, CALCCA, PG&E, SCE, and 

SDG&E/SoCalGas324.  

22. Assignment of Proceeding 
Commissioner Martha Guzman Aceves is the assigned Commissioner and 

the Presiding Officer.  Administrative Law Judge Gerald F. Kelly is the assigned 

ALJ in this proceeding.   

Findings of Fact 
1. The Commission opened R.18-07-005 pursuant to SB 598  

to address disconnection rates across California’s electric and gas investor-

owned utilities by adopting policies and rules that reduce disconnections and 

improve reconnection processes and outcomes for disconnected customers. 

 
322  SDG&E and SoCalGas filed joint opening comments. 
323  CforAT and NCLC filed joint opening comments. 
324  SDG&E and SoCalGas filed joint reply comments. 
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2. As noted in SB 598, residential electric and gas disconnections are on the 

rise and create public health impacts,  causing tremendous hardship and undue 

stress, including increased health risks to vulnerable populations, as well as 

overreliance on emergency services and underutilization of preventive 

programs. 

3. R.18-07-005 calls for a comprehensive assessment of the root causes of (or 

events that correlate with) residential customer disconnections while also 

evaluating the rules, processes and procedures regarding disconnections and 

reconnections at both a statewide and utility specific level. 

4. SB 598 mandated protections for customers for whom disconnection would 

be life-threatening.    

5. Lost access to energy services on extremely hot or cold days can be life 

threatening for some populations.  

6. Both Massachusetts and New York prohibit deposits for utility customers 

as a matter of law. 

7. Deposits and reestablishment deposits can create financial hurdles for 

residential customers. 

8. The Commission should take action to reduce the financial burdens caused 

by deposits. 

9. Changes to the IOUs’ disconnection notices are needed so that customers 

are better informed that they are about to have their utilities disconnected. 

10. Disconnection notices should provide additional information to customers 

on the availability of financial programs that may be available to assist them. 
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11. Providing email notices to customers in danger of having their utilities 

disconnected is an additional measure that will ensure the customers have 

received as much information concerning the pending disconnection of their 

utilities as feasible.  

12. Reconnection fees create additional hurdles for customers trying to 

reestablish their utility services. 

13. Requiring a new tenant to pay the previous tenant’s utility bills presents 

additional financial burdens to customers who may be struggling financially. 

14. LIHEAP is an important program that can assist low-income households 

with energy expenses. 

15. It is important that there be transparency between the IOUs and the CCAs. 

16. Additional outreach on the CARE/FERA programs is needed. 

17. Allowing gas field representatives to collect payments from customers will 

have an impact on reducing the number of gas disconnections. 

18. The establishment of the AMP will be a valuable tool in assisting CARE 

and FERA residential customers to eliminate unmanageable arrears and 

incentivize timely payments. 

19. Additional work needs to be done to evaluate and implement the PIPP in a 

separate ratesetting phase of this proceeding. 

. 

20. SB 1338 authorizes a physician assistant to certify a customer is eligible for 

medical baseline allowance. 
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Conclusions of Law 
1. The parties in this proceeding have had a reasonable opportunity to 

comment on the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo, the Workshop 

Reports, Staff Proposals and assigned ALJ rulings, which form the basis for this 

decision.  

2. Previously, there was a rise in the rate of residential customer 

disconnections throughout the service territories of California-jurisdictional 

utilities.  In D.18-12-013, the Commission adopted various interim rules which 

helped to reduce the number of disconnections.  Therefore, it is reasonable to 

adopt and make permanent some of the interim rules as set forth in D.18-12-013 

and as modified by this decision. 

3. Because the smaller IOUs may have unique circumstances and other 

challenges, it is appropriate to apply these rules only to the larger IOUs. 

4. Phase 1A of this proceeding should be conducted later to determine which 

rules shall apply to the smaller IOUs. 

5. The rules adopted in this decision recognize the intent and directives set 

forth in Senate Bill 598, as described in the Order Instituting Rulemaking for this 

proceeding.  

6. In line with the provisions of SB 598, it is reasonable to impose restrictions 

prohibiting disconnections of customers who qualify for medical baseline , if the 

customer agrees to a payment plan.    

7. It is reasonable to prohibit the energy utilities from disconnecting 

residential electricity customers when temperatures above 100 degrees or below 

32 degrees are expected based on a 72-hour look-ahead period.  For this purpose, 
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it is reasonable to allow each utility to use its own existing in-house weather 

forecasting processes.    

8. It is reasonable to prohibit the gas utilities from disconnecting residential 

gas customers when temperatures below 32 degrees are expected based on a 72-

hour look-ahead period.  For this purpose, it is reasonable to allow each utility to 

use its own existing in-house weather forecasting processes.    

9. In line with the long-term goals of SB 598, it is reasonable to impose 

restrictions prohibiting disconnections of residential utility service until the 

utility has offered to enroll the residential customer all applicable benefit 

programs administered by the utility. 

10. In line with the long-term goals of SB 598, it is reasonable to impose 

restrictions prohibiting disconnections of residential customers if a LIHEAP 

pledge is pending. 

11. In line with the long-term goals of SB 598, it is reasonable to impose 

restrictions prohibiting disconnections of residential customers until they have 

been offered a payment plan of at least 12-months. 

12. The rules set forth below should be adopted and made effective upon 

adoption of this decision.  

13. To further the goal of limiting disconnections, it is reasonable to adopt 

rules relating to how the IOUs evaluate and determine benefit of service.   

14. To further the goal of limiting disconnections, it is reasonable to adopt 

rules relating to how the IOUs interact with LIHEAP providers. 

15. SB 1338 modified Sections 739 and 779.3 and added Section 779.4 to the 

Pub. Util. Code. 
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16. To further transparency between the IOUs and the CCAs is it reasonable to 

adopt rules relating to how the IOUs interact with the CCAs. 

17. To promote the goals of this proceeding, it is reasonable to have the 

Commission consider additional CARE and FERA outreach in A.19-11-003. 

18. To promote the goals of this proceeding, it is reasonable to adopt rules 

requiring all gas field representatives to accept payments or put the customer 

directly in contact with a customer service representative who can make 

arrangements for immediate payments from gas customers who are about to be 

disconnected. 

19. To promote the goals of this proceeding, it is reasonable to adopt rules 

establishing an Arrearage Management Program which will be available to all 

CARE and FERA customers. 

20. To promote the goals of this proceeding, it is reasonable to create a 

separate phase in this proceeding to discuss establishing PIPPs. 

21. To promote the goals of this proceeding, it is reasonable to adopt rules 

establishing an enforcement mechanism designed to ensure that the IOUs follow 

the rules and requirements of this decision. 

 
O R D E R  

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The interim rules set forth in Decision 18-12-013 and as modified below are 

hereby adopted to reduce residential customer disconnections and to improve 

reconnection processes.  These  measures shall become effective upon after the 
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current moratorium on disconnections is lifted..  The rules shall apply to the 

large California-jurisdictional investor owned energy utilities, as follows:  

(a)  Residential customer disconnections shall be capped using 
the recorded 2017 percentage of each respective utility. 
Disconnections implemented for each utility subsequent 
year must remain at or below the percentages shown 
below for each utility:  

Target Date PG&E SDG&E SCE SoCalGas 

07/01/2020 4% 35 8% 2% 
01/01/2021 4% 3% 7% 2% 
01/01/2022 4% 3% 6% 2% 
01/01/2023 3.5% 3% 5% 2% 
01/01/2024 3.5% 3% 4% 2% 
 

(b)   Residential customers shall not be disconnected for 
nonpayment if they qualify for medical baseline and the 
customer agrees to a 12-month payment plan.   

(c) residential customers shall not be disconnected for 
nonpayment until the utility offers to enroll eligible 
customers in all applicable benefit programs administered 
by the utility.  The utility is not required to make 
affirmative inquiry of every residential household as to 
whether they are enrolled in all applicable benefit 
programs.  If the utility has discussions with a residential 
customer prior to disconnection, however, that utility shall 
have a duty to inquire if the customer is interested in 
hearing about the applicable benefit programs.  Residential 
customers must enroll in the applicable benefit program 
within two billing cycles of being made aware of the 
applicable benefit programs. 

(d) Prior to disconnecting any residential customer, the utility 
shall offer the residential customer a 12-month payment 
plan. The utility shall not disconnect any residential 
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customer who is on a12-month payment plan and is 
current on both monthly bills and the 12-month payment 
plan. 

(e) Residential customers shall not be disconnected if they 
currently have a Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program pledge pending. 

(f) Residential customers shall not be disconnected when 
temperatures above 100 degrees or below 32 degrees are 
forecasted based on a 72-hour look-ahead period.  Each 
utility may continue to use its own internal weather 
monitoring systems for meeting this requirement. 

2. Nothing in this decision is intended to contradict the Emergency Customer 

Protections set forth in Resolution M-4842 issued in response to the coronavirus 

(COVID-19) pandemic. 

3. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

immediately implement the vulnerable customer protections required by this 

decision at the expiration of the Emergency Customer Protections issued in 

response to the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. 

4. If any of the vulnerable customer protections set forth in this proceeding 

conflict with the Emergency Customer Protections established to address 

concerns of the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, then the Emergency 

Customer Protections are controlling.Southern California Edison Company, 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and 

Southern California Gas Company shall follow the rolling cap methodology that 

is described in Appendix 1 after the moratorium on disconnections is lifted by the 

Commission. 
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5. Within 120 days of the beginning of each calendar year, beginning in 2022 

and ending in 2025, Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California 

Gas Company shall each file a status report in this proceeding or its successor on 

their compliance with the disconnection cap for the previous year. 

6. If any of the rules adopted herein require changes to a utility’s tariff, that 

utility shall promptly file an advice letter to implement such changes within 30 

days of the issuance date of this decision.  Provided that the changes are of a 

ministerial nature, a Tier 1 advice letter filing is acceptable for this purpose.  

7. A separate phase of this proceeding will evaluate what rules shall apply to 

the smaller investor owned utilities. 

8. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company are 

prohibited from requiring any residential customers to pay establishment of 

credit deposits for new service. 

9. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company are 

prohibited from requiring reestablishment of service deposits for any 

reestablishment of service. 

10. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

modify their disconnection notices to notify the customer that there may be 

financial programs available to assist them. 
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11. San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall modify all disconnection call 

scripts to clearly indicate that the customer is in danger of having their utilities 

disconnected. 

12. San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall clearly indicate in the automated 

disconnection call script that the customer should select the billing option to 

speak to a representative regarding their bill, the availability of repayment 

options, and financial assistance that might be available. 

13. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) shall modify its 48- hour 

disconnection notice as follows: 

If you are not able to pay your bill, call PG&E to discuss how 
we can help. You may qualify for programs such as reduced 
rates under PG&E’s CARE program, that can help to reduce 
your bill. or other special programs and We can connect you 
with community agencies that may can provide additional be 
available to assistance to you. You may also qualify for 
PG&E’s Energy Savings Assistance Program which is an 
energy efficiency program for income-qualified residential 
customers. 

14. Southern California Edison Company’s disconnection notices shall 

conform with all the requirements set forth for San Diego Gas & Electric 

Company and Pacific Gas and Electric Company. 

15. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

provide disconnection notices via email to customers who have opted to receive 

electronic communications from the utilities.   

16. Reconnection fees are eliminated effective with the date of this decision. 
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17. Fee based revenue that was collected via reconnection fees may be 

addressed in the Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas 

Company’s  next general rate case and incorporated into base rates. 

18. In order to trigger an investigation that would require the customer to 

verify that they were not previously benefiting from the utility service,  Southern 

California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company must identify any of 

the following:  address returned from Experian Identity Validation tool, 

matching telephone number; or landlord or homeowner confirms that the 

occupant is not new or has been residing at the address; the account is 

transferred to the name of a spouse or roommate; the account is transferred to 

someone with the same email address as the previous customer; or the account is 

transferred to someone with the same banking information as the previous 

customer. 

19. If Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas 

Company determines that the customer benefited from the previous service, the 

utility must provide the customer with 30 days to submit additional evidence to 

dispute the determination.   

20. After the customer submits any additional documentation, Southern 

California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall within 30 days 
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provide both verbal and written notice to the customers of the outcome and what 

documentation was used in making the determination. 

21. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

document all reasonable efforts to contact the customer either by telephone or in 

writing. 

22. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and  Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company must 

provide verbal and written notification on the outcome of benefit of service 

which must include the contact information for the Commission’s Consumer 

Affairs Branch and any internal appeal process that may be available to dispute 

the determination. 

