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A Review of Pre-Pay Programs for Electricity Service 
 

 

Introduction 

 One of the most intriguing electricity service options being discussed today is Pre-

Pay.  Pre-Pay is defined as a customer paying for electricity service in advance of 

electricity being consumed.  The price a customer pays is known in advance, and, with 

the installation of Advanced Meters and other advanced technologies, usage and account 

balance can be tracked by the hour as their balance decreases.  Pre-Pay service is similar 

to auto-pay; however, unlike auto-pay, this new service allows a customer to purchase 

their electricity in advance and change their behavior to potentially receive a financial 

benefit in the form of a lower total energy bill.  Currently many customers choose the 

convenience of auto-pay to pay utility bills – this is done by either connecting your utility 

bill with your bank account or your credit card.  The utility at the end of each billing 

cycle automatically withdraws an amount equal to what the customer has consumed for 

that billing cycle.  However, using auto-pay with a post-pay service, the customer is still 

paying for electricity after it is consumed, and does not have the same financial incentive 

to consume less or shift load that makes up the typical Pre-Pay service.   

Pre-Pay electricity service is in effect at several utilities, and is currently being 

piloted in Michigan, Arizona, Texas and Georgia.  Customers on Pre-Pay service in other 

states and utilities tend to use less electricity than customers on regular post-pay service 

accounts; in some instances, Pre-Pay customers use up to 16% less electricity.   

There are several examples of Pre-Pay non-electrical service options currently in 

use in California, including pre-paid cell phones, pre-paid telephone cards, and bridge 

and highway tolls to name a few.  In the example of a bridge toll collection service, a 

customer is required to open an account with a minimum balance ($65), and when the 

balance drops to a pre-determined level, the toll account automatically debits from a 

customer’s bank account an amount of money to bring the toll account up to at least $65.  

In the instance of pre-paid phone cards and cell phones, a customer buys a pre-set amount 

of minutes at a certain price, and when those minutes are used, service is disconnected.   
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 However, before considering the potential availability of this service option for 

electric utility service in California, several concerns must be addressed.  First, there is 

the potential for this option to be unfairly targeted towards low income customers who 

have a historical pattern of delinquent payments or have had service shut-off in the past.  

Second, there are existing rules regarding how and when a utility can shut-off service to a 

customer that may conflict with the goals of a Pre-Pay service.  Third, Pre-Pay programs 

must ensure that customers are notified in a timely manner of their usage and account 

balance as well as provide convenient ways for a customer to add to their account balance 

or make a payment to their account to re-activate service.  Finally, rules must be in place 

to ensure that service is not disconnected during heat waves or extreme cold periods.   

 This paper will examine these issues, review existing regulations in place 

regarding electricity shut-offs, examine the experiences of other utilities and states that 

allow Pre-Pay service, and provide recommendations on how to maintain customer 

protections under a Pre-Pay program for customers of the Commission-jurisdictional 

utilities in California. 

 

Pre-Pay Examples 

 There are numerous examples from around the world where electricity Pre-Pay 

programs are already in effect and are commonly used by those customers.  For example, 

13% of customers in England take service from Pre-Pay electricity service.
1
  In New 

Zealand, as well as other countries in South America and Asia, Pre-Pay electricity has 

been around for well over a decade.  In New Zealand, Pre-Pay service is also paired with 

other innovative rate options, such as short notice reduced weekend rates where a 

customer is notified a day or two before the weekend that there is discount on electricity 

that weekend, and a customer can purchase electricity at that reduced rate for use over the 

weekend.  A recent report from Pike Research shows growth in prepaid metering services 

from 20 million worldwide in 2011 to nearly 34 million by 2017.
2
  However, the use of 

Pre-Pay electricity service in the United States is generally limited to utility cooperatives 

                                                 
1
 “Smart Metering Implementation Programme: Data Access and Privacy,” Department of Energy and 

Climate Change, U.K., at 25 (April 2012) 
2
 “Prepaid Electric Metering,” Pike Research (March 2012). 
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and other publicly-owned utilities.  A discussion of some examples of Pre-Pay service in 

the United States is below.   

 Salt River Project 

 Salt River Project (SRP) is a political sub-division of the State of Arizona, and 

serves central Arizona.  SRP’s M-Power Pre-Pay service, one of the oldest in the country, 

has been in effect since 1993.  SRP’s Pre-Pay makes use of an in-home display and a card 

that allows a customer to purchase additional credits at an SRP kiosk or at other 

designated locations, load those credits on the card, and use the card to load those credits 

onto their in-home display, which communicates with the SRP meter.  The in-home 

display will provide customers with a notification that their account is running low about 

four days prior to when a customer’s account is projected to run out.  The cost of using an 

in-home display is roughly $100, but most of that cost is refundable to the customer upon 

leaving the program.  SRP’s service territory is about 800,000 customers, and roughly 

100,000 customers are on the M-Power rate.  Importantly, the rate is available to all of 

SRP’s customers, except those on a medical baseline tariff.  However, recent reports 

show that since the start of the program, the average M-Power customer is more likely to 

be low-income and Hispanic compared to the beginning of the program.
3
  Nevertheless, 

further reporting found that most customers were satisfied with the program, and the 

main complaint was lack of places to buy credits.   

One of the main benefits of the M-Power program, according to SRP, has been a 

reduction in usage by their customers; on average, M-Power customers use 12% less 

electricity than other residential customers.
4
  SRP, and other studies, conclude that the 

relationship in a Pre-Pay program encourages customers to be more empowered over 

their usage, and to be more aware of and educated about their electricity budget and 

usage, such as how and when a customer uses electricity.
5
  Rather than struggling to 

make a payment at the end of the month, a customer can make many payments over the 

course of a month to keep their account positive.  Indeed, the EPRI report found that the 

average payment was $20 and was made four times a month in winter and seven times a 

                                                 
3
 EPRI M-Power Report at p. 4-6.  There are several possibilities for this movement, including the state of 

the economy or customer preferences. 
4
 See, e.g., “Salt River Project: Delivering Leadership on Smarter Technology & Rates,” Institute for 

Energy and the Environment, Vermont Law School, at 18 (June 2012). 
5
 Id. at 21.   
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month in summer.
6
  Additionally, the EPRI report found that the M-Power program 

“seems to be tilted toward reduced consumption, or a conservation effect.”
7
   

The savings is also in relation to the rate charged to M-Power customers.  M-

Power customers pay a flat rate which changes with the seasons.  Rates for May through 

October are flat, compared to a three tiered increasing block rate for non-M-Power 

customers.
8
  This flat rate sits at about the average for the three blocks; due to paying a 

flat rate between the upper and lower tiers of the standard tariff, M-Power customers may 

pay more or less than they would on the standard tariff, depending on a customers’ 

response to the rate.  For the November through April time-period, M-Power customers 

pay a flat rate that is $.015 more than the flat rate paid by non-M-Power customers.
9
  As 

noted previously, part of the reason for this higher rate is that the M-Power rate is a hedge 

against the differences in consumption across the seasons.  Nevertheless, the rates paid by 

customers in this Pre-Pay program, even if above average rates for the service territory, 

still provide customers with certainty on costs and how much electricity is available to a 

customer, especially in summer, and helps customers plan budgets and billing 

expectations.  Studies suggest that the M-Power program helps encourage conservation 

by providing real-time information and feedback about a customer’s account balance and 

usage patterns.
10

   

Finally, SRP reports a high satisfaction rate amongst their customers in the M-

Power program.
11

  As recently as 2009, SRP reported that customers who are satisfied or 

very satisfied ranged from 83% to 96% of those surveyed.  Additionally, customers on 

                                                 
6
 EPRI Report at 1-3. 

7
 EPRI Report at 5-5. 

8
 SRP has two May through October rates: May-June and September to October is $0.105 per kWh, and 

July to August is $0.1097 per kWh.  See http://www.srpnet.com/payment/mpower/mpowerfaq.aspx#1 (last 

accessed July 23, 2012).  
9
 M-Power’s November to April rate is $0.0934 per kWh and the standard flat rate for that time period is 

$0.078 per kWh.  See http://www.srpnet.com/payment/mpower/mpowerfaq.aspx#1.  
10

 “Salt River Project: Delivering Leadership on Smarter Technology & Rates,” Institute for Energy and the 

Environment, Vermont Law School, at 21.  In 2011, the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) approved 

a Pre-Pay pilot for Arizona Public Service Company noting that Pre-Pay can support the demand response 

and energy efficiency goals of Arizona.  Specifically, the ACC directed the Pre-Pay program to focus “on 

(a) helping customers better understand and gain awareness of their energy consumption, and (b) provid[e] 

information on options to reduce their energy use and energy costs.”  In the Matter of the Application of 

Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of a Residential Demand Response Pilot Program, Arizona 

Corporation Commission, Decision No. 72214, at 11 (dated March 3, 2011). 
11

 EPRI Report at 5-10.  See also, “Salt River Project: The Persistence of Consumer Choice,” Association 

for Demand Response and Smart Grid. 

http://www.srpnet.com/payment/mpower/mpowerfaq.aspx#1
http://www.srpnet.com/payment/mpower/mpowerfaq.aspx#1
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M-Power viewed SRP more favorably than the non-M-Power customers.
12

  One notable 

customer protection initiative built into the program is that electricity is not be turned off 

during non-business hours; however, a customer must first pay off the balance accrued 

during non-business hours before electricity is turned back on.  Unlike the Texas rules, 

below, it does not appear that SRP has an extreme weather provision or a payment 

deferral option. 

 

Oklahoma Electric Cooperative 

 OEC is an electrical cooperative in Oklahoma that serves roughly 49,000 

customers in and around the Norman, Oklahoma area.  OEC implemented a Pre-Pay 

option for customers beginning in 2006.  As of 2011, OEC reported that roughly 5,000 

customers are now on the Pre-Pay service.  All customers in the service territory have 

advanced meters.  Initially, OEC charged Pre-Pay customers with fees for the service, but 

those have since been removed and Pre-Pay service is integrated with the rest of OEC’s 

services.  Similarly to other examples, OEC charges no deposit, no late fees and no 

disconnect or re-connect fees.  Usage notifications are sent to customers via email, text 

message or through a web page that provides customers with usage information.  

Payments can be made through the internet, or in-person at the utility offices or other 

kiosks located throughout the service territory.
13

   

 The rate paid by Pre-Pay customers is the same rate offered for basic residential 

service: a summer TOU and a winter two tiered decreasing block rate.  The summer peak 

price is $0.15 per kWh, and the off-peak price is $0.073 per kWh.  Peak rates are in effect 

weekdays from June through September, and peak hours are 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM, 

excluding holidays.
14

  If a customer’s account goes to zero during the week, the 

electricity is turned off, but disconnects do not occur on the weekends.  If a customer’s 

account goes negative during a weekend, similarly to other Pre-Pay implementations, a 

customer must first pay off the balance before service can be reconnected.   

 A primary benefit of Pre-Pay to OEC has been cost savings to the utility through 

reduced write-offs, better customer management, and better customer response; as a 

                                                 
12

 EPRI Report at 4.3. 
13

 See http://www.okcoop.org/account/prepaid.aspx (last accessed July 23, 2012). 
14

 See http://www.okcoop.org/services/rates.aspx (last accessed July 23, 2012). 

http://www.okcoop.org/account/prepaid.aspx
http://www.okcoop.org/services/rates.aspx
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result, these savings get passed through to their members through lower rates.  However, 

it is important to consider the impacts on their members.  To illustrate this, the 

disconnection rate may be useful.  OEC reported that 75% of Pre-Pay customers had 

service disconnected three times or less in 2011, compared to 8% who had service 

disconnected 11 times or more.  With the implementation of Advanced Meters, OEC is 

able to re-connect service within minutes of payment, with 91% of reconnections 

happening the same day, and 51% of those same day reconnections occurring within the 

first 2 hours.  OEC acknowledges that the initial focus for Pre-Pay was to help customers 

with repeated late payments, disconnects and high deposit requirements.  However, OEC 

has found that many customers may find Pre-Pay beneficial and has a goal of having 20% 

of their customers on Pre-Pay in five years, as OEC finds benefits from Pre-Pay service 

to both customers and the utility.  Benefits to customers include reduction in fees, easier 

budgeting, and increased awareness of usage and motivation to conserve.  OEC has found 

that over 85% of participants are satisfied with the service, and 88% would recommend 

Pre-Pay to others.
15

  Lastly, OEC customers on Pre-Pay use 9-11% less than non-Pre-Pay 

customers in the service territory. 

 

 Texas 

 In 2011, the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) issued rules to govern 

the roll-out of Pre-Pay tariffs in Texas.
16

  The rules adopted by the PUCT provide 

customers with several protections against shut-offs, charges and fees, notification and 

explanation of the service, and limitations on which customers can participate.  

Specifically, the rules state that a Retail Electric Provider (REP) shall provide between 

one and seven days notice before a customers’ account drops below zero,
17

shall restore 

within one hour of a customer paying off their balance and having a positive balance in 

their account,
18

shall not disconnect service during non-business hours or during extreme 

                                                 
15

 OEC Presentation to Oklahoma Corporation Commission (May 23, 2011), located at 

http://www.occeweb.com/pu/Prepayment%20Project/OEC%20prepay%20presentation%205.23.11.pdf.  
16

 See, Amendments to Customer Protection Rules Relating to Prepaid Service, “Order Adopting Repeal of 

§ 25.498 and New § 25.498 As Approved at the April 14, 2011 Open Meeting,” Public Utilities 

Commission of Texas, Project No. 38675 (issued April 14, 2011). 
17

 Texas Substantive Rules Applicable to Electric Service Providers Sec. 25.498(c)(7)(D). 
18

 Id. at Sec. 25.498(j)(4). 

http://www.occeweb.com/pu/Prepayment%20Project/OEC%20prepay%20presentation%205.23.11.pdf
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weather events,
19

 shall not offer service to a customer receiving service via a medical 

service tariff,
20

 and shall make available to customers the ability to pay off a negative 

balance of over $50 over an agreed upon amount of time.
21

  Additionally, the rules 

require that certain information be provided to customers by the REP, including how to 

make a payment and how a REP will communicate with a customer.
22

  Finally, the rules 

limit the type of charges and fees that may be recovered by a REP that offers Pre-Pay.
23

  

It must be remembered that Texas is a deregulated market, so the ability of the PUCT to 

implement robust customer protection rules is limited by their market structure.  

Nevertheless, it is clear that the rules promulgated by the PUCT do provide customers 

with a number of protections that are useful in both regulated and unregulated markets. 

  

Detroit Edison pilot 

 In 2010, Detroit Edison (DTE) requested approval from the Michigan Public 

Service Commission (Michigan PSC) to offer a Pre-Pay option to their customers on a 

pilot basis.
24

  DTE initially requested up to 200 customers, but later requested to expand 

it to 1,500 customers.  All customers are required to have an Advanced Meter, enroll in 

on-line or electronic billing, have two means of communication paths, and be on either 

the general rate or a dynamic pricing rate.  Usage will be calculated on a daily basis 

against their account and the results will be made available to the customer on-line.  

Additionally, notification of usage, existing balance, low balance and shut-off alerts 

would be made electronically and not through the mail.  DTE specifically noted that they 

will still send out a 10 day disconnection notice, but it will be through email or text rather 

than a paper mailing.  To initiate this program, DTE requested waiver of several customer 

protection requirements regarding mailing of bills, time-frame for customer payments, 

and shut-off notifications.  Waivers of existing rules are allowed under Michigan rules; 

                                                 
19

 Id. at Sec. 25.498(j)(1). 
20

 Id. at Sec. 25.498(k). 
21

 Id. at Sec. 25.498(i). 
22

 Id. at Sec. 25.498(e)(2). 
23

 Id. at Sec. 25.498(c)(11)-(12). 
24

 In the matter of the application of The Detroit Edison Company seeking a waiver of R 460.117(1), R 

460.120(1), and R 460.138 of The Consumer Standards and Billing Practices for Electric Residential 

Service, and R 460.1615 and R 460.1624(a) of the Billing Practices Applicable to Non-Residential Electric 

and Gas Customers, Michigan PSC Case No. U.16457 (filed October 15, 2010). 
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the Michigan PSC “may temporarily waive any requirements of these rules when it 

determines the waiver will further the effective and efficient administration of these rules 

and is in the public interest.”
25

  The Michigan PSC approved the pilot and waiver request, 

but made two modifications: 1) homes with senior resident must be identified by DTE 

and electricity cannot be shut off during space heating season; and, 2) low income 

customers must be identified, and within 10 days of disconnection due to low balance, 

DTE must offer low-income customers assistance to avoid disconnection.
26

 

 

How does Pre-Pay work? 

 Fundamentally, Pre-Pay is a process where a customer pays for a certain amount 

of electricity at a price set in advance of consuming that electricity.  When that amount of 

pre-paid electricity is fully consumed, the customer must either purchase more electricity 

or service will be shut-off.  Recent research shows that customers are familiar with this 

type of payment arrangement and that many would be interested in participating in this 

type of arrangement.
27

  Beyond existing electricity Pre-Pay pilots and programs already 

in effect across the country (and the world), there are already existing examples of this 

type of payment arrangement outside of electricity, including in the wireless industry and 

with bridge or highway toll collections.   

 Existing electricity Pre-Pay models allow for a variety of ways to add to their 

electricity account balance.  In one instance, SRP offers an in-home device that contains a 

physical slot for Pre-Pay smart card.  A customer inserts their card into the in-home 

device, and their account is updated with the amount of electricity that was purchased at a 

kiosk or some other location.  With the introduction of Advanced Meters and other on-

line billing and payment tools, many of these transactions can take place manually on the 

Internet, or on Smart Phones, or occur automatically by automatic debiting from a bank 

account or credit card.  Indeed, several utility programs and pilots currently make use of 

this framework for customer payments.  Pre-Pay also allows for a variety of innovative 

rate offerings.  For example, a service provider in New Zealand offers several types of 

                                                 
25

 Id. at 2. 
26

 “Order Approving Waiver Request,” Michigan PSC Case No. U-16457 (dated December 2, 2010). 
27

 “Is Prepay the Way? Consumer Perceptions of Prepay in the Utility Sector,” EcoAlign, Survey Report, 

Issue 9 (January 2011). 
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Pre-Pay programs, including the ability to purchase electricity, pursuant to an email offer, 

a day ahead at a highly discounted rate for off-peak usage.
28

 

 Applying Pre-Pay to electricity, however, poses several challenges.  First and 

foremost is becoming comfortable with the result of a zero or negative balance and 

disconnecting electricity from that home.  For decades, laws and regulations in California 

have been passed to ensure that electricity stays on, even for those customers with the 

greatest difficulty in paying their bills.
29

   Should such a customer voluntarily sign up 

with a Pre-Pay program, and is unable to purchase electricity in a timely manner, there is 

a chance that the customer could be without electricity for an extended duration of time.  

Indeed, there are concerns about Pre-Pay programs being marketed directly to low 

income customers or those customers with a history of credit problems, which may 

exacerbate problems for those customers, such as a lower level of service quality or 

rationing electricity until they can purchase additional electricity.
30

  Whether or not this 

type of program should be marketed to low income or other similarly situated customers 

will be discussed below. 

 Secondly, there are questions around shut-offs during extreme weather events, 

such as prolonged hot or cold spells.  Addressing this issue is necessary to ensure that 

during extreme or prolonged hot or cold spells customers maintain electricity service.  

Customers that are reliant upon air conditioning or electric heat must have the ability to 

keep themselves cool or warm during extreme weather periods.  Many Pre-Pay programs 

in effect have an extreme weather clause to ensure the safety and comfort of customers 

during extreme weather periods.  In addition to weather event clauses, Pre-Pay programs 

may also limit shut-offs to only business hours.  Should a customer’s account go below 

zero during the evening or weekend, the terms of some programs allow for the electricity 

to stay on until the next business day.  However, not disconnecting service when a 

                                                 
28

 For example, PowerShop, a competitive supplier of electricity in New Zealand, offers a variety of special 

rates to its customers based on a customer’s need and in response to available supply, sometimes only 

available on the day before or day of consumption.  See http://www.powershop.co.nz/smarter-power-

specials.html (last accessed July 13, 2012). 
29

 See, e.g., P.U. Code §§ 779 and 779.1. 
30

 See, e.g., In the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of a 

Residential Demand Response Pilot Program, Arizona Corporation Commission, Decision No. 72214; 

“Order Approving Waiver Request,” Michigan PSC Case No. U-16457.  

http://www.powershop.co.nz/smarter-power-specials.html
http://www.powershop.co.nz/smarter-power-specials.html
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customer’s account goes negative may create a burden for the customer to bring their 

account into the positive.
31

  This leads to the third topic on account management. 

 As explained above, there are several ways for a customer to buy their electricity, 

but being able to see, understand, and manage their usage and account is vital to a 

successful program.  In order for a Pre-Pay program to be successful, the customer must 

be knowledgeable about their usage, know how much electricity they bought, and how 

much electricity is left in their account.  With the roll-out of Advanced Meters, the three 

electric IOUs in California all collect hourly usage information from residential 

customers, and make that information available to customers online.  Additionally, as 

part of their Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) investment, and subsequent 

Commission decisions in the Smart Grid Rulemaking, the IOUs have made available 

online to customers more information about their usage and the price and cost of 

electricity consumed by the customer.
32

  Finally, with Green Button and the expected 

implementation of the Energy Services Provider Interface standard and Home Area 

Networks (HAN), this information can be easily obtained by a third party service 

provider, with authorization from the customer.  This third party can then provide 

customers with additional details and strategies around managing their electricity 

consumption efficiently.  The foundation for new programs and customer options, 

predicated on the ability of customers to understand their usage and the ability of utilities 

or third parties to communicate directly with customers, is already in place.   

The ability to purchase additional electricity in an easy and timely manner is an 

important aspect of a Pre-Pay program design.  There are several ways that Pre-Pay 

programs are currently structured, and, as explained below, potentially new ways that can 

streamline this ability.  In SRP’s territory, SRP provides customers with an in-home 

display that is plugged into the wall and provides customers with account balance, an 

estimate of how many days that credit is expected to last, the cost of electricity during 

that hour, and how much was spent on electricity for the past day, week and month.  A 

“Smart Card” is also provided which contains information about a customer’s account.  

                                                 
31

 An additional option available is to limit the electricity flowing into a customer’s house by enabling the 

governor feature included in most advanced meter installations.  The governor feature allows for a 

minimum amount of electricity to keep necessary appliances and services functioning without completely 

shutting-off service to the customer. 
32

 D.11-07-056. 
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This Smart Card is used to communicate between the in-home display and the meter, and 

the Smart Card is also used to load more credits onto the meter.  A customer can take 

their Smart Card to an SRP kiosk and buy more credits to be loaded onto their card.
33

  

That card is then used with the in-home display to keep the account current and avoid 

shut-off.     

In addition to an in-home display or similar device, there is the capability to use a 

customer’s Smart Phone to access their accounts.  Smart Phones, in addition to access 

and availability through the Internet, through the use of Smart Phone apps, can help 

customers better manage and monitor usage.  Apps can also provide customers with a 

means to purchase more electricity that can be done just as easily, and, perhaps, more 

conveniently than over the phone or online.   

For Pre-Pay to be successful, a customer must be able to understand and act on 

their usage information.  It is important to note that Pre-Pay may not be the optimal rate 

or program for most customers; however, as recent surveys have shown, a significant 

number of customers are interested in Pre-Pay and may be willing to sign up for Pre-Pay 

program.
34

  However, it may not be feasible for a utility in California to provide 

customers with a specific Pre-Pay device located in a customer’s home, similar to what is 

offered by SRP.   Rather, there may be other means of notifying customers about their 

usage beyond an in-home device, such as text message, email, or phone call, and how a 

customer is contacted should be based on what serves the customer better.   

Tying a customer’s electricity account with their banking account may be the 

most efficient means for a customer to add new funds into their electricity, especially if 

funds can be automatically debited from their banking account into their electricity 

account.  Utilities already offer automatic bill payment services for customers - a similar 

process for Pre-Pay can be implemented.  With the installation of AMI nearly complete, 

the utility, customers and customer-authorized third parties can have access to hourly 

usage information that can be used to better track and monitor customer usage.  Using 

                                                 
33

 SRP currently has more than 110 kiosks throughout their service territory, many located in grocery stores 

or in SRP offices. 
34

 According to EcoAlign research, 42% of respondents were interested in electricity Pay-Pay service, with 

17% of those respondents “extremely interested.”  See, EcoAlign at 2. 
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these automated services, a customer may be able to simply choose a point when the 

utility can debit a pre-set amount of funds to purchase a new block of electricity.   

In California, this type of exchange is already in use for bridge toll devices; a 

customer signs up with a bridge toll service company and deposits a minimum amount of 

funds into their bridge toll account.
35

  As the customer uses the bridge, the toll device 

tracks their tolls and debits from their bridge toll account.  When the bridge toll account 

goes below a pre-determined amount, the bridge toll service provider debits a pre-set 

amount of funds from a customer’s bank account to refresh their bridge toll account and 

sends an email to the customer notifying them of the charge.  The customer can access 

their bridge toll account on the Internet and monitor how many times they have been 

charged for tolls, the time and location of the toll, and how much is left in their account.  

The customer can also re-set preferences for their account.  Utilities should be able to 

offer similar features available to an electricity customer who chooses a Pre-Pay 

program.   

For those customers without Internet access, other means may be used to access 

account information or make payments, such as cell phones, Smart Phones, or kiosks 

located throughout a utility’s service territory or making payments over the phone.  

Depending on the number of customers who sign up for Pre-Pay service, the ability of a 

utility to install enough kiosks may not make this option cost-effective.  In fact, the fees 

that may be needed to justify the kiosks may result in customer unhappiness and 

undermine potential cost savings a customer may receive by signing up for a pre-pay 

service.   

The final issue associated with Pre-Pay is what electricity will cost.  In SRP’s 

service territory, the rate for Pre-Pay service is a flat rate that changes based on the 

seasons; ranging from 9.3 cents per kWh in the winter to 10.97 cents per kWh in summer.  

Only in winter is the Pre-Pay rate higher than the otherwise applicable rate.
36

  OEC’s Pre-

                                                 
35

 The benefit of using this service is access to special vehicle lanes solely for vehicles with this service.  In 

other circumstances, use of the transponder allows a vehicle access to other toll lanes, such as commuter 

lanes that charge a toll to bypass traffic.  The toll changes dynamically based on the traffic patterns of the 

lane (i.e., the toll is designed to maintain a constant flow of traffic; as traffic increases, the price increases 

to reflect congestion and as traffic decreases, the price decreases to reflect available capacity).  
36

 SRP’s standard residential rates are an increasing block tier rate structure that, in summer, starts at 10.64 

cents per kWh for the first 700 kWh, and increases to 11.41 cents per kWh for 701-2,000 kWh and 12.12 

cents per kWh for usage above 2,000 kWh.  In winter, SRP has 1 block, priced at 7.80 cents per kWh. 
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Pay rate is the same as the otherwise applicable flat rate.
37

  While it would be beneficial 

to have relatively simple Pre-Pay rates that can be compared to the otherwise applicable 

residential rate, due to the existence of legislatively-mandated tiers, baselines, climate 

zones, and rate caps, it becomes extremely problematic to devise a Pre-Pay rate that can 

adequately capture the significant differences in temperatures, demographics, and need 

for the utility to recover a certain amount of revenue for their revenue requirement.  

Additionally, due to the existence of a 4 tier rate structure, with Tiers 1 and 2 subject to 

rate caps, the rate must be devised in such a way as to not encourage large users to by-

pass the Tier 3 or 4 rates entirely.
38

     

 

California Rules 
 

 The above section outlined how Pre-Pay works, with some specifics from other 

utilities.  The next step in the research is to determine if Pre-Pay can be offered to 

customers in California.  This entails a review of existing regulations and policies that 

cover customers of the three major investor owned utilities in California under the 

jurisdiction of the Commission.  The focus of this section will be on how to ensure 

customer protection rules are maintained, how to use advanced technologies to support 

those rules, and how customers can best make use of these policies and technologies.  

  

Shut-off Rules 

   The ability of a utility to shut-off customers for non-payment of services is 

explicitly laid out in California’s Public Utilities Code.  P.U. Code Sec. 779.1(a) 

provides: 

No corporation subject to this section may terminate residential service for 

nonpayment of a delinquent account unless the corporation first gives notice of 

the delinquency and impending termination, at least 10 days prior to the proposed 

termination, by means of a notice mailed, postage prepaid, to the customer to 

whom the service is billed, not earlier than 19 days from the date of mailing the 

                                                 
37

 Residential customers in OEC’s service territory are on TOU rates in summer (June through September), 

with an off-peak rate of 7.3 cents per kWh and a peak rate of 15 cents per kWh.  For the rest of the year, 

rates are based on a declining block rate structure.  For usage up to 1,000 kWh, the rate is 7.3 cents per 

kWh, and for usage above 1,000 kWh, the rate is 5.7 cents per kWh. 
38

 It is unclear at this time, however, whether the utility would make up the difference in lost revenue from 

avoided Tiers 3 and 4 payments by the volume of sales at a lower pre-paid rate. 
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corporation's bill for services, and the 10-day period shall not commence until 

five days after the mailing of the notice. 

 

Furthermore, P.U. Code Sec. 779.1(b) provides that: 

Every corporation shall make a reasonable attempt to contact an adult person 

residing at the premises of the customer by telephone or personal contact at least 

24 hours prior to any termination of service, except that, whenever telephone or 

personal contact cannot be accomplished, the corporation shall give, either by 

mail or in person, a notice of termination of service at least 48 hours prior to 

termination. 

 

Additionally, P.U. Code Sec. 779 provides limitations on when the utility can shut-off an 

account when there is an investigation into that customer’s account.   

 Clearly, existing rules in California around the ability and timing of when a 

customer’s service can be shut-off provide customers with many opportunities to settle 

any delinquent accounts.  Just as clearly, it is likely that the implementation of Pre-Pay 

electricity service will violate these shut-off requirements due to the nature of the 

program itself.  Implementation of a Pre-Pay program is predicated on the rule that when 

a customer’s account goes below zero, their electricity is shut-off.  California’s rules are 

in place to ensure that customers have a reasonable opportunity to pay past due 

charges before electricity can be shut-off.  Any move towards implementing Pre-Pay 

electricity service in California must take in account these protections. 

However, existing Commission policy related to rate protections under Tiers 1 

and 2 allow a customer, should they so choose, to voluntarily choose a different rate 

design and leave the rate protections afforded them by current statutes.
39

  D.06-10-051 

explains that alternate rate options can be made available to customers on a voluntary 

basis, even if they may result in rates higher than the rate caps currently in place for 

residential customers.  D.06-10-051, which allowed PG&E to offer a voluntary Critical 

Peak Pricing (CPP) tariff, explained that the Commission “merely allows residential 

customers to test a different, experimental option. The CPP tariff is a voluntary tariff that 

acts as an overlay to the E-1 tariff.  If a customer elects to try CPP pricing, their overall 

electric rates could remain the same, decrease, or increase in relation to the standard E-1 

                                                 
39

 See P.U. Code §§ 739, 739.9, and 745. 
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rate, depending on the customer’s actual individual usage and consumption pattern.”
40

  

Furthermore, the Commission also noted availability of voluntary alternative rates “is 

also consistent with other decisions where we have authorized similar tariff options 

enabling customers to better manage their overall electricity consumption patterns, 

thereby helping to ensure adequate state-wide electricity supply as more broadly intended 

by AB 1X.”
41

  Even though a customer may choose an alternate rate, existing customer 

protection rules, as noted above, remain in effect.   

Since Pre-Pay service would be voluntary, customers should have the ability to 

make their own decisions around how they use their electricity, and that includes making 

the decision to relinquish statutory rate protections.  Additionally, Pre-Pay does support 

the goal of providing customers with options to better manage usage and can result in 

lower overall bills to customers.  Nevertheless, it would be unreasonable to allow 

customers to voluntarily relinquish their statutory rate protections without providing 

some level of protection, education and minimum requirements around usage 

information. 

Finally, there is a potential for an increase in the number of disconnections, which 

may cause some concern.  A recent goal of the Commission has been to reduce the 

number of disconnections across the utilities, and a fully implemented Pre-Pay program 

may cause the number of disconnections to rise.  However, the length of the 

disconnection becomes very important in the context of Pre-Pay service.  The example of 

OEC provides some context to this situation.  OEC has roughly 5,000 customers (out of 

49,000) on Pre-Pay service.  In 2011, 41% of those customers never had their electricity 

shut-off, and another 34% had power shut-off 1-3 times during the year; in other words, 

75% of OEC’s Pre-Pay customers experienced a disconnection 3 times or less during 

2011.  Of those customers who had electricity disconnected, 91% had their power 

reconnected the same day, and 5% were reconnected the next day.  Of the same-day 

reconnections, 51% occurred within 2 hours of the disconnection.
42

  While disconnection 

rates are a useful way to monitor and measure utility practices around shut-off 

                                                 
40

 D.06-10-051 at 3-4. 
41

 Id. at 5. 
42

 “The Prepaid Energy Experience at Oklahoma Electric,” presentation to DEFG 2012 Prepay Energy 

Working Group (March 22, 2012). 
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requirements and the economic health of their customer base, Pre-Pay introduces some 

amount of uncertainty into that calculation.  In the situation of widespread use of Pre-Pay 

electricity service, it may not be unusual to see an increase in the number of 

disconnections, but the important measurement is how long those disconnections last.   

  

Customer Protections Under Pre-Pay 

 In order to offer Pre-Pay electricity service, protecting the customer interest must 

be maintained.  As noted above, however, existing statutes substantially limit the ability 

of a typical Pre-Pay electricity service to be offered in California.  So, how can a Pre-Pay 

program be implemented that also protects the customer?  What customer protections are 

in effect in other locations with Pre-Pay? Simply monitoring disconnection rates may not 

be a meaningful way of measuring or understanding the effect a Pre-Pay service is having 

upon the utility or its customers. 

 At a minimum, all current Pre-Pay programs tout the advantages of Pre-Pay 

service by elimination of disconnection and reconnection fees, elimination of late 

charges, and elimination of up-front payment for customers deemed a credit risk.  

However, there are other fees that may be associated with Pre-Pay service, such as fees 

for in-home devices or fees to use utility kiosks.  In order for the customer to be aware of 

the terms of the program, rules should be in place that outlines what must be provided to 

customers around the details of the program, the rights of the customer, and the ability of 

the customer to make decisions in their best interest.   

 How a customer is notified about the state of their account and any impending 

shut-offs is also a concern for Pre-Pay service.  Several utilities offer the customer with 

several options of how they would like to be notified of status updates and account 

warnings.  Current California rules appear to limit notifications solely to paper mailings.  

With the advent of Advanced Meters, online presentment of data, widespread availability 

of email, the near universal use of landline and cellular phones, and the ability to send 

text messages, limiting notification options solely to paper mailings clearly show a 

conflict between the use of advanced technology and long-held customer protection 

measures.  Indeed, paper mailing requirements for Pre-Pay service may hinder the 

customer’s ability to purchase additional electricity; it is feasible that a customer’s 
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account could hit zero before they receive their shut-off notification via mail.  Allowing 

the utility and the customer to choose alternative means of notification may not only 

facilitate the introduction of Pre-Pay service, but may also allow the utility to reach more 

customers and provide them with more useful and timely information on their usage. 

   

Allowing Negative Balances to be Paid Off in Installments 

 In the basic framework for Pre-Pay service, as implemented by OEC and piloted 

by Georgia Power, customers are required to first pay down any balance generated during 

non-working hours before service can be re-connected.  In more recent pilot proposals, 

such as at Oklahoma Gas and Electric,
43

 a more nuanced way of paying down those 

negative balances is being used.  In those examples, paying off a negative balance is 

spread across payments.  In other words, if a customer generates a negative balance of 

$50 during the grace period, a portion of that negative balance is paid off over subsequent 

payments, rather than requiring the entire balance be paid off first.  This type of deferred 

payment plan is explicitly allowed in the rules adopted by the PUCT.
44

  The ability to 

spread payments over multiple payment periods reduces the potential for customer harm 

should a customer run out of credits during an identified severe weather alert or hot 

weekend where a customer consumes an excess of electricity and runs up a large negative 

balance. 

  

AMI Functionality 

 Beginning in 2002, the Commission began its march to replace existing analog 

meters with Advanced Meters using digital technology.  These Advanced Meters measure 

usage on an hourly basis and transmit that usage data back to the utility several times a 

day.  The data is then verified and made available to customers the following day via the 

utility webpage and the customers’ MyAccount webpage.  As part of this roll-out, 

utilities also implemented a communications infrastructure capable of sending directions 

to their meters and receiving data from the meter.  One of the identified benefits of these 

                                                 
43

 See, "Presentation of Oklahoma Gas & Electric," Oklahoma Corporation Commission" (May 23, 2011); 

"Pay-As-You-Go Pilot," Presentation of Oklahoma Gas & Electric, Oklahoma Corporation Commission 

(June 22, 2011). 
44

 Texas Subst. Rules Sec. 25.498(i). 
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Advanced Meters is the capability to do remote disconnects/reconnects; in other words, 

the utility would no longer have to send an employee to physically disconnect or 

reconnect service to a customer.  This reduces overall utility costs through reduced truck 

rolls, man hours, and overhead.  Additionally, this capability also allows for other 

services to be provided to customers including demand response and Pre-Pay.  Indeed, as 

early as 2007, Southern California Edison, in their AMI business case, identified the 

ability to offer Pre-Pay service to customers as a potential benefit of AMI 

implementation.
45

   The ability of a utility to remotely disconnect and reconnect service, 

plus the Advanced Meter hourly reads, provides the utility the opportunity to make 

available Pre-Pay service to their customers with the ability to provide customers with the 

tools to monitor their usage and respond accordingly. 

 In addition to this capability, the Advanced Meters in California are capable of 

sending usage information directly into a customer’s home via the HAN.  The HAN 

facilitates communication between a customer, a customer’s meter and a third party 

owned device, located inside the customer’s home.  Communications with the meter 

provides a real-time feed of, at minimum, usage information.
46

   

Many Pre-Pay programs and pilots in effect across the country depend on the 

presence of an Advanced Meter.  DTE and Arizona Public Service’s Pre-Pay pilots and 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company’s proposed Pre-Pay pilot are only available to 

customers that have an Advanced Meter.  Furthermore, DTE requires two ways to 

communicate with those customers on Pre-Pay: an email address is required, and either a 

phone number or text message number can be used for the second.  Similarly, a recently 

approved pilot for Georgia Power is only open to Georgia Power employees that have an 

Advanced Meter.
47

  Finally, the rules adopted by the PUCT also envision the use of an 

Advanced Meter to provide Pre-Pay services to customers.
48

   

                                                 
45

 In D.08-09-039, the Commission approved a settlement agreement that removed Pre-Pay benefits from 

SCE’s AMI business case.  In support of this position, the Commission noted that is “has not expressed a 

policy position on the appropriateness of prepaid meter programs or the customer protections needed to 

support them.”  D.08-09-039 at 35. 
46

 Advanced Meters are capable of collecting and transmitting additional information such as power 

quality, voltage, and current. 
47 In Re: Georgia Power Company’s Request to Implement Prepaid Electric Service Program, “Order 

Approving Prepaid Pilot,” Docket No. 35771 (issued May 25, 2012). 
48

 See, e.g., Tex. Subst. Rules Sec. 25.498(b)(3). 
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With the widespread adoption and availability of Advanced Meters, online data 

presentment, other management tools, Smart Phones and Internet billing, it appears that 

the SRP model, with its added costs for equipment, fees and customer’s time, is 

becoming outdated.  With the availability and use of online tools, “MyAccount” services, 

and Smart Phones, this also allows the customer to monitor their account, monitor their 

usage, perform estimations on costs, and make payments online.  Finally, the 

functionality enabled by the Advanced Meter, HAN and online tools may also enable 

third parties to offer customers innovative products to manage their usage more 

efficiently.  Indeed, these third party offerings may include home automation services, 

demand response and energy efficiency services, and other home management offerings 

to help customers reduce overall consumption or shift usage to a different time period, 

should Pre-Pay service be time-based.     

 

Why Do Pre-Pay? 
 

 Pre-Pay is a service that is used throughout the world for electricity, and is used in 

a number of other markets.  Pre-Pay cell phones make up nearly 20% of the U.S. market, 

and serve the majority of the cell phone markets in other countries, such as Brazil.
49

  

With the availability of advanced technology, such as AMI, Smart Phones, online 

banking and online availability of data, the major hurdles to offering Pre-Pay electricity 

service are gradually being lowered.  Pre-Pay is not an unfamiliar option for many people 

across California, as bridge and highway tolls are routinely managed by drivers using the 

same concepts as Pre-Pay.  There is little standing in the way, technologically, to offer 

this same service to electricity customers.  Indeed, in Pre-Pay electricity service, similarly 

to existing bridge and highway toll programs, funds can be added to a customer’s Pre-Pay 

account days before the account runs out, thereby preventing disconnection from 

occurring. 

Pre-Pay electricity service is an increasingly preferred means of service in other 

parts of the world, notably Latin America, England, New Zealand and Australia.  In the 

United States, Pre-Pay electricity service has been primarily used by cooperatives, which 

                                                 
49

 According to data from the Brazilian regulator Anatel, pre-paid cellular and mobile services account for 

nearly 82% of the market in Brazil; out of 255 million mobile subscribers, 208.5 million use pre-paid 

mobile services.  See http://www.teleco.com.br/en/en_ncel.asp (last accessed July 13, 2012).  

http://www.teleco.com.br/en/en_ncel.asp
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have an incentive to keep rates low for their members, and Pre-Pay services have been 

used to that effect.  As evidenced by OEC, Pre-Pay service has helped reduce write-offs, 

helped with bill collection, and helped customers reduce total consumption; all of those 

help reduce total utility costs and keep rates down for OEC’s members.  It is useful to 

note that cooperatives are member-based organizations, and serve the needs of their 

members.  Additionally, in all examples of Pre-Pay service, Pre-Pay is a strictly voluntary 

program.  While Pre-Pay may be an obvious program to assist certain customers by 

reducing fees, it should not be used solely for those customers or be used against those 

customers.  There are numerous other benefits to Pre-Pay that warrant the service to be 

made available to all customers, regardless of credit or income level. 

Customer feedback to SRP and OEC demonstrate that customers on Pre-Pay are 

more engaged than non-Pre-Pay customers.  Some of that must be attributed to the risk of 

disconnection, which is, arguably, the main point of Pre-Pay service: a customer has a 

direct interest in their consumption and its impacts on their budget.  Customer 

engagement is one of the main goals of Advanced Meters and, in California at least, 

utilities’ Smart Grid investments.
50

  By leveraging Advanced Meters, Pre-Pay may be a 

useful program to start deriving immediate benefits from Advanced Meters and customer 

engagement strategies.  Research has indicated that simply giving customers information 

on their usage provides a 5% reduction in consumption.
51

  Providing customers with 

information on usage and coupling that with a Pre-Pay program may derive additional 

benefits not currently explored or available to customers where Pre-Pay is currently 

offered.  Additional research shows that there is a segment of customers who are 

interested in using Pre-Pay to help manage budgets, monitor usage, and aligns better with 

their lifestyle.
52

   

                                                 
50

 D.10-06-047 (June 24, 2010).  D.10-06-047 directed that utility Smart Grid Deployment Plans to include 

a description of how Smart Grid investments support a “Smart Customer.”  D.10-06-047 at 35-36. 
51

 See “Comments of Google Inc. on Proposed Policies and Findings Pertaining to the Smart Grid Policies 

Established by the Energy Information and Security Act of 2007,” Cal. PUC Proceeding No. R.08-12-009 

at 3 (filed October 29, 2009) (citing Sarah Darby, The Effectiveness of Feedback on Energy Consumption: 

A Review for DEFRA of the Literature on Metering, Billing and Direct Displays (April 2006) at 

http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/research/energy/downloads/smart-metering-report.pdf).. 
52 EcoAlign at 4 (“Consumers cited the following top three benefits for using a voluntary prepay option: 1) 

paying for energy as you use it, 2) eliminating any surprises at the end of the month; and 3) control over 

costs. Additionally, saving money and bill management were cited by consumers as the biggest drivers for 

a voluntary prepay option.”).  Further, “Consumers pointed to “ease” and “convenience.” This implies that 

http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/research/energy/downloads/smart-metering-report.pdf
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Furthermore, Pre-Pay programs have been shown to result in reduced 

consumption when compared to non-Pre-Pay programs.  SRP’s Pre-Pay customers 

consume, on average, 12% less than the normal SRP customer on the standard tariff.
53

  

OEC’s Pre-Pay customers consume, on average, 8-11% less than normal OEC customers 

on the standard tariff.  There may be various reasons why this is so, from customers using 

less electricity than the average customer, to customers responding to the threat of 

disconnection, to customers actually managing usage and consuming according to their 

budget.  This linkage to reduced consumption is attractive to many utilities; indeed, 

Arizona Public Service is using Pre-Pay as an energy efficiency program to meet their 

energy efficiency goals, and those reductions count toward their RPS requirement.
54

  

Nevertheless, the concern associated with customer self-rationing electricity should not 

be taken lightly, but this is not a Pre-Pay issue itself.  Customers that cannot pay 

according to the Pre-Pay program rules are likely to have difficulty paying their standard 

tariff electricity bill as well.  These customers need help beyond the benefits available 

through a Pre-Pay program, and customer protections should be in place to provide 

support and assistance to those customers should they enroll in a Pre-Pay program. 

  Nevertheless, despite the apparent benefits of offering customers the option to 

choose Pre-Pay service, there are relevant concerns related to customer protection, 

disconnection practices, and maintaining a customer friendly program.  These issues 

impact long-held protections and policies, but it is possible to develop a Pre-Pay program 

that maintains many of the goals of these programs.  Mitigation of these concerns is 

highly reliant upon the use of AMI, its communication infrastructure, advanced 

technologies, cellular and Smart Phones, and the various online tools currently available 

to customers.  These new disruptive technologies require a new look at long-held 

customer protections.  Advanced technology can send customers, via email, text 

messaging, or to a Smart Phone, reports on usage, available balance, and approximate 

                                                                                                                                                 
prepaid is aligned to consumer preferences in regard to bill pay channels and lifestyle choices. This is 

especially true of younger Americans (18 – 30) who put a premium value on mobility and flexibility.”  

EcoAlign at 2.  
53

 EPRI Report at 5-10.  See also, e.g., “Salt River Project: Delivering Leadership on Smarter Technology 

& Rates,” Institute for Energy and the Environment, Vermont Law School, at 18. 
54

 In the Matter of the Application of Arizona Public Service Company for Approval of a Residential 

Demand Response Pilot Program, Arizona Corporation Commission, Decision No. 72214 (dated March 3, 

2011). 
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date of disconnection, at various levels of frequency.  This constant notification 

availability is very different from the context in which the original consumer protection 

rules were written.  Prior to these advanced technologies, a customer’s meter was read 

once a month and a customer only knew about their usage from their monthly utility bill.  

In that context, it made sense to have shut-off warnings mailed weeks in advance; 

however, with the widespread use of email, the availability of Advanced Meters, and the 

near ubiquity of cell phones, new and faster ways of communication are available to 

utilities and customers.  These should be used to develop new and innovative services 

and rate designs, such as Pre-Pay. 

 Even with the best designed Pre-Pay program, disconnection rates may remain a 

problem.  However, with advanced technologies and advanced billing practices, the 

reduced length of disconnections should be taken into consideration.  Prior to AMI, the 

utility would send a truck to turn off power, and then turn the power back on; with AMI, 

disconnects and re-connects can happen within minutes.  There is little need to rely on 

potentially out-dated requirements to drive customer protection initiatives in the face of 

technology and communication advances.  That is not to say the protections themselves 

are not necessary; rather, the requirements around mailings and in-person visits need to 

reflect the changing nature of electricity service and customer technology.     

 The final issue is related to rates.  The question of what rate to charge customers 

who enroll in a Pre-Pay program is not necessarily all that straightforward.  In order to 

make Pre-Pay service beneficial to customers, the rate must be easy to understand; 

unfortunately, in California, the opposite is the case.  Existing statutes require that rates 

be tiered and be based on location, ostensibly to encourage conservation.  Forcing these 

requirements onto a Pre-Pay rate would be extremely confusing to the customer, likely 

resulting in a poor experience with the program.  Another concern with the rate is to 

ensure that it encompasses the goals of the state to shift usage to off-peak hours and 

reduce total consumption; an open question is whether the Pre-Pay rate should differ 

from the standard residential tariff.  Again, with the increased usage of advanced 

technologies, it is possible for utilities and devices to monitor total usage, monitor when 

usage occurred and monitor available balance.   
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Recommendations 
 

 Pre-Pay electricity service offers a potentially beneficial program to customers 

that are able to meet the obligations of the service, and utilities the potential to facilitate 

benefits from AMI investment and provide additional services.  Similar to the already 

existing service of automatic payments, Pre-Pay can leverage already existing services to 

enhance the customer experience to be more pro-active in their consumption patterns.  

Pre-Pay is not for all customers, especially those on special medical tariffs and additional 

protections may need to be in place for low income customers (i.e. those customers who 

are eligible for the California Alternate Rates for Energy, (CARE)).  However, Pre-Pay, 

as shown in existing programs, can provide benefits to the customer through increased 

awareness, ability to prioritize and budget appropriately, and reduction in fees and 

penalties.  For example, college students (or their parents) may find Pre-Pay service to be 

a more convenient means of paying their utility bill.  Nevertheless, the need to revise or 

update existing customer protection rules call for Commission action.  The most 

appropriate means by which to address these needs is through a Rulemaking proceeding.  

This proceeding can develop a record to determine the availability of Pre-Pay for 

customers, and, if so, whether any modifications to existing rules needed to support a 

Pre-Pay option for customers, including the creation of new rules to protect customers 

who participate in a Pre-Pay program.  Several customer protections are suggested that 

will help maintain an acceptable level of service and service quality for Pre-Pay 

customers: 

 Pre-Pay should be a voluntary opt-in option available to all customers, 

except those on medical baseline accounts; 

 For low income CARE customers additional protections should be in place 

to provide support and assistance to those customers should they enroll in 

a Pre-Pay program; 

 Where feasible, “real time” balances should be available to consumers via 

the Internet, mobile phones, or other means to support consumer 

awareness; 
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 Customers should have access to their cost and usage information of 

electricity via the prepay system, online, or through other means to afford 

customers more options to better manage consumption; 

 Customers must provide the utility with at least two means of 

communication, including email or text message; 

 Service should not be shut-off during non-business hours, during a 

declared CAISO System Emergency day, when temperatures reach 95 

degrees at (some location TBD) or is below 40 degrees at (some location 

TBD); 

 Customers should be allowed an extended grace period during the week of 

up to 4 business days before electricity is shut-off to allow customers the 

opportunity to bring their accounts up-to-date; 

 Any customer usage that occurs during a non-shut-off period or grace 

period that leads to a negative balance in excess of $50 should be deferred 

over a period of payment cycles to be determined by the customer and 

utility; 

 No fees to the customers should be associated with Pre-Pay service, with 

limited exceptions; 

 Customers should be allowed to pay through a variety of means, including 

online, over the phone, and at identified locations throughout the service 

territory on a 24 hours a day, 7 days a week basis; 

 Notification about usage and low balance warnings should be provided to 

customers on a continual basis, either via online web portal, via email, or 

through an activated Home Area Network, subject to a customer’s 

preference; 

 Upon payment to the utility, a customer’s balance should be updated 

within 5 minutes, and should payment be made to re-connect service, 

electricity service should be re-connected within 60 minutes of payment; 

and, 

 Customers should be able to easily revert back to a post-paid account if 

they so desire. 
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These suggested policies are not exhaustive as it is likely that additional customer 

protection requirements may be necessary to alleviate concerns about potential negative 

customer impacts from Pre-Pay service.   

 Existing disconnection metrics should also be modified.  As explained previously, 

the length of a disconnection is an important metric in addition to the total number of 

disconnections.  In order to monitor utility performance, and the impact of Pre-Pay on 

customers, utilities should report on the number of disconnections, the duration of 

disconnections (by day, hour and on average), and the geographic breakdown of 

disconnections (climate zone, zip code or some other grouping).  By providing this data, 

the Commission can better understand the performance of Pre-Pay for customers. 

 As proposed earlier, the Pre-Pay rate should reflect existing state and Commission 

policies on electricity consumption and encourage conservation and peak reduction.  To 

support this goal, it should be examined whether the standard electricity tariff or an 

alternative tariff can best meet these goals.  The availability of interval data from AMI 

should be used to measure and charge customers appropriately. 

 Pre-Pay enables customers to have more control and interest in their energy 

usage, reduces the potential fees a customer may pay to have electricity service, have 

more convenient and flexible ways to make payments and typically use less energy.  It is 

clear that interest in making Pre-Pay available to customers is increasing across the 

country; California should not be left behind.   
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EEXXEECCUUTTIIVVEE  SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
 

 

While California ended 2010 with energy utility service disconnections of 
residential electric and gas customers at historic lows, the most vulnerable 
customers still disproportionately face the risk of disconnection.  Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), San Diego 
Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCalGas) made 586,000 disconnections for non‐payment of energy bills in 2010, 
down from 758,000 in 2009.  These numbers represent 5.5 % of low‐income 
customers, compared with only 2.9% of non‐low‐income customers. 
 

Yet in 2010, $1.8 billion ‐‐ a record high amount ‐‐ was distributed to low‐income 
customers through California’s main energy assistance programs.  California’s 
pledge of energy affordability for all households is well established, but it is not 
being met.  
 

This is the Division of Ratepayer Advocates’ (DRA) second report on the Status of 
Energy Utility Service Disconnections in California.1 Following the first report in 
November 2009, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) issued new 
disconnection protection rules that are reflected in the improvements in 2010. 
Unfortunately, pressure on California’s low‐income households continues despite 
lower disconnection rates and high funding for energy assistance.   
 

• Low‐income customers with unpaid bills of two months or older total $55 
million, double what was owed at the same time one year ago. 

• For half of the low‐income disconnects, the customer owes less than $315. 

• 33,000 disconnected low‐income customers did not reconnect service in 2010. 
Some portion of these permanently disconnected households improvise 
hazardous methods of lighting or heating their in dwelling. 

  
 
 

                                                 
1  DRA’s first report on the Status of Energy Utility Service Disconnections in California was released November 
2009 and is available at http://www.dra.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/2A0C5457‐56FC‐4821‐8C4D‐
457F4CF204D1/0/20091119_DRAdisconnectionstatusreport.pdf . 
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Fewer disconnections alone are not enough to help the most vulnerable 
customers. Furthermore, these reductions may not be sustainable for PG&E and 
SCE customers. The CPUC requirement for PG&E and SCE to offer disconnection 
protections is set to expire at the end of 2011. SDG&E and SoCalGas, through 
2013, voluntarily locked‐in low disconnection rates for both low‐income and non‐
low‐income customers, suspended disconnections during extreme weather, and 
implemented additional new protections.  
 