23. No customer who was under the age of 18 shall be required to absorb a 

benefit of service charge. 

24. The Commission shall update it Memorandum of Understanding with the 

Department of Community Services and Development. 

25. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company, the 

Department of Community Services and Development and the Commission’s 

Consumer Affairs Branch shall engage in quarterly meetings. 

26. Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program pledge period shall be for 

90 days across Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas 

Company territories. 
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27. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

develop an online Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program pledge portal 

within nine months of this decision. 

28. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

each work directly with Local Service Providers in their territories to create focus 

groups to assist in developing these online portals. 

29. Online portals shall contain the following information: account number; 

service address; account holder name; current total charges; total amount due; 

number of billing days in the current billing cycle; status of disconnection; 

minimum amount needed to avoid disconnection if the customer is not already 

disconnected; the minimum amount needed to reconnect if already disconnected; 

total arrears; bill history for the last 12-months; 15-day notice issuance; 48-hour 

notice issuance; pledge acceptance or rejection status; the last bill; and a tracking 

number for each pledge. 

30. The online portal shall provide weekly, monthly, and yearly summary 

reports of past pledges, account numbers, zip codes and whether the pledge 

were accepted.   

31. These reports shall be provided to the Department of Community Services 

and Development and Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program providers 

to provide for greater transparency of payments that have been processed and 

customers that have been reconnected through Low-Income Home Energy 

Assistance Program pledges. 
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32. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

work with Local Service Providers (LSPs) to develop a release form for 

customers to sign consenting to their information being shared and Non-

Disclosure Agreements for information sharing with individual LSPs.   

33. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company are 

each required to enter a Memorandum of Understanding with Department of 

Community Services and Development and their Low-Income Home Energy 

Assistance Program providers. 

34. Physician Assistants are authorized to certify to the utilities that a 

customer qualifies for medical baseline. 

35. Qualified medical professionals are authorized to e-sign applications for 

the medical baseline program. 

36. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

each implement a procedure to allow qualified medical professionals to e-sign 

applications for the medical baseline program. 

37. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

provide annual training to county health workers that do in home visits before 

the second quarter of each calendar year. 

38. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 
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provide outreach and educational materials in multiple languages for the county 

health workers to take out to the field. 

39. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

each demonstrate how they are working with the medical community and 

county public health offices to increase marketing and outreach to persons 

eligible for the medical baseline by filing a Tier 3 Advice Letter (AL) within 60 

days of the issuance date of this decision outlining plans to implement 

Senate Bill 1338’s requirements to allow additional qualified medical 

professionals to complete applications for the medical baseline program.  The AL 

should also include plans to allow qualified medical professional to e-sign 

applications for the medical baseline program.   

40. The Tier 3 Advice Letter outlining how the requirements of Senate Bill 

1338 will be implemented shall include enrollment goals and other metrics which 

includes how many customers were reached and ultimately enrolled in the 

medical baseline program.  

41. The Tier 3 Advice Letter outlining medical baseline outreach shall contain 

detailed and cohesive plans outlining how Southern California Edison Company, 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and 

Southern California Gas Company each are funding outreach programs and 

grants to Community Based Organizations who are promoting public outreach 

relating to the medical baseline program. 

42. As appropriate Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California 
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Gas Company shall each enter into Memorandums of Understanding and Non-

Disclosure Agreements with the Community Choice Aggregation providers to 

promote the sharing of information. 

43. As appropriate Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California 

Gas Company shall provide automatic notification to the Community Choice 

Aggregation providers when a customer receives a 15-day, and/or a 48-hour 

shut-off notice, and when a customer gets reconnected.  

44. As appropriate Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California 

Gas Company shall provide ongoing access to information about which 

customers have been disconnected, in .xlsx or .csv file format, without the need 

to submit formal data requests by Community Choice Aggregators in this 

proceeding. 

45. Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program providers should be able 

to verify over the telephone with the IOUs whether a household is enrolled in the 

California Alternate Rates for Energy or Family Electric Rate Assistance 

Program. 

46. Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program providers can obtain 

customer consent and assist the household with California Alternate Rates for 

Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance enrollment via phone with 

representatives from Southern California Edison Company,  Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California 

Gas Company. 



R.18-07-005  COM/MGA/gp2   

155

47. Community Based Organizations (CBO) are able to register as capitation 

agencies to conduct outreach, assist with enrollment and ensure eligible 

households are enrolled in all applicable benefit programs on behalf of  Southern 

California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company.  

48. The issue of additional outreach for California Alternate Rates for Energy 

and Family Electric Rate Assistance Programs will be addressed in consolidated 

Applications 19-11-003, 19-11-004, 19-11-005, 19-11-006, and 19-11-007.   

49. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall allow gas field representatives to collect a minimum of 20 percent of the 

past due balance and allow the customer to either not have their gas service 

disconnected or be reconnected within 24 hours if the  customer has made the 

minimum 20 percent payment and also agrees to go on a payment plan. 

50. To the extent that Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California 

Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California 

Gas Company have safety concerns of having a gas field representative collect 

payments while in the field, they can opt to have the gas field representative 

contact a customer service agent to make arrangements for the customer to pay a 

minimum of 20 percent to avoid being disconnected. 

51. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall not require the customer to call another person to have their gas service 

reconnected once they make a payment to the gas field representative. 
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52. After an eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) and Family 

Electric Rate Assistance  residential customer who has been a customer for a 

minimum of six months and made at least one on-time payment and has a 

balance which reaches $500 in arrears, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and 

Southern California Gas Company shall enroll the eligible CARE and FERA 

residential customer in the arrearage management payment plan. 

53. After an eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) residential 

gas only customer who has been a customer for a minimum of six months and 

made at least one on-time payment and has a balance which reaches $250 in 

arrears, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

and Southern California Gas Company shall enroll the eligible CARE residential 

customer in the arrearage management payment plan. 

54. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall provide eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric 

Rate Assistance residential customers with all information concerning the 

arrearage management payment plan. 

55. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall maintain a frequently asked questions section on their websites detailing 

how California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance 

can participate in the arrearage management payment program. 
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56. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall provide the eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family 

Electric Rate Assistance residential customers enrolled in the arrearage 

management payment plan with ongoing support. 

57. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall provide the eligible residential California Alternate Rates for Energy and 

Family Electric Rate Assistance customers with acknowledgment when they 

have three, six, and nine months of on-time payments. 

58. When an eligible residential California Alternate Rates for Energy and 

Family Electric Rate Assistance customer calls Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, and 

Southern California Gas Company for any reason, the customer service agent 

must offer them the opportunity to enroll in the arrearage management payment 

plan. 

59. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must allow eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric 

Rate Assistance residential customers the opportunity to enroll in the arrearage 

management payment plan when checking their account online or 

communicating with a customer service representative online. 

60. In every communication with an eligible residential California Alternate 

Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance customer, Pacific Gas and 
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Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California 

Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall each inform the 

customer of the arrearage management payment (AMP) plan rules, regulations 

and how the AMP plan could help them. 

61. After the eligible residential California Alternate Rates for Energy and 

Family Electric Rate Assistance customer is enrolled in the arrearage 

management payment plan, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, and Southern 

California Gas Company shall forgive 1/12 of an eligible residential customer’s 

arrearage after each on time payment. 

62. After 12 on-time payments, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego 

Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, and Southern 

California Gas Company shall forgive the eligible residential California Alternate 

Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance customer’s remaining 

arrearage debt. 

63. After successfully completing the arrearage management payment (AMP) 

plan, a residential California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate 

Assistance customer can reenroll in the AMP program after a 12-month waiting 

period.  The 12-month waiting period begins the first month after the first AMP 

was successfully completed. 

64. Eligible residential California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family 

Electric Rate Assistance customers can miss up to two non-sequential payments 

if the customer makes up the payment on the next billing due date with an on-

time payment of both the current and missed payments. 
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65. If an eligible residential California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family 

Electric Rate Assistance customer drops out of the arrearage management 

payment plan before reaching 12 on-time payments, there will be no impact on 

the 1/12th debt forgiven for previous on-time payments. 

66. Eligible residential California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family 

Electric Rate Assistance customers who drop out of the arrearage management 

payment (AMP) program may reenroll after a 12-month waiting period.  The 

12-month waiting period begins the first month after the eligible customer 

dropped out of the AMP. 

67. If a California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate 

Assistance  arrearage management participant receives Low-Income Home 

Energy Assistance Program assistance, that assistance should be applied to 

participant’s monthly bills, not the arrearage. 

68. To make monthly payments more predictable, the California Alternate 

Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance customer may request that 

the monthly payments be levelized for the 12 months in the program.    

69. The arrearage management program will forgive a maximum of $8,000 per 

California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance 

customer per calendar year.    

70. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall report annually to the Commission on the impacts the arrearage 

management payment plan has had on California Alternate Rates for Energy and 
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Family Electric Rate Assistance customers arrearage amounts and current and 

future customer behavior. 

71. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the number of participants enrolled in 

California Alternate Rates for Energy and  Family Electric Rate Assistance 

Program customers who are enrolled in the arrearage management payment 

plan. 

72. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the zip codes of eligible California 

Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential 

customers enrolled in the arrearage management payment plan. 

73. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the arrearage management payment 

plan success rate for enrolled eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy and 

Family Electric Rate Assistance residential customers. 

74. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the average arrearage amounts for 

eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance 

residential customers who successfully completed the arrearage management 

payment plan. 
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75. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the average arrearage amounts for 

eligible California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance 

residential customers who failed to complete the arrearage management 

payment plan. 

76. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the percentage of eligible California 

Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential 

customers who missed one payment and made up the payment in the arrearage 

management payment plan. 

77. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the percentage of eligible California 

Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential 

customers who missed two payments, did not make up the payments and were 

subsequently disqualified from the arrearage management payment program. 

78. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the percentage of eligible California 

Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential 

customers who made at least one on-time payments during the six months 

following the end of the arrearage management payment plan. 
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79. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the percentage of eligible California 

Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential 

customers who did not make on time payments during the six months following 

the end of their arrearage management payment plan. 

80. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the percentage of eligible California 

Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential 

customers who accrued new arrears within six months of completing the 

arrearage management payment plan. 

81. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the percentage of eligible California 

Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential 

customers who accrued new arrears withing six months of dropping out of the 

arrearage management payment plan. 

82. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

must annually report to the Commission the number of California Alternate 

Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance residential customer 

accounts eligible for disconnection. 
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83. To implement the arrearage management payment (AMP) plan, Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern 

California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company must each 

file a Tier 2 Advice Letter within 90 days of this decision to implement the AMP 

plan. 

84. After three years, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, and Southern 

California Gas Company may file a joint Tier 3 Advice Letter with 

recommendations for improving the arrearage management payment plan. 

85. The Commission will open a proceeding three years after the adoption of 

this decision to reauthorize the arrearage management payment plan. 

86. The rules set forth in this decision regarding the arrearage management 

payment (AMP) plan will sunset after four years unless the Commission issues a 

decision extending, reauthorizing, modifying, or rescinding the AMP. 

87. The issue of concern raised by CalCCA as it relates to the allocation of 

proportional recovery shall be discussed in the AMP working group and a 

proposed resolution shall be set forth in the Tier 2 Advice Letters that Pacific Gas 

and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern California 

Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company file. 

88. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall allow any California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate 

Assistance customer who would be eligible for an Arrearage Management Plan 
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to opt-in to such a plan if they are enrolled in any other payment plan before an 

Arrearage Management Plan is put in place. 

89. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Southern 

California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall each establish 

two-way balancing accounts to create more transparency and accurately reflect the actual 

costs of uncollectible charges in rates. 

90. There shall be a separate phase established in this proceeding which will 

be classified as ratesetting and will evaluate implementing the percentage of 

income payment plan. 

91. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

shall file a Tier 2 Advice Letter to establish the two-way balancing account as set 

forth in the uncollectibles section of this decision. 

92. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

Southern California Edison Company, and Southern California Gas Company 

may submit Tier 2 Advice Letters to address the issue of transferring the portion 

of their COVID-19 Pandemic Protections Memorandum Account related to 

uncollectibles from residential disconnections into the two-way balancing 

account. 

93. The Commission’s Utilities Enforcement Branch shall establish an 

enforcement program designed to ensure that Southern California Edison 

Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric 

Company, and Southern California Gas Company comply with the rules set forth 

in this decision. 
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94. The enforcement program established by the Commission’s Utilities 

Enforcement Branch shall be enacted through the Commission’s Resolution 

process. 

95. Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Gas Company shall 

be allowed a memorandum account to track the implementation costs associated 

with implementing the requirements of this decision. 

96. Southern California Edison’s request to delay implementing the 

requirements of this decision due to ongoing system upgrades is denied. 

97. Rulemaking 18-05-007 shall remain open for subsequent phases of this 

proceeding.   

This order is effective today. 

Date, June 11, 2020, at San Francisco, California.  

 

MARYBEL BATJER 
                            President 

LIANE M. RANDOLPH 
MARTHA GUZMAN ACEVES 
CLIFFORD RECHTSCHAFFEN 
GENEVIEVE SHIROMA 

                 Commissioners 
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TABLE OF TERMS 
 

Term Definition 
AFN Access and Functional Needs 
ALJ Administrative Law Judge 
AL Advice Letter 
AMP Arrearage Management Payment 
CAB Consumer Affairs Branch 
CalCCA California Community Choice Association 
CAPSB Community Action Partnership of San Bernardino 
CARE California Alternate Rates for Energy 
CBO Community Based Organization 
CCA Community Choice Aggregators 
CCES Central Coast Energy Services 
CforAT Center for Accessible Technology 
CHANGES Community Help and Awareness of Natural Gas and Electric Services 
CISR Customer Information Service Request 
CMNP Critical Medical Needs Partnership 
CSD Department of Community Services and Development 
CSR Customer Service Representative 
D. Decision 
DMV Department of Motor Vehicles 
EBCE East Bay Community Energy 
EDI Electronic Data Interchange 
EE Energy Efficiency 
UEB Utilities Enforcement Branch 
FAQ Frequently Asked Question 
FERA Family Electric Rate Assistance 
FPL Federal Poverty Level 
FSR Field Service Representative 
GRC General Rate Case 
GRID GRID Alternatives 
HLB Housing Long Beach 
IOU Investor Owned Utility 
IVR Interactive Voice Response 
LIHEAP Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program 
LIOB Low-Income Oversight Board 
LSP Local Service Provider 
MBCP Monterey Bay Community Power 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
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Term Definition 
NCLC National Consumer Law Center 
NDA Non-Disclosure Agreement 
PEV Post-Enrollment Verification 
PFM Petition for Modification 
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
PHC Prehearing Conference 
PIPP Percent of Income Payment Plan 
PIPPPP Percentage of Income Payment Plan Pilot Proposal 
PPD Policy and Planning Division 
Public 
Advocates 

Public Advocates Office 

R. Rulemaking 
REACH Relief for Energy Assistance Through Community Help 
SB Senate Bill 
SCE Southern California Edison Company 
Scoping Memo Assigned Commissioner's Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling 
SDG&E San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
SMUD Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
SoCalGas Southern California Gas Company 
TAP Tiered Assistance Program 
TURN The Utility Reform Network 
UCAN Utility Consumers' Action Network 

 
 
 
 

(END OF ATTACHMENT)
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Rolling Methodology for the Disconnection Cap 
 

Target Date PG&E SDG&E SCE SoCalGas 

07/01/2020 4% 3% 8% 2% 

01/01/2021 4% 3% 7% 2% 

01/01/2022 4% 3% 6% 2% 

01/01/2023 3.5% 3% 5% 2% 

01/01/2024 3.5% 3% 4% 2% 

 
1. The disconnection cap number is calculated each month by applying the IOU’s 

annual target rate in the above table to the number of accounts on the last day of 
the prior month.  For example, assume the IOU’s number of accounts on June 30, 
2020, is 5,500,000. The target rate starting on July 1, 2020 is 4%, based on the 
table above. The disconnection cap number for July 2020 is 220,000 (5,500,000 x 
4%).   

 
2. The amount of disconnections in the past 11 months, from August 2019 through 

June 2020, is summed into a total.  For this example, assume that total is 205,000. 
 

3. Amount of disconnections allowed for the IOU in July 2020 is calculated as the 
difference between the disconnection cap number and the sum of disconnections 
August 2019 through June 2020: 15,000 (220,000-205,000). 
 

4. To calculate the amount of disconnections allowed for August 2020, steps 1 to 3 
are repeated using the number of accounts on July 31, 2020 and summing the 
number of disconnections from September 2019 through July 2020. 
 

5. If the sum of disconnections in the past 11 months exceed the disconnection cap 
number, the IOU cannot disconnect any customers for the coming month.   Using 
the example above, if the sum of disconnections from August 2019 through June 
2020 was 235,000, then the IOU cannot disconnect any customers in July 2020 
(235,000 > 220,000).  

 
(END OF APPENDIX 1)
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Sample FAQ for IOU Arrearage Management Payment Plan (AMP) 
 

What is the Arrearage Management Payment Plan (AMP)? 

AMP is a debt forgiveness payment plan option for customers with past due bills greater than $500 and 
90 days of age or older. 

What amount is eligible for the AMP? 

For customers that meet the above eligibility guidelines, the amount eligible for the AMP is total 
account balance as of the enrollment date. For customers returning to the AMP, the amount eligible is 
the total account balance as of the reinstatement date.  

What amount is ineligible for the AMP? 

Any new bills issued on or after the AMP enrollment or reinstatement are ineligible and are your 
responsibility to pay.  

Is there a cap or maximum amount eligible for forgiveness through the AMP? 

The maximum amount eligible for AMP forgiveness in a calendar year is $8,000. 

How does the AMP work? 

The Arrearage Management Payment Plan will forgive 1/12 of your utility debt after each on-time 
payment of the existing month’s bill. After twelve on-time payments of individual monthly bills, your 
debt will be fully forgiven.  

How Many Payments are Necessary to Complete the AMP? 

After 12 on time monthly payments, your entire past due amount will be forgiven.  

What Happens if I Miss a Payment? 

You can miss up to two non-sequential payments, as long as you make up the payment on the next 
billing due date with an on-time payment of both the current bill and the past bill(s). Missing two 
sequential payments will break the arrearage management payment plan.   

What Happens if I Break the AMP? 

If you break the AMP before reaching twelve on-time payments, there is no impact (no reinstatement) 
to the debt that has already been forgiven. However, your remaining debt will not be eligible to be 
forgiven. 

Can I sign up again after completing the AMP? 

Once you complete the AMP, you are eligible to sign up again after a 12-month waiting period.  
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If I break the AMP can I sign up again? 

If you break or do not finish the AMP you will be eligible to enroll again after a 12-month waiting period. 

I receive service through a Community Choice Aggregator (CCA) can I participate in the 
AMP? 

Yes, customers who belong to CCAs can participate in the AMP. 

I am already on a payment plan for my past due debt. What happens to the payment plan 
if I enroll in the AMP? 

Your previous payment plan will be superseded by the AMP.  

 

 

 

 

 

(END OF APPENDIX 2)
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November 20, 2020 
 
TO:         LAFCo Commissioners 
 
FROM:        Bryan Goebel, Executive Officer  
 
SUBJECT:  Item 4_Presentation and Discussion on the LAFCo report, 
“Power is a Right: Preventing a Disconnection Crisis in San Francisco 
During and After COVID-19.” 
 
Today LAFCo research associate Adiba Khan presents her report on how 
San Francisco can prevent a power disconnection crisis during and after the 
COVID pandemic. It is a call to action to help our City’s most vulnerable 
utility customers who are struggling to pay their bills and facing a looming 
crisis as those charges pile up and their financial situation worsens.  
 
While there is a moratorium in place barring disconnections during the 
pandemic, there is currently no guarantee those customers whose utility 
debt is rising won’t have their power shut off when the pandemic ends. 
That’s why it’s critically important the City move to prevent a disconnection 
crisis. 
 
I want to thank and commend Ms. Khan for putting this report together over 
a short period of six weeks during the most extraordinary time. I urge the 
Commission to carefully read through the report and seriously consider how 
to advance the recommendations she has put forth. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Receive the report and offer overall feedback, and 
suggestions for next steps.  
 
Attachments: “Power is a Right Preventing a Disconnection Crisis in San 
Francisco during and after COVID-19: Recommendations for LAFCo, 
CleanPowerSF, and Board of Supervisors.” 
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Introduction 

 

I am a Public Affairs Fellow for Coro Northern California and have been tasked for six 

weeks as the Research Associate for LAFCo. The Coro Fellows program develops emerging 

leaders to work and lead across different sectors, including government, “by equipping them 

with knowledge, skills, and networks to accelerate positive change.” LAFCo’s Executive Officer, 

Bryan Goebel, asked me to analyze a recent California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 

ruling that addresses power disconnections among low-income utility residents, Senate Bill 

598’s primary requirement. My research aims to gain a more thorough understanding of the 

problem and issues facing San Francisco utility residents struggling to pay their bills.  This 

report seeks to identify potential policy solutions to help correct historical wrongs and reduce or 

eliminate disparities so that all San Franciscans can access affordable and sustainable power. 

 

Acknowledgments 

 

Researching, scheduling interviews, accessing essential stakeholders, and drafting a 

report has proven challenging in just four weeks, including Election Day. My report is a follow-

up to former LAFCo CleanPowerSF Intern Winston Parson’s November 2019 report1"Advancing 

Equity and Community Investment in CleanPowerSF." A special thanks to Mr. Parsons for 

building critical groundwork a year ago that continues to be relevant today during the novel 

COVID-19 pandemic, and as California faces more raging wildfires, and to Executive Officer 

Goebel, for support in an expedited timeline.  

 

Thank you to all who took time to speak with me: Gabriela Sandoval, Director of 

Strategic Initiatives at the Utility Reform Network (TURN); Fernando Martí, Co-Director of the 

Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO); Citlalli Sandoval, Public Utilities 

Regulatory Analyst at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC); Brittani 

Gallagher, Customer Solutions Analyst at CleanPowerSF; Michael Hyams, Director of 

CleanPowerSF; Daniela Suarez, Community Relations Specialist at San Francisco Peninsula 

Energy Services (SFPES); Glenn Lallana, Program Manager at SFPES; Lizet Moreno, Director of 

Marketing & Outreach at SFPES, Justin Marquez, Community Equity Specialist at Marin Clean 

Energy (MCE); Mara Blitzer, Director of Affordable Housing Projects at SF Mayor's Office of 

Community and Housing Development (MOHCD); and LAFCo Commissioner Shanti Singh, the 

Alternate Member of the Public. 

 

Executive Summary 

 

 In 2017, the California Legislature passed SB 598, by Assemblymember Ben Hueso, 

which was signed into law by then-Governor Jerry Brown, requiring The California Public 

Utilities Commission (CPUC) to “develop policies, rules, or regulations with a goal of reducing, 

by January 2024, the statewide level of gas and electric service disconnections for nonpayment 

by residential customers.” In June 2020, CPUC issued a decision2 that requires PG&E to offer a 

 
1 https://sfgov.org/lafco/sites/default/files/lfc111519_item4.pdf 
2 https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M340/K648/340648092.PDF 
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12-month debt repayment plan and one main debt relief program. CPUC did not construct this 

program as a COVID-19 relief program, but a general one. This is referred to as the "decision" in 

the report. 

 

  Ultimately, CPUC's decision is insufficient to prevent utility debt accumulation during 

the moratorium and prevent power disconnections post-moratorium for low-income SF 

residents. I will present the most pertinent sections of the 176-page ruling and its impact on 

protecting low-income and vulnerable population residents. Ultimately, San Francisco will have 

to act to make up for the shortcomings of the CPUC's decision to ensure residents can afford 

their public utility bills and not accrue debt lest PG&E disconnects residents once the 

moratorium ends in April 2021.  

 

Recommendations 

My paradigm is short-term emergency “act now” recommendations (Section 1) and non-

emergency (but still urgent) recommendations (Section 2). 

 

Short-term: Eliminate debt accrual and expand low-income assistance programming 

and coverage to prevent post-moratorium disconnections: 

 

1. The SFPUC should strongly urge the CPUC in its rulemaking process to extend the April 

2021 disconnection moratorium to parallel the entire duration of the COVID-19 

pandemic. It should build support for this request with other community choice energy 

providers in California and the California Advocates for Community Choice (CalCCA) in 

California. 

 

a. SFPUC and CleanPowerSF should have a plan for April 2021 to prevent 

disconnections. 

 

2. Suppose the CPUC fails to act to extend the disconnection moratorium. In that case, the 

SFPUC should consider urging the Governor’s Office and state legislators to extend the 

moratorium through executive order or statewide legislation. 