DRA believes that a better distribution of assistance funds would make bills more 
reasonable for more customers.  Once bills are better linked to a customer’s 
degree of poverty, the utilities should then offer program features that encourage 
customers to make regular payments on their energy bills. Specifically, DRA 
recommends the CPUC take the following steps: 
 

• Modify energy assistance to reflect degrees of poverty and customers’ varying 
energy bill burdens. 

• Develop energy assistance program features to help customers manage their 
utility bill debt, and to make monthly bill amounts stable and predictable. 

• Drive disconnections down via benchmarks for low‐income disconnections of 
5% (PG&E) and 6% (SCE). 

• Make a contingency plan for customers chronically without electric and gas 
service.  
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IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  
In the “Background” section of this 
report, DRA describes the creation of 
the CARE (California Alternate Rates for 
Energy) rate discount program and the 
program’s expansion over the years. 
DRA summarizes the other major energy 
assistance programs and funds currently 
distributed to low‐income households in 
California. This year, DRA broadens the 
context of the report by incorporating 
findings from external research on 
energy poverty and energy program 
assistance.  We rely primarily on Roger 
Colton’s annual Home Energy 
Affordability Gap2 (Affordability Gap) 
analysis to estimate the dollars needed 
to make energy service affordable to all 
Californians.  The second section of the 
report, “Progress Made in 2010,” 
presents data showing disconnections 
are down and payment arrangements 
are up. This section also describes the 
consumer protections implemented by 
the four utilities in 2010. The third 
section of the report, “Problems 
Persist,” warns that energy costs are still 
unmanageable for some low‐income 
households. In the “Recommendations” 
section, DRA encourages the CPUC to 
explore creative modifications to 
current assistance programs. DRA also 
recommends identifying and tracking 
households that can no longer afford to 
be utility customers. Finally, in the 
“Conclusion,” DRA reminds readers that 

                                                 
2 The 2010 Home Energy Affordability Gap, released 
February 2011, is conducted by Roger Colton of 
Fisher, Sheehan & Colton. Multiple local, state and 
the federal agencies have relied upon his studies and 
evaluations of home energy affordability issues to 
design and implement programs. 

the positive conditions of 2010 are 
unlikely to continue without further 
intervention, and urges the CPUC to act 
promptly. 
 
This report utilizes publicly reported 
customer payment and low‐income 
program data provided by California’s 
largest investor‐owned energy utility 
companies: Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E), Southern California 
Edison Company (SCE), San Diego Gas & 
Electric Company (SDG&E), and 
Southern California Gas Company 
(SoCalGas). DRA does not include 
municipal or small and multi‐
jurisdictional utilities in its analysis or in 
this report. DRA supplements the 
disconnection and payment data from 
publicly available reports with data 
provided by the utilities at DRA’s 
request.  For purposes of this report, 
households enrolled in the CARE 
program are considered low‐income 
customers.  All other residential 
customers are considered non‐low‐
income customers. 
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BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  
California electric and gas customers’ 
service disconnections peaked in 2009, 
spurring DRA to devote concentrated 
attention to the problems of utility 
customers unable to pay their bills.  
Subsequently in early 2010, the CPUC 
directed the PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and 
SoCalGas to provide relief to utility 
customers struggling in the bad 
economy.   Beginning February 4, 2010, 
these utilities were required to waive 
credit deposits usually triggered by late 
payments and disconnections.  These 
utilities were also required to extend 
minimum terms of three months over 
which customers could pay past‐due 
bills.3  Additionally, DRA, the CPUC, and 
the utilities worked collaboratively to 
secure federal American Resource and 
Recovery Act matching funds, which 
doubled the emergency cash grants 
distributed by the four utilities for 
energy assistance in 2010. 
 
Ninety‐nine percent of all California 
customers receive either electricity or 
gas service from PG&E, SCE, SDG&E or 
SoCalGas.4  Together, these four utilities 
serve 12.5 million households.  The total 
customer count of the four utilities 
presented in Figure 1 is much greater 
than 12. 5 million, as utility service 
territories overlap, and some 
households receive gas service from one 

                                                 
3 CPUC Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 10‐02‐005 
of February 4, 2010, pp. 1‐2, Ordering Paragraph 
(OP) 3. 
4 Data as of November 30, 2010, found in 
Attachment A of the Joint Utilities 2010 CARE 
Eligibility Estimates filing of December 30, 2010, in 
proceeding A.08‐05‐022 et. al. 

utility and electric service from another.  
In the case of utility service, a customer 
equals an entire household.  
 
Figure 1: Number of Households Served by 
Investor‐Owned Utilities 
Average Customers Served 2010 

1. California’s Commitment to Energy    
Affordability 

In 1975, California enshrined in state law 
the importance of energy affordability 
with the Miller‐Warren Lifeline Energy 
Act:  “Light and heat are basic human 
rights and must be made available to all 
the people at low cost for basic 
minimum quantities.”5   Then, California 
accomplished this goal simply by 
keeping rates low for basic quantities of 
energy. In 1989, the CPUC was faced 
with balancing the need for basic 
quantities of affordable energy and for 
rates that would encourage 
conservation.  Thus, the CPUC allowed 

                                                 
5 Chapter 1010, Stats. 1975, Miller‐Warren Energy 
Lifeline Act, sec. 1(a), cf., Stats. 1982, ch. 1541, 
section 1(d); also see California Public Utilities Code, 
Section 739(c)(2). 

12.5 million households

PG&E
5,276,224

SDG&E
1,243,206

SoCalGas
5,309,228

SCE
4,214,311
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utilities to raise rates for the lowest 
amounts of energy usage and also 
created alternate rates to shield low‐
income households from the increase.6 
That is how California’s primary program 
to make energy affordable, the rate 
discount known as CARE, was born.   
 
The CPUC designed the CARE program 
with simplicity,7 consistency, and 
fairness in mind.  When establishing the 
eligibility limit for households, the CPUC 
copied the telephone assistance 
program eligibility limit, which was 150% 
of the Federal Poverty Level in 1989.8  
When establishing the amount of 
discount, the CPUC settled upon a 15% 
discount as sufficient to be meaningful 
to participating customers but within 
what non‐participating customers could 
bear.9   
 
The California Legislature and the CPUC 
have continued to protect low‐income 
households by expanding the size and 
scope of the CARE program especially 
during times of high bills and energy 
crises.  In response to the California 
energy crisis of 2000, state law 
prohibited rate increases for all 
residential usage (including CARE rates) 
at the two lowest levels of usage.10  

                                                 
6 Decision (D.) 89‐072‐062 and D.89‐02‐027 
established LIRA (Low Income Rate Assistance), 
currently known as CARE, pursuant to Senate Bill 987 
amending Public Utilities Code 739, and major 
expansions in eligibility and benefit amounts. 
7 D.89‐09‐027, Section II.A.1 (p.7). 
8 D.89‐07‐062, Finding of Fact 11, Conclusion of Law 
1. 
9 D.89‐07‐062, Finding of Fact 3‐8, Conclusion of Law 
1 and D.89‐09‐027 Section II.A.1. 1 “Mr. Florio 
testified for TURN that bill impacts of up to 3% per 
month are acceptable for the non‐participating 
customer.” 
10 Assembly Bill 1X, enacted in 2001 via PU Code 
Section 731.1(b)(2), prohibited rate increases for all 

CARE customers were therefore 
exempted from paying the energy 
surcharges enacted in 2001 that were 
necessitated by the crisis.11 Also in 2001, 
the CPUC increased the CARE eligibility 
limit to 175% of the Federal Poverty 
Level and the rate discount from 15% to 
20% of non‐CARE residential rates.12   
 
To mitigate high gas prices in winter 
2005 ‐ 2006, the CPUC increased CARE 
eligibility to 200% of the Federal Poverty 
Level and placed a temporary 
moratorium on CARE disconnections.13  
In the last ten years, the CARE program 
has grown from reducing the bills of 2.5 
million households by $287 million in 
2001 to reducing the bills of 4.8 million 
households by $1.4 billion in 2010.14  

2. How Much Help Do Households 
Need? 

 Continual expansion of the CARE 
subsidy has very likely prevented many 
temporary and permanent service 
disconnections by filling in the gap 
between what California customers are 
charged for energy and what they can 
afford.  Nationally, and many states 
individually, define affordable energy 
around 6% of a household’s annual 

                                                                         
residential customers up to 130% of baseline usage. 
The first, or lowest level of residential usage, is 
known as baseline usage or Tier 1. The next level of 
usage is known as 100‐130% of usage or Tier 2. 
11 The surcharges added to energy bills in response 
to the 2000 energy crisis were enacted in D. 01‐05‐
064. 
12 D.01‐05‐033 and D.01‐06‐010. 
13 D.05‐10‐044. 
14 Joint Utilities Annual LIEE, CARE, and FERA charts 
filed February 1, 2011 in A.08‐05‐022; also see 
PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas December 2010 
monthly CARE reports filed in A.08‐05‐022; also see 
PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas 2001 Annual CARE 
reports. 
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income.  A multi‐state study of energy 
assistance programs by two of the 
leading national experts on ratepayer‐
funded energy assistance programs 
provides the basis for the 6% figure: 
assuming 30% of income is reasonable 
to pay for shelter, and that 1/5 of the 
shelter cost is assumed to be reasonable 
to pay for home energy. 15 So 6% is 
derived from taking 1/5 of 30%.   
 
Affordability Gap 
For 2010, the Affordability Gap analysis 
estimated $2.1 billion ($592/household) 
as the amount that would be required to  
resolve the affordability problem in 
California (i.e., reduce energy costs to 
6% of household income) for low‐
income customers.16  
California energy assistance programs 
distributed $1.8 billion in 2010.  Of the 
$1.8 billion, $1.4 billion was distributed 
through CARE and the remainder 
through other ratepayer‐funded, 
federally funded, and utility‐funded 
energy bill discount and grant programs.  
Not all of the assistance programs 
distributed cash to reduce bills; an 
important source of savings comes from 
usage reduction stimulated by the free 

                                                 
 15 Multi‐Sponsor Study of Ratepayer Funded Low‐
Income Programs by APPRISE and Fisher, Sheehan, & 
Colton, Ratepayer Funded Low‐Income Energy 
Programs: Performance and Possibilities, July 2007, 
Executive Summary p. iv at 
http://www.appriseinc.org/multi_sponsor_study.ht
m .  
Sponsors of the study included AARP, agencies from 
five states, and results were presented at the 
National Low Income Energy Consortium. 
16 The amounts estimated to make energy affordable 
each year change, because the energy costs used in 
the analysis change, although the estimated 
population remains the same. Over the years 2006‐
2010 the estimated amount per household to make 
energy affordable to low‐income Californians ranges 
from $550 to $765.  

home energy efficiency retrofits and 
energy education given through the Low 
Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) 
program17 and the federal 
weatherization programs.18  

 
Figure 2: Dollars Distributed by Energy 

Assistance Programs 201019 

 
 The main difference between the 
Affordability Gap estimate and what 
California actually spends is that the 
Affordability Gap estimate is based on 
fewer households than California 
includes in its programs. The 
Affordability Gap estimate of $2.1 billion 
                                                 
17 The utility‐run weatherization and energy 
efficiency for low‐income customers called Low 
Income Energy Efficiency (LIEE) was enacted in 1987 
by PU Codes 2790. The CPUC in 2011 is planning to 
announce a new name for the program: Energy 
Savings Assistance Program. 
18 For a comprehensive list of all energy assistance 
programs in California, including small and multi‐
jurisdictional utilities, municipal utilities and private 
programs, see the U.S Department of Health and 
Human Services LIHEAP clearinghouse website at 
http://liheap.ncat.org/profiles/California.htm . 
19 This table includes assistance programs for 
customers at or below 200% of Federal Poverty Level  
(the state‐authorized utility program standard) and 
assistance programs for customers at or below 75% 
of the state median income (the federal program 
standard). For a detailed description of these 
programs and additional assistance programs 
available to California customers, see Appendix A. 

Programs 
Funded by 

Bill Discounts/ 
Grants 

Energy 
Efficiency 

Improvements
Ratepayers  $1,400,146,300  $275,814,410
Federal 
Agencies  $63,482,461  $77,218,366
Utility 
Shareholders, 
Employees and 
Customer 
Donations  $3,548,549    
        Subtotals  $1,467,177,310  $353,032,776
TOTAL  $1,820,210,086 
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would be enough meet the needs of 3.5 
million low‐income households (at 185% 
Federal Poverty Level or below). 
California’s $1.8 billion in assistance 
funds was distributed among 4.1 million 
low‐income households (at 200% 
Federal Poverty Level or below).  
Because of the different number of 
households in the estimate and 
California actual, the most appropriate 
comparison is dollars per household.  
The Affordability Gap’s estimate of 
average need per household per year is 
$592. California’s actual average benefit 
is $375.  
 
Needs Assessment 
The CPUC has authorized various 
California‐specific studies expanding on  
low‐income customer needs.  KEMA’s 
California Low‐Income Needs 
Assessment20 (Needs Assessment) began 
in 1999 and was concluded in 2007.  It 
characterized low‐income issues based 
on a representative sample of 1,500 
homes visited and surveyed in late 2003‐
2004, and attributed these 
characteristics to the entire low‐income 
population.  The Needs Assessment 
affirms the importance of assessing 
energy costs as a percentage of energy 
burden.21  From its representative 
sample, KEMA projects that 43% of 
customers below 200% Federal Poverty 
Level have an average energy burden of 
8.4%, even after receiving the CARE 

                                                 
20 For utility and other parties’ responses to the 
Needs Assessment, see Comments filed October 16, 
2007 and October 26, 2007 in CPUC Rulemaking 07‐
01‐042 available at 
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/R07
01042_doc.htm . 
21 California Public Utilities CPUC, Phase II Low‐
Income Needs Assessment, Final Report, September 
7, 2007, pp. 3‐26 and 3‐27. 

discount.22  DRA believes that using 
income and bill data from the whole 
universe of customers will produce 
more reliable estimates of need at 
different poverty levels.  Ultimately, the 
Needs Assessment’s main 
recommendation regarding improving 
energy affordability is to increase 
participation in the CARE program.  
 
Impact Evaluation 
Another CPUC‐authorized periodic 
evaluation of low‐income energy use, 
conservation behavior, and need sheds 
light on how California’s usage‐based 
pricing may impact low‐income 
customers.  The West Hill Impact 
Evaluation23 (Impact Evaluation) uses 
two years of monthly utility bills from 
40,000 low‐income California 
households.  The study compares bills 
before and after households received 
service in 2005 from the LIEE program 
that provides energy efficiency retrofits.  
This study supports annual CARE 
program data showing that households 
enrolled in CARE use less energy than 
other residential households. The 
Impact Evaluation also recommends 
that “non‐energy benefits” accruing to 
the household from energy efficiency 
upgrades (such as improved health, 
comfort, and safety) be taken into 
greater consideration.24  

                                                 
22 Ibid., p. 5‐12. The sample of homes surveyed 
includes CARE beneficiaries in proportion to the 
CARE enrollment rate at the time of the survey, so 
the average energy burden reported already reflects 
the CARE discount for the majority of customers. 
23 Impact Evaluation of the 2005 California Low‐
Income Energy Efficiency Program, Final Report, 
West Hill Energy & Computing, Inc., December 19, 
2007, revised January 10, 2008.  
24 Usage reduction is an important and well‐funded 
part of California low‐income assistance. For 
purposes of this report we assume that household 
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3. CARE Program Reaches Nearly All 
Eligible Customers 

California’s main energy assistance 
program, the CARE rate discount, sets 
an eligibility limit.  In the 2010 
Affordability Gap’s comparison of 
households below 185% of the Federal 
Poverty Level, California ranks 
thirteenth.25   However, studies on 
poverty in California explain that the 
Federal Poverty Level undercounts 
poverty in California, as the Federal 
Poverty Level does not account for 
differences in housing costs.26  When 
adjusted for these costs, California’s 
poverty rates would rank third, behind 
New York and Washington, D.C.27  
 
The CPUC’s current eligibility limit for 
customers who need help paying energy 
bills is all households living at or below 
200% of the Federal Poverty Level.28  In 

                                                                         
benefits equal the home retrofit and weatherization 
benefits equal non‐administrative spending on these 
programs. However, spending does not translate 1:1  
to bill reduction. If non‐energy benefits are better 
quantified, then more benefits to the household, in 
addition to bill reductions, will be accounted for.   
25 The Affordability Gap’s ranking is consistent with 
the overall poverty rankings based on the federal 
threshold, according to Deborah Reed, Poverty In 
California, Moving Beyond The Federal Measure, 
Public Policy Institute of California, May 2006. 
26 Additional problems with utilizing one threshold 
statewide, even if adjusting for California’s increased 
housing costs, is that cost‐of‐living within California 
varies enough that an annual income that may be 
adequate in some of the less metropolitan parts of 
California is not adequate in San Francisco or Los 
Angeles. California Budget Project, Making Ends 
Meet: How Much Does It Cost To Raise A Family In 
California?,June 2010. 
27 Poverty In California, Moving Beyond The Federal 
Measure, Deborah Reed, Public Policy Institute of 
California, May 2006, p.21. 
28 California also makes provision for customers 
living at or below 250% of the Federal Poverty Level 
with a minimum of three people in the household.  
This program is called the FERA (Family Electric Rate 

2010, for a 4‐person household, 200% of 
the Federal Poverty Level equaled an 
annual income of $44,400 or less. 
 
Over four million households were 
estimated in 2010 to be living below 
200% of the Federal Poverty Level, 
which is about 34% of all California 
households.29 This percentage of 
households qualifying for CARE has 
increased about one percent each year 
over the last few years.30  
 
By the end of 2010, for all utilities 
combined, 29% of all residential 
households were enrolled in the CARE 
program.  PG&E, SCE, and SoCalGas 
have all enrolled more than 90% of its 
eligible customers in CARE. SCE leads the 
way with 97% of eligible customer 
enrolled.  Together, this is a 15% 
increase over the previous year.  CARE 
outreach was highly emphasized in 2009 
and 2010. The CPUC’s opening of the 

                                                                         
Assistance program.  These households are eligible 
for a smaller discount on higher usage. In 2010, for a 
4‐person household, 250% of the Federal Poverty 
Level equaled an annual income of $55,600 or less. 
FERA customers are negligible for the analysis 
presented in this report; only 0.1% of residential 
customers are on FERA.     
29 The utilities annually contract with Athens Research 
to estimate the number of households at different 
poverty levels to make sure utility assistance 
programs are reaching as many of these households 
as possible. The 5.2 million estimate double‐counts 
some households served by more than one utility. 
When eliminating the double‐counting, the estimate is 
4.1 million. Attachment A of the Joint Utilities 2010 
CARE Eligibility Estimates filing of December 30, 2010 
filed in A.08‐05‐022 et al.  
30 The CPUC requires utilities to estimate annually on 
October 15 the number of low‐income households in 
their service territory for that year. As the current 
year estimate is not available until the year is nearly 
over, utilities utilize the prior year estimate to report 
progress in enrolling customers in the low‐income 
program. Therefore, eligible population estimates 
generally lag by one year. 
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disconnection proceeding likely 
contributed to great efforts to enroll all 
eligible customers in CARE.31 
 
CARE 
What does CARE actually provide?  The 
CARE program discount is uncapped, so 
it can serve all qualifying customers with 
no limit on how many customers enroll.  
The benefit reduces bills by a minimum 
of 20%, but this increases as customers 
use progressively more energy during 
the month. For customers that use the 
most energy, the benefit can be in 
excess of 50% of the bill.  The 20% 
discount is applied to residential rates 
for basic amounts of usage (called Tier 
1) and for the next blocks of usage 
above basic (called Tiers 2 and 3).  Usage 
at the higher levels (Tiers 4 and 5) is 
billed to CARE customers at Tier 3 rates.  
 

Figure 3: CARE Assistance Funds 
Distributed 2010  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
31 Comments of PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas in 
R.10‐02‐005 assert the importance of increasing 
CARE enrollment as a strategy to reduce 
disconnections. 

Because the CARE discount is tied to 
California’s tiered rate structure, the 
practical effect is that the highest usage 
households receive the greatest CARE 
discount.  Besides the obvious that 
single person households use less 
energy, the Impact Evaluation identifies 
other types of households that use less 
energy (and therefore receive a smaller 
discount): renters, those in multi‐family 
dwellings, and those with incomes at the 
lowest end of the income scale.32 
 

                                                 
32 Impact Evaluation of the 2005 California Low‐
Income Energy Efficiency Program, Final Report, 
West Hill Energy & Computing, Inc., December 19, 
2007, revised January 10, 2008, Section 4.5, pp. 40‐
43. 

  All  PG&E  SCE  SDG&E SoCalGas
Overall  

(in millions) 
$1,400 
mil 

$824 
mil 

$353 
mil 

$86 
mil 

$135 mil 

Per 
Household, 
Per Year 

$286  $550  $256 $294  $79 



Status of Energy Utility Service Disconnections in California 

11 

PPRROOGGRREESSSS  MMAADDEE  
IINN  22001100  

Disconnections of all residential 
customers dropped to historic lows in 
2010.  Despite PG&E’s implementation 
of remote disconnection via Smart 
Meters, PG&E’s disconnection rates 
decreased.  In November and December 
2010, 90% of PG&E residential 
disconnects were done remotely. 
Finally, customer assistance 
arrangements are at all time highs, 
showing that utilities are more 
accommodating of customer requests to 
pay debt over time.  

1. Disconnections at Historic Lows; Non‐
Low‐Income Customers Benefit More 

Residential disconnection rates in 2010 
were at an all‐time low for the four  

utilities, although disconnection rates 
still vary among them. 
 
Figure 4: Residential Disconnections Rates  

2007‐2010 

 
Figure 5 shows that PG&E made the 
most significant improvement in 2010, 
reversing its 2009 trend of rising 
disconnections.  Although SCE’s 
disconnection rate has dropped overall 
in 2010, part of the improvement can be 
attributed to SCE’s suspension of 
disconnections in January 2010.  In the 
following months of March‐December 
2010, SCE shows improvement over 
2009, but not enough to bring it in line 
with the other utilities.  
 
 

 
Figure 5: Residential Disconnection Rates by Utility 2009‐2010, Monthly Basis  

 

   All  PGE  SCE  SDG&E SoCalGas
2007  4.54%  4.00%  7.28%  2.13%  3.45% 
2008  4.92%  4.40%  7.89%  2.10%  3.75% 
2009  4.75%  5.15%  7.50%  1.92%  2.81% 
2010  3.65%  3.39%  5.83%  1.70%  2.63% 
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SDG&E’s disconnection rate in 2010 
slightly declined from its already low 
2009 rate.   Similarly, SoCalGas’s 2010 
disconnections are consistent with its 
already low 2009 rate.  
 
Non‐low‐income disconnections dropped 
slightly more than low‐income customers 
from 2009 to 2010.   
 

Figure 6: Decrease in Disconnections, 
Low‐income vs. Non‐low‐income, 2009‐201033 

2. Customers Protected Only Through 2011 

2011 has solid protections in place for 
customers. PG&E and SCE are governed 
by the CPUC’s July 2010 Disconnection 
Decision.34 This decision extended the 
CPUC’s February 2010 rules to waive 
credit deposits and extend longer terms 
for re‐payment of bills. SDG&E and 
SoCalGas also implemented these rules  

                                                 
33 These decreases are adjusted to account for 
changes in the low‐income and non‐low‐income 
populations.  
34 CPUC Decision 10‐07‐048. 

in 2010. However, beginning in 2011, 
SDG&E and SoCalGas are governed 
instead by a settlement agreement 
entered into with consumer advocacy 
groups,35 including DRA, and approved 
by the CPUC.36  The central feature of 
the settlement agreement are 
disconnection benchmarks (#3 in Figure 
7). SDG&E agreed to keep its residential 
disconnection rate below about 2% of 
customers annually, and SoCalGas 
agreed to keep its disconnection rate 
below 3.3% annually. In the event 
SDG&E or SoCalGas disconnection rates 
exceed the benchmark, the utility will 
then return to implementing credit 
deposit waivers and offer mandatory 3 
month terms of payment plans.  The 
settlement agreement also provides that 
disconnects will be suspended during 
temperature highs and lows (#4 in 
Figure 7). SDG&E and SoCalGas agreed 
to suspend disconnections when the 
temperature in a household’s area is 32 
degrees or below, or 100 degrees or 
higher. Among additional protections, 
SDG&E agreed to a one‐year delay in 
implementing the remote disconnection  
 
 

                                                 
35 Settling Parties are SDG&E, SoCalGas, DRA, The 
Utility Reform Network (TURN), Greenlining, 
Disability Rights Advocates, and The National 
Consumer Law Center (NCLC). 
36 Settlement adopted by CPUC in D.10‐12‐051. 

  PGE  SCE  SDG&E  SoCalGas 
Low‐
income 

‐34%  ‐18%  ‐11%  ‐3% 

Non‐low‐
income 

‐38%  ‐27%  ‐16%  ‐12% 

  1. Credit 
Deposit 
Waivers 

2. Mandatory 
Offer of 3 
Month 

Payment Plan

3.Disconnection 
Benchmark 
(Limit) 

4. Disconnects 
Suspended During 

Temperature 
Highs/Lows 

5. Remote 
Disconnection 

Delay & 
Protections 

PG&E  •   •     No provision  No provision  No provision 

SCE  •   •   No provision  No provision  No provision 

SDG&E  If above 
benchmark 

If above benchmark  •   •   •  

SoCalGas  If above 
benchmark 

If above benchmark  •   •   •  

Figure 7: Disconnection Protections in Effect 2011, by Utility 
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function after installation of the new  
advanced technology meter (also known 
as “Smart Meters").  SDG&E further 
agreed not to remotely disconnect its 
elderly, disabled, and medically 
vulnerable customers (#5 in Figure 7). 
 
The CPUC’s rules applicable to PG&E and 
SCE will expire at the end of 2011, while 
the protections of the settlement 
agreement, governing SDG&E and 
SoCalGas, will remain in effect until 
2014.  

3. More Payment Arrangements 
Offered in 2011 

All four utilities offer households extra 
time to pay their utility bill either before 
or after missing the due date, and often 
up until the moment of disconnection.  

Utilities typically offer one‐time 
payment extensions or amortization 
agreements to pay off debt regularly 
with installment payments.  As long as a 
household has formalized an  
arrangement with the utility to pay past‐
due bills over time, the utility is not 
allowed to disconnect the household.37 
If a household fails to make one of the 
agreed upon payments, the default 
immediately triggers a 48‐hour notice 
regardless if the household’s other bills 
are current.  As noted above, longer 
payment terms was one of the two 
policy changes implemented in 2010.  
The increases in payment arrangement 
initiated, shown in Figure 8, can be 
partially attributed to the CPUC’s new 
rules in 2010, requiring the utilities to 
actively promote payment 
arrangements.  
 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
37 California Public Utilities Code sections 779(b)(2‐3) 
and (e), and 779.1 (f). 

Figure 8: Total Residential Payment Arrangements 2007‐2010, Annual Basis 
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Among the four utilities, SDG&E shows 
the most significant increase in payment 
arrangements granted, beginning in the 
early months of 2010 and continuing to 
rise steadily.  Both relative to customers 
facing a threat of disconnection, and as 
a percentage of all customers, SDG&E 
arranged steadily more payment 
arrangements throughout 2010. 