 

3. The Board of Supervisors should pass a Resolution calling on the CPUC to extend the 

disconnection moratorium for the duration of the COVID-19 pandemic, specifically SF 

and CA's state of emergency declaration, and urge the agency to consider other measures 

to forgive the debt and lessen the overall financial burden of low-income utility 

customers. 

 

4. If the CPUC's rulemaking process fails to require more transparency from PG&E on how 

the company calculates the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) charge, the 

SFPUC, and the City should pursue state legislation that compels the utility to shed light 

on these fees. CleanPowerSF stated during LAFCo’s October 2020 meeting3 “customers 

pay PG&E approximately $101 million per year through the PCIA charge on their 

 
3 https://sfgov.org/lafco/sites/default/files/lfc091820_item3.pdf 
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bills...and this is expected to increase in 2021.” Approximately $4,574,607 of this charge 

could instead go to eliminating the total utility bill debt SF residents owe as of October 

20204.  Many more millions could go towards expanding low-income assistance 

programs or reducing SF’s emissions impacts at a faster pace.  

 

5. The Board of Supervisors should pursue all local, state, and federal funding sources to 

eliminate all debt from delinquent accounts for low-income residents as soon as the 

disconnection moratorium ends. 

 

a. LA passed a motion5 to require their public utility commission to report back 

with a debt relief and forgiveness program for low-income residents.  

 

i. LA allocated $50 million from their $694 million from the Coronavirus 

Aid, Relief and Economic Security (CARES) Act.  

 

ii. If the SFPUC is not already planning to do so, Board of Supervisors 

should consider following suit. 

 

b. SF received $48 million in CARES funding but none went to utility assistance 

efforts. 

 

i. If there is another round of CARES funding, ensure adequate funding 

goes to public utility low-income assistance. 

 

c. Resolution 201196 (Supporting Low-Income Rate Assistance Power Program)6, 

referred for adoption during the November 2020 Board of Supervisors meeting, 

is a step in the right direction but insufficient because it is symbolic support. This 

resolution provides a strong basis for the Board of Supervisors to pass an 

ordinance requiring SFPUC to develop a plan (similar to LA City Council) to 

prevent disconnections, while strengthening outreach for existing programs and 

develop projects to reduce low-income customers’ overall energy burden. 

 

d. Urge the CA legislature to allow cities to implement income tax for high-income 

residents for the duration of the pandemic. 

 

i. Re-introduce previously successfully passed SF resolution supporting 

passage of (unsuccessful) CA legislation “to amend the Revenue and 

Taxation Code to enable San Francisco to levy personal and corporate 

income taxes”7. 

 
4 See Figures H, I, J 
5 https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=20-1043 
6 https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8870234&GUID=1FA05C1C-21AD-4C22-84B6-
2604C0F42C36 
7 https://sfBoard of Supervisors.org/sites/default/files/r0096-17.pdf 
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ii. Request CA bill sponsor and SF Assemblymember Phil Ting (D-19) to re-

introduce state legislation. 

 

6. SFPUC and CleanPowerSF should urge CPUC to revise CARE/FERA income eligibility 

guidelines by revoking the “one size” fits all standard across the state and implementing 

county or regional standards using the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development’s (HUD) metropolitan average median income (AMI) as a basis. 

 

7. CleanPowerSF (CleanPowerSF) should provide additional funding assistance to 

CARE/FERA residents and residents who are classified as low-income by SF standards 

but ineligible for CARE/FERA/LIHEAP for assistance with monthly bills. 

 

a. Create a campaign: The COVID-19 Public Utility Relief Fund 

 

i. Ask residential and commercial participants to voluntarily self-tax on the 

monthly bill (example: 1% of the total bill). Use similar framing as 

“SuperGreen” program8. 

 

ii. Ask residential and commercial participants to donate. 

 

iii. Reach out to specific potential individual donors or foundations. 

 

b. Implement the percentage of monthly income plan, use low-income standards 

per SF cost of living for eligibility. 

 

i. The same LA motion includes this plan. 

 

8. CleanPowerSF should identify funding to forgive all debt resulting from Section 8 

residents' delinquencies to prevent eviction after the disconnection moratorium. 

 

a. CleanPowerSF or the Board of Supervisors can urge HUD and the Mayor’s Office 

of Housing and Development (MOHCD) to work to change the guidelines that 

allow a Section 8 resident to be evicted if they can’t afford to pay their utility bills. 

 

9. Based on LAFCO’s September9 and October10 2020 meetings, it is unclear what 

CleanPowerSF's racial equity plan is (including specific, measurable outcomes) and what 

relationships they have built with community-based organizations to find hard-to-reach 

vulnerable populations thus far. SFPES states it has established relationships with CBO's 

in the top disconnected zip codes and could partner with CleanPowerSF in these efforts.  

 

 
8 https://www.cleanpowersf.org/supergreen 
9 https://sfgov.org/lafco/sites/default/files/lfc091820_item3.pdf 
10 https://sfgov.org/lafco/sites/default/files/lfc101620_item3.pdf 
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a. CleanPowerSF should hire a “Community Equity Specialist,” like MCE, and work 

with Local and Regional Government Alliance on Race & Equity (GARE)11 to 

develop a Racial Equity Plan framework that involves communities with the 

highest disconnection rates in CleanPowerSF decision-making processes.  

 

i. MCE’s Community Equity Specialist, Justin Marquez, “serves as a liaison 

to key stakeholders including local government partners, businesses and 

community advocates, connecting residents to MCE services and 

programs”12 which means establishing relationships with Board of 

Supervisors to center low-income residents and communities in decision-

making processes and program development. 

 

1. This person can guide and build relationships with CBO’s and 

develop a coalition similar to MCE’s Community Power 

Coalition13. 

 

2. Marquez recommends GARE in developing an environmental 

justice plan. 

 

b. Assessing CleanPowerSF’s staff structure,14 CleanPowerSF should seriously 

consider making their leadership structure diverse, as there are no people of color 

in the highest positions of power. Moreover, leadership positions should include 

people of color from the communities that suffer the highest disconnection rates 

and have been impacted the most by COVID-19, historical disenfranchisement, 

and environmental injustice due to living close to PG&E's power plants15, for 

example, Bayview Hunters Point. 

 

i. Parsons made a similar recommendation last year, and it is unclear what 

progress has been made since then. 

 

ii. CleanPowerSF should identify a timeline that would be feasible for them 

to achieve this within and share that with LAFCo. 

 

c. CBO relationships are necessary but not sufficient by themselves as they are often 

already tasked with many existing responsibilities and inadequate resources to 

meet them. CleanPowerSF should hire staff from these communities, given 

historical economic and environmental disenfranchisement disproportionately 

impacting Black, Latinx, and Asian residents. 

 

 
11 https://www.racialequityalliance.org/ 
12 https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/our-team/ 
13 https://www.mcecleanenergy.org/community-power-coalition/ 
14 https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s96af3238f1144eb9 
15 See 1 
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Longer-Term: Energy Efficiency and Renewable Back-Up Storage: 

 

1. CleanPowerSF/SFPUC should create a staff position to serve as a centralized “energy 

hub information source knowledgeable about current energy efficiency low-income 

assistance programming. CleanPowerSF advertises this number to all its customers. This 

"energy hub information" could be part of San Francisco's 311, as this is the number an 

SF resident can call to inquire about non-emergency San Francisco (or 415-701-2311 for 

numbers with an area code other than 415). 

 

2. CleanPowerSF's potential "Community Equity Specialist" position(s) can work on the 

expansion of equity efficiency programs. 

 

3. CleanPowerSF should work with ENV to establish a partnership with MOHCD to expand 

solar + storage for new AHPs. 

 

Methodology 

 

This report is in itself limited in scope by its being crafted in four weeks. I conducted a 

literature review of government reports from CPUC, LAFCo, and CleanPowerSF. The bulk of my 

research was from interviews with the people listed in the acknowledgments. Lastly, I collected 

data on disconnections that PG&E is required to submit to CPUC, delinquency accounts data 

from CleanPowerSF, and data on the scope of LIHEAP assistance and home weatherization 

projects from SFPES. I also compared my findings with data Parsons presented in 2019 to 

signify recurring patterns and changes. 

 

Section 1: CPUC Decision Analysis16 

 

CPUC’s new policies are insufficient in protecting and supporting San Francisco 

residents with unaffordable utility bills. What would be sufficient is if CPUC had created an 

assistance program that considers SF's higher cost of living by expanding eligibility 

requirements, and implementing a percentage of income plan, guidelines informed by utility 

access advocates. More often than not, CPUC declined the utility advocate's recommendations in 

its decision and deferred to the requests of PG&E. Moreover, CPUC should have also included a 

specific debt forgiveness plan for COVID-19 (as it issues the decision in June 2020, three 

months after implementing the disconnection moratorium), but alas, did not.  

 

It is important to note that California issued a moratorium on power disconnections17 

and a waiving of late fees until April 2021. However, TURN advocate Gabriela Sandoval points 

out that residents are still obligated to pay their full utility bills during the moratorium. In 

contrast, California issued rent and eviction relief for those economically impacted by COVID-

19. If a tenant submits declarations of COVID-19 financial distress to their landlord and pays 

 
16 See 2 
17 See 1 
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25% of their rent, their landlord cannot evict18 (applicable only from September 2020 to January 

31, 2021). While PG&E is not shutting off people’s electricity for falling short on payments and 

waiving late fees, it still charges a monthly utility bill that if a resident does not pay, they accrue 

debt (arrearage) during the moratorium. There is no explicit language if PG&E is required not to 

issue future punitive fees for debt possession after the moratorium ends. 

 

While it may be the case that California extends the moratorium past April 2021, even if 

California extends the moratorium to align with the duration of the COVID-19 pandemic, PG&E 

will still obligate a resident to pay off their debt and monthly bills once the moratorium ends.  

Sandoval from TURN is anticipating a significant portion of low-income residents will have 

their power shut off when California lifts the COVID-19 moratorium because of a lack of state 

support and economic opportunities.  

 

Another factor to consider is the risk of disconnections leading to wildfires. People who 

are disconnected may “daisy chain”19 their extension cords to receive power from their 

neighbors, and the main hazard to this is fires. This fact should probably be considered as 

California faced hundreds of wildfires in 2020.   

 

 I will highlight the main aspects of the decision-making process and the decision 

implemented concerning San Francisco's IOU, Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), CleanPowerSF, 

and low-income and vulnerable residents.  

 

1. Decision on Low-Income Bill Assistance Programming 

 

A. PG&E cannot disconnect a resident until it offers to enroll the resident in all applicable 

low-income programs they may be eligible for, specifically California Alternate Rates for 

Energy (CARE)  & Family Electric Rate Assistance Program (FERA), until it: 

a. Offers to sign up a resident for a 12-month payment plan 

b. Offers to sign up a resident for a 12-month Arrearage Management Plan (AMP) if 

eligible (see pg. 15 for details) 

c. Inquires whether a resident is in the process of applying for and receiving a 

LIHEAP pledge 

 

B. PG&E does not have an affirmative obligation to inform residents of low-income 

assistance programs but is obligated to notify a resident of programs it administers 

(CARE/FERA) once the resident falls short on payment. 

 

C. To avoid disconnection, a resident should agree to sign up for eligible benefits programs 

within two billing cycles and agree to a 12-month payment plan or AMP. 

 

What is California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) and the Family Electric Rate 

Assistance Program (FERA)? 

 
18 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB3088  
19 https://www.ehs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/daisy_chaining_fact_sheet.pdf 
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"Low-income residents that are enrolled in the CARE program receive a 30-35% 

discount on their electric bill and a 20% discount on their natural gas bill...Families whose 

household income slightly exceeds the CARE allowances will qualify to receive the FERA 

discount, which bills apply an 18% discount on their electricity bill."20 CPUC determines 

CARE/FERA eligibility guidelines and discount rates. PG&E provides the CARE/FERA discount. 

(Figure A)21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
20 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/lowincomerates/#:~:text=For%20the%20CARE%20Program%2C%20electrical
,Public%20Utilities%20Code%20Section%20739.1.&text=CARE%20is%20funded%20through%20a,by%
20all%20other%20utility%20customers. 
21 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/lowincomerates/ 
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(Figure B)22 

 

 

 

What is the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)? 