 
PG&E’s payment arrangements 
increased most significantly during the 
first six months of 2010.  PG&E has 
simultaneously taken pressure off its 
customers by changing the past‐due bill 
amounts triggering a 48‐hour disconnect 
notice from $50 to $150.  SCE’s increase 
in payment arrangements started earlier 
than PG&E and SDG&E, in the winter of 
2009‐2010, and since spring 2010 the 
number of arrangements is close to 
what it was in earlier years (although 
arrangements for low‐income customers 
remain higher). SoCalGas’s number of 
payment arrangements is consistent 
with the prior year, and relative to 48‐
hour notices, is decreasing.
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PPRROOBBLLEEMMSS  PPEERRSSIISSTT    

 1. Deferred Payments Loom  

Among the four utilities, past‐due payments started to accumulate in mid‐2010, and 
payment data in 2011 shows debt continues a slow but steady rise.  At some point in 
time, this increased debt could cause disconnects to rise again, unless the utilities and 
the CPUC implement strategies that help customers manage and pay down their past‐
due balances.  
 
The most recent data showing dollars in debt is from September 2010.38 Together for 
PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E,39 all residential past‐due amounts over 60 days old are $130 
million, 68% higher than September 2009. For just low‐income households, past‐due 
amounts over 60 days old are 107% higher, at $55 million. 

 
 

Figure 9: Low‐income 
Customer Unpaid 
Amounts Over 60 

Days Old, September 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 10: Non‐low‐
income Customer 

Unpaid Amounts Over 
60 Days Old, September 

 
 

                                                 
38 / * Utilities delay reporting of the dollars in arrears until after they make their quarterly 10K filings to the 
Securities and Exchange CPUC. Monthly dollars in arrears data for October, November, and December 2010 will be 
provided in the utilities’ March disconnection reports. 
39 SoCalGas did not begin providing past‐due data until October 2009; therefore, no comparison is yet publicly 
available. 
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Most utilities did not report past‐due 
amounts prior to 2009.  Therefore DRA 
cannot present historical data of 
outstanding billed amounts. The 
increase of customer debt shown in 
Figures 9 and 10 is a comparison of 
outstanding debt as of September in the 
years 2009 and 2010. September 2010 is 
the most recent data available to the 
CPUC, as utilities delay for several 
months the release of data on dollars in 
arrears. Of course, past‐due balances 
over 60 days old are from accounts that 
started to default several months 
earlier, so this data reflects unpaid bills 
from approximately the first six months 
of 2010. 40  
 
The utilities also report monthly the 
number of accounts paying 100%, 50‐
99%, and less than 50% of bills.  This 
payment amount data shows more 
recent payment behavior, from 
December 2010.  Fewer accounts in 
December 2010 paid 100% of bills than 
one year ago, and more accounts paid 
less than 50% of their bills.  

                                                 
40 Dollars and accounts in arrears are key indicators 
because they could warn of an upcoming wave of 
disconnections.  However, because this data is 
limited, and increases are likely caused in part by the 
CPUC’s new policies, DRA cannot give a conclusive 
interpretation.  The CPUC’s new policy in 2010 of 
mandatory minimum terms for payment 
arrangements will mean more accounts will show an 
increase in unpaid bills, but these unpaid amounts 
could be part of an ongoing payment arrangement.  
The data reported to the CPUC does not segregate 
past‐due accounts that are in a payment 
arrangement (therefore preventing collection 
actions) from past‐due accounts with no payment 
arrangements.  

2. Large Portion of Low‐income 
Customers Risk Disconnection Regularly  

California state law requires all utilities 
to provide to households that are in 
default on their bills a written notice or 
personal contact at least 48 hours prior 
to disconnection.41  Each utility sets a 
threshold amount that a customer must 
owe before adding the household to the 
disconnection list. The thresholds are 
currently:  

 
   
 
   
 

Only a fraction of customers who 
receive disconnection notices are 
disconnected.  For example, one month 
about 5% of all customers received 
disconnect notices, 1.5% still had not 
paid by the time the notice expired, and 
less than 0.5% (76,000) of all customers 
were ultimately disconnected that 
month.42  However, receiving the notice 
means a household is at risk for 
disconnection.  The term for this is 
energy insecurity. 
 
Energy Insecurity 
Over one‐third of PG&E and nearly one‐
half of SCE low‐income customers can 
be considered energy insecure.  These 
low‐income customers receive three or 
four 48‐hour notices of disconnection on 
average each year.43 Many fewer SDG&E 

                                                 
41 California Public Utilities Code section 779.1 (b). 
42 Data from September 2009.  
43 Another statewide characterization can be found 
in the KEMA Low‐Income Needs Assessment (2007), 
which deems 66% of all low‐income households 
energy insecure (p.5‐22). The Needs Assessment also 
states that 22% of its 1,500 low‐income homes 
surveyed had been threatened with disconnection  
and 5% had been disconnected (p.5‐17). 

PG&E  $100 
SCE  $25 

SDG&E  $250 
SoCalGas  $60 
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and SoCalGas low‐income households receive 48‐hour notices during the year. For those 
that do, SDG&E customers receive on average three notices and SoCalGas customers 
receive on average two notices each.44  

3. Low‐Income Disconnection Disparity Worsens 

Low‐income customer disconnects are significantly more frequent than non‐low‐income 
customer disconnects, equating to 5.5% of low‐income customers annually but only 
2.9% of on‐low‐income customers.  The data presented in Figures 11 and 12 indicate 
that this disparity is getting worse over time.   
 
Figure 11: Four Utilities, Low‐income Disconnection Rate vs. Non‐low‐income Disconnection 

Rate July 2008 – July 2010, Monthly (9 Month Rolling Average) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 12: Four Utilities, Percentage Greater Low‐income Disconnection Rate than  

Non‐low‐income Disconnection Rate, 2008‐2010, Monthly Basis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
44 Because of the way the data is collected and reported, this data assumes that the customer’s CARE status 
remains the same for the entire calendar year and the following month in which the data is run. Although this is 
not actually the case, because some customers will either enroll in or leave CARE during the year, the mismatches 
do not invalidate the analysis. DRA determines that the analysis is valid by comparing the “all residential” rates to 
the rates separated by “CARE/all except CARE,” and by comparing this “account level” data to the “all occurrences” 
data. See Appendix C for further explanation. 
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Until relatively recently, utilities may not 
have monitored customer disconnections 
by income, and therefore may not have 
been aware of this trend. However, this 
trend is now impossible to ignore and 
utilities must address this troubling 
outcome.  Even though the CPUC’s 
disconnection protection rules helped all 

customers in 2010, non‐low‐income 
customers were helped more, causing the 
gap in disconnection rates to widen. The 
disparity is further evidence that 
affordability must be addressed in order 
to manage disconnection rates, and that 
the CPUC’s current disconnection 
protection rules alone are not sufficient. 

 
Half of the low‐income customers who 
are disconnected owe less than $315.  
Losing access to gas and electric service is 
a grave consequence for debt of this 
amount.  Utilities reported the amounts 
owed by households at the time of 
disconnection, for a sampling of months 
in 2010.  By utility, half of the 
disconnected low‐income customers 
owed less than: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Dwellings Chronically Without Service 
Pose Great Safety Risk 

Not all disconnected customers are 
reconnected. Some portions of these 
customers live without electricity or 
natural gas because they cannot afford to 
reconnect service.  These customers need 
extensive help to get access to electricity 
and gas.  The utilities have the ability 
distinguish to between customers who 
cannot afford to reconnect and customers 
who have moved or no longer require 
service. 

 
Households may not initiate service if 
they cannot afford it, or if they cannot 
amass the deposit to start service.  Given 
that energy affordability is a high priority, 
California needs an accurate count of how 
many dwellings are in this situation.  In 

the last few months alone, fatal accidents 
occurred in households where service had 
been disconnected and unsafe 
alternatives were used for heating and 
lighting. 
 

• January 2011: 4 die in Oakhurst 
using gas generator to heat home45 

• January 2011: 2 die in 
Willowbrook using their oven 
to heat their home46 

• December 2010: 4 die in 
Oakland fire caused by 
extension cords run from 
neighboring dwelling47

                                                 
45 
http://www.fresnobee.com/2011/01/17/2236465/bl
ocked‐vent‐led‐to‐4‐oakhurst.html# downloaded 
January 20, 2011. 
46 http://www.fdnntv.com/2‐Women‐Willowbrook‐
Fatally‐Poisoned‐Carbon‐Monoxide downloaded 
February 9, 2011. 
47 http://articles.sfgate.com/2010‐12‐
31/news/26352717_1_downstairs‐apartment‐
upstairs‐unit‐apartment‐building downloaded 
January 1, 2011. 
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RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
The CPUC’s new rules in the 2010 
Disconnection Decision, and the utilities’ 
aggressive implementation of the new 
rules, mitigated the effects of the 
California recession.  Waiving credit 
deposits and extending the terms of 
payment plans relieved low‐income, 
payment‐troubled households from the 
final consequence of credit and 
collections actions: disconnections.  
These protective credit and collections 
policies do not include a mechanism to 
resolve the unpaid utility debt that is 
accumulating for those for whom energy 
is unaffordable.  However, the CPUC has 
two proceedings scheduled for 2011 to 
more precisely address the affordability 
problem.  

1. Make Improvements via Two CPUC 
Proceedings Open in 2011  

Every three years, the CPUC reviews and 
re‐authorizes utility plans for low‐
income energy assistance in California.48  
The utilities are the program 
administrators of CARE and LIEE. As 
program administrations, the utilities 
present program plans to the CPUC for 
public review and input.  This year, the 
program plans for 2012‐2014 will be 
presented in utility applications to be 
filed with the CPUC by May 15, 2011.  
The CPUC typically takes four to six 
months to review and consider input.   
 
The CPUC’s disconnection proceeding 
remains open but has stalled with 

                                                 
48 Applications 08‐05‐022 (PG&E); 08‐05‐024 
(SoCalGas); 08‐05‐025 (SDG&E); 08‐05‐026 (SCE). 

several issues still pending.49  Consumer 
groups including DRA are advocating 
that the CPUC require the utilities to 
allow payment‐troubled customers to 
choose their billing date, in order to 
better align timing of paychecks with 
utility bills.  DRA’s benchmark 
recommendation (#5 below) for PG&E 
and SCE is also slated for consideration 
in this proceeding. 

2. Assess Energy Costs as a Percentage 
of Income 

DRA’s first recommendation is to target 
the assistance dollars to better reach 
those customers for whom, even with 
the CARE discount, energy is still 
unaffordable.  Those targeted are likely 
to be many of the disconnected CARE 
customers. The CPUC could potentially 
achieve a great impact by more carefully 
targeting the same subsidy amount 
rather than increasing the total amount.  
Rather than its current one‐size‐fits‐all 
discount, the CARE program should start 
to reflect the varying degrees of poverty 
among CARE customers. The Needs 
Assessment speculated that the CARE 
program had “enrolled a significantly 
larger share of households in the lowest 
energy burden category,” and concluded 
“In the end, this might not be the best 
strategy for meeting needs and 
providing maximum benefits.”50  Several 
states, including Illinois, New Jersey, 
Ohio, and New Hampshire distribute 

                                                 
49 Rulemaking 10‐02‐005, Phase II Administrative 
Law Judge’s Ruling Providing Opportunity For 
Comments And Addressing Other Phase II Issues, 
August 26, 2010. 
50 Needs Assessment, pp. 7‐8 and 7‐9. 
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energy assistance dollars as a 
percentage of household income.51 

3. Develop New Features of Energy 
Assistance  

The first step is making a household’s 
energy bill a reasonable portion of the 
household income. Then, improving the 
payment behavior of the household 
becomes possible. Together, these two 
steps should produce desirable 
outcomes for all parties. The low‐
income household retains access to an 
essential service, the utility records less 
bad debt, and less bad debt flows into 
the calculation of all customers’ rates.  
 
Studies With California Examples 
In addition to the studies identified in 
the Background section in this report, 
DRA reviewed a wealth of research 
available from other states and the 
federal energy assistance program to 
identify potential changes to CARE.52  
Two studies include California programs: 
the multi‐state sponsored study 
Ratepayer Funded Low‐Income Energy 
Programs Performance and Possibilities 
Final Report53 and PacifiCorp’s Low‐
Income Arrearage Study.54   

                                                 
51 For Ohio, see 
http://development.ohio.gov/community/ocs/Energ
yHelp.htm ; 
For Illinois, see 
http://liheap.ncat.org/dereg/states/illinois.htm . 
52 See Appendix B for list of program assistance 
evaluations from which recommendations are 
derived.  
53 Apprise and Roger Colton, Ratepayer Funded Low‐
Income Energy Programs Performance and 
Possibilities Final Report, July 2007 at 
http://www.appriseinc.org/multi_sponsor_study.ht
m . 
54 Low‐Income Arrearage Study prepared for 
PacifiCorp March 20, 2007 by M. Sami Khawaja, 

Based on DRA’s review of the research, 
features of energy assistance programs 
likely to improve customer payment 
behavior are:  

• Programs that keep monthly 
bill payments level 

• Addressing past‐due burdens 
as well as current bill amounts 
(known as arrearage 
management) 

 
Making bills predictable has been shown 
to improve customer payment 
patterns.55 Utility credit and collection 
departments offer a program that keeps 
monthly payments level, known as 
“balanced payment” or “level pay” 
plans.  However, the utilities’ current 
rules make this program largely 
unavailable to payment troubled 
households because all past‐due 
amounts must be paid in order to enroll 
in this program.  If the utilities’ program 
assistance departments were to work 
together with the credit and collections 
departments, they may be able to 
design program rules that solicit the 
participation of the payment‐troubled 
customers who most need such a 
program.  
 
Arrearage Management 
This leads to the subject of arrearage 
management programs.  TURN (The 
Utility Reform Network) filed a Petition 
asking the CPUC to consider arrearage 
management in June 2009,56 but the 

                                                                         
Kevin Monte de Ramos, Anne West, Doug Bruchs, 
Quantec LLC, in association with Roger Colton. 
55  Apprise and Roger Colton, Ratepayer Funded Low‐
Income Energy Programs Performance and 
Possibilities Final Report, July 2007, Executive 
Summary, xiii. 
56 See June 16, 2009 Petition 09‐06‐22 of The Utility 
Reform Network to Adopt, Amend or Repeal 
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CPUC declined to do so. However, the 
research from other states makes the 
case that help with managing past‐due 
bills is a critical feature of assistance 
programs.  The proposals raised in the 
TURN Petition, with its extensive list of 
other states’ experience with arrearage 
management, is an excellent starting 
point for CARE program administrators.   
 
DRA also recommends smaller 
adjustments to the CARE program or for 
CARE customers, such as adjusting bill 
due dates to coincide with paychecks. 
This particular recommendation is 
currently pending before the CPUC, and 
the CPUC should adopt this low cost 
option.57 
  
The CPUC has a perfect example of 
testing a creative new feature of CARE.  
The CPUC’s Consumer Services and 
Information Division, and the utilities, 
launched CHANGES (Consumer Help and 
Awareness with Natural Gas and 
Electricity Services) in January 2011.58  
Using CARE funding, CHANGES adds a 
“case management” approach to energy 
assistance, providing comprehensive bill 
counseling and help for limited and non‐
English speaking customers. Several 
multiple language–speaking, 
community‐based organizations 
statewide will be paid to assist these 
customers to better understand their 
energy bills, access the bill discount and 
                                                                         
Regulation Pursuant To Pub. Utilities Code Section 
1708.5 Related To Arrearage Management And 
Shutoff Prevention For Residential Customers Of The 
Major Jurisdictional Electric And Gas Utilities. 
57 See CPUC Ruling Implementing Phase II of 
Rulemaking 10‐02‐005, and all parties’ Comments 
filed September  15, 2010; all parties’ Reply 
Comments filed September 24, 2010. 
58 CPUC Resolution CSID‐004 approved November 
19, 2010. 

home retrofit benefits, and advocate for 
the customer if needed.  The utilities 
should report the difference in 
disconnection rates for these customers 
before and after they participate in 
CHANGES, and show if these customers 
ultimately have fewer disconnections 
after such assistance. 

4. Identify and Consider Those 
Chronically Without Service 

This recommendation captures those 
whose energy poverty is too great for 
CARE to fix.  We recommend utilities 
simply report the location of these 
households annually to appropriate 
social welfare agencies.  New York,59 
Pennsylvania,60 and Ohio61 are among 
the states with this simple requirement. 
Although these are cold‐weather states, 
living without utility service is hazardous 
regardless.  
 
Additionally, DRA recommends a count 
of these households be included for the 
CPUC’s consideration of the CARE and 
LIEE programs for 2012‐2014. 
Furthermore, utility customers who 
move frequently need to be specially 
considered next time around. Transient 
low‐income households have generally 
been excluded from studies such as the 
Needs Assessment and Impact 
Evaluation because these studies rely on 
before and after comparisons to 
determine changes from the programs.  
Transient households by definition are 
                                                 
59 See New York NYCRR16 Part 11: Home Energy Fair 
Practices Act And Energy Consumer Protection Act ‐‐ 
Rules 
http://www3.dps.state.ny.us/N/nycrr16.nsf/Parts/6
CAA329B4A1945F485256FC7004CFBA3?OpenDocum
ent .  
60 See 52 Pennsylvania Code § 56.100.  
61 See Ohio Revised Code 4933.123. 
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not in the same location long enough to 
be included in before and after 
comparisons. Some of the most 
vulnerable households, since they can 
no longer afford to be utility customers 
or because they move frequently, 
become invisible when energy 
affordability analysis relies upon utility 
customer data. Because California is 
serious about energy affordability, as 
demonstrated by word and deed, the 
CPUC has an obligation to understand 
the depth of energy poverty in 
California.  

5. Benchmark Low‐Income 
Disconnections 

Finally, DRA recommends the CPUC set 
benchmarks for PG&E and SCE 
disconnection of its low‐income 
customers.  SDG&E and SoCalGas 
already voluntarily put benchmarks in 
effect through 2013. SDG&E’s all 
residential benchmark is 2.08%.  Its low‐
income benchmark is 3.44%.  SoCalGas’ 
all residential benchmark is 3.36%.  Its 
low‐income benchmark is 4.32%.  DRA 
recommends the following additional 
limits on low‐income disconnections: 62 

                                                 
62 DRA’s recommended low‐income benchmarks are 
based partially on PG&E’s and SCE’s overall historical 
disconnection rates, in order to accommodate 
differences in geography, demographics, and 
electricity and/or gas. For PG&E, DRA has 
determined that its current overall disconnection 
rate is acceptable and designed the benchmark to 
keep rates at this level. For SCE, DRA believes 
disconnection rates still exceed acceptable levels 
and designed the benchmark to continue to drive 
down rates. DRA then calculated a low‐income 
disconnection rate no greater than one‐and‐a‐half 
times a reasonable non‐low‐income rate. Though 
DRA’s recommended benchmark still does not 
achieve equal low‐income and non‐low‐income 
rates, it would move rates closer to the desired goal 
at a pace that allows utilities to make the necessary 
adjustments to their collections processes.  

PG&E: 5% or fewer low‐income      
      customers disconnected      
      annually 

SCE:   6% or fewer low‐income   
           customers disconnected  
           annually   

 
Benchmarks motivate cooperation 
between utilities’ credit and collections 
departments and low‐income assistance 
departments.  DRA is particularly 
encouraged by the success of the CARE 
goal the CPUC set for utilities in its 2008 
decision authorizing the program.  With 
no penalties or incentives (other than 
positive public relations), three of the 
four utilities (all except SDG&E) have 
exceeded the CARE program 
penetration goal of 90%.   
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CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONN  
Another positive outcome of the CPUC’s 
2010 Disconnection Decision is its 
requirement for the utilities to regularly 
report disconnection data.  DRA urges 
the CPUC to use this data to track how 
low‐income disconnection rates change 
relative to disconnection rates of the 
rest of residential customers.  DRA 
believes that the difference in 
disconnection rates between low‐
income and non‐low‐income customer 
groups represents the volume of 
disconnections due to unaffordability.  
“An effective EA [Energy Assistance], or 
a portfolio of EA actions, should provide 
adequate funding to cover all customers 
applying for assistance that would allow 
them to stay on the utility system.”63  By 
using the non‐low‐income disconnection 
rate as a guide, the CPUC can gauge 
when California has accomplished the 
goal of making electric and gas service 
accessible and affordable for all 
California households.  
 
The disconnection outlook for 2011 is 
positive because utility and regulatory 
consumer protections are in place, but 
only for 2011.  The disconnection 
protections required by the CPUC for 
PG&E and SCE customers will expire at 
the end of this year. The utilities are 
preparing to put into effect new, higher 
rates.64  The overall distribution of 

                                                 
63 Ken Costello, How To Determine The Effectiveness 
of Energy Assistance Programs, And Why It’s 
Important, National Regulatory Research Institute, 
December 2009, p. 22. 
64 SCE Application (A.) 10‐11‐015, SDG&E A. 10‐12‐
005, and SoCalGas A. 10‐12‐006 have requested the 
CPUC authorize new rates for implementation in 

energy assistance through the CARE 
discount will likely be less overall, as 
CARE rates begin increasing annually for 
the first time since 2001.  Rates will 
increase even further as the cost of 
carbon emission reductions hit 
customers’ bills and customers face 
variable pricing structures designed to 
drive conservation and reduce carbon 
emissions.  
 
Low‐income utility customers will be 
least equipped to absorb these costs 
and risks.  The CPUC must pre‐emptively 
call for creative program approaches to 
energy assistance.  DRA’s 
recommendations outlined in this report 
will go a long way in addressing many of 
the underlying issues that lead to energy 
service disconnection.   California must 
be extra vigilant to make sure energy 
becomes more, not less, affordable. 
 

                                                                         
2012. The CPUC authorized higher rates for PG&E in 
2010 (Application 10‐03‐014) and implementation of 
these new rates is pending for 2011. 
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  AA::  RREESSIIDDEENNTTIIAALL  EENNEERRGGYY  
AASSSSIISSTTAANNCCEE  PPRROOGGRRAAMMSS    

Residential Energy Assistance Programs in California 
Program  Description  Available To: 

Bill Discounts and Grants: 

California Alternative Rates for Energy (CARE)   20% discount on energy rates for 
lowest usage, >20% discount on 
energy rates for higher usage 

Low‐income households at or 
below 200% Federal Poverty 
Level 

Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA)  Rate discount for increased usage  Large lower‐middle income 
households at 200‐250% 
Federal Poverty Level 

U.S. Department of Health & Human Service: 
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program 
(LIHEAP) 

Partial bill payment, crisis grants to 
avoid disconnection 

Low‐income households at or 
below 75% State Median 
Income 

PG&E’s Relief for Energy Assistance through 
Community Help (REACH), SDG&E’s Neighbor‐
to‐Neighbor, SoCalGas’ Gas Assistance Fund 
(GAF), SCE’s Energy Assistance Fund (EAF) 

Crisis grants to avoid disconnection   Households demonstrating 
extreme hardship, in some 
cases restricted to low‐
income households, criteria 
varies 

Medical Baseline  Charges higher energy usage  at the 
lowest possible rate to 
accommodate medical equipment 
that relies upon electricity 

Customers on life‐support or 
with special medical needs 

Usage Reduction: 

California’s Low‐Income Energy Efficiency 
(LIEE) 

Free energy efficiency home retrofit  Low‐income households 

U.S. Department of Energy: Weatherization 
Assistance Program (WAP) 

Free energy efficiency home retrofit  Low‐income households 

Energy Efficiency and conservation programs  Variety of programs: Appliance 
rebates, home energy surveys. 

All 

Demand Response programs  Payments to turn off air conditioning 
during rare periods of peak demand 

Households with air 
conditioning 

Payment Management: 
Payment Extensions and Installment Plans  Extensions of time to pay deposits 

and bills 
All 

Level Pay/Balanced Pay  Bill is the same amount each month   All 
Third Party Notification  Customer can designate an 

additional person to receive past‐
due and disconnection notices 

All 
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  BB::  RREESSEEAARRCCHH  OONN  LLOOWW‐‐IINNCCOOMMEE  
PPRROOGGRRAAMM  AASSSSIISSTTAANNCCEE  IIMMPPAACCTTSS  
Poverty 
California Budget Project, Making Ends Meet: How Much Does It Cost To Raise A Family 
In California?, June 2010. 
 
California Budget Project, A Generation Of Widening Inequality, The State of Working 
California 1976‐2006, August 2007 
 
Deborah Reed, Poverty In California, Moving Beyond The Federal Measure, Public Policy 
Institute of California, May 2006. 
 
California: Low‐Income Energy Costs, Needs, Assistance Programs 
APPRISE and Roger Colton, Ratepayer Funded Low‐Income Energy Programs 
Performance and Possibilities Final Report, July 2007.  
 
Roger Colton, Home Energy Affordability Gap, Fisher, Sheehan & Colton,April 2006, 
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, February 2011. 
 
KEMA, Final Report on Phase 2 Low Income Needs Assessment, prepared for the 
California Public Utilities Commission, September 2007. 
 
M. Sami Khawaja, Kevin Monte de Ramos, Anne West, Doug Bruchs, Quantec LLC, in 
association with Roger Colton, Low‐Income Arrearage Study prepared for PacifiCorp 
March 20, 2007.  
 
West Hill Energy & Computing, Inc., Impact Evaluation of the 2005 California Low‐
Income Energy Efficiency Program, Final Report,. December 19, 2007 revised January 10, 
2008. 
 
Other States’ Low‐Income Program Assistance Impact On Bills 
APPRISE, Allegheny Power Universal Service Programs, Final Evaluation Report, July 2008 
 
Jacqueline Berger and David Carroll, APPRISE, Energy Affordability Program Design 
Options, January 2007 
 
Roger D. Colton, The Impact of Indiana’s Low‐Income Utility Affordability Programs on 
Nonpayment Disconnections, Sept. 3, 2007. 
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Roger D. Colton, An Outcome Evaluation  of Indiana’s Low‐Income Rate Affordability 
Programs, 2008/2009 Report, August 2009. 
 
Ken Costello, How To Determine The Effectiveness of Energy Assistance Programs, And 
Why It’s Important, National Regulatory Research Institute, December 2009. 
 
John Howat, Jerry McKim, Charlie Harak and Olivia Wein, Tracking the Home Energy 
Needs of Low‐Income Households Through Trend Data on Arrearages and 
Disconnections, National Energy Assistance Director’s Association, May 2004 
 
Rick Kunkle, Washington State Low‐Income Weatherization Program Evaluation Report 
For 2006, Washington State University Extension Energy Program, March 2008 (see 
Table B‐5 on page B‐3). 
 
PA Consulting Group, Maryland Public Service Commission, Electric Universal Service 
Program Evaluation, Final Evaluation Report, May 11, 2007 
 
H. Gil Peach & Associates and Smith & Lehmann, prepared for the State of Nevada, 
SFY2009 Evaluation: Energy and Weatherization Assistance Programs, December 28, 
2009 
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  CC::  DDIISSCCOONNNNEECCTTIIOONN  DDAATTAA  BBYY  UUTTIILLIITTYY  
Disconnection data from 2010 is publicly available at http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/proceedings/R1002005.htm  
 
Blank cells in the tables indicate the utility was not able to provide the historical data. 
 