 

“The 2020 LIHEAP program provides a one-time per calendar year credit on utility 

accounts of up to $433.” The program covers electric and gas accounts.23 Daniela Suarez, 

Community Relations Specialist at Central Coast Energy Services, says that in some instances 

where a household has received a disconnection notice and is near $500 in debt, LIHEAP can 

cover up to $1000 in utility debt on an account. One key distinction is that while California 

determines CARE/FERA guidelines, LIHEAP is a federal government program that determines 

eligibility and procedures.24 In California, LIHEAP funding and programming are administered 

through an affiliate within the California Department of Community Services and Development 

(CSD). San Francisco's LIHEAP Local Service Provider (LSP) is San Francisco-Peninsula Energy 

 
22 See 15 
23 SFPES Presentation on LIHEAP, 10/27/20 
24 https://consumers.cpuc.ca.gov/consumerprograms/ 

https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1kTPRq72fpZnxedjPapGFFye_YM2bzZ5KSvk3rXuJXD0/edit?usp=sharing
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Services (LSP).25 SFPES can also enroll a resident for CARE/FERA and obtain resident consent 

to verify with PG&E if a resident is enrolled in CARE/FERA. 

(FIGURE C: LIHEAP Monthly Income Eligibility)26 

 

Household Size Yearly Income 

1 27,552 

2 27,552 

3 44,520 

4 53,004 

5 61,476 

6 69,960 

7 71,232 

8 73,140 

9 74,700 

10 76,320 

11 71,423 

12 79,500 

 

 
25 https://sfpes.org/ 
26 See 11 
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(FIGURE D: LIHEAP Yearly Income Eligibility)27 

 

 (FIGURE E: HUD 2020 San Francisco Metropolitan Area Low-Income Categorization)28 

 

Based on the Department of Housing & Development (HUD) 2020 yearly income 

classification in San Francisco, a one-person household threshold is "low-income" at $97,600, 

"very low-income" at 60,900, and "extremely low-income" at $36,550. Any "extremely low-

income" 1-3 person household that meets the income maximum threshold in San Francisco does 

not qualify for CARE. All homes with 4 to 8 people must be at or under the maximum 

classification of "very-low-income" to qualify. FERA has higher income thresholds than CARE 

for households with three or more, but still has cut-offs below the "very low-income" 

classification. Moreover, FERA offers an 18% discount compared to CARE's 35% off (electric) 

discount. 

 

 The discrepancy between CARE/FERA/LIHEAP eligibility and low-income classification 

threshold in San Francisco is not a novel issue. During LAFCo's November 2019 meeting, former 

LAFCo intern Winston Parsons presented disconnection data to the commission. Parsons 

calculated disconnection rate data by combining cumulative disconnections across a year and 

dividing it by the total number of accounts at the end of the year from 2016-2018. Parsons 

conveyed that 1) residents classified as low-income by HUD may be ineligible for low-income 

assistance but still face disconnections given the existence of disconnection rates in general and 

2) residents who are eligible for low-income assistance programs and enrolled may not receive 

an excellent discount to prevent disconnection given significant disconnection rate of CARE and 

FERA residents among all disconnected residents.  

 

In Figure F, the left and middle column are Parsons' data. For the column on the right, I 

used the same methodology as Parsons and calculated the overall disconnection rate from 2019 

up to February 2020, the last month before California implemented a COVID-19 pandemic 

moratorium in March 2020. The zip codes that appear at least twice among the 2016-2018 

 
27 See 11 
28 https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html 
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overall disconnection rate and CARE disconnection rates and overall disconnection rates from 

2020 to moratorium are highlighted below. 

 

Comparing the overall disconnection rate from 2016-2018 and 2019 to February 2020, a 

60% zip code overlap. Moreover, between the highest CARE disconnection rates from 2016 - 

2018 and overall disconnection rates from 2019 - February 2020, there is a 70% overlap. 

However, there is a slight decrease in overall disconnection rates across time. (Unable to 

ascertain the change in CARE disconnection rate as data from PG&E is pending.) The reasons 

for the overall disconnection rate decrease could be because of several reasons: 

 

1. Increase in the rate of enrollment in CARE/FERA assistance programs 

 

a. CleanPowerSF or PG&E could answer this question. 

 

2. Increase in rate of enrollment in LIHEAP assistance program 

 

a. Most likely, not the reason why there is an overall decrease in 

disconnections as SFPES data demonstrates a general reduction in 

LIHEAP enrollment in the highest disconnected rate zip codes (see Figure 

G). 

 

3. Increase in cost of living, rent, gentrification, and evictions 

 

a. Forty percent of neighborhoods in the top 10 disconnection rates from 

2016 - February 2020 are also neighborhoods facing more intense rises in 

rent, gentrification, and displacement in comparison to the rest of the 

City: Portola29 and Visitacion Valley30 (rising cost of property), SOMA and 

Tenderloin (most evictions in San Francisco)31 

 

4. Increase in residents “self-eviction” due to inability to pay utility bills 

 

a. Sandoval of TURN stated that many residents, knowing PG&E will shut 

off their power because they cannot afford the bill, have moved out of 

their residence to move into another unit with friends or family members. 

Sandoval stated that there might not be data on the extent of this 

phenomenon, given it is not a "formal" eviction. 

 

5. Energy Efficiency Programming 

 

 
29 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/11/26/realestate/the-portola-san-francisco-low-slung-houses-and-
rising-prices.html 
30 https://www.realtor.com/news/trends/san-francisco-neighborhoods-where-home-prices-have-
skyrocketed/ 
31 https://sf.curbed.com/2016/7/13/12174382/san-francisco-eviction-data-stanford 
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a. Home weatherization and other state and federal run programs 

(Discussed more in Section 2) 

 

10 San Francisco ZIP codes 

with the highest overall 

Disconnection Rates, 2016-

2018 

10 San Francisco ZIP codes 

with the highest CARE 

Disconnection Rates, 2016-

2018 

10 San Francisco ZIP codes 

with the highest overall 

Disconnection Rates, 2019 - 

February 2020 

94124 - Bayview/Hunters 

Point - 9.37% 

94124 - Bayview/Hunters 

Point - 44.73% 

94124 - Bayview/Hunters 

Point - 7.8%  

 

(D9, D10) 

94158 - Mission Bay - 6.89% 94134 - Visitacion 

Valley/Portola - 24.07% 

94105 - SOMA/East 

Cut/Rincon Hill - 3.8%  

 

(D3, D6) 

94132 - Merced 

Heights/Park Merced - 5.75% 

94102 - Tenderloin/Civic 

Center/Hayes Valley -- 17.87 

94102 - Tenderloin/Civic 

Center/Hayes Valley - 3.5% 

 

(D3, D5, D6, D8) 

94103 - SOMA/Mid-Market - 

4.90% 

94112 - Crocker-

Amazon/Sunnyside - 14.72% 

94103 SOMA/Mid-Market - 

3.4% 

 

(D3, D5, D6, D8, D9, D10) 

94123 - Cow Hollow/Marina 

- 4.85% 

94103 - Mission 

District/SOMA/Mid-Market - 

13.47% 

94134 - Visitacion 

Valley/Portola - 3.17% 

 

(D9, D10, D11) 

94105 - SOMA/East 

Cut/Rincon Hill - 4.85% 

94110 - Mission 

District/Bernal Heights - 

11.13% 

94132 - Merced Heights/Park 

Merced - 3.15% 

 

(D4, D7, D11) 

94115 - Western 

Addition/Fillmore/Japantow

n/Lower Pacific Heights - 

4.84% 

94132 - Merced Heights/Park 

Merced - 9.84% 

94115 - Western 

Addition/Fillmore/Japantow

n/Lower Pacific Height - 3% 

(D1, D2, D5) 

94134 - Visitacion 

Valley/Portola - 4.78% 

94115 - Western 

Addition/Fillmore/Japantown

/Lower Pacific Height - 9.39% 

94117 - Cole 

Valley/Panhandle/Lower 

Haight - 3% 
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(D1, D5, D7, D8) 

94133 - North 

Beach/Chinatown - 4.66% 

94121 - Outer Richmond - 

7.07% 

94112 - Crocker-

Amazon/Sunnyside - 2.8% 

 

(D7, D8, D9, D10, D11) 

94109 - Tenderloin/Polk 

Gulch/Nob Hill - 4.65% 

94108 - Chinatown/Union 

Square - 6.02% 

94107 - SOMA/South Park- 

2.7% 

(D6, D10) 

(FIGURE F)32 

 

 

ZIP CODE (Top 

10 

Disconnection 

Rates 2019 - 

February 2020) 

2018 

Rate 

2018 Avg 

Assistance 

2019 

Rate 

2019 Avg 

Assistance 

Jan - 

October 

2020 Rate 

Jan - 

October 

2020 Avg 

Assistance 

94124 - 

Bayview/Hunters 

Point 

9.30

% $421 6.70% $413.00 5.10% $479.00 

94105 - 

SOMA/East 

Cut/Rincon Hill 

0.50

% $253 0.40% $233 0.40% $289.77 

94102 - 

Tenderloin/Civic 

Center/Hayes 

Valley 12% $226 8% $220 7.40% $272 

94103 

SOMA/Mid-

Market 

6.30

% $230 4% $224 4% $227 

94134 - Visitacion 

Valley/Portola 2% $335 3.30% $349 2% $410 

94132 - Merced 

Heights/Park 

Merced 1.30% $325 1% $337 1.20% $401 

94115 - Western 

Addition/Fillmore

/Japantown/Lowe

r Pacific Height 

3.40

% $264 2.30% $269 3.20% $296 

 
32 Left and middle columns: See 1, right column: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M328/K292/328292340.PDF, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M345/K698/345698026.PDF 
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94117 - Cole 

Valley/Panhandle/

Lower Haight 1.30% $281 1% $276 0.80% $318 

94112 - Crocker-

Amazon/Sunnysid

e 1.20% $400 0.10% $400 0.80% $491 

94107 - 

SOMA/South Park 

2.30

% $228 2.50% $219 2.50% $269 

*Avg rate was calculated using the 2016-2018 average for overall total accounts per zip code. There might 

be a margin of error if there was a significant change in total accounts in 2019 and 2020 

(FIGURE G: LIHEAP 2018-October 2020 Average Assistance and Rate in Top 10 Disconnected 

Rate Zip Codes 2019-Feb 2020)33 

 

Because there have been no disconnections since March 2020 due to the disconnection 

moratorium, CleanPowerSF has collected data on delinquency accounts ranging from 0-30 days, 

31-60, and 61+ days. While CleanPowerSF's table does not break down delinquencies by zip 

code and specific zip codes are split across supervisors, supervisor districts with the highest 

rates of delinquent accounts (as of October 19, 2020), particularly with accounts older than 31 

days, generally have a higher concentration of zip codes with the highest rates of disconnections 

from 2016 to February 2020 (general and CARE/FERA residents) within their jurisdiction. 

    

*CARE/FERA delinquency rate is calculated out of total CARE/FERA residents; not all residents 

(Figure H)34 

 
33 SFPES, via email 10/29/20 
34 CleanPowerSF. Via email 11/10/20 
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(Figure I)35 

(Figure J)36 

 
35 See 26 
36 See 26 
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Using CleanPowerSF’s tables, I consolidated columns for 1) total delinquencies over total 

accounts, 2) total delinquencies (31+ days)/total accounts (this may be a better indicator of who 

is struggling to pay their bills), and 3) of the total delinquencies, the proportion of CARE/FERA 

residents. (One recommendation for the future is for CleanPowerSF to provide their data using 

zip codes as PG&E submits disconnection data in this format. Another related suggestion is to 

ask the CPUC to require PG&E to publicly share disconnection and debt data at the census tract 

level rather than zip codes. It could provide a more specific picture of what areas within a zip 

code need more resources. I also matched the percent of zip codes in the top 10 highest 

disconnection rates from 2019 - February 2020 each respective district has jurisdiction over37: 

 

 

Supervisor 

District 

Total 

Delinquencies/ 

Total Accounts 

Total 

Delinquencies 

31+/ Total 

Accounts 

Total CARE or 

FERA 

Delinquencies

/Total 

Delinquencies 

% of Top 10 Highest 

Disconnection Rate 

Zip Codes 2019 - 

Feb 2020 

D1 (Elect 

Connie Chan) 27% 11% 17% 20% (94115, 94117) 

D2 (Catherine 

Stefani) 27% 10% 8% 10% (94115) 

D3 (Aaron 

Peskin) 35% 15% 17% 

30% (94105, 94102, 

94103) 

D4 (Gordon 

Mar) 51% 11% 19% 10% (94132) 

D5 (Dean 

Preston) 42% 15% 20% 

30% (94102, 94103, 

94115) 

D6 (Matt 

Haney) 40% 18% 24% 

40% (94105, 94102, 

94103, 94107) 

D7 (Elect 

Myrna 

Melgar) 54% 15% 15% 

30% (94132, 94117, 

94112) 

D8 (Rafael 

Mandelman) 53% 11% 9% 

30% (94102, 94103, 

94117) 

D9 (Hillary 

Ronen) 28% 13% 35% 

30% (94124, 94103, 

94112) 

D10 

(Shamann 

Walton) 34% 17% 46% 

50% (94124, 94103, 

94134, 94112, 94107) 

D11 (Aasha 

Safai) 40% 17% 33% 

30% (94102, 94134, 

94132, 94112) 

(Figure K: Synthesis of Figures: H,I,J) 

 
37 https://data.sfgov.org/widgets/pjwd-njm9 
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 What story does the data tell? Supervisor districts with at least 15% of total accounts with 

delinquencies more than 30 days old, at least 15% of total delinquent accounts are CARE/FERA 

residents, and at least 30% of the top ten disconnected zip codes before the pandemic are in 

bold. D10 and D6 have the highest and an almost identical rate of delinquent accounts 31+ days 

plus the highest proportions of zip codes disconnected before the pandemic. Yet, in D10, half of 

the delinquencies are CARE/FERA residents, and for D6, a fourth of delinquencies are 

CARE/FERA residents.  