Because utility bills, payment patterns, and disconnection events are seasonal, it is best to compare the same months from year to year. 
Therefore the annual totals in the tables below only compare data from months in which data is available in both 2009 and 2010. 
 

PG&E All Residential Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 

Accounts With 
Arrears 61‐90 

Days 

Amount Owed From Bills 60 
Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 
Jan  5,311,524  5,260,162  147,708  254,208  12,060  11,368  7,681  8,509  66,661  104,980  221,454  201,024  $112,065,045  $61,639,224 
Feb  5,304,466  5,266,663  172,279  299,941  15,197  14,194  9,655  10,891  67,308  111,877  256,090  241,382  $110,853,359  $69,290,895 
Mar  5,305,894  5,274,437  233,753  353,043  26,352  17,717  16,081  14,220  77,869  125,318  289,164  248,232  $117,247,562  $76,064,001 
Apr  5,310,880  5,273,082  255,404  319,277  29,363  17,776  19,751  14,629  78,885  113,873  284,273  242,276  $113,502,753  $78,119,684 
May  5,314,573  5,271,601  203,242  267,345  33,158  17,201  23,594  14,075  72,257  97,242  278,067  264,030  $108,634,601  $82,240,484 
Jun  5,326,342  5,276,785  232,276  316,157  28,331  21,179  19,354  16,768  77,721  102,346  269,618  266,437  $101,547,763  $82,773,742 
Jul  5,252,091  5,273,856  231,316  138,088  35,641  10,518  24,296  7,494  82,089  77,113  192,230  258,418  $54,193,870  $80,178,177 
Aug  5,245,190  5,285,558  238,168  113,564  29,331  12,251  20,171  8,096  89,632  78,783  204,819  276,336  $51,001,462  $85,052,048 
Sep  5,249,540  5,280,541  275,643  150,851  33,243  12,542  23,163  9,047  94,492  92,506  221,784  246,569  $56,144,942  $89,202,778 
Oct  5,257,410  5,282,066  271,343  191,182  14,985  16,296  13,284  12,729  91,791  96,017  91,766   65  $61,768,478  1  
Nov  5,257,512  5,282,721  190,937  196,679  9,835  14,562  7,932  11,946  76,127  94,370  104,182     $64,115,100    
Dec  5,258,060  5,287,220  250,507  217,266  4,720  13,467  4,101  11,178  91,048  104,317  100,674     $64,471,515    

                                            
ANNUAL 
TOTAL  5,282,790  5,276,224  2,702,576  2,817,601  272,216  179,071  189,063  139,582  965,880  1,198,742  209,510  249,412  $84,628,871  $78,284,559 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (average Jan‐Sep)  (average Jan‐Sep) 

                                                 
65 Utilities delay reporting the dollars and accounts past‐due until after they make their quarterly performance public. Monthly dollars in arrears data for October, November and 
December 2010 will be provided on March 25, 2011 in the utilities’ March disconnection reports. 
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PG&E Residential CARE Customer Data 

This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 
Jan  1,137,916  1,367,674  38,851  114,342  4,355  5,001  2,991  3,825  32,114  55,923  78,468  88,892  $27,738,392  $20,893,989 
Feb  1,145,358  1,399,757  46,191  134,925  5,106  6,173  3,629  4,895  31,978  58,753  92,433  106,740  $28,994,205  $23,893,045 
Mar  1,159,954  1,430,889  68,032  155,689  8,531  7,497  5,516  6,153  37,339  68,190  105,597  109,191  $33,495,972  $26,278,822 
Apr  1,176,257  1,441,926  82,709  141,714  10,320  7,652  7,441  6,380  40,081  63,282  102,295  105,238  $33,182,405  $27,346,666 
May  1,191,719  1,448,955  66,213  119,260  11,732  7,364  8,943  6,141  35,577  54,250  99,352  114,102  $32,432,768  $29,000,637 
Jun  1,207,722  1,463,197  82,557  142,387  10,474  9,216  7,513  7,414  34,947  57,628  98,424  115,578  $30,880,452  $29,548,128 
Jul  1,223,447  1,460,731  85,129  57,600  12,825  4,152  9,282  2,945  39,122  40,579  76,048  115,578  $17,397,545  $29,011,753 
Aug  1,245,640  1,473,872  95,615  45,391  11,236  4,892  8,091  3,227  43,731  40,310  85,926  125,075  $17,228,916  $32,296,408 
Sep  1,272,837  1,479,574  112,249  64,342  12,515  5,256  9,381  3,752  46,109  50,553  89,729  111,583  $17,877,346  $34,597,426 
Oct  1,297,145  1,490,404  112,771  85,877  6,087  7,251  5,354  5,621   44,928  53,691   91,766   1  $19,534,199  1  
Nov  1,320,082  1,490,577  77,896  90,303  4,201  7,022  3,329  5,740   38,581  54,379   104,182     $21,577,620    
Dec  1,351,415  1,499,942  113,324   97,819  2,141  6,281  1,811  5,246   48,488  59,905   100,674     $21,504,152    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  1,227,458  1,453,958  981,537  1,249,649  99,523  77,757  73,281  61,339  472,995  657,443  92,030  110,220  $26,580,889  $28,096,319 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (average Jan‐Sep)  (average Jan‐Sep) 

 

                                                 
1 Utilities delay reporting the dollars and accounts past‐due until after they make their quarterly performance public. Monthly dollars in arrears data for October, November and 
December 2010 will be provided on March 25, 2011 in the utilities’ March disconnection reports. 
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PG&E Residential Except CARE Customer Data 

This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 
Jan  4,173,608  3,892,488  108,857  139,866  7,705  6,367  4,690  4,684  34,547  49,057  142,986  112,132  $84,326,653  $40,745,235 
Feb  4,159,108  3,866,906  126,088  165,016  10,091  8,021  6,026  5,996  35,330  53,124  163,657  134,642  $81,859,154  $45,397,850 
Mar  4,145,940  3,843,548  165,721  197,354  17,821  10,220  10,565  8,067  40,530  57,128  183,567  139,041  $83,751,590  $49,785,179 
Apr  4,134,623  3,831,156  172,695  177,563  19,043  10,124  12,310  8,249  38,804  50,591  181,978  137,038  $80,320,348  $50,773,018 
May  4,122,854  3,822,646  137,029  148,085  21,426  9,837  14,651  7,934  36,680  42,992  178,715  149,928  $76,201,834  $53,239,847 
Jun  4,118,620  3,813,588  149,719  173,770  17,857  11,963  11,841  9,354  42,774  44,718  171,194  150,859  $70,667,311  $53,225,614 
Jul  4,028,644  3,813,125  146,187  80,488  22,816  6,366  15,014  4,549  42,967  36,534  116,182  142,840  $36,796,325  $51,166,424 
Aug  3,999,550  3,811,686  142,553  68,173  18,095  7,359  12,080  4,869  45,901  38,473  118,893  151,261  $33,772,546  $52,755,640 
Sep  3,976,703  3,800,967  163,394  86,509  20,728  7,286  13,782  5,295  48,383  41,953  132,055  134,986  $38,267,596  $54,605,352 
Oct  3,960,265  3,791,662  158,572  105,305  8,898  9,045  7,930  7,108  46,863  42,326    1   $42,234,279   1 
Nov  3,937,430  3,792,144  113,041  106,376  5,634  7,540  4,603  6,206  37,546  39,991       $42,537,480    
Dec  3,906,645  3,787,278  137,183  119,447  2,579  7,186  2,290  5,932  42,560  44,412       $42,967,363    
                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  4,055,333  3,822,266  1,721,039  1,567,952  172,693  101,314  115,782  78,243  492,885  541,299  154,359  139,192  $65,107,040  $50,188,240 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (average Jan‐Sep)  (average Jan‐Sep) 

                                                 
1 Utilities delay reporting the dollars and accounts past‐due until after they make their quarterly performance public. Monthly dollars in arrears data for October, November and 
December 2010 will be provided on March 25, 2011 in the utilities’ March disconnection reports. 
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PG&E Disconnects
 monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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PGE Reconnects
 monthly percentage of disconnects,  3 month rolling average
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PG&E 48-Hour Notices
monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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PG&E Payment Arrangements Initiated
monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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SCE All Residential Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 

60 Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  4,186,350  4,204,205     118,644  29,017  3,640  1,321   2,669     165,974  197,527     90,527     $13,461,324 

Feb  4,187,112  4,208,016     232,915  27,273  21,657  1,010   15,632     138,863  171,471     68,881     $11,146,023 

Mar  4,188,205     4,209,050      479,938  32,247  25,242  1,766   19,294  151,521  171,370     67,153     $11,046,495 

Apr  4,189,638     4,211,863      474,024  30,996  25,129  2,367   19,080  139,198  147,673     76,131  $6,516,369  $11,816,752 

May  4,191,051     4,214,874      420,511  27,391  25,544  2,027   19,759  139,021  132,913     71,724  $6,722,793  $11,563,467 

Jun  4,190,455     4,215,401      417,439  29,489  23,439  1,855   17,595  155,735  143,455     75,647  $5,941,677  $11,706,619 

Jul  4,192,472     4,217,851      453,503  26,018  21,458  1,649   16,015  165,570  150,781     73,770  $5,559,777  $11,510,974 

Aug  4193059     4,219,657   452,461  451,456  24,546  24,654  1,452   18,316  193,181  176,413  40,225  69,714  $5,359,503  $11,548,381 

Sep  4,195,386     4,221,817   518,830  478,851  28,673  22,163  1,409   16,223  209,669  185,596  33,256  73,490  $4,587,452  $12,750,648 

Oct  4,197,501  4223680  557,126  498,489  26,936  22,229  1,315   16,282  212,349  169,627  48,343  86,488  $4,070,654   1 

Nov  4,199,327  4224293  431,033  450,093  20,082  18,015  878   14,984  188,715  157,578  59,871  102,620  $5,799,211    

Dec  4,201,024  4224884  251,702  503,808  11,637  12,707  699   11,064  199,049  165,840  75,525  112,371  $7,223,642    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  4,192,632  4,216,299     4,979,671  314,305  245,877  17,748  186,913  2,058,845  1,970,244  51,444  88,937  $5,781,262  $11,816,140 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (average Aug‐Dec)  (average Apr‐Sep) 

 

                                                 
1 Utilities delay reporting the dollars and accounts past‐due until after they make their quarterly performance public. Monthly dollars in arrears data for October, November and 
December 2010 will be provided on March 25, 2011 in the utilities’ March disconnection reports. 
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SCE Residential CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers66  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With Arrears 

61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  1,102,274  1,202,227           50,288  9,240  1,520          6,748  1,233         119,726           95,059     $11,469,181 

Feb  1,104,863  1,216,743           94,833  9,247  7,875          7,028  6,207         103,303           83,567     $10,048,566 

Mar  1,101,691  1,232,620        200,050  11057  9,097          8,245  7,268         105,003        110,503  $5,862,803  $12,220,097 

Apr  1,116,348  1,253,213        198,487  10936        10,168          9,419  7,830   64,925        90,188        109,171  $5,040,786  $12,630,247 

May  1,120,197  1,268,839        181,344  9,809        10,943          8,350  8,646   66,021        80,967           98,695  $4,930,972  $11,606,715 

Jun  1,128,681  1,276,317        183,051  11,019        10,004          9,103  7,721   74,853        87,028           98,788  $5,672,057  $11,054,785 

Jul  1,139,652  1,289,444        203,671  9,452          9,454          7,977  7,215   80,949        89,577           92,331  $5,824,186  $11,014,237 

Aug  1,151,535  1,300,327  177,027     207,345  8,966        11,038          7,269  8,316   92850        99,875        57,929     101,170  $4,904,950  $12,157,180 

Sep  1,157,083  1,307,988     209,909      222,805  11,145          9,785          8,813  7,306      104,680     107,561        59,434     130,953  $5,790,190  $16,594,405 

Oct  1,162,900  1,320,277     224,418   233,215   10,189  9,908           8,476  7,380      106,178  97,489         76,295     121,313  $8,562,507    

Nov  1,176,716  1,331,941     174,206   212,303   7,453  8,130           5,952  6,885         94,696  91,569         86,615     127,718  $10,740,852    

Dec  1,187,835  1,335,597     103,803   235,264   4,417  5,631           3,621  5,045      101,875  96,829      110,833  144,849  $12,060,944    

                                            
ANNUAL 
TOTAL  1,137,481  1,277,961     2,222,656  112,930  103,553  91,001  81,052     1,169,115  78,221  125,201  $5,432,278  $12,468,238 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (average of Aug‐Dec)  (average of Mar‐Sep) 

 

                                                 
66 SCE includes in its CARE customer count reported monthly CARE submetered customers. DRA adjusted the SCE CARE customer count to remove an estimate of submetered 
customers for a more even comparison between CARE‐nonCARE data and among the four utilities. 
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SCE Residential Except CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 

Accounts With 
Arrears 61‐90 

Days 

Amount Owed From Bills 60 
Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  3,084,076  3,001,978     68,356         19,777  2,120   15999  1,436        92,289  77801     41,085     $13,637,489 

Feb  3,082,249  2,991,273     138,082         18,026  13,782   15200  9,425        77,484  68168     31,111     $11,633,945 

Mar  3,086,514  2,976,430     279,888         21,190  16,145   17536  12,026     66367     28,440  $9,753,568  $13,092,991 

Apr  3,073,290  2,958,650     275,537         20,060  14,961   16518  11,250  74273  57485     30,105  $7,755,717  $12,025,971 

May  3,070,854  2,946,035     239,167         17,582  14,601   14541  11,113  73000  51946     26,953  $7,880,932  $10,011,188 

Jun  3,061,774  2,939,084     234,388         18,470  13,435   14753  9,874  80882  56427     28,497  $7,845,183  $9,813,499 

Jul  3,052,820  2,928,407     249,832         16,566  12,004   13486  8,800  84621  61204     26,720  $7,908,215  $9,090,381 

Aug  3,041,524  2,919,330  275,434   244,111         15,580  13,616   12247  10,000  100331  76538  18,682  25,173  $6,228,718  $10,011,726 

Sep  3,038,303  2,913,829  308,921   256,046         17,528  12,378   13,536  8,917  104989  78035  15,934  26,936  $7,676,015  $14,296,728 

Oct  3,034,601  2,903,403  332,708   265,274         16,747  12,321   13,672  8,902  106171  72138  22,249  30,655  $10,341,427    

Nov  3,022,611  2,892,352  256,827   237,790         12,629  9,885   9,983  8,099  94019  66009  27,436  37,028  $13,327,986    

Dec  3,013,189  2,889,287  147,899   268,544           7,220  7,076   6,029  6,019  97174  69011  33,994  39,853  $14,769,360    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  3,055,150  2,938,338     2,757,015  201,375  142,324  163,500  105,861     801,129  23,659  31,929  $7,864,050  $11,191,783 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months) 
(average of Aug‐

Dec)  (average of Mar‐Sep) 
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SCE Disconnects
monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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SCE Reconnects
monthly percentage of disconnects, 3 month rolling average
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SCE 48-Hour Notices
monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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SCE
 Payment Arrangements Initiated

monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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67 Break in chart due to the utility’s inability to provide historical data 
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SDG&E All Residential Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers68  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  1,229,000  1,239,341  23,820   19,977   1,832   1,342   1,321   912   5,723   8,214      115,192      $8,083,247 

Feb  1,229,738  1,239,465  19,062   21,703   1,394   1,893   1,010   1,409   5,214   11,052      107,639      $8,014,710 

Mar  1,230,069  1,240,574  25,333   28,250   2,324   2,207   1,766   1,637   5,870   18,020      114,609   $8,629,018  $9,613,115 

Apr  1,231,053  1,241,636  24,572   28,531   3,042   1,891   2,367   1,392   6,025   16,692      117,359   $8,437,603  $10,144,748 

May  1,231,728  1,242,359  21,892   23,799   2,547   2,117   2,027   1,601   5,618   14,734      113,533   $8,183,056  $10,355,866 

Jun  1,232,501  1,242,664  22,015   23,929   2,511   1,837   1,855   1,319   4,832   15,070   119,284   122,089   $8,256,890  $10,742,219 

Jul  1,233,982  1,243,809  23,840   23,332   2,270   1,568   1,649   1,148   5,219   15,584   112,808   114,940   $7,921,897  $10,686,290 

Aug  1,235,100  1,244,304  24,771   25,230   1,963   2,000   1,452   1,462   5,474   17,002      106,940      $10,539,060 

Sep  1,235,390  1,244,463  23,640   22,014   1,959   1,357   1,409   1,033   7,365   16,273   109,016   112,148   $7,769,406  $9,583,936 

Oct  1,236,917  1,246,186  22,910   19,954   1,822   1,803   1,315   1,305   7,608   15,953   115,773   105,183   $7,398,638    

Nov  1,237,695  1,246,622  20,700   19,481   1,191   1,795   878   1,319   7,172   16,942   118,151      $8,002,295    

Dec  1,238,148  1,247,045  24,371   19,462   874   1,318   699   1,051   7,666   16,613   122,564      $8,433,977    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  1,233,443  1,243,206  276,926  275,662  23,729  21,128  17,748  15,588  73,786  182,149  113,703  116,392  $8,199,645  $10,187,696 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (average of Jun, Jul, Sep)  (average of Mar‐Jul, Sep) 

 

                                                 
68 SDG&E did not provide customer counts for its nonCARE customers for January and February 2009 so DRA estimated these counts based on SDG&E’s previous data submission of 
active meters.  
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SDG&E Residential CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  232,357   260,428   7,687   7,629  673   566   516  405   2,701  4,164     51,092      $3,390,084 

Feb  234,755   261,033   5,870   7,739  520   784   415  620   2,368  5,636     47,146      $3,335,391 

Mar  236,993   261,005   8,326   10,601  861   861   692  694   2,822  9,273     50,841   $3,119,558  $4,064,763 

Apr  239,826   262,404   8,116   10,706  1,133  710   941  556   2,924  8,857     52,386   $3,128,307  $4,266,948 

May  242,878   263,947   7,339   8,677  1,010  883   855  683   2,805  7,889     51,955   $3,062,836  $4,446,038 

Jun  244,314   265,108   7,554   9,124  994   802   751  634   2,382  8,186  169,954  56,281   $3,107,868  $4,669,003 

Jul  245,831   272,209  8,343   9,410  870   712   659  539   2,688  8,766  172,861  53,624  $3,035,541  $4,709,547 

Aug  247,928   273,854  9,114   10,222  825   895   626  689   2,685  9,506     50,028     $4,766,063 

Sep  250,909   276,823  8,543   9,082  810   634   615  529   3,642  9,415  146,553  52,140  $3,131,984  $4,300,230 

Oct  255,313   280,121   8,174   8,269  746   833   568  649   3,717  9,109  149,490     $2,977,624    

Nov  257,205   283,103   7,514   8,085  508   818   395  630   3,642  9,598  157,093     $3,240,506    

Dec  261,023   283,428   9,350   8,418  370   644   310  538   3,961  9,456   166,681     $3,520,685    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  245,778  270,289  95,930  107,962  9,320  9,142  7,343  7,166  36,337  99,855  163,123 54,015  $3,097,682  $4,409,421 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (average of Jun, Jul, Sep)  (average of Mar‐Jul, Sep) 
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SDG&E Residential Except CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers69  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 

Accounts With 
Arrears 61‐90 

Days 

Amount Owed From Bills 60 
Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  996,643   978,913   16,133   12,348  1,159   776   805  507   3,022   4,050      64,100      $4,693,163 

Feb  994,983   978,432   13,192   13,964  874   1,109   595  789   2,846   5,416      60,493      $4,679,319 

Mar  993,076   979,569   17,007   17,649  1,463   1,346   1,074  943   3,048   8,747      63,768   $5,509,460  $5,548,352 

Apr  991,227   979,232   16,456   17,825  1,909   1,181   1,426  836   3,101   7,835      64,973   $5,309,296  $5,877,801 

May  988,850   978,412   14,553   15,122  1,537   1,234   1,172  918   2,813   6,845      61,578   $5,120,220  $5,909,828 

Jun  988,187   977,556   14,461   14,805  1,517   1,035   1,104  685   2,450   6,884   69,525   65,808   $5,149,023  $6,073,217 

Jul  988,151   971,600   15,497   13,922  1,400   856   990  609   2,531   6,818   65,607   61,316   $4,886,356  $5,976,743 

Aug  987,172   970,450   15,657   15,008  1,138   1,105   826  773   2,789   7,496      56,912      $5,772,997 

Sep  984,481   967,640   15,097   12,932  1,149   723   794  504   3,723   6,858   63,171   60,008   $4,637,422  $5,283,706 

Oct  981,604   966,065   14,736   11,685  1,076   970   747  656   3,891   6,844   66,906   55,998   $4,421,014    

Nov  980,490   963,519   13,186   11,396  683   977   483  689   3,530   7,344   68,385      $4,761,789    

Dec  977,125   963,617   15,021   11,044  504   674   389  513   3,705   7,157   69,454      $4,913,292    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  987,666  972,917  180,996  167,700  14,409  11,986  10,405  8,422  37,449  82,294  66,101  62,377 $5,101,963  $5,778,274 

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months) 
(average of Jun, Jul, 

Sep)  (average of Mar‐Jul, Sep) 

 

                                                 
69 SDG&E did not provide customer counts for its nonCARE customers for January and February 2009 so DRA estimated these counts based on SDG&E’s previous data submission of 
active meters.  
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SDG&E Reconnects
 monthly percentage of disconnects, 3 month rolling average

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

80.00%

90.00%

Ja
nu

ar
y

M
ar

ch

M
ay Ju

ly
Sep

te
m

be
r

Nov
em

be
r

Ja
nu

ar
y

M
ar

ch

M
ay Ju

ly
Sep

te
m

be
r

Nov
em

be
r

Ja
nu

ar
y

M
ar

ch

M
ay Ju

ly
Sep

te
m

be
r

Nov
em

be
r

All 

CARE

non-CARE

2008 2009 2010

 



Appendices ‐ Status of Energy Utility Service Disconnections in California 

18‐A 

 
 

SDG&E 48-Hour Notices
monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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SDG&E
 Payment Arrangements Initiated

monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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SoCalGas All Residential Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 

Accounts With 
Arrears 61‐90 

Days 

Amount Owed From Bills 60 
Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  5,264,867  5,291,641  58,018  93,854  12,217  10,686  8,230  6,462  109,529  111,867     458,381     $14,667,727 

Feb  5,268,729  5,297,836  125,555  105,858  11,565  11,745  8,976  8,456  114,630  115,635     406,244     $18,116,193 

Mar  5,272,227  5,302,707  107,004  140,804  14,726  14,931  10,658  10,618  131,957  143,152     500,341     $29,234,256 

Apr  5,274,035  5,306,324  118,772  136,120  14,557  14,346  10,408  10,559  120,250  129,503     533,794     $33,126,392 

May  5,272,936  5,308,749  107,878  113,858  14,012  13,748  9,704  10,204  104,457  107,261     564,745     $31,286,777 

Jun  5,270,004  5,308,796  99,380  135,822  15,121  12,839  10,274  8,928  95,030  111,092     570,747     $28,017,837 

Jul  5,265,457  5,307,405  99,020  140,366  13,687  11,898  8,390  8,228  91,821  108,559     555,396     $24,376,883 

Aug  5,264,838  5,309,138  88,800  136,935  12,934  12,761  8,855  8,702  85,913  102,007     536,248     $19,727,424 

Sep  5,265,525  5,312,337  80,033  121,066  11,914  11,596  8,308  8,620  76,592  92,255     552,254     $16,930,583 

Oct  5,269,281  5,316,811  77,440  117,900  11,942  11,003  9,120  9,066  77,874  92,356  542,381     $9,160,720    

Nov  5,275,335  5,321,585  68,605  101,985  8,688  8,475  7,503  7,002  75,091  81,784  541,708     $8,965,921    

Dec  5,282,847  5,327,408  80,842  123,865  6,814  5,410  6,360  5,732  88,537  104,673  588,477     $13,726,958    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  5,270,507  5,309,228  1,111,347  1,468,433  148,177  139,438  106,786  102,577  1,171,681  1,300,144             

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months) 
no comparable months 

yet  no comparable months yet 
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SoCalGas Residential CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  1,441,382   1,571,380   40,433   40,658  4,932   4,546   3,658  2,972   50,917  54,566     212,652     $7,353,022 

Feb  1,450,810   1,573,709   42,578   44,631  4,614   4,750   3,907  3,841   50,682  53,950     186,981     $8,217,845 

Mar  1,458,525   1,584,793   49,209   59,158  5,636   6,233   4,494  4,684   56,871  64,700     234,890     $13,062,433 

Apr  1,481,315   1,614,136   47,000   58,370  5,831   6,334   4,460  4,886   54,734  61,539     256,165     $15,369,725 

May  1,493,227   1,633,528   42,911   52,348  5,717   6,438   4,250  4,980   48,829  53,196     272,758     $15,161,907 

Jun     1,494,052   1,656,356   40,086   66,100  6,375   6,433   4,697  4,599   44,828  58,143     275,041     $13,937,416 

Jul  1,510,316   1,676,643  41,735   70,369  5,881   6,201   3,848  4,534   45,232  58,711     268,614     $12,658,915 

Aug  1,520,244   1,689,241  37,999   68,359  5,720   6,671   4,210  4,785   43,064  55,183     264,021     $11,003,708 

Sep  1,531,174   1,685,144  34,087   61,675  5,323   6,063   4,034  4,807   38,655  50,499     271,561     $9,955,573 

Oct  1,534,382   1,697,404   33,242   58,034  5,325   5,604   4,421  4,992   37,757  49,983  240,309   273,924   $5,892,268    

Nov  1,542,309   1,707,036   29,550   49,889  3,843   4,263   3,519  3,734   36,704  44,165  243,313      $5,884,919    

Dec  1,560,543   1,714,044   34,990   60,417  3,015   2,705   2,992  2,936   43,268  56,230  269,757      $7,473,433    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  1,501,523  1,650,285  473,820  690,008  62,212  66,241  48,490  51,750  551,541  660,865             

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  no comparable months yet  no comparable months yet 
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SoCalGas Residential Except CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  3,823,485   3,720,261   53,196   17,585  7,285   6,140   4,572  3,490   58,612   57,301      245,729     $7,314,705 

Feb  3,817,919   3,724,127   61,227   82,977  6,951   6,995   5,069  4,615   63,948   61,685      219,263     $9,898,348 

Mar  3,813,702   3,717,914   81,646   57,795  9,090   8,698   6,164  5,934   75,086   78,452      265,451     $16,171,822 

Apr  3,792,720   3,692,188   77,750   71,772  8,726   8,012   5,948  5,673   65,516   67,964      277,629     $17,756,667 

May  3,779,709   3,675,221   61,510   64,967  8,295   7,310   5,454  5,224   55,628   54,065      291,987     $16,124,871 

Jun  3,775,952   3,652,440   69,722   59,294  8,746   6,406   5,577  4,329   50,202   52,949      295,706     $14,080,421 

Jul  3,755,141   3,630,762  69,997   57,285  7,806   5,697   4,542  3,694   46,589   49,848      286,782     $11,717,968 

Aug  3,744,594   3,619,897  68,576   50,801  7,214   6,090   4,645  3,917   42,849   46,824      272,227     $8,723,716 

Sep  3,734,351   3,627,193  59,391   45,946  6,591   5,533   4,274  3813  37,937   41,756      280,693     $6,975,009 

Oct  3,734,899   3,619,407   59,866   44,198  6,617   5,399   4,699  4074  40,117   42,373   302,072      $3,268,452    