 

Does this signify that perhaps in D10, the CARE/FERA discount is insufficient, and in 

D6, either not enough people know of CARE/FERA or that people are ineligible for the discount 

but cannot afford their bill? Overall, it’s concerning that throughout the entire City, the overall 

delinquent accounts range from 27% to 54%, and delinquent accounts older than thirty days 

across districts ranges from 10% to 18%. 
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COVID-19 San Francisco Case and Death Rate by Neighborhood 

 

(FIGURE L)38 

 
38 https://data.sfgov.org/stories/s/Map-of-Cumulative-Cases/adm5-wq8i#cumulative-cases-map 
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(FIGURE M: SF Supervisor District Map)39 

 

 

 

 

 
39 https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/map.html?layers=Supervisor%20Districts 
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(FIGURE N)40 

 

The top 10 COVID-19 case rate neighborhoods, from highest to lowest, are Bayview 

Hunters Point, Tenderloin, Mission, Visitacion Valley, Excelsior, Japantown, Outer Mission, 

Portola, South of Market (SOMA), and Bernal Heights. Sixty percent of these neighborhoods 

correlate with the neighborhoods within the top 10 disconnection rate zip codes from 2019 to 

the onset of COVID-19 moratorium: Bayview Hunters Point, Tenderloin, SOMA, Visitacion 

Valley, Portola, and Japantown. The highest COVID-19 case rates are in District 10, 11, 9, 6, 5, 

and 3). These districts also correlate with the highest delinquent account rates in October 2020. 

 

Moreover, most of these zip codes have some of the highest proportions of Black 

(Bayview Hunters Point, SOMA), Latinx (Tenderloin, Visitacion Valley, Portola), and South 

East/East Asian (Portola, Visitacion Valley) households that are also low-income, rent-

burdened, or single-parent.41 As Parsons report also showed, there is a clear correlation among 

race, class, and power disconnections/residential delinquency accounts. Now there is a 

correlation between all of the above and higher COVID-19 case rates and deaths.  

 

 

 

 

 
40 See 32 
41 See Appendices A - B 
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12-Month Payment Plan and Arrearage Management Plan (AMP) 

 

 CPUC’s main new protection program to reduce disconnections is via the Arrearage 

Management Plan. To qualify: 

 

1. A resident must be eligible for CARE and FERA 

 

a. As previously discussed, the CARE/FERA eligible minimum income is 

significantly lower than what HUD classifies as "low-income," "very low-income," 

and for households with 1 to 3 people, even "extremely low-income in San 

Francisco. 

 

2. The arrearage should be at least 90 days old. 

 

3. A resident should have an arrearage (debt) of $500 or more. 

 

a. In a non-pandemic/moratorium reality, what is the proportion of households 

that would be eligible? 

 

i. Before the pandemic/moratorium, residents were expected to pay their 

arrearage within two months of missing the first payment or agree to 

complete a three-month payment plan for PG&E not to disconnect their 

power. 

 

ii. What is the proportion of disconnected residents from 2019 to the 

beginning of the pandemic who would have been eligible for the AMP? 

 

1. Based on SFPES LIHEAP data from 2018 to October 2020, 91% 

(18,873/20,627)42 of households applying for LIHEAP utility 

assistance had an arrearage of less than $500 and would have 

been ineligible for AMP, and only 9% were eligible. While this is 

only data from LIHEAP eligible residents, it could be reasonable to 

assume the arrearage of only CARE/FERA eligible residents would 

be similar.  

 

iii. After the moratorium's scheduled rescinding in April 2021, a much more 

significant proportion than 9% of residents may be eligible after accruing 

arrearage debt greater than $500 during the moratorium on 

disconnections. 

 

iv. For residents with an arrearage of less than $500, PG&E is required to 

provide a resident with a 12-month payment plan where they are to pay 

off their debt during that period and pay their month to month bill. 

 
42 See 27 
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4. A resident does not need to receive a disconnection notice from PG&E to qualify. 

 

a. If an eligible resident calls PG&E, PG&E is required to notify them of the 

program. 

 

b. PG&E is required to offer a resident who qualifies for an AMP before they 

disconnect them to enroll in the program.  

 

5. Once PG&E enrolls a resident in the AMP, it is required to forgive 1/12 every month of 

the total debt a resident has upon entering an AMP agreement for the following twelve 

months.  

 

6. A resident is required to make on-time payments for the following 12 months upon 

entering an AMP agreement, and after the 12 months, PG&E is required to eliminate all 

debt a resident has accrued up to $8000. 

 

7. A resident is allowed a maximum of two missed monthly payments that are non-

sequential. If the resident pays in full a missed month's charge by or on the following 

month's billing date in addition to the current month's bill, PG&E cannot push a resident 

out of the program. 

 

a. CPUC uses the example "a resident can miss a payment in March and make it up 

in April but cannot miss March and April's payment and make both up in May." 

If a resident misses two sequential monthly payments, PG&E can break the 

agreement. If a resident misses three non-sequential payments, PG&E can break 

the deal. 

 

b. For example, if PG&E breaks an AMP agreement with a resident six months into 

the program, the debt is forgiven up until the point PG&E breaks the agreement, 

and past debt will not be reinstated. 

 

i. Therefore, a resident is responsible for paying off their remaining 

arrearage within two billing cycles, or PG&E can cut off their power. 

 

8. AMP participants who PG&E breaks an agreement with can re-enroll in the program 

after waiting 12 months and meeting all other eligibility requirements. 

 

9. CARE/FERA residents who complete the AMP program can re-apply for the program 

after a year and meet all other requirements. 

  

Concerns on 12-month Payment Plan and AMP 

 

 PG&E typically only provided three-month payment plan options for residents with an 

arrearage. Now, PG&E is required to offer a 12-month payment plan for residents with less than 
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$500 in arrearage. While this should have a positive impact in helping a resident pay off their 

debt over a more extended period, it does not address the main problem of a resident not being 

able to initially afford their month to month bill, especially now in the context of a global health 

crisis. 

 

Given that public health experts strongly predict43 the pandemic and its negative 

economic impact will extend past April 2021, and if California does not extend the moratorium 

past April 2021, this begs the following question: How can a resident be expected to pay their 

monthly bill on time for the next twelve months, while the pandemic continues with an 

undefined ending, if the main reason why they have an arrearage is that they did not have the 

economic means to pay most likely related to losing financial stability because of COVID-19, 

which again, is still on-going? 

 

Even if the pandemic does end in April 2021, and the landscape of economic security 

reverts to the pre-pandemic era (which is the very landscape for why SB 598 passed initially and 

CPUC was required by CA law to create decisions to reduce disconnections), the 12-month 

payment plan and AMP would still most likely be insufficient in alleviating the majority of SF 

residents who PG&E disconnects. That's because most people are very unlikely to accrue a $500 

arrearage without either PG&E disconnecting them first or PG&E offering a 12-month payment 

non-AMP plan where a resident will be expected to pay off their debt in addition to paying their 

monthly bill on time. Furthermore, CPUC does rule that a resident can miss two non-sequential 

payments if on AMP without disqualification. Still, it does not specify any forgiveness 

requirements if the resident on a 12-month non-AMP plan misses a payment. This may mean 

PG&E can disconnect a resident who misses either a monthly bill or debt payment just once. 

 

Furthermore, PG&E can charge reinstatement late fees for missing a payment, further 

increasing the possibility of breaking a 12-month agreement or AMP plan. Another interesting 

point of consideration is that Sandoval from TURN stated that a resident, if unable to pay the 

entirety of their bill, will not even pay the portion of the bill they can afford because they are still 

subject to disconnection within two months for not paying the entire bill. This point could be 

evidence of why an effective low-income assistance program is through a percentage of income 

plan. 

 

The economic volatility of post-moratorium or post-pandemic San Francisco renders the 

12-month program and AMP program greatly missing the mark in protecting San Francisco 

residents, especially in the time of COVID-19. This program may be beneficial in other parts of 

California. Still, it will most likely do little to help San Francisco residents as one has to keep up 

with paying 1) a month to month bill and 2) the debt if on a non-AMP 12-month plan or 3) if 

they are eligible for debt forgiveness through AMP, they must be eligible for CARE/FERA 

(again, the disparity in who is classified as low-income in San Francisco and who is eligible for 

CARE/FERA is approximately $50,000). 

 

 
43 https://thehill.com/changing-america/well-being/prevention-cures/517095-fauci-reveals-when-he-thinks-
the-us-can-return 
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The 12-month plan or AMP can very well be incredibly beneficial for a resident who does 

secure financial stability during or immediately after the moratorium to afford their utility bill 

and debt on a reliable basis for a consecutive twelve months. But given the significant 

unpredictability of the timeline of the pandemic, the moratorium is still scheduled to end in 

April 2021.  

 

 The volatility of economic security and uncertainty over how the epidemic will change 

the nature of jobs in conjunction with CPUC failing to require PG&E to increase discounts or 

expand income eligibility within low-income assistance programs, especially during a pandemic, 

will most likely render vulnerable San Francisco residents to disconnection crises during 

COVID-19. 
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2. Decision on Subsidized Housing (Section 8) Residents 

(Figure N: “SF HUD and Housing Projects”)44 

  

 

 

 
44 
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?ie=UTF8&oe=UTF8&msa=0&mid=19tet6pnpvH2mpNuUhaM
sWH8NimE&ll=37.80435368066478%2C-122.454380545166&z=12 
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Top 10 Zip Code 

2019-Feb 2020 

Disconnection Rate 

Percentage of Total Section 8 Units in 

SF 

94124- 

Bayview/Hunters Point 

- 7.8% 9.40% 

94105 - SOMA/East 

Cut/Rincon Hill - 3.8% 0% 

94102 - 

Tenderloin/Civic 

Center/Hayes Valley - 

3.5% 14% 

94103 - SOMA/Mid-

Market - 3.4% 5% 

94134 - Visitacion 

Valley/Portola - 3.17% 8.40% 

94132 -Merced 

Heights/Park Merced - 

3.15% 0.20% 

94115 -Western 

Addition/Fillmore/Jap

antown/Lower Pacific 

Height - 3% 15% 

94117 - Cole 

Valley/Panhandle/Low

er Haight - 3% 2.60% 

94112 - Crocker-

Amazon/Sunnyside - 

2.8% 0.05% 

94107 - SOMA/South 

Park - 2.7% 11.30% 

Total % 70% 

(Figure O: SF HUD and Housing Projects Table Breakdown)45 

 

CPUC does not require PG&E to provide additional disconnection protections for those 

living in government-subsidized housing, like Section 8. PG&E is only required to offer a 12-

month payment plan that is open to all residents. Again, a resident is required to pay off their 

debt within 12-months and keep up with their month-to-month bill. This is incredibly 

concerning as Sandoval from TURN has stated that a resident can be evicted for failing to pay a 

 
45 See 39 
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utility bill just one time46. This should also be the responsibility of HUD and MOHCD to work to 

end evictions because of utility debt. Moreover, a person who is in transitional housing or 

currently houseless may be ineligible to move into a subsidized affordable housing unit if they 

owe a debt to PG&E. CPUC claims it would be “unfair” to provide an additional layer of 

protection including only residents in Section 8 housing and not other low-income residents. 