Nov  3,733,026   3,614,549   52,096   39,055  4,845   4,212   3,984  3268  38,387   37,619   298,395      $3,081,002    

Dec  3,722,304   3,613,364   63,448   45,852  3,799   2,705   3,368  2796  45,269   48,443   318,720      $6,253,526    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  3,768,984  3,658,944  778,425  637,527  85,965  73,197  58,296  50,827 620,140  639,279             

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  no comparable months yet  no comparable months yet 
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SoCalGas Disconnects
 monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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SoCalGas Reconnects
 monthly percentage of disconnects, 3 month rolling average
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SoCalGas 48-Hour Notices
monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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SoCalGas
Payment Arrangements Initiated

monthly rate, 3 month rolling average
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70 Break in chart due to the utility’s inability to provide historical data 
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  DD::  CCOOMMPPAARRAATTIIVVEE  DDIISSCCOONNNNEECCTTIIOONN  DDAATTAA  22000077‐‐22001100,,  BBYY  
UUTTIILLIITTYY  AANNDD  FFOOUURR  UUTTIILLIITTIIEESS  CCOOMMBBIINNEEDD  
 

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas All Residential Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects  Payment Arrangements 
Accounts With Arrears 

61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  15,991,741  15,995,349     486,683  55,126  27,036  39,979  18,552  347,887  422,588     955,162     $109,496,868 

Feb  15,990,045  16,011,980     660,417  55,429  49,489  41,869  36,388  326,015  410,035     913,041     $117,104,309 

Mar  15,996,395  16,026,768     1,002,035  75,649  60,097  54,286  45,769     457,860     1,064,912     $140,224,460 

Apr  16,005,606  16,032,905     957,952  77,958  59,142  58,463  45,660  344,358  407,741     1,082,796     $146,047,042 

May  16,010,288  16,037,583     825,513  77,108  58,610  58,216  45,639  321,353  352,150     1,107,153     $145,501,030 

Jun  16,019,302  16,043,646     893,347  75,452  59,294  55,339  44,610  333,318  371,963     1,123,967     $142,402,082 

Jul  15,944,002  16,042,921     755,289  77,616  45,442  55,798  32,885  344,699  352,037     1,079,519     $135,345,968 

Aug  15,938,187  16,058,657  804,200  727,185  68,774  51,666  49,994  36,576  374,200  374,205     1,083,783     $137,487,437 

Sep  15,945,841  16,059,158  898,146  772,782  75,789  47,658  55,229  34,923  388,118  386,630     1,127,940     $146,608,430 

Oct  15,961,109  16,068,743  928,819  827,525  55,685  51,331  45,867  39,382  389,622  373,953  892,991     $86,413,999    

Nov  15,969,869  16,075,221  711,275  768,238  39,796  42,847  32,248  35,251  347,105  350,674  930,171     $92,071,038    

Dec  15,980,079  16,086,557  607,422  864,401  24,045  32,902  20,810  29,025  386,300  391,443  1,020,652     $100,713,594    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  15,979,372  16,044,957  3,949,862  9,541,367  758,427  585,514  568,098  444,660  3,902,975  4,651,279             

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months) 
no comparable months 

yet  no comparable months yet 
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PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas Residential CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 60 

Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  3,913,929  4,401,709     212,917  19,200  11,633  13,913  8,435     234,379     447,695     $43,106,276 

Feb  3,935,786  4,451,242     282,128  19,487  19,582  14,979  15,563     221,642     424,434     $45,494,846 

Mar  3,957,163  4,509,307     425,498  26,085  23,688  18,947  18,799     247,166     505,425     $55,626,115 

Apr  4,013,746  4,571,679     409,277  28,220  24,864  22,261  19,652     223,866     522,960     $59,613,585 

May  4,048,021  4,615,269     361,629  28,268  25,628  22,398  20,450     196,302     537,510     $60,215,296 

Jun  4,074,769  4,660,978     400,662  28,862  26,455  22,064  20,368     210,985     545,688     $59,209,332 

Jul  4,119,246  4,699,027     341,050  29,028  20,519  21,766  15,233     197,633     530,147     $57,394,452 

Aug  4,165,347  4,737,294     331,317  26,747  23,496  20,196  17,017     204,874     540,294     $60,223,358 

Sep  4,212,003  4,749,529  364,788  357,904  29,793  21,738  22,843  16,394  193,086  218,028     566,237     $65,447,635 

Oct  4,249,740  4,788,206  378,605  385,395  22,347  23,596  18,819  18,642  192,580  210,272  457,237     $36,966,598    

Nov  4,296,312  4,812,657  289,166  360,580  16,005  20,233  13,195  16,989  173,623  199,711  483,876     $41,443,897    

Dec  4,360,816  4,833,011  261,467  401,918  9,943  15,261  8,734  13,765  197,592  222,420  534,374     $44,559,214    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  4,112,240  4,652,492  1,294,026  4,270,275 283,985  256,693  220,115  201,307  756,881  2,587,278             

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  no comparable months yet  no comparable months yet 
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PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas Residential Except CARE Customer Data 
This table counts number of occurrences. One customer account may experience multiple occurrences. 

Month  Customers  Disconnect Notices  Disconnects  Reconnects 
Payment 

Arrangements 
Accounts With 

Arrears 61‐90 Days 
Amount Owed From Bills 

60 Days and Older 

   2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010  2009  2010 

Jan  12,077,812  11,593,640     273,766  35,926  15,403  26,066  10,117     188,209     507,467     $66,390,592 

Feb  12,054,259  11,560,738     378,289  35,942  29,907  26,890  20,825     188,393     488,607     $71,609,462 

Mar  12,039,232  11,517,461     576,537  49,564  36,409  35,339  26,970     210,694     559,487     $84,598,345 

Apr  11,991,860  11,461,226     548,675  49,738  34,278  36,202  26,008     183,875     559,836     $86,433,457 

May  11,962,267  11,422,314     463,884  48,840  32,982  35,818  25,189     155,848     569,643     $85,285,734 

Jun  11,944,533  11,382,668     492,685  46,590  32,839  33,275  24,242     160,978     578,279     $83,192,751 

Jul  11,824,756  11,343,894     414,239  48,588  24,923  34,032  17,652     154,404     549,372     $77,951,516 

Aug  11,772,840  11,321,363     395,868  42,027  28,170  29,798  19,559     169,331     543,489     $77,264,079 

Sep  11,733,838  11,309,629  533,358  414,878  45,996  25,920  32,386  18,529  195,032  168,602     561,703     $81,161,079 

Oct  11,711,369  11,280,537  550,214  442,130  33,338  27,735  27,048  20,740  197,042  163,681  435,754     $60,265,173    

Nov  11,673,557  11,262,564  422,109  407,658  23,791  22,614  19,053  18,262  173,482  150,963  446,295     $63,708,256    

Dec  11,619,263  11,253,546  345,955  462,483  14,102  17,641  12,076  15,260  188,708  169,023  486,278     $68,903,541    

                                            

ANNUAL 
TOTAL  11,867,132  11,392,465  1,851,636  5,271,092  474,442  328,821  347,983  243,353  754,264  2,064,001             

   (average all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  (sum all months)  no comparable months yet  no comparable months yet 
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The tables below compare rates of disconnection events using two sets of data. The first set of data, the basis for the tables below labeled “All 
Occurrences, As % of Accounts” counts each occurrence during the year (one customer account may experience multiple occurrences) and presents the 
rate as a percentage of accounts. It is conventional in other state and national disconnection analyses to present the rate this way, despite the fact that 
the multiple occurrences make the rate appear to affect a greater percentage of the customer base than are actually affected.  
 
The second set of data, the basis for the tables below labeled “Accounts With One or More Occurrence, as % of Accounts,” counts only the customer 
accounts affected one or more times during the year, and thus reflects the percentage of the customer base actually affected, with the following caveat: 
 
*Note regarding data tables “Accounts With One Or More Occurrence” broken down by CARE and All Residential Except CARE: In order to present this data separated by CARE status, 
we must assume the customer’s CARE status remains the same for the entire calendar year and the following month in which the CARE status data is run. Because the account status 
data is captured at a different time than the disconnection occurrence data, this is not actually the case. The data for the All Residential table does not have this problem. Because net 
CARE churn is an overall small percentage of total customers enrolled in CARE, DRA believes the tables separated by CARE and All Residential Except CARE still provide much‐needed 
insight into how much of the customer base is affected by the events. 
 

  48-HOUR NOTICES OF DISCONNECTION (All Occurrences, As % of Accounts) 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007  63% 138% 23%     106% 179%      51% 125%   

2008  50% 141% 26%     81% 182% 43%     42% 126% 22%  

2009  51%  22% 21%    79%  39% 32%    42%  18% 17% 

2010 59% 54% 112% 23% 26%   92% 86% 173% 40% 42%   46% 41% 94% 17% 21% 

                  

  48-HOUR NOTICES OF DISCONNECTION (Accounts With One or More Occurrence, As % of Accounts)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   22% 36% 8%       34%           19%       

2008   19% 36% 9%       26%   14%       17%   7%   

2009   19% 35% 8%       31%   14%       15%   6%   

2010 19% 19% 32% 8% 12%   31% 31% 48% 15% 20%   13% 15% 18% 6% 9% 

                  

  48-HOUR NOTICE OF DISCONNECTION (Average Occurrence Per Account Receiving 2-Day Notice)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   2.87 3.88 2.92       3.11   2.95       2.75   2.90   

2008   2.67 3.87 2.99       3.11   2.99       2.50   2.98   

2009   2.68   2.86       2.56   2.49       2.75   2.92   

2010 3.08 2.76 3.67 2.74 2.38   2.97 2.73 3.63 2.64 2.10   3.11 2.79 3.70 2.80 2.37 
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  DISCONNECTIONS (All Occurrences, As % of Accounts) 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007 4.54% 4.00% 7.28% 2.13% 3.45%     5.69%     4.14%     3.52%     3.22% 

2008 4.92% 4.40% 7.89% 2.10% 3.75%   6.67% 7.28% 9.19% 4.00% 4.65%   4.38% 3.64% 7.44% 1.68% 3.42% 

2009 4.75% 5.15% 7.50% 1.92% 2.81%   6.94% 8.17% 9.96% 3.81% 4.15%   3.99% 4.24% 6.58% 1.46% 2.28% 

2010 3.65% 3.39% 5.83% 1.70% 2.63%   5.52% 5.35% 8.08% 3.39% 4.02%   2.89% 2.65% 4.84% 1.23% 2.00% 

                  

  DISCONNECTIONS (Accounts With One or More Occurrence, As % of Accounts)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   3.17% 5.56% 1.73%       4.50%           2.79%       

2008   3.95% 6.25% 1.72%       6.15%   3.30%       3.37%   1.37%   

2009 3.87% 4.11% 6.02% 1.57% 2.46%     5.36%   3.12% 3.66%     3.73%   1.19% 1.98% 

2010 3.04% 2.85% 4.65% 1.44% 2.32%   4.70% 4.03% 7.29% 2.90% 3.57%   2.12% 2.40% 2.44% 1.03% 1.76% 

                  

  DISCONNECTIONS (Average Occurrence Per Account Disconnected)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   1.26 1.31 1.23       1.27   1.23       1.26   1.24   

2008   1.11 1.26 1.22       1.19   1.21       1.08   1.23   

2009 1.23 1.25 1.25 1.22 1.14     1.51   1.21 1.13     1.14   1.23 1.15 

2010 1.20 1.19 1.25 1.18 1.13   1.17 1.33 1.11 1.17 1.12   1.22 1.11 1.39 1.19 1.14 

                  

  RECONNECTIONS (All Occurrences, As % of Disconnections) 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   72% 82% 75% 74%     77%     79%     70%     72% 

2008 74% 67% 81% 76% 72%   77% 72% 82% 80% 76%   72% 64% 80% 73% 70% 

2009 76% 71% 81% 75% 73%   78% 75% 81% 79% 79%   75% 70% 81% 72% 69% 

2010 76% 77% 76% 74% 75%   79% 78% 79% 78% 80%   74% 77% 74% 70% 71% 

                  

  RECONNECTIONS (Accounts With One or More Occurrence, As % of Accounts)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   2.31% 4.60% 1.24%       3.50%           1.98%       

2008   2.73% 5.05% 1.25%       4.56%   2.56%       2.25%   0.96%   

2009 2.97% 3.02% 4.93% 1.14% 1.78%     4.98%   2.40% 2.86%     2.43%   0.82% 1.35% 

2010 2.41% 2.24% 3.89% 1.05% 1.71%   3.98% 3.56% 6.36% 2.25% 2.79%   1.59% 1.74% 1.96% 0.71% 1.22% 
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  RECONNECTIONS (Average Occurrence Per Account Reconnected)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   1.23 1.30 1.29       1.23   1.27       1.23   1.30   

2008   1.05 1.26 1.27       1.12   1.24       1.02   1.29   

2009 1.20 1.18 1.23 1.26 1.14     1.20   1.24 1.13     1.18   1.28 1.15 

2010 1.28 1.60 1.14 1.20 1.13   1.09 1.19 1.00 1.18 1.12   1.21 1.17 1.28 1.21 1.14 

                  

  DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DISCONNECTIONS AND RECONNECTIONS (Accounts With One or More Occurrence)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   0.85% 0.95% 0.49%       1.00%           0.81%       

2008   1.22% 1.20% 0.47%       1.59%   0.74%       1.12%   0.41%   

2009 1% 1.09% 1.09% 0.44% 0.68%     0.38%   0.72% 0.81%     1.31%   0.37% 0.63% 

2010 1% 0.60% 0.75% 0.39% 0.61%   0.72% 0.47% 0.93% 0.65% 0.78%   0.53% 0.65% 0.47% 0.32% 0.54% 

                  

  PAYMENT PLANS ESTABLISHED (All Occurrences, As % of Accounts) 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   16% 40% 20% 0%     33% 67% 0% 0%     0%       

2008   14% 42% 23% 0%     31% 70% 11% 0%             

2009   18% 49% 24% 22%     38% 87% 15% 37%             

2010   23% 47% 29% 24%     45% 92% 37% 40%             

                  

  PAYMENT PLANS ESTABLISHED (Accounts With One or More Occurrence, As % of Accounts)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   10% 24% 3%       20%           8%       

2008   9% 24% 3%       19%   5%       7%   1%   

2009 16% 11% 27% 4% 16%     24%   7% 24%     7%   2% 12% 

2010   12% 20%         24% 36%         8% 9%     

                  

  PAYMENT PLANS ESTABLISHED (Average Occurrence Per Account With Payment Plan Established)* 

  All Residential   CARE   All Residential Except CARE 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   1.51 1.69 1.27       1.63   2.51       1.42   2.63   

2008   1.54 1.73 1.32       1.65   2.28       1.45   2.43   

2009 1.65 1.63 1.85 1.36 1.41     1.58   2.11 1.50     1.67   2.22 1.34 

2010   1.86 2.35         1.91 2.51         1.79 2.14     
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71 Requested in SCE Application 10‐11‐015. 
72 Requested in SDG&E Application 10‐12‐005. 
73 Requested in SoCalGas Application 10‐12‐006. 

 UNCOLLECTIBLES (Bad Debt Written Off)  

  Authorized Uncollectible Rate   Actual Uncollectible Rate   Uncollectible (millions $) 

    PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas     PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas     PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

2007   0.2586% 0.2250 % 0.0000%       0.2803%  0.1600% 0.2250%     41.05 17.3 4.36 9.83 

2008   0.2586% 0.2250% 0.1410% 0.2380%     0.3678%   0.1830% 0.3380%     55.80 20.8 4.94 14.62 

2009   0.2586% 0.2400% 0.1410% 0.2380%     0.4913% 0.2420% 0.2230% 0.3730%     70.82 23.3 6.31 12.86 

2010   0.2586% 0.2400% 0.1410% 0.2380%     not available until March 2011     not available until March 2011 

2011   0.3105% 0.2400% 0.1410% 0.2380%             

2012  0.3105 0.227%71 0.174 %72 0.278%73                        
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  EE::  EENNEERRGGYY  AASSSSIISSTTAANNCCEE  PPRROOGGRRAAMM  DDAATTAA  22000077‐‐22001100,,  BBYY  
UUTTIILLIITTYY  AANNDD  FFOOUURR  UUTTIILLIITTIIEESS  CCOOMMBBIINNEEDD  
CARE (California Alternate Rates for Energy) data and Low Income Energy Assistance (LIEE) data is publicly available at 
http://www.liob.org/resultsqv.cfm?doctypes=10. 
 
Temporary Energy Assistance for Families (TEAF) American Resource and Recovery Act (ARRA) grant data was provided via utility data 
request and will be publicly reported in utilities’ annual CARE and LIEE reports forthcoming on May 1, 2011. 
 
Federal Program Data: Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) Energy Assistance, LIHEAP Weatherization (Wx) and 
Department of Energy’s Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) was provided by the State of California’s Department of Community 
Services and Development in emails of February 14, 2011 and February 16, 2011.  
 
REACH (Relief for Energy Assistance through Community Help)  is PG&E’s charitable assistance program 
EAF (Energy Assistance Fund) is SCE’s charitable assistance program 
NTN (Neighbor‐to‐Neighbor) is SDG&E’s charitable assistance program 
GAF (Gas Assistance Fund) is SoCalGas’ charitable assistance program 

                  
  DOLLARS DISTRIBUTED - ENERGY ASSISTANCE (DISCOUNT & GRANT) PROGRAMS 2010 

  Total $ Amount    Number of Households   $ Per Household Per Year 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas   4 IOUs74 PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

CARE 1,399,283,851 824,812,578 353,320,166 86,398,899 134,752,208  4,888,533 1,499,942 1,381,109 293,438 1,714,044  $286 $550 $256 $294 $79 

LIHEAP 60,032,666 33,328,778 16,623,305 5,024,637 5,055,946  176,170 94,881 49,570 14,622 17,097  $341 $351 $335 $344 $296 

TEAF 
(ARRA 
GRANT)_ 4,312,244 3,082,160 873,830 151,555 204,698  14,115 8,399 3,301 461 1,954  $306 $367 $265 $329 $105 

REACH 
NTN GAF 
EAF 3,548,549 1,631,189 991,420 228,689 697,251  26,532 6,203 10,945 1,174 8,210  $134 $263 $91 $195 $85 

                                                 
74 SCG and SCE joint customers may receive assistance from both companies 
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  DOLLARS SPENT HOME RETROFIT/WEATHERIZATION 2010 

  Total $ Amount   Number of Households   $ Per Household Per Year 

  4 IOUs PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas     PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas     PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas 

LIEE 275,814,410 135,337,734 58,975,023 16,179,817 65,321,836  383,623 129,856 121,868 21,603 110,296  $719 $1,042 $484 $749 $592 

Wx/WAP 77,218,366          46,924          $1,646         
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Electric and natural gas utilities in numerous states have sought to replace traditional 
“credit-based service” with “prepaid service” delivered through prepayment meters 
or advanced, digital meters with remote disconnection and reconnection capabilities. 
(See map of the United States on page 6 identifying currently-operating prepaid service 
programs.) Traditionally in the U.S., electric and natural gas service has been billed on a 
post-paid basis where a utility company tracks a customer’s usage during the previous 
monthly or quarterly period and then mails a bill to the customer based on that usage. 
The customer is then required to make payment within a predetermined time frame 
or face disconnection procedures. In most states a utility must offer a customer facing 
disconnection a payment plan to pay down an arrearage over a period of months while 
retaining access to service.

Prepaid service, as the name implies, requires customers to pay in advance for their ser-
vice with prepaid account balances decreasing as service is delivered. In most instances, 
service is automatically suspended when account balances are depleted. While consumers 
using prepaid service may receive electronic notification that billing credits are running low, 
there is no obligation on the part of the utility to deliver shutoff notification securely 
through the mail, to continue providing service for some period of time (e.g., days or 
weeks) after credits are exhausted, or to work with payment-challenged customers by 
offering reasonable payment plans or other means of retaining access to basic utility service.

The movement to prepayment allows companies to sidestep critical consumer protec-
tions that have evolved over decades while altering the utility’s incentives to interact 
creatively and constructively with payment-troubled customers. State legislators and 
utility regulators have long recognized that utility service is a necessity of modern life 
and that loss of service poses a threat to health and safety. Toward this end, they have 
adopted important utility consumer protections regarding bill payment timeframes, and 
secure, reliable notification by mail prior to disconnection of service. Many states help  
to ensure utility bill affordability through discounted rate structures and “arrearage 
management” programs. In some states, consumer protections include prohibitions or 
limitations on residential customer late payment fees and security deposits. The move-
ment to prepayment effectively guts these important consumer protections.

Experience in the United Kingdom and the United States demonstrates that prepaid 
metering and billing is targeted toward and concentrated among low- or moderate-
income consumers, particularly those who are facing unaffordable security deposit 
requirements or disconnection for nonpayment under traditional service. In the larg-
est prepayment program operating in the United States (Arizona's Salt River Project's 
M-Power program), prepaid electric service is increasingly concentrated among racial 
minorities. Additionally, prepayment results in more frequent service disconnections 
or interruptions (a 1997 customer service survey conducted by Centre for Sustain-
able Energy National Right to Fuel Campaign found that 28 percent of prepayment 
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customers in Great Britain were disconnected from service over the past year). Also, cus-
tomers sometimes pay higher rates than they would under traditional credit-based ser-
vice. Low-income customers using prepaid utility service tend to make numerous, small 
payments on a monthly basis to retain electricity or natural gas service, often incurring 
transaction fees that add to the customer’s total cost for basic service.

Households with the least means are trapped under prepayment, often paying 
higher costs and transaction fees while experiencing more frequent, disruptive, 
and dangerous loss of service. Such a system creates a two-tiered system, favoring 
wealthier, credit-paying households.

Increased disconnections of gas and electric service that come with prepayment threaten 
the health and safety of customers, particularly the elderly, disabled, and low-income 
families with children. Disconnecting natural gas or electric service has caused house 
fires and extreme indoor temperatures, which can result in illness and death. Imple-
menting prepaid utility service, with the increased rates of service disconnection that 
result, increases the risk that such tragedies will occur.

With prepaid utility service, low-income customers who struggle to pay their bills 
often end up paying more for second-class utility service. Access to essential 
service, delivered by regulated, franchised monopoly utility companies, should 
not be compromised by a service model that leads to the forfeiture of regulatory 
consumer protections. Rather, payment issues related to the inability of some 
households to afford a basic level of uninterrupted utility service should be 
addressed through delivery of comprehensive, effective low-income energy  
efficiency programs, bill payment assistance and “arrearage management”  
programs, reductions of burdensome late payment fees and security  
deposits, and implementation of deferred payment agreements that are 
truly reasonable and based on a household’s actual income and expense 
circumstances.

The advent of advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) and digital meters, commonly 
called “smart meters,” dramatically increases the potential for new utility prepayment 
programs. Advanced meters—which include remote disconnection and real-time com-
munication capabilities—obviate the need for utility companies to invest in “standalone” 
prepayment meters, and reduce the related upfront capital investment required to 
implement a new prepayment program. The recommendations that follow are based in 
large measure on provisions of a resolution adopted by the National Association of State 
Utility Consumer Advocates on June 11, 2011.
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Recommendations

The National Consumer Law Center opposes prepaid electric and gas services. How-
ever, if a company is allowed to implement prepaid service, state regulatory commis-
sions should require each of the following provisions.

1.	Regulatory consumer protections and programs should be maintained or 
enhanced.  These include existing limitations or prohibitions on disconnection of 
service, advance notice of disconnection, availability of payment plans, availability 
of bill payment assistance or arrearage forgiveness, and the right to dispute bills.

2.	Health and safety risks must be reduced.  When the billing credits of a customer 
receiving prepaid residential electric or natural gas service are exhausted, the cus-
tomer must be given a five-day disconnection grace period, after which the customer 
must be restored to traditional, credit-based service, subject to all rules and cus-
tomer protections applicable to such service. Prepayment customers should be 
allowed to return to credit-based service at no higher cost than the cost at which 
new customers can obtain service.

3.	Vulnerable populations must be protected.  Prepayment service should not be 
offered to low-income households or households that include any person who is 
elderly, disabled, or who has a serious illness. Households with young children 
should also not be eligible to enroll in prepayment service.

4.	Marketing of service should be voluntary.  Prepaid service should only be mar-
keted as a voluntary service and should not be marketed to customers facing discon-
nection for non-payment. Conditioning service on the method of payment is not 
marketing—it’s coercion.

5.	Payment assistance and arrearage management programs must be adopted or main-
tained.  Utilities offering prepaid service to low-income customers must also offer 
effective bill payment assistance and arrearage management programs to those 
customers.

6.	Rates for prepaid service should be lower than rates for comparable credit-based 
service.  This lower rate reflects the lower costs associated with reduced carrying 
costs, collection costs, uncollectible accounts, and shareholder risk.

7.	Costs should be transparent.  Prior to implementation, utilities should demonstrate 
the cost effectiveness of any proposed prepaid service program and reveal how 
costs will be allocated among various classes of customers.

8.	Transaction and other junk fees should be eliminated.  Prepayment customers 
should not pay security deposits or additional fees that traditional customers are not 
required to pay. Examples of such fees include initiation fees, equipment charges, or 
transaction fees to purchase billing credits, or frequent payment fees.

9.	Initiate “on demand” service. Utilities must ensure there are readily available 
means for prepayment customers to purchase service credits on a 24-hour a day, 
seven-day a week basis to prevent potential health and safety risks.
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10.	Tracking and reporting should be monitored and disclosed. Prepaid service pro-
grams should be monitored to ensure there is not an increased rate of service dis-
connections for non-payment. Utilities implementing prepaid service programs 
should track and report to the state regulatory commission on a monthly basis the 
following data separately for credit-based and prepayment residential customers:

•	Number of customers

•	Number of customers with arrears of 30 days or more

•	Dollar value of arrears

•	Number of disconnection notices sent

•	Number of service disconnections for non-payment

•	Number of service reconnections after disconnection for non-payment

•	Number of new payment agreements entered

•	Number of payment agreements successfully completed

•	Number of failed payment agreements

11.	States should proactively plan for customer protections in case of company 
default.  States must have adequate financial mechanisms to guarantee that funds 
prepaid by customers are returned to customers if a company becomes insolvent, 
goes out of business or is otherwise unable to provide the services for which the 
funds were prepaid.

Conclusion

In service territories where prepaid service is already implemented, the implementing 
utility should answer a series of customer service questions on an annual basis. A list of 
those questions may be found in Appendix A (page 27).

With prepaid utility service as it currently operates, low-income customers who struggle 
the most to pay bills often end up paying the most while receiving second-class utility 
service. Access to essential life-supporting service, delivered by regulated, franchised 
monopoly utility companies, should not be compromised by a service model that allows 
companies to sidestep important consumer protections that were implemented for 
health and safety reasons. Instead, payment issues should be addressed through deliv-
ery of comprehensive, effective programs and policies that account for a household’s 
actual income and expenses, rather than a punitive prepaid program.