CPUC ignores utility advocates' statements that a person in subsidized housing will be evicted 

for missing a payment. A low-income person in non-subsidized housing will not be evicted for 

not paying a utility bill just once. This is a cyclical relationship between utility debt and 

houselessness, and the CPUC fails to provide any protection. 

 

The map shows SF HUD data on where Section 8 housing is in the City. Note that 70% of 

Section 8 housing exists within districts with the ten disconnection rate zip codes. 

 

What percentage of disconnections in 2019 to March 2020 were of residents in Section 8 

housing? Who currently in Section 8 housing has a delinquent account? CleanPowerSF should 

know who is in Section 8 housing to ensure people can keep up with their payments or not. 

Moreover, the map provides each unit's address. Therefore, CleanPowerSF should be able to 

identify residents with delinquent accounts at each Section 8 housing site without undue 

administrative burden. 

 

CleanPowerSF should track residents with debt residing in these units and then connect 

them to LIHEAP/CARE/FERA for bill and debt management. However, where assistance 

programming falls short, CleanPowerSF should fund the remaining debt when California 

rescinds its disconnection moratorium, whether that it is in April 2021 or extended. While 

California does have a temporary eviction moratorium until January 31, 2020, it is unclear if 

this protects residents in Section 8 housing47. 

 

3. Decision on Limiting Zip Code Disconnection Rate 

 

PG&E is required never to exceed an overall disconnection rate of 30% in any zip code. 

This rule may be beneficial to other cities and counties in California; however, it is irrelevant to 

San Francisco. No zip code is remotely close to a 30% overall disconnection rate. Bayview 

Hunters Point has had the highest disconnection rate in the City, and in 2019, its rate did not 

exceed 9%. CPUC should have ruled that PG&E cannot exceed a 30% disconnection rate for 

CARE/FERA residents. This would have impacted the City as Parsons data also signified 

multiple zip codes, like Bayview Hunters Point, with CARE/FERA disconnection rates exceeding 

30%. CleanPowerSF and the SFPUC should annually review this data in partnership with the 

CPUC.  

 

4. Decision on Reconnection Goals 

 

 
46 http://www.turn.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/2018_TURN_Shut-Off-Report_FINAL.pdf 
47 See 17 
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 CPUC urges PG&E to meet a reconnection goal. CPUC recommends that electrical IOUs achieve 

a 90% reconnection rate within the same day and that gas utilities should also attempt to 

achieve a 90% reconnection goal within 24 hours. Ultimately, this is a recommendation and not 

a mandate, so it is unclear how this will positively impact San Francisco residents.  

 

5. Decision on Establishment & Reestablishment Deposits 

 
  CPUC requires PG&E to eliminate all deposits and redeposits. A new resident does not 

have to pay a fee for service, nor does a previously disconnected resident pay a fee for 

reconnection. This applies to all residents, regardless of income. This should help low-income 

residents vulnerable to disconnections, especially multiple disconnections, as reestablishment 

deposit fees are a barrier to reconnection. TURN reports that shutoffs are a "hidden driver of 

housing displacement: and that "1 out of every 10 customers who have their electricity shut off is 

never reconnected."48 

 

6. Decision on Final Notices 

 
 When PG&E issues a final notice regarding impending disconnection to a resident, it 

should indicate on the disconnection notice the availability of programs like CARE, FERA, and 

LIHEAP as well as email the resident who has agreed to prior email communication. There is no 

clear mandate that PG&E is required to communicate with a resident who is not an English 

speaker regarding final notices.  

 

7. Decision on Multi-Language Communications 

 
The only requirement PG&E is to follow regarding providing outreach in languages other 

than English is for providing materials in "multiple languages" for county health workers in 

regard to the medical baseline program. For every other point of communication, CPUC 

"recommends" [read: not obligated] PG&E to provide outreach in other languages. It is unclear 

what the scope of language barriers has contributed to preventing access to low-income 

assistance in SF. CleanPowerSF should consider bridging this gap as a role in its staffing if it has 

not already. 

 

8. Decision on LIHEAP Improvements 

 

  CPUC will require PG&E to provide an online pledging portal for LIHEAP Local Service 

Providers within its jurisdiction, like SFPES, to create a stream of communication through 

databases to prevent disconnections for people process of receiving LIHEAP assistance. An 

overall positive addition in preventing people who are already in the process of receiving 

LIHEAP funding not to face disconnection. Suarez from SFPES has confirmed PG&E is in the 

process of working with SFPES to create an online portal.   

 

9. Decision on Medical Baseline Program 

 
48 http://www.turn.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/2018_TURN_Shut-Off-Report_FINAL.pdf 
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 This CPUC program "is an assistance program for residential customers who have 

special energy needs due to qualifying medical conditions. It is based solely on medical 

conditions, and there is no income requirement. The program provides a lower rate on your 

monthly energy bill and extra notifications in advance of a utility Public Safety Power Shut-Off 

(PSPS)."49 PG&E is required to implement a system that allows doctors and physician's 

assistants, and nurse practitioners to certify that a resident is eligible for the medical baseline 

program. Advocates argued that only allowing those with MDs certifying power created barriers 

for residents who needed medical baseline protection to survive. Given an expensive American 

healthcare system and that we are also currently in the COVID-19 pandemic, the CPUC should 

have expanded baseline eligibility certification power to include social workers. Public utility 

access advocates urged CPUC to consider this approach, but the CPUC rejected it. Once a 

resident is part of the program, PG&E is prohibited from disconnecting them. PG&E is required 

to provide annual training for county health service workers that do home visits and to provide 

regular outreach and educational materials for field workers.   

 

  SB 598 requires no disconnections for medical baseline residents. Hopefully, the 

expansion of who can certify a resident's eligibility for the program will help more residents 

afford their bill. Most importantly, the protection of being on the program keeps them 

connected to power and alive. The other issue is that there needs to be a back-up source in the 

case of power outages, like solar + storage (discussed more in Section 2).50 

 

10. Decision on Transparency for Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) 

 
 PG&E is required to provide automatic notification to CleanPowerSF when a resident 

receives a 15-day notice, 48-hour notice, and is reconnected. PG&E should also provide on-going 

notice on disconnections without CleanPowerSF having to submit a formal data request.  

 

11. Decision on Vulnerable Population (65+ and Under 12 Months) 

 
PG&E is not required to provide separate protections for 65+ residents or households 

with children under a year old. This protection was part of an interim decision that CPUC would 

not continue due to PG&E claiming it was an administrative burden due to seeking and storing 

resident data.  

 

This is concerning as seniors typically have lower median incomes, and that new parents 

may not be able to work and find childcare during the pandemic. The main argument for why 

CPUC decided not to require separate protections is its administrative burden in checking on 

residents to verify and validate. One way to alleviate the burden is to develop a better low-

income assistance programming that allows these populations to be protected without specific 

 
49 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUC_Public_Website/Content/News_Room/Fact_Sheets/En
glish/MedicalBaseline0113.pdf 
50 https://naacp.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Lights-Out-in-the-Cold_NAACP-ECJP-4.pdf 
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protections for them. At a minimum, through urging CPUC or the state legislature, another is to 

require PG&E to upkeep the administrative work for the pandemic duration. 

 

12. Decision on Percentage of Income Percent Plans (PIPP) 

 

 CPUC is currently undergoing the development of a pilot PIPP program for particular 

low-income residents. The intent is that a levelized bill may prevent residents from 

accumulating arrears and reduce disconnections. This plan is undoubtedly promising; however, 

the pilot program is intended only for the top ten zip codes with the highest frequent 

disconnections in each IOU's service territory. Based on PG&E's 2019 disconnection data51, none 

of the zip codes in San Francisco are eligible for the pilot program. 

 Can SFPUC inquire to CPUC if there are plans, after the pilot program results, to scale to 

include San Francisco? Regardless, this pilot study will not benefit San Francisco in terms of 

COVID-19 relief and the upcoming two years.  

  

Case Study: Los Angeles Utility Debt Forgiveness52 

 

 More than thirty community, labor, and environmental justice organizations (RePower 

LA Coalition53) urged the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) to develop a 

protection plan for low-income residents when California lifts the April 2021 moratorium in 

October 2020. The campaign organized their members to show up at LA City Council meetings 

and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) Commissioners meetings. They 

successfully pushed LA City Council to pass a motion54 requiring LADWP to report back to the 

Council with a utility debt relief plan for low-income residents. The motion also instituted a 

percentage of monthly income plan in the making up for where current low-income assistance 

programming falls short.  

 

LA successfully secured $694 million from the CARES (Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and 

Economic Security) Act from the federal government. The RePower campaign successfully 

secured $50 million from the total relief specifically for LADWP resident bill relief. The 

program's operation is that low-income residents apply to a lottery, and those who are randomly 

selected will receive a $500 check for their debt. 

  

Unfortunately, San Francisco only secured a total of 48 million in CARES funding55 ($5.5 

million for the first round, $45.3 million for the second). The City allocated none of the funding 

towards public utility relief. However, San Francisco's population is almost 882,000, while LA's 

is nearly 4 million. This amounts to approximately $55/person in San Francisco and 

$174/person in LA. It is unclear why there is a considerable disparity between the award per 

capita for San Francisco and LA. 

 
51 https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M328/K292/328292340.PDF 
52 https://www.nrdc.org/experts/michele-knab-hasson/angeles-leads-easing-consumer-utility-debt 
53 https://laane.org/blog/campaigns/energy-and-water/ 
54 See 4 
55 https://sf.gov/information/provide-comments-proposed-uses-cares-act-esg-
funding#:~:text=The%20amount%20of%20the%20second,of%20CARES%20Act%20ESG%20funding. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS (See pgs. 2-4 for citations) 

 

Short-term: Eliminate debt accrual and expand low-income assistance programming 

and coverage to prevent post-moratorium disconnections: 

 

1. The SFPUC should strongly urge the CPUC in its rulemaking process to extend the April 

2021 disconnection moratorium to parallel the entire duration of the COVID-19 

pandemic. It should build support for this request with other community choice energy 

providers in California and the California Advocates for Community Choice (CalCCA) in 

California. 

 

a. SFPUC and CleanPowerSF should have a plan for April 2021 to prevent 

disconnections. 

 

2. Suppose the CPUC fails to act to extend the disconnection moratorium. In that case, the 

SFPUC should consider urging the Governor’s Office and state legislators to extend the 

moratorium through executive order or statewide legislation.  

 

3. The Board of Supervisors (BOARD OF SUPERVISORS) should pass a Resolution calling 

on the CPUC to extend the disconnection moratorium for the duration of the COVID-19 

pandemic, specifically SF and CA's state of emergency declaration, and urge the agency 

to consider other measures to forgive the debt, and lessen the overall financial burden of 

l0w-income utility residents. 

 

4. If the CPUC's rulemaking process fails to require more transparency from PG&E on how 

the company calculates the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) charge, the 

SFPUC, and the City should pursue state legislation that compels the utility to shed light 

on these fees. CleanPowerSF stated during LAFCo's October 2020 meeting, "customers 

pay PG&E approximately $101 million per year through the PCIA charge on their 

bills...and this is expected to increase in 2021.” Approximately $4,574,607 of this charge 

could instead go to eliminating the total utility bill debt SF residents owe as of October 

2020.  Many more millions could go towards expanding low-income assistance 

programs or reducing SF’s emissions impacts at a faster pace.  

 

5. The Board of Supervisors (BOARD OF SUPERVISORS) should pursue all local, state, 

and federal funding sources to eliminate all debt from delinquent accounts for low-

income residents as soon as the disconnection moratorium ends. 

 

a. LA passed a motion to require its public utility commission to report back with a 

debt relief and forgiveness program for low-income residents. 

 

i. LA allocated $50 million from their $694 million from CARES 

ii. If the SFPUC is not already planning to do so, Board of Supervisors 

should consider following suit. 
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b. SF received $48 million in CARES funding but none went to utility assistance 

efforts. 

 

i. If there is another round of CARES funding, ensure adequate funding 

goes to public utility low-income assistance. 

 

c. Resolution 201196 (Supporting Low-Income Rate Assistance Power Program), 

referred for adoption during the November 2020 Board of Supervisors meeting, 

is a step in the right direction but insufficient because it is symbolic support. This 

resolution provides a strong basis for the Board of Supervisors to pass an 

ordinance requiring SFPUC to develop a plan (similar to LA City Council) to 

prevent disconnections, while strengthening outreach for existing programs and 

develop projects to reduce low-income customers’ overall energy burden. 