If a utility company is allowed to roll out a prepayment program, it is critical that state 
governing bodies enact provisions that will not put customers’ lives at risk and avoid 
setting up a two-tiered system which targets low-income and minority customers.
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Current and Proposed Prepaid Electric Programs in the U.S. 
     (current as of March 31, 2012)

  Current Programs

1.	 Tacoma Public Utilities
2.	 Lane Electric Cooperative
3.	 Midstate Electric Cooperative
4.	 Salt River Project
5.	 La Plata Electric Cooperative
6.	 San Luis Valley Rural Electric 

Cooperative
7.	 Northwestern Electric Cooperative
8.	 Indian Electric Cooperative
9.	 Central Rural Electric Cooperative

10.	 Oklahoma Electric Cooperative
11.	 Payless Power
12.	 United Cooperative Services
13.	 First Choice Power
14.	 Direct Energy
15.	 Mid-South Synergy
16.	 Lake Region Electric Cooperative
17.	 Kiamichi Electric Cooperative
18.	 Wood County Electric Cooperative
19.	 Minnesota Valley Electric Cooperative
20.	 Farmers’ Electric Cooperative
21.	 Co-Mo Electric Cooperative

22.	 Intercounty Electric Cooperative
23.	 Delta Electric Power Association
24.	 Southwest Tennessee EMC
25.	 City of Mayfield
26.	 Eastern Illini Electric Cooperative
27.	 Cullman Electric Cooperative
28.	 Central Alabama Electric Cooperative
29.	 Dixie Electric Cooperative
30.	 Choctawhatchee Electric Cooperative
31.	 West Florida Electric Cooperative
32.	 Diverse Power Incorporated
33.	 Caroll EMC

WA

OR

CA

NV

ID

MT ND

SD

NE

KS

OK

TX

WY

UT CO

AZ NM
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Current and Proposed Prepaid Electric Programs in the U.S. 
     (current as of March 31, 2012)

34.	 Greystone Power Corp.
35.	 Tri-State EMC
36.	 Nolin Rural Electric Cooperative
37.	 Jackson Energy Cooperative
38.	 Central Georgia EMC
39.	 Tri-County EMC
40.	 Middle Georgia EMC
41.	 Irwin EMC
42.	 Okefenoke Rural Electric Cooperative
43.	 Jefferson Energy Cooperative
44.	 Coastal Electric Cooperative
45.	 Blueridge EMC

46.	 Fairfield Electric Cooperative
47.	 Pee Dee Electric Cooperative
48.	 Hory Electric Cooperative
49.	 Central EMC
50.	 South River EMC
51.	 Town of Selma
52.	 Rappahanock Electric Cooperative 

 
 
 

  Proposed/Pilot Programs

1.	 San Diego Gas & Electric Company
2.	 Mohave Electric Corp.
3.	 Arizona Public Service Company
4.	 Ozarks Electric Cooperative
5.	 Detroit Edison
6.	 Progress Energy* Program rejected by 

North Carolina Utility Commission, 
June 13, 2012.

7.	 Wake Forest Power

Key

      Proposed/Pilot Program

      Current Program

AR

LA

MS

AL
GA

FL

SC

NCTN

KY

IL

MO

IA

WI

MN

MI

IN OH
PA

WV

VA

MD NJ

DE

RI
CT

NY
MA

NH

VT

ME
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I. �I ntroduction: Prepaid Utility Service Can Pose Grave 
Risks for Customers, Especially Low Income, 
children, Elderly and Seriously Ill People

Prepaid service results in customers experiencing disconnection of service once any billing 
credits they have paid expire. This poses grave risks for low-income households, house-
holds with children, the elderly and seriously ill. Sudden loss of utility service can result 
in the customer’s home becoming dangerously hot or cold, the inoperability of medical 
equipment, loss of refrigeration of food and medicines, loss of lighting, and loss of the 
ability to cook food.

Increased remote service disconnections of gas and electric service as the result 
of prepaid service threaten the health and safety of customers, especially the  
elderly, disabled, and low-income families with children. Disconnecting natural 
gas or electricity service can cause house fires or lead to extreme indoor temper-
atures, resulting in illness and/ or death. Prepaid utility service increases the rate 
of remote service disconnection, and the risk that such tragedies will occur.

Generally, utilities that are regulated by state commissions must seek permission when 
proposing to implement prepaid service to eliminate critical consumer protections, 
 including those related to bill payment timeframes, notification of disconnection, and 
establishment of payment plans. Such protections were initially established for an 
important reason: electric and natural gas services are essential to customers’ health and 
safety. Proponents of prepaid service seek to work around these vital consumer protec-
tions. In Iowa, for example, legislation was recently introduced that would have allowed 
for automated, remote disconnection of service if the prepaid account balance ran out by 
defining it as a “voluntary termination.”1 Prepayment should never undermine the con-
sumer protections that have developed over decades.

The proliferation of advanced meters with remote disconnection capabilities improves 
the utility business case for prepaid service delivery. With advanced metering infra-
structure, relatively minor additional software and communications system upgrades 
are needed to implement prepaid service. Further, because service terminates automati-
cally as soon as billing credits are exhausted, companies implementing prepaid service 
do not have any incentives to negotiate effective, reasonable payment agreements or to 
implement programs to assist low- and moderate-income consumers with costly util-
ity bills. Such solutions help low- and moderate-income customers pay utility bills in a 
timely manner while staying connected to utilities that provide needed heat, cooling, 
and power.

Finally, electric service delivery companies in at least one state have gone out of busi-
ness after receiving prepayment funds from customers, resulting in large unpaid fines 
and customers losing money paid in advance for service.2 Companies implementing pre-
paid service, particularly in states where utility distribution services are “unbundled” 
from distribution and transmission functions, should be required to post a bond or 
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other assurance to protect prepaid customers’ funds. This action helps to level the 
playing field with traditional credit-based customers who would not experience  
such a loss.

II. U tility Consumer Protections

Basic energy and utility service is a life necessity. Yet, the circumstances of lower income 
households often make that service unaffordable. Many states recognize this principle 
explicitly in their utility laws.4 Indeed, in most cases utility payment difficulties stem 
from affordability problems. While prepaid service may allow some customers to avoid 
certain deposit charges in the short term, it does not enhance the long-term affordability 
of service. 

As noted, each state has adopted critical utility regulatory consumer protections that 
are intended to shield vulnerable utility customers from loss of essential service. While 
provisions vary from state to state, virtually every state has adopted laws that require 
regulated monopoly utility companies to notify consumers by mail of impending service 
disconnection, to allow a specified number of days after a bill becomes due before dis-
connection occurs, and to offer payment plans to customers as an alternative to discon-
nection. However, consumers who enroll in prepaid electric or natural gas service must 
surrender these basic consumer protections. When prepaid billing credits are exhausted, 
service is disconnected remotely and automatically without the benefit of the mailed 
notifications or the offer of a deferred payment agreement that apply to traditional, 
credit-based customers.

This consumer protection framework has evolved over decades in many states and is 
intended to prevent disconnecting vital home energy service, particularly where there is 
financial hardship and where loss of service poses a threat to human health and safety. 
Prepaid utility service is designed to allow utility companies to sidestep this critical life-
saving customer protection blueprint.

Safety Matters in Michigan

Marvin Schur, a 93-year-old Michigan man, had a “limiter” device on his home’s 
electric meter. Similar to a prepayment meter or advanced meter with remote 
disconnection capabilities, a “limiter” device caps the use of electricity at an indi-
vidual’s home. Once consumption exceeds a level set by the limiter, power is dis-
connected. In January 2009, a neighbor found Schur’s body in his home; he froze 
to death after his electricity was shut off by the “limiter.” On Schur’s table was cash 
clipped to his electric bills.3
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A.  Bill Payment Timeframes
All states require that, before a payment is considered past due, companies provide 
customers with a fixed number of days to make payment. Some states require payment 
in as few as 10 days after a bill is postmarked.5 Other states allow as many as 45 days to 

expire before a bill is considered past due.6 Payment due dates are 
important because they have direct bearing on the amount of time 
which must expire before a customer faces the possibility of discon-
nection. Since there are no bills rendered under a prepayment struc-
ture, prepay customers lose these important payment provisions 
which credit-based customers receive.

B.  Notification of Disconnection by Mail
Regulations require secure, reliable notification by mail if disconnec-
tion for nonpayment is pending. Similar to variations in bill payment 
timeframes, states have adopted a range of provisions regarding the 

timing of delivery of mailed disconnection notices. In Arizona, for example, notices must 
be sent five days prior to actual disconnection of service.7 Ohio requires a 14-day notice.8 
Prepaid utility customers do not receive notification by mail prior to disconnection. 
Instead, notification is delivered through  less secure, less reliable electronic means.

C.  Establishment of Payment Plans
Most states have adopted rules that require utility companies to offer customers special 
payment agreements as an alternative to disconnecting service or to restore service. 
Access to reasonable payment plans is key to protect utility customers, but is lost when a 
customer accepts prepaid service.

In Iowa, for example, customers who have received a disconnection notice are offered 
a payment plan of at least 12 months. Should the initial payment plan fail after the cus-
tomer has demonstrated a good-faith effort to make timely payments, a subsequent 
payment plan of equal or greater duration must be offered.9 This rule is based on the 
assumption that most customers want to remain current on their utility bills, but that 
difficult financial circumstances often lead to payment troubles. The basic right to a rea-
sonable payment plan in Iowa and other states would be lost to customers participating 
in a prepaid utility program.

III. �P repayment Does Not Enhance Affordability of 
Utility Service, Provide Customers with Added 
Control, or Enhance Energy Efficiency

Despite claims of proponents, prepayment does not enhance the affordability of utility 
service, but instead results in added fees, more frequent loss of service, and forfeiture 
of basic regulatory consumer protections. Further, features of prepaid service that lead 

Prepaid utility service 
is designed to allow 
utility companies to 
sidestep the critical 
lifesaving customer 

protection blueprint.
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proponents to claim that the service provides participants with added control over their 
usage and payments—features such as real-time consumption and expenditure informa-
tion and the option to make numerous, small payments over a monthly periods—are not 
unique to prepaid service. Such features may be provided to customers without the threat 
of immediate loss of service that comes with prepaid service, and may often be provided 
more cost-effectively than prepayment. Finally, while some proponents cite conserva-
tion and energy efficiency gains that come through implementation of the service, there 
is currently little or no compelling evidence that reductions in usage among prepayment 
participants are not attributable to deprivation (e.g., sacrifice of other necessities or dis-
connections that come automatically when billing credits are used up).

A.  Claims of Affordability

Given that prepaid service customers must pay in advance while facing heightened risk 
of disconnection, prepayment customers should arguably pay less than credit-based 
customers. Yet this is not the case as prepaid service rates are in all cases in the U.S. equal 
to or higher than those paid by similarly-situated credit-based customers. In addition, 
although proponents of prepayment point to the prospect of foregone security deposits 
and late payment fees, companies often charge prepaid customers higher rates, equip-
ment deposits and a range of new service fees. For example, utilities in at least one state 
impose additional fees on prepayment customers who make payments more frequently 
than once a month. These fees gouge financially strapped customers and do not enhance 
affordability of utility service. (Information about rates, charges and fees associated with 
specific prepayment programs is provided further in this report.)

With respect to the claim that prepaid service allows customers to avoid security depos-
its, it should be noted that some states simply prohibit utilities from charging residential 
customers any security deposits or late payment fees. In Massachusetts, for example, no 
electric or natural gas utility company under the jurisdiction of the state utility regula-
tor may require a security deposit of a residential customer as a condition of providing 
service.10 Clearly, imposing prepaid service is not the sole means of addressing the dif-
ficulty some customers face in paying security deposits and late fees.

Further, prepaid service does not enhance affordability by decreasing or writing down 
any arrearages (past due utility bills) that may have accrued. For low-income households, 
utility arrearages are attributable primarily to inability to afford monthly utility bills, house-
hold and living expenses. While prepayment allows utilities to avoid dealing with customers’ 
payment difficulties, it does nothing to change the fact that for many households, there 
simply is insufficient income to pay for monthly utility service and other necessities of life.11

Data from the United Kingdom (U.K.) shows that prepayment customers with arrears 
pay higher weekly repayment amounts than similar customers using the credit system.12 
Ofgem, the UK energy regulator, noted: “We are concerned by this given that PPM (pre-
payment meter) customers are more likely to be on low incomes.”13 A 2010 study by 
Consumer Focus explains the disparity. Only half of prepaid customers surveyed agreed 
that their repayment rate was mutually acceptable.14 Thirty percent of those surveyed 
said they had minimal or no consultation with the supplier about the rate and 14 percent 
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said the supplier set a rate higher than they were comfortable with.15 The report notes this 
trend despite a law stating that suppliers “are required, when setting debt repayment 
levels, to establish the consumer’s ability to repay.”16 Surveys of prepayment customers 
in Northern Ireland reveal a similar tendency. Eleven percent of households with debt 
reported that their repayment rate was determined by the energy company without consulting 

the customer.17 Thus, unless prepayment of current bills is coupled 
with an “arrearage forgiveness” feature or an arrearage repayment 
component that is reasonable and affordable to the customer, it does 
not enhance the ability of customers to retire back bills.

Prepayment does not enhance affordability of utility service. Rather 
than introducing prepaid service or other punitive means of chang-
ing payment patterns, utilities should address problems with cus-
tomer arrearages and payment difficulties using incentives. Examples 
include comprehensive, effective energy efficiency programs; bill 
payment assistance and arrearage management programs; reduc-
tions or elimination of burdensome security deposits and late pay-
ment charges; and implementation of deferred payment agreements 
that are reasonable and based on a household’s actual income and 
expense circumstances.

B.  Claims of Added Control

Proponents of prepaid service claim that it provides customers with increased control 
over their utility bills, that customers reduce consumption, and that as a result utility 
service is made more affordable for low-income customers. These claims are often mis-
leading and require further scrutiny. For example, the claim regarding greater control 
over utility bills is often based on the notion that prepayment customers have access to 
energy consumption and billing information on a real-time basis, and are therefore more 
likely to reduce consumption and not be surprised by large monthly bills that must 
be paid after consumption occurs. The claim also hinges on the ability of customers to 
make payments—large or small—at any time. However, these benefits are not unique or 
limited to prepaid service delivery. Advanced meters and other “consumer feedback” 
mechanisms can provide real-time information to customers about the cost of the utility 
services they are using whether the customer is on a prepaid program or a traditional 
credit-based service plan. Further, nothing prevents a utility from accepting payments 
throughout the month from customers who are not on a prepayment program that dis-
connects service as soon as billing credits expire.

Further, while prepaid service proponents claim that the programs help payment-
troubled customers manage their energy budgets, it removes incentives that exist under 
the credit-based system that encourage a mutual negotiation of payment plans, particu-
larly for customers with conditions or circumstances that entitle them to special protec-
tions. If a credit-based customer accrues a debt, it’s in the utility company’s interest to 
develop an affordable payment plan to collect on the past due balance. Under prepay-
ment arrearages do not accrue. Therefore, utilities can skip the negotiation and mandate 

Rather than introducing 
prepaid service or 

other punitive means 
of changing payment 

patterns, utilities should 
address problems with 

customer arrearages 
and payment difficulties 

using incentives.
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payment under a flat rate that fails to account for household circumstances or ability to 
pay. This sets up an inequitable, two-tiered system of service delivery to customers.

C.  Claims of Energy Efficiency and Conservation

The claim that prepayment customers use less energy, save money on utility service, 
and therefore have more affordable utility service must be examined carefully. At least 
one utility company has proposed a prepayment program as part of its demand response 
program portfolio (used to reduce use of electricity during peak usage times to reduce 
strain on the power supply).18 While there are reports of a “conservation effect” of prepay-
ment,19 proponents argue that the effect is due, at least in part to the fact that prepayment 
“requires consumers to pay attention to when and how, they use electricity, allowing 
them to make immediate adjustments in usage to lower their bills.”20 (emphasis added) 
However, the extent to which this “conservation effect” is attributable to forced usage 
reduction to avoid complete loss of light, cooling and heat, or even from reduced usage 
that occurs after being remotely disconnected is not clear. There is currently no conclusive 
evidence demonstrating the source of any usage reductions associated with prepayment. 
Unlike efficiency measures that generate real energy savings for a consistent level of work 
(e.g., heating, cooling or light), forced usage reduction or remote disconnection of service 
simply cannot be considered an enhancement to the quality or affordability of utility service.

D.  Utility and Shareholder Advantages
While customers face grave risks from prepaid service, utility companies reap substantial 
benefits from placing lower-income customers on prepaid service. With prepayment, utili-
ties may reduce or eliminate paper billing and notification of impending service loss. In 
addition, customer arrears are eliminated or dramatically reduced. Similarly, the risk 
that uncollectible accounts of prepayment customers will have to be written off is elimi-
nated. Finally, prepayment allows companies to dramatically reduce short-term capital 
costs, such as those associated with carrying arrears, credit and collection costs associ-
ated with billing and notification of disconnection, and costs associated with customer 
service representatives and call centers.

Because it allows utility companies to simply disconnect customers before they fall 
behind on their bills, prepayment is the ultimate utility arrearage management tool. No  
longer do companies need to try to collect from customers in debt, nor do companies 
need to worry about escalating uncollectible accounts. In estimating the utility’s return 
on investment in purchasing prepayment software, the biggest savings by far to the  
utility are bad debt savings. According to PayGo, a prepaid service software company, 
bad debt savings comprise nearly 80 percent of the estimated savings if utilities adopt 
prepayment:21

As PayGo’s estimates show, prepayment serves as an extraordinarily effective collec-
tion tool. In contrast to credit meters, prepayment customers cannot accumulate debt if 
their electric service is unaffordable. They are simply cut off from service. Not only are 
customers automatically disconnected if they cannot pay, but prepayment guarantees 
that customers with past arrearages are steadily paying their debt off. Most programs 

http://www.nclc.org


©2012 National Consumer Law Center  www.nclc.org14  5 R ethinking Prepaid Utility Service 

will automatically allocate a percentage of a customer’s electric payments toward paying 
down past debt. The Minnesota Valley Electric Cooperative assesses a 50 percent repay-
ment rate if a customer enrolls in prepayment and has a past arrearage, meaning that if 
a customer pays $1, the customer gets only 50 cents worth of electric credit.23 Arizona’s 
M-Power program dedicates 40 percent of a customer’s payment to past due debts.24

In short, with prepayment, the costs and challenges associated with low-income cus-
tomers’ payment difficulties are no longer the concern of the utility company; they 
rest solely with the low-income customer. But, as discussed previously, low-income 
customers bear the added health and safety risks when universal access to basic utility 
service is denied.

IV. �R ates, Charges, and Fees

As previously described, proponents of prepayment often describe the service as a cus-
tomer budgeting tool, but the reality is that many low-income customers end up paying 
more for their electricity bills than credit-based customers. So customers with the least 
means pay the most for an essential service. While some prepayment customers may 
avoid traditional security deposits, they rarely, if ever, pay lower rates for prepaid ser-
vice, even though it brings numerous advantages for utility companies. For example, 
customers enrolled in the Arizona-based M-Power Prepaid Program with average usage 
will pay $38 more than credit customers each year.25

Another prepaid program, offered by the Choctawhatchee Electric Cooperative 
(CHELCO) in Florida, also results in higher costs. CHELCO charges prepaid customers 
a higher fixed rate for service than it does for credit customers. Over the course of a year, 
CHELCO prepaid customers will pay an extra $127.75 in fixed costs than the utility’s 

Table 1: PayGo Projections of Utility System  
Benefits of Prepaid Service

Year 122 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Number of Customers 2,000 4,000 9,000 12,000 15,000

Number of Truck Rolls — — — — —

Truck Roll Savings — — — — —

Support Service Savings $48,000 $48,000 $48,000 $48,000 $48,000     0.9%

CSR Savings $139,200 $278,400 $626,400 $835,200 $1,044,000   19.5%

Bad Debt Savings $568,000 $1,136,000 $2,556,000 $3,408,000 $4,260,000   79.6%

100.0%

Table Modified from PayGo
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While some prepay- 
ment customers may  
avoid traditional security 
deposits, they rarely, 
if ever, pay lower rates 
for prepaid service, 
even though it brings 
numerous advantages 
for utility companies. 

credit-based customers.26 The increased cost comes from two sources: a contract with an 
outside company to manage the daily calculations on prepayment accounts and equip-
ment that can remotely disconnect accounts. Customers with prepaid service pay an 
extra $54.75 a year to give the utility the ability to seamlessly terminate their power.27 
While the company touts the lower deposit requirement for prepaid customers, other 
costs quickly erode any cost advantage that prepayment provides.28

Prepayment programs often include burdensome junk fees, including 
transaction fees, monthly program fees, and reconnection fees. The 
Horry Electric Cooperative in South Carolina, for example, charges 
prepayment customers a $12 monthly equipment charge.29 Custom-
ers avoid the $200 deposit required on other residential accounts, but 
they pay an extra $144 annually for prepayment service. Unlike credit 
customers, they will pay this amount every year whereas customers 
only need to pay a deposit once.30

In the deregulated Texas retail electricity market, numerous Retail 
Electric Providers (REPs) offer prepaid electric service. The prices, 
terms and conditions of these products vary, but many involve the 
imposition of substantial fees on customers. The REP Smart Pre-
paid, for example, charges a $2.95 payment processing fee each time 
a customer refills a prepaid account balance, an enrollment fee, and a 
variable disconnection fee.31,32

The West Florida Electric Cooperative charges a $2 transaction fee every time a pre-
payment customer purchases electricity.33 Prepayment proponents argue that frequent 
payments help families budget and conserve electricity but transaction fees quickly 
inflate the cost of prepayment.

V. �P repayment Experience in the United Kingdom  
and the United States

Experience in the United Kingdom (U.K.) and the United States (U.S.) demonstrates that 
prepaid metering and billing is concentrated among low or moderate income customers, 
many of whom are facing service disconnections for nonpayment. Prepayment results 
in frequent service disconnections or interruptions, and it is sometimes delivered at a 
higher rate than traditional credit-based service. In general, prepaid service is offered to 
customers on what is termed a voluntary basis. Further, when a prepayment customer 
experiences a service disconnection, it is referred to among many in the prepaid service 
industry as a “self-disconnection” or “voluntary disconnection.” However, a customer 
who is facing imminent loss of essential service—often with devastating consequences—
may surrender consumer protections and access to a reasonable payment agreement to 
keep service in the short term.
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A.  United Kingdom

In the western world, the United Kingdom (U.K.) took the lead in prepaid electric service, 
approving prepayment as a billing option in the 1980s. Prepayment meters are now com-
mon in Great Britain, which began deregulation of its utility industries even earlier than 
experiments in the U.S. began. By 1989, about 3.7 million electricity customers and 1.1 
million natural gas customers in Great Britain used prepayment meters to pay for utility 
service. The number of customers using the systems nearly doubled between 1990 and 
1997.34 Currently, about 6.2 million residential natural gas and electric utility custom-

ers in Great Britain use prepayment meters, 
representing about 13 percent of all installed 
residential meters.

Historically, a vast majority of prepayment 
meter users in Great Britain were low-income 
customers.35 Utility companies there target 
marketing of prepayment meters to low-
income households in arrears, even though 
they charge substantially more for service 
delivered under prepayment than for ser-
vice paid for by traditional billing means or 
through direct debit.36

Not surprisingly, many utility companies 
have reported a significant decline in the rate 
of traditional, utility-initiated disconnections 

since the proliferation of prepayment meters in low-income households. However, there 
has been a steep increase in the number of “self-disconnections,” which occur when a 
customer’s credit balance is depleted. (For more information on rates of service discon-
nections, see Section D on page 20.)

In short, utility deregulation in Great Britain has coincided with the proliferation of pre-
paid service in low-income households. Utility companies have turned to the technology 
as a means of managing arrearages (past due bills). Prepayment customers pay the high-
est rates for service. The highest utility rates in Great Britain were paid by those least 
able to afford them, and a relatively high proportion of customers using prepaid service 
are disconnected at least once per year.

Prepayment meters in Great Britain are still concentrated disproportionately in lower-
income households. Sixty percent of electricity and natural gas customers with prepay-
ment meters in 2010 had annual incomes below £17,500 ($27,704). Further, over half of 
prepayment meter customers received a means-tested benefit, nearly half had an unem-
ployed head of household, and more than a third had one or more household members 
with a long-term physical or mental illness or disability.

Similar to the Salt River Project in Arizona (see page 17) experience, average income 
among prepayment customers in Great Britain is declining. In 2008, the average household 
income for prepaid customers was £16,091 ($27,523). By 2009, the average income fell to 

      T able 2   �Surveying Great Britain  
Prepayment Customers

54%   Used “emergency credit” to retain utility service

45%   Cut back their energy use

22%  � Gave up other necessities (e.g. food) to stay 
connected

16%  � Had “self-disconnected” at least once over the 
previous year

Source: “Cutting back, cutting down, cutting off: Self-
disconnection among prepayment meter users” by Hannah 
Mummery and Holly Reilly, Consumer Focus July 2010, page 17.
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£13,466 ($21,929).37 The number of customers with disabilities increased from 26 percent 
to 39 percent.38

Northern Ireland’s prepayment programs provide the only example of a program that 
enrolls affluent customers in any significant numbers. The country’s program is unique, 
however, because prepayment customers receive a 2.5 percent discount on energy 
rates.39 Nonetheless, low-income individuals comprise 58 percent of the prepayment 
customer base in Northern Ireland.40

Utilities in Great Britain do not report the number of service disconnections experienced 
by customers using prepayment meters or service. However, disconnections for non-
payment among credit-based customers are reported to the Office of Gas and Electricity 
Markets. Not surprisingly, many utility companies have reported a significant decline in 
the rate of traditional utility-initiated disconnections since the proliferation of prepay-
ment in low-income households, where disconnections are not reported.

B.  United States

At least 52 utilities in 18 states currently operate prepayment electric programs in the 
United States. Electric cooperatives comprise the majority of utilities that offer prepay-
ment utility service. Implementation of pre-
paid utility service is concentrated in service 
territories served by publicly-owned utility 
systems that are not subject to the full regula-
tory jurisdiction of state utility commissions.

Salt River Project (SRP) in Arizona through 
its M-Power program and Oklahoma Electric 
Cooperative deliver large-scale prepayment 
programs. In Texas, which has a largely 
deregulated retail electricity market, at least 
six Retail Electric Providers deliver prepaid 
service through advanced meters. Investor-
owned or privately-held utilities have 
proposed or are considering prepayment 
programs in Arkansas, Arizona, California,  
Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, North Caro-
lina, and Oklahoma.

Most of the prepayment programs in the 
United States—both existing and proposed 
programs—are in states where utilities are 
subject to relatively weak regulatory con-
sumer protection and oversight, with the exception of Iowa and California. (In 2011, a 
prepayment program was proposed in Iowa but after newspaper accounts raised ques-
tions regarding the health and safety risks no action was taken by the legislature.)41

A Way to Evade  
Consumer Protections?

Prepayment should never undermine the con- 
sumer protection framework that has devel-
oped over many decades. One of the most 
troubling aspects of prepaid service is the use of 
the term “voluntary” to describe disconnections 
and justify the shift from a structure based on 
consumer protections and regulatory oversight 
of disconnections to one where loss of service 
is invisible and undocumented. The notion that 
low-income households voluntarily opt to go 
without service or reduce usage to levels that 
may have detrimental impacts on well-being is 
not defensible.
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Prepaid service proposals that are subject to the jurisdictional authority of state utility 
regulators must include a petition for permission to bypass, modify, or eliminate con-
sumer protections regarding service disconnection notifications and timelines. Protec-
tions that require companies to offer a reasonable payment agreement as an alternative 
to service disconnection must also be bypassed by prepayment proponents. Protections, 
adopted in various forms by regulators in every state in the U.S., reflect that electric and 
natural gas services are essential to the health and safety of people.