 

d. Urge the CA legislature to allow cities to implement income tax for high-income 

residents for the duration of the pandemic. 

 

i. Re-introduce previously successfully passed SF resolution supporting 

passage of (unsuccessful) CA legislation "to amend the Revenue and 

Taxation Code to enable San Francisco to levy personal and corporate 

income taxes." 

 

ii. Request CA bill sponsor Assemblymember Phil Ting to re-introduce state 

legislation. 

 

6. SFPUC and CleanPowerSF should urge CPUC to revise CARE/FERA income eligibility 

guidelines by revoking the “one size” fits all standard across the state and implementing 

county or regional standards using Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) 

metropolitan average median income (AMI) as a basis 

 

7. CleanPowerSF (CleanPowerSF) should provide additional funding assistance to 

CARE/FERA residents and residents who are classified as low-income by SF standards 

but ineligible for CARE/FERA/LIHEAP for assistance with monthly bills. 

 

a. Create a campaign: The COVID-19 Public Utility Relief Fund 

 

i. Ask residential and commercial participants to donate a percentage of 

their monthly bill (example: 1% of the total bill). Use similar framing as 

the "SuperGreen" program. 

 

ii. Reach out to specific potential individual donors or foundations 

 

 

b. Implement the percentage of monthly income plan, use low-income standards 

following the SF cost of living for eligibility 
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i. The same LA motion includes this plan 

 

8. CleanPowerSF should identify funding to forgive all debt resulting from Section 8 

residents' delinquencies to prevent eviction after the disconnection moratorium. 

 

a. CleanPowerSF or Board of Supervisors can urge SF Housing & Development 

(HUD) and the Mayor's Office of Housing and Development (MOHCD) to retract 

eviction guidelines for failing to pay utility bills. 

 

9. Based on LAFCO's September and October 2020 meetings, it is unclear what 

CleanPowerSF's racial equity plan is (including specific, measurable outcomes) and what 

relationships they have built with community-based organizations (Board of 

Supervisors) to find hard-to-reach vulnerable populations thus far. SFPES states it has 

established relationships with CBO's in the top disconnected zip codes and could partner 

with CleanPowerSF in these efforts. 

 

a. CleanPowerSF should hire a "Community Equity Specialist," like MCE, and work 

with Local and Regional Government Alliance on Race & Equity (GARE) to come 

up with a Racial Equity Plan framework that involves communities with the 

highest disconnection rates in CleanPowerSF decision-making processes. 

 

i. MCE's Community Equity Specialist, Justin Marquez, "serves as a liaison 

to key stakeholders including local government partners, businesses and 

community advocates, connecting residents to MCE services and 

programs," which means establishing relationships with Board of 

Supervisors to center low-income residents and communities in decision-

making processes and program development. 

 

1. This person can guide and build relationships with CBO’s and 

develop a coalition similar to MCE’s Community Power Coalition. 

 

2. Marquez recommends GARE in developing an environmental 

justice plan. 

 

b. Assessing CleanPowerSF’s staff structure, CleanPowerSF should seriously 

consider making their leadership structure diverse, as there are no people of color 

in the highest positions of power. Moreover, leadership positions should include 

people of color from the communities that suffer the highest disconnection rates 

and have been impacted the most by COVID-19, historical disenfranchisement, 

and environmental injustice due to living close to PG&E's power plants56, for 

example, Bayview Hunters Point. 

 

 
56 See 1 
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Section  2: Energy Efficiency, Affordable Utilities, and Power Emergencies 

 

Energy Efficiency Programming 

 

 Section 1's purpose was to relay what protections California will provide and, based on its 

limitations, what San Francisco should do to protect its residents on a short-term scale in light 

of COVID-19.  

 

 This section is to relay what the City can do on a longer-term basis to expand access to 

energy efficiency programming as homes that are energy efficient and use more renewable 

energy have significantly lower bills57.  

 

 SFPES, in addition to providing low-income bill assistance, has a home weatherization 

program58 where "special priority is given to households with an emergency, applications that 

are disabled, senior citizens, and households with children. Homeowners and renters, including 

those who occupy mobile homes, may apply."59 A limitation and requirement is that 66% of the 

units within a multi-unit building should be eligible for LIHEAP for that building to be 

weatherized plus approval of the developer or landlord of that unit. To reiterate, LIHEAP 

eligibility uses a federal poverty scale and requires an even lower income threshold than 

CARE/FERA. Below is a table of LIHEAP home weatherization projects from 2013 - 2019 

breakdown across the top 10 disconnection rate zip codes. 

 

 

 

Top 10 Disconnection 

Rate Zip Code (2019-

Feb 2020) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

94124- Bayview/Hunters 

Point 0 45 67 189 51 

13 

(SiF) 9 (SiF) 

94105 - SOMA/East 

Cut/Rincon Hill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

94102 - Tenderloin/Civic 

Center/Hayes Valley 0 0 185 136 0 0 1 (SiF) 

94103 - SOMA/Mid-Market 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 

94134 - Visitacion 

Valley/Portola 41 0 2 (SiF) 0 0 4 (SiF) 2 (SiF) 

94132 -Merced 

Heights/Park Merced 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

94115 -Western 

Addition/Fillmore/Japanto

wn/Lower Pacific Height 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
57 https://rpsc.energy.gov/sites/default/files/publication/c-888_consumer_fact_sheet%20copy.pdf 
58 See 18 
59 See 16 
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94117 - Cole 

Valley/Panhandle/Lower 

Haight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

94112 - Crocker-

Amazon/Sunnyside 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

94107 - SOMA/South Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

94110 (#24) Mission 

District* 64 45 0 0 26 4 (SiF) (SiF) 

*SiF = “single-family home,” if there were no multi-unit home projects 

(Figure P: SFPES LIHEAP Multi-Unit Home Weatherization Projects 2013 - 2019)60 

 

 It is not completely clear what story this table is telling. The Mission District’s 94110 zip 

code ranked #24 in disconnection rates but is in District 9, which has one of the highest 

delinquency rates in the City. The majority of the top disconnected zip codes have never had any 

SFPES LIHEAP projects. It is unclear if there are no eligible buildings, or a landlord/developer 

rejected the project, or for other reasons. Two questions are 1) What is the impact of home 

weatherization/energy efficiency projects in reducing debt and disconnections? 2) How will 

SFPES LIHEAP expand into the other most disconnected impacted zip codes? 

 

Beyond SFPES, there are many low-income energy efficiency programs available, where 

funding is sourced either from the federal or state government. Moreover, different eligibility 

guidelines depend on the source of grants, type of unit, and income thresholds. CPUC offers the 

Disadvantaged Communities - Single-Family Homes (DAC-SASH), Disadvantaged Communities 

- Green-Tariff (DAC-GT), and Community Solar Green Tariff (CSGT) programs61. 

 

SF's Department of the Environment (ENV) increases residents' access to the Bay Area 

Regional Network Multi-Family Program (BAYREN)62, an energy efficiency program similar to 

CPUC. Lowell Chu, Energy Program Director, noted that there are barriers for all eligible 

residents to know what programs they can benefit from because of the multitude of programs, 

with varying funding sources and income and home type eligibility. Chu suggests, as well as 

Parsons in 2019, that a staff position be created to run an "energy efficiency hub and help desk" 

where all CleanPowerSF customers can call. The staff member can answer all types of benefit 

programs available to a customer's situation, provide education on the process, dispel 

misconceptions of logistics and financing, and assist them with the application. MCE and East 

Bay Community Energy (EBCE) has a single point of contact63 and could assist CleanPowerSF 

with establishing one for SF residents. 

 

Chu reported that there is limited data on how energy efficiency programs impact an 

individual customer's bill and alleviate debt and disconnections. Because of customer data 

privacy, it is challenging to ascertain personal impact. What can CleanPowerSF do to gauge the 

 
60 See 27 
61 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/SolarInDACs/ 
62 https://www.bayren.org/multifamily 
63 See 1 



 

    DRAFT - 37 

effect of energy efficiency programming? One idea is to conduct resident surveys before and 

after energy efficiency programming, with customer consent. The Department of Environment 

could inform CleanPowerSF what buildings have received energy efficiency work, and 

CleanPowerSF can send residents at those buildings a survey about the changes in the bill and 

what their experience is living in an upgraded unit.  

 

Lastly, there are issues with the implementation of home weatherization projects. Mara 

Blitzer, Director of Housing Development for Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

Development (MOHCD), reports that there are issues with installing energy-efficient equipment 

without adequate infrastructure, "you cannot go solar if your roof is caving in." Moreover, 

funding for programs is restricted to energy-efficient equipment and not necessarily fixing a roof 

necessary to host solar panels. Is there a possibility for home weatherization programs funded 

by California to allot funding for home improvements that enable green grid infrastructure and 

programs? What is the impact of a lack of supportive housing infrastructure in preventing home 

weatherization projects?  

 

Back-Up Power and Wildfires 

 

 Beyond COVID-19, California experiences massive wildfires resulting in thousands of 

people losing power across the state64. Due to precarious climate change, San Francisco is 

vulnerable to future power outages. What is the City doing to ensure emergency and renewable 

energy? 

 

CleanPowerSF is currently spearheading a Virtual Power Plant (VPP) Pilot for multi-

family homes to be launched in 2021 that should reduce energy supply costs and be used as a 

source of back-up power65. It is unclear if the VPP pilot will impact any of the top 10 highest 

disconnected rate zip codes. If not, CleanPowerSF should seriously consider implementing the 

pilot in only the top 10 zip codes. 

 

 Recent and new affordable housing projects administered by the Mayor’s Office of 

Housing and Development (MOHCD) follow the California Green Building Standards Code 

(CALGreen), which Blitzer reports is “the highest energy efficiency building standard.” However, 

there are no requirements for AHPs to have solar + storage. CleanPowerSF’s Integrated 

Resource Plan (IRP) includes plans for implementing solar + storage projects in San 

Francisco66. Can CleanPowerSF let LAFCo know what places in the City will benefit from these 

specified projects? Can the Board of Supervisors pass an ordinance requiring the construction of 

renewable energy back-up sources and that all new emergency power sources be from 100% 

renewable energy? The Office of Capital Planning Resilience may better equipped to take on this 

task. 

 

 
64 https://www.fire.ca.gov/incidents/2020/ 
65 https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s96af3238f1144eb9 
66 Memo to LAFCo from CleanPowerSF re CleanPowerSF's 2020 Integrated Resource Plan, 10/8/20  
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RECOMMENDATIONS (see pg. 4 for citations) 

 

Longer-Term: Energy Efficiency and Renewable Back-Up Storage: 
 

1. CleanPowerSF/SFPUC should create a staff position to serve as a centralized “energy 

hub information source knowledgeable about current energy efficiency low-income 

assistance programming. CleanPowerSF advertises this number to all its customers. This 

"energy hub information" could be part of San Francisco's 311, as this is the number an 

SF resident can call to inquire about non-emergency San Francisco (or 415-701-2311 for 

numbers with an area code other than 415).  

 

2. CleanPowerSF's potential "Community Equity Specialist" position(s) can work on the 

expansion of equity efficiency programs. 

 

3. CleanPowerSF should work with ENV to establish a partnership with MOHCD to expand 

solar + storage for new AHPs. 

 

The main structure of how I interpreted the public utility crisis is, "What can San Francisco 

do in the absence of sufficient support from the state?" 

 

My main recommendations are ensuring no San Franciscan is subject to power 

disconnection once the state of California rescinds its disconnection moratorium during COVID-

19 and that the City prioritizes funding to ensure this becomes a reality. Ultimately, utilities are 

a human right. CleanPowerSF should take measures during the moratorium to expand low-

income assistance programming that is equitable with San Francisco's low-income standards 

and have a plan for making sure that once the disconnection moratorium ends, emergency 

funding is available to all residents with utility debt. San Francisco should not allow 

disconnections in general, but especially during a pandemic that has hurt low-income, working-

class, people of color the most.  

 

My other longer-term recommendations are for the City to make the process for low-

income residents or landlords/developers of affordable housing applying for energy efficiency 

funding as accessible and straightforward as possible and expand renewable energy back-up 

sources. San Francisco has the power to end disconnections.  

 

Power is a right. 

 

Appendices 
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Appendix A67 

 

 

 
67 https://statisticalatlas.com/place/California/San-Francisco/Race-and-Ethnicity 
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Appendix B68       

   

 
68 See 1 & https://coc-map.sfcta.org/ 
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