Iowa proponents of prepaid service sought legislation to work around these important 
consumer regulations by defining a remote disconnection of service as a ‘voluntary ter-
mination.’ The filed bill stated that an electric utility may install

a prepaid metering system and equipment that is configured to terminate electric 
service immediately and automatically when the customer has incurred charges for 
electric service equal to the customer’s prepayments for such service. The automatic 
termination of electric service once the customer’s prepaid limit has been reached shall be 
considered a voluntary termination of service by the customer and shall not be considered 
a disconnection by the utility for purposes of this chapter and applicable rules adopted by 
the board.42 (Emphasis added.)

No investor-owned utilities (IOUs) outside of Arizona, Texas, and 
Michigan have received approvals to deliver prepaid service. How-
ever, state utility regulators are considering IOU pilot proposals in 
a few states, including California.43 According to a recent study, 
38 percent of electric utilities are exploring prepayment as a billing 
option. A utility industry research firm has predicted that 11 percent 
of utilities are likely to implement a prepayment program in the fore-
seeable future.44

Salt River Project (SRP), Arizona’s second largest electric utility 
and the third largest municipally owned utility in the United States, 
operates the SRP M-Power prepayment meter program, the largest 
program of its kind in the United States. The program included 100 
customers in 1993 but had grown to 20,000 “budget challenged” 
participants by April 2002. Currently, over 100,000 customers are 
enrolled in the SRP program.

Lower-income households make up the vast majority of SRP prepayment program 
participants and the median income of M-Power customers has declined considerably 
in recent years. In 2007, the median participant income was $27,500. Within a year, it 
dropped to $19,500. In 2010, the median income fell below the poverty level for a family 
of three or more to $17,900.45 In 2010, 82 percent of program participants had household 
income of less than $30,000.

A study of customers in the M-Power program shows that the proportion of racial 
minorities enrolled in prepayment service is increasing. Surveys prior to 2010 showed 

Thirty-eight percent 
of electric utilities are 
exploring prepayment 

as a billing option 
and industry research 

has predicted that 
eleven percent are 

likely to implement a 
prepayment program 

in the near future.
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that Hispanics comprised 22 to 23 percent of customers but in just two years, that per-
centage has leaped to nearly 50 percent (they comprise 41 to 48 percent).46 In Phoenix, 
the largest city served by the Salt River Project, Hispanics account for 
only 40.8 percent of the population.47

A 2009 analysis showed that M-Power customers are “more likely to 
be relatively young, have families, be relatively low-income, be low 
electricity consumers, live in apartments, have been SRP customers 
for less than five years, and have unsatisfactory or “new credit rat-
ings” compared to other residential customers.48 On average, the 
head of a household with a prepaid meter is 36 years old, makes an 
average annual income of $24,400, and is Hispanic.49

Despite the high participation in the SRP program among low-
income households, participants pay a rate that is higher than tradi-
tional, credit-based service. SRP prepayment customers pay a flat rate 
per kWh which varies seasonally, plus a monthly service charge of 
$15, which is collected through periodic deductions from the account 
balance. While summer prepayment and conventional rates and 
charges are comparable, SPR charges prepayment customers a higher 
rate during winter months. Thus, assuming consistent consumption 
levels, prepayment customers—predominantly of lower incomes—
pay more than customers using traditional service.

While there are no late payment fees, SRP prepayment customers 
must pay a variety of fees and deposits before obtaining service 
and after service is established. There is an initial $99 deposit for an 
in-home display box, as well as a $28 (plus tax) service establish-
ment fee. There are additional fees if the in-home display needs to 
be cleaned or replaced. If there is a credit balance remaining when a 
customer wishes to discontinue service, a $25 fee is charged to obtain 
a refund. In addition, there are fees charged to customers to use a 
remote pay center and for some telephone payment activities. Despite making inquiries 
to SRP personnel, NCLC was unable to obtain information detailing how much an aver-
age prepayment customer pays in fees on an annual basis. Further, SRP does not release 
data on rates of disconnection among its prepayment customers.

C.  Marketing

Many utilities market prepayment service as a customer budgeting tool, describing 
prepayment as a “pay-as-you-go” plan.50 Companies highlight the flexibility of smaller, 
more frequent payments and emphasize that consumers will no longer be surprised by a 
high bill at the end of the month. First Choice Power, a Texas utility, summarizes a com-
mon marketing pitch in their prepayment slogan: “$0 DEPOSIT. NO CONTRACT. NO 
CREDIT CHECK.”51

Salt River Project’s 
M-Power prepayment 
meter program in 
Arizona is the largest in 
the U.S., with more than 
100,000 customers. 
On average, the head 
of a household with 
a prepaid meter in 
this program is 36 
years old, makes an 
average annual income 
of $24,400, and is 
Hispanic. What’s more, 
prepayment customers 
pay a rate that is 
higher than traditional, 
credit-based service 
customers.
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Pee Dee Electric Cooperative (PDEC) in South Carolina stresses that one of the most 
compelling features about prepayment is that no deposit is required. In a customer 
information video, PDEC's Vice President of Member Services says they began the pro-
gram after customers balked at paying high deposits.52

Other companies compare prepayment electric service to filling up a gas tank.53 Rap-
pahannock Electric Cooperative, a Virginia-based municipal utility, discusses its mar-
keting strategy for a proposed prepayment program: “Much like people tend to think 
about their gas mileage when they fill-up their cars, REC believes that people will think 
about ways to be more thrifty and conservative in the way they consume electricity 
when they regularly, at their convenience, elect to add to, or ‘fill-up,’ their Prepayment 
Account Balance.”54 Companies emphasize conservation, flexibility, customer control, 
and increased information.55

D.  Disconnections

Proponents of prepaid electric service often argue that such service actually decreases 
the number of customer disconnections, contributing to increased energy security for 
customers.56 KEMA, a utility consulting company, praises prepaid service’s high pen-
etration rate in the United Kingdom, arguing that the service drastically reduced discon-
nections due to debt. They report: “There are fewer disconnections in the UK for reasons 
of debt (only 1,361 in 2003; versus 70,000 in 1990).”57 Such claims are misleading. British 
regulators categorize disconnections under prepaid service as “self-disconnections.” 
The change in categorization is responsible for the staggering reduction in disconnec-
tions. An independent report observed, “When self-disconnection occurs it is only the 
people living in the property who know about it. Even energy supply companies remain 
unaware that one of their customers has self-disconnected.”58

Customer surveys, however, have helped fill the information gap. Accent, an independent 
research firm in the UK, surveyed prepaid customers. They found that 9 percent of prepaid 
electric customers were disconnected in the past 12 months.59 Credit customers experienced 
a disconnection rate of about one tenth of one percent during the same time period.60 
Further, a 1997 customer service survey conducted by Centre for Sustainable Energy 
National Right to Fuel Campaign found that 28 percent of prepayment customers in 
Great Britain were disconnected from their service over the past year.61

Research shows that the rates of disconnection due to lack of funds are increasing in the 
United Kingdom. Between 2008 and 2009, the number of customers reporting disconnec-
tions for lack of funds increased from 21 percent to 39 percent and an increasing number 
of customers were disconnecting with greater frequency. The duration of disconnection 
also lengthened, with less than half of customers disconnecting for more than a day in 
2008 whereas most customers disconnected for more than a day in 2009.62 While most 
customers are disconnected for short periods, the poorest customers are disconnected 
the longest.63

In the United States, newer advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) systems can track 
disconnections but not all prepaid electric programs use AMI technology. The lack of 
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transparency on the true effects of prepaid is exacerbated by the fact that all prepaid 
electric programs in the U.S.are run by cooperatives and municipal utilities. Coopera-
tives and municipal utilities are typically not required to report their disconnection rates 
and they usually fall outside the purview of state utility boards.64 Arizona’s Salt River 
Project’s M-Power program, the largest prepaid electric program in the U.S.,65 refuses 
to share any data on disconnections with the National Consumer Law Center, although 
a 2006 SRP study of eight M-Power households shows that three households reported 
running out of power. If the households were representative and randomly selected, the 
rate of disconnection would be quite high.66 The National Consumer Law Center could 
not obtain disconnection rates for any prepaid programs, although the Oklahoma Elec-
tric Cooperative (OEC) reports, “Less than 50 percent of OEC pre-paid accounts have 
been disconnected.”67

Even when customers remain connected, many engage in harmful self-rationing. Self-
rationing occurs when households reduce spending on certain household expenses in 
order to pay for energy. Again, the U.K. is the only source of information available. A 
2010 study (see Table 2) found that half of prepaid meter customers self-rationed, spend-
ing less on food, heat, or medicine. One customer reported that she had stopped vacu-
uming her house and cut back on laundry to keep the electric meter running.

“Sometimes I am not able to wash my clothes because I can’t afford the washing liquid 
to do it, which is not right because I do like to have clean clothes to wear.”68 Others pri-
oritized energy bills over other financial obligations.69 One in ten prepaid service cus-
tomers spent less on other bills and 6 percent of households reported missing payments 
on their other bills.70 Customers reported going without heat, eating microwaveable 
meals, or skipping meals altogether.71 Despite these measures, those who self-ration are 
more likely to disconnect.72

E.  Reported Customer Satisfaction

In studies designed and conducted or commissioned by the SRP in Arizona, prepay-
ment customers generally report a high satisfaction level with the program. However, 
the same studies show that customers continue to be dissatisfied with aspects of the pro-
gram, particularly with payment methods. To re-load the meter, customers must travel 
to a location with a pay center self-service kiosk. Seventy-one percent of customers 
surveyed in 2006 said they experienced a problem with an inoperable pay center in the 
previous year. The longer customers remain in the prepayment program, the more dis-
satisfied they are with the pay centers. When looking at overall experience, SRP’s credit 
customers reported a better overall experience (50 percent) compared to prepayment 
customers (44 percent) in 2010.

The National Consumer Law Center is not aware of any Salt River Project cus-
tomer satisfaction survey that asks customers if they would prefer paying arrear-
ages through a reasonable payment agreement versus taking a service option 
that entails automatic disconnection as billing credits expire.
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This may explain in part why the turnover rate for the M-Power program is high, 
with customers enrolled in the program for 20 months on average. The Electric Power 
Research Institute (EPRI) speculates that the population that uses M-Power is more 
transient than its credit customers but the report did not disclose whether such custom-
ers switched back to the credit-based system or any other data that would back up its 
assertion.73

SRP’s M-Power customer surveys may not fully capture the extent to which customers 
are aware:

1.	That they are paying a higher rate for service,

2.	That M-Power prepaid customer disconnections may be considerably higher than 
those of credit-based customers, or

3.	That in other utility service areas, customers may have access to reasonable payment 
plans and other consumer protections geared toward helping customers with finan-
cial hardships retain access to service.

VI. T echnology

Since its inception, the technologies enabling utilities to implement prepayment pro-
grams have evolved and advanced. However, the fundamental concept and motivations 
behind the service have not changed over time.

A.  Early Technologies

In the United Kingdom, the first prepaid customers loaded credit onto the meter by 
inserting a coin in a slot on the device.74 The next generation of meters used tokens, 
keys and cards to load credit. In the United States, SRP’s M-Power program in Arizona 
initially used a configuration where an in-home display (IHD)—a device that displays 
customer energy consumption and expenditure information—was hard-wired to the 
customer’s meter. Gradually, the program used a Powerline carrier (PLC) to facilitate 
communication between the meter and the IHD through existing home electrical wir-
ing; but the fundamentals of the program remain. M-Power customers buy credit at a 
self-service kiosk called a PayCenter using a Smart Card. The customer then inserts the 
Smart Card into the in-home display, re-loading the meter.75 The utility’s back office per-
sonnel can also process transactions by telephone or by check.76 The meter has remote 
disconnection capability and there is real-time bi-directional communication between 
the utility’s back office and the meter.77 SRP integrated the back office systems and the 
customer information software over time.78

In Great Britain, prepaid meter customers bore the added cost of maintaining a separate 
system of electric service and the transactional costs of frequent payments. Customers 
often paid rates that were considerably higher than those paid by credit-based custom-
ers.79 Many utilities in the U.S. have historically resisted prepayment in part because of 
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the high capital and maintenance costs of the technology.80 However, most utilities cur-
rently considering proposals plan to offer prepayment service as part of their AMI, or 
“smart meter” programs.81

B.  “Smart” Meters Advance Prepayment Programs

Advanced or “smart” meters can provide instant communication between the utility 
company and a customer’s meter. Unlike older prepayment technology, these newer 
systems can easily switch customers from credit to prepayment service, adjust for fluc-
tuations in energy prices, and provide one 
billing system for all customers.82 When 
a prepayment customer’s credit becomes 
depleted, advanced meters may remotely 
disconnect customers immediately and seam-
lessly. AMI dramatically increases a utility’s 
economic potential to roll out new utility pre-
payment programs. Utility companies gener-
ally obtain regulatory approval to recover 
investments in AMI based on assumptions 
that these investments lead to reduced 
operating costs or the need to invest in new 
energy supplies or capacity. AMI avoids 
the cost to invest in “standalone” prepay-
ment meters, and reduces the upfront capital 
investment required to implement a new pre-
payment program. To date, companies have 
not obtained regulatory approval to proceed 
with investment in AMI based on plans to roll out prepaid service. However, once 
approval is granted, the bulk of a utility’s cost for implementing prepayment is covered.

The Institute for Electric Efficiency (IEE) has documented that as of June 2011, there were 
about 20 million smart meters in the U.S. By 2015, it is estimated that over 65 million 
new advanced meters will be installed, representing nearly half of all U.S. households.83 
Unless consumers, advocates, policymakers, and regulators take a stand against imple-
mentation of prepaid electric and gas utility service, the potential for new programs in 
the U.S. is immense.

By the Numbers

Advanced (smart) meter technology 
dramatically increases a utility’s economic 
potential to roll out new utility prepayment 
programs.

Smart meters in the U.S.
As of June 2011	 20 million
By 2015* 	� 65 million (almost half of 

all U.S. households)

*Industry estimate
Source: Institute for Electric Efficiency83
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VII. R ecommendations

The National Consumer Law Center opposes prepaid electric and gas services. How-
ever, if a company is allowed to implement prepaid service, state regulatory commis-
sions should require each of the following provisions. The recommendations that follow 
are based in large measure on provisions of a resolution adopted by the National Asso-
ciation of State Utility Consumer Advocates on June 11, 2011.

1.	Regulatory consumer protections and programs should be maintained or 
enhanced.  These include existing limitations or prohibitions on disconnection of 
service, advance notice of disconnection, availability of payment plans, availability 
of bill payment assistance or arrearage forgiveness, and the right to dispute bills.

2.	Health and safety risks must be reduced.  When the billing credits of a customer 
receiving prepaid residential electric or natural gas service are exhausted, the cus-
tomer must be given a five-day disconnection grace period, after which the cus-
tomer must be restored to traditional, credit-based service, subject to all rules and 
customer protections applicable to such service. Prepayment customers should be 
allowed to return to credit-based service at no higher cost than the cost at which 
new customers can obtain service.

3.	Vulnerable populations must be protected.  Prepayment service should not be 
offered to low-income households or households that include any person who is 
elderly, disabled, or who has a serious illness. Households with young children 
should also not be eligible to enroll in prepayment service.

4.	Marketing of service should be voluntary.  Prepaid service should only be mar-
keted as a voluntary service and should not be marketed to customers facing discon-
nection for non-payment. Conditioning service on the method of payment is not 
marketing—it’s coercion.

5.	Payment assistance and arrearage management programs must be adopted or 
maintained.  Utilities offering prepaid service to low-income customers must also 
offer effective bill payment assistance and arrearage management programs to those 
customers.

6.	Rates for prepaid service should be lower than rates for comparable credit-based 
service.  This lower rate reflects the lower costs associated with reduced carrying 
costs, collection costs, uncollectible accounts, and shareholder risk.

7.	Costs should be transparent.  Prior to implementation, utilities should demonstrate 
the cost effectiveness of any proposed prepaid service program and reveal how 
costs will be allocated among various classes of customers.

8.	Transaction and other junk fees should be eliminated.  Prepayment customers 
should not pay security deposits or additional fees that traditional customers are not 
required to pay. Examples of such fees include initiation fees, equipment charges, or 
transaction fees to purchase billing credits, or frequent payment fees.
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9.	Initiate “on demand” service.  Utilities must ensure there are readily available 
means for prepayment customers to purchase service credits on a 24-hour a day, 
seven-day a week basis to prevent potential health and safety risks.

10.	Tracking and reporting should be monitored and disclosed.  Prepaid service pro-
grams should be monitored to ensure there is not an increased rate of service dis-
connections for non-payment. Utilities implementing prepaid service programs 
should track and report to the state regulatory commission on a monthly basis the 
following data separately for credit-based and prepayment residential customers:

•	Number of customers

•	Number of customers with arrears of 30 days or more

•	Dollar value of arrears

•	Number of disconnection notices sent

•	Number of service disconnections for non-payment

•	Number of service reconnections after disconnection for non-payment

•	Number of new payment agreements entered

•	Number of payment agreements successfully completed

•	Number of failed payment agreements

11.	States should proactively plan for customer protections in case of company 
default.  States must have adequate financial mechanisms to guarantee that funds 
prepaid by customers are returned to customers if a company becomes insolvent, 
goes out of business, or is otherwise unable to provide the services for which the 
funds were prepaid.

In service territories where prepaid service is already implemented, the implementing 
utility should answer a series of customer service questions on an annual basis. A list of 
those questions may be found in Appendix A.

VIII.  CONCLUSION

With prepaid utility service as it currently operates, low-income customers who struggle 
the most to pay bills often end up paying the most while receiving second-class utility 
service. Access to essential life-supporting service, delivered by regulated, franchised 
monopoly utility companies, should not be compromised by a service model that allows com-
panies to sidestep important consumer protections that were implemented for health and 
safety reasons.
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Instead, payment issues should be addressed through delivery of comprehensive, effec-
tive low-income energy efficiency programs, bill payment assistance programs and 
“arrearage management” programs, reductions of burdensome late payment fees and 
security deposits, and implementation of deferred payment agreements. These are 
examples of effective programs and policies that account for a household's actual income 
and expenses.

If a utility company is allowed to roll out a prepayment program, it is critical that 
state governing bodies enact provisions that will not put customers’ lives at risk 
and avoid setting up a two-tiered system which targets low-income and minority 
customers.

http://www.nclc.org


©2012 National Consumer Law Center  www.nclc.org Rethinking Prepaid Utility Service  5  27

Appendix A

Customer Service Questions that Utilities  
with Prepaid Service Programs Should be  

Required to Answer Annually

In utility service territories where prepaid service is already adopted, the following 
questions should be posed “on the record” annually to implementing utilities.

1.	Does the utility plan to replace prepayment meters with advanced meters?
a.	If so, will prepayment rates go down?

2.	Does the utility track service disconnections among prepayment customers?
a.	If so, can the utility provide data on

	 i.	 Duration of disconnections
	 ii.	 # of “self-disconnections” by month over the past three years
	iii.	� Annual and monthly rates of “self-disconnection” (i.e., # residential self-dis-

connections ÷ # of residential customers)
b.	Has the utility conducted analysis or surveys among customers who self-discon-

nect to determine 
	 i.	 reasons for the disconnections 
	 ii.	 income and demographics of customers who self-disconnect?

3.	Does the utility track disconnections among customers who post-pay?
a.	If so, can the utility provide data on

	 i.	 Duration of disconnections
	 ii.	 # of “self-disconnections” by month over the past three years
	iii.	� Annual and monthly rates of “self-disconnection” (i.e., # residential self-dis-

connections ÷ # of residential customers)
b.	Has the utility conducted analysis or surveys among customers who self-discon-

nect to determine 
	 i.	 reasons for the disconnections
	 ii.	 income and demographics of customers who self-disconnect?
	iii.	 Will the utility provide survey instruments along with results and analysis?

4.	Fees
a.	Does the utility charge prepayment customers fees for 

	 i.	 Paying by phone
		  1.	 how much?
		  2.	 how many customers pay by this method?
		  3.	 Percentage of M-Power revenues that come from this payment method
	ii.	 Paying online 
		  1.	 how much?
		  2.	 how many customers pay by this method?
		  3.	 Percentage of prepayment revenues that come from this payment method 
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	iii.	 Paying at a kiosk 
		  1.	 how much?
		  2.	 how many customers pay by this method?
		  3.	 Percentage of prepayment revenues that come from this payment method
	iv.	 Paying a third party 
		  1.	 how much?
		  2.	 how many customers pay by this method?
		  3.	 What 3rd party fees are involved with this payment method?
		  4.	 Percentage of M-Power revenues that come from this payment method
	v.	 Other payment method?

5.	Does any of the utility’s post-paying residential customers use in-home devices to 
track consumption and expenditures?
a.	If so, how do these devices differ from those used by prepayment customers?
b.	Has the utility studied the energy savings associated with use of in-home devices 

without prepayment? 
c.	 If so, please provide results of analysis.

6.	Energy savings
a.	What is the average energy savings realized by a prepayment customer?

	 i.	 How is this calculated?
	 ii.	� Is baseline consumption of individual customers used to develop savings estimates?
	iii.	 Has the utility analyzed the factors to which savings are attributable?
		  1.	 self-disconnection
		  2.	 energy efficiency
		  3.	 energy conservationv
		  4.	� Has the utility studied the extent to which prepayment customers engage 

in “self-rationing,” that is, cutting back on other expenditures, including 
necessities, to stay connected to their electric service?

7.	Customer satisfaction surveys
a.	Will the utility share instruments and results of customer satisfaction surveys 

conducted over the past five years?
b.	In customer satisfaction surveys, are respondents asked whether they may prefer 

a long-term payment agreement to prepayment as a means of managing arrearages?
c.	 How is sampling conducted?

8.	Marketing and Enrollment
a.	Among prepayment customers enrolled over the past three years, what propor-

tion came to the program as
	 i.	 a new the utility customer
	 ii.	 an existing the utility customer
		  1.	 with no outstanding arrearage
		  2.	 with an outstanding arrearage
			   a.	 average vintage
			   b.	 average dollar value 
		  3.	 with a pending notice of disconnection
		  4.	 with previous disconnections for non-payment
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Data Request Reponses Prepared by David W. Cheng in 
SDG&E’s GRC Phase 2 Proceeding, A.11-10-002  

 
 

 
 
 
  

 
  

 



DRA DATA REQUEST NUMBER DRA-06 
SDG&E 2012 GRC PHASE 2 A.11-10-002 

REQUEST DATED:  01/31/2012 
SDG&E RESPONSE DATED: 02/14/2012 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Subject:  Prepay program and Partial shut-off 
 
 
Question 1:  Are SDG&E’s smartmeters (or other meters) capable of limiting the amount 
of electricity delivered to a home?  That is, can they perform a partial shut-off?   
 
 

SDG&E Response 01:  SDG&E objects to this question to the extent it requests 
information that is not relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending 
proceeding and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence.  Subject to and without waiving this objection, SDG&E responds as 
follows:   
 
SDG&E’s smartmeters cannot perform a partial shut-off and cannot regulate the level of 
current that a customer can draw when connected.  The meters can only allow up to the 
maximum current flow or none at all.  
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Question 2:  Can SDG&E’s smartmeters be used to provide a minimal subsistence level 
of electricity to the home for free in lieu of a complete shut-off? 
 

 

SDG&E Response 02:  SDG&E objects to this question to the extent it requests 
information that is not relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending 
proceeding and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence.  Subject to and without waiving this objection, SDG&E responds as 
follows: 
 
SDG&E’s smartmeters cannot perform this function.  Please see SDG&E’s response to 
Question 1 above.  
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Question 3:  a. If the smartmeters (or any other type of meter) currently cannot   
   control the amount of electricity delivered to each home, can they   
   be modified to do so?  

         b. How much would it cost to modify each meter? 
 
 

SDG&E Response 03:  SDG&E objects to this question to the extent it requests 
information that is not relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending 
proceeding and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence.  Subject to and without waiving this objection, SDG&E responds as 
follows: 
 
a. SDG&E is not aware of any road map options from the manufacturer that would 

enable this type of function.   
 
b. See response 3a.  SDG&E is unaware of the costs or meter adjustments needed to 

provide this functionality. 
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Question 4:   In SDG&E’s tariff “disconnection rule” section M, it provides the            
following statements: 

Service Extender Device: 

Where residential service is subject to discontinuance in accordance with 
Section A. above, the Utility may, at its option and subject to availability of 
equipment, install a service extender device which will allow continued electric 
service for minimal use in lieu of full discontinuance of service. The maximum 
time for providing such extended service shall be determined by the Utility. 
The Utility shall not be liable for any loss or damage occasioned by the 
installation of a service extender device or the provision of extended service. 

a. Has SDG&E provided such devices to customers? 
b. If so, how many devices currently are deployed? 
c. How much does each device cost?   
d. What are the other costs (e.g., installation) associated with these devices and 

how much are those other costs? 
e. Have these devices ever been activated?  If so, when? 
f. What issues did SDG&E intend to address through installing these devices?   
g. Have the devices worked as SDG&E anticipated?  
h. Has SDG&E’s intention for deploying these devices been met successfully?   
i. Please provide a detailed explanation about how the devices have worked and 

any problems that have been encountered.     
 
 

SDG&E Response 04: SDG&E objects to this question to the extent it requests 
information that is not relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending 
proceeding and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence.  Subject to and without waiving this objection, SDG&E responds as 
follows: 
 
a. Yes, but not in the past twenty years.  These devices were called load limiters.   
 
b. There are no devices currently deployed by SDG&E. 
 
c. SDG&E is unaware of the present-day cost of a load limiter. 
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SDG&E Response 04: (Continued) 

d. Not applicable.  SDG&E is unaware of other costs associated with these devices and 
has no recent experience with the installation of load limiters. 

 

e. When load limiters were used more than 20 years ago, they were activated in special 
circumstances, prior to disconnection for non-payment.   

 

f. Through the installation of load limiters, SDG&E intended to provide customers with 
special circumstances the ability to have partial service while arranging to make a 
payment.   

 
g. SDG&E does not have information detailing the use and effectiveness of load 

limiters, given that these devices are not currently used and were last employed more 
than twenty years ago. 

 
h. See SDG&E’s response to 4g. 
 
i. See SDG&E’s response to 4g. 
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Question 4:  In the Revised Prepared Direct Testimony of David W. Cheng, Chapter 9, on 
Behalf of SDG&E (“Cheng Testimony”), page DWC-1, it references a survey of SDG&E 
customers.  Please provide the survey questions posed to respondents.  Please also provide the 
survey results. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 4:  

The following survey was presented to approximately 900 residential and 900 business 
customers in English and Spanish:   
 

We would like to know what you think about some new services SDG&E might be offering 
in the near or distant future.   
 
(Commercial) How likely is it your business would use this service?  
 -Very likely 
 -Somewhat likely 
 -Not very likely 
 -Not at all likely 
 
 (Residential) How likely is it you personally would use this service? 
 -Very likely 
 -Somewhat likely 
 -Not very likely 
 -Not at all likely 

 
One of the new services presented in the survey was Prepaid billing cards.  The likelihood for 
Commercial use was 12%, and the likelihood for Residential use was 16%.  The Residential 
customers were segmented as follows: 
 
Successful 12% likelihood 
Comfortables 14% likelihood 
Professionals 8% likelihood 
Young Mobiles 23% likelihood 
Established 18% likelihood 
Challenged 21% likelihood
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Question 5:  On page DWC-3 of the Cheng Testimony, it lists several types of customers who 
will not be eligible for participation in the prepay program.  Please provide any documents 
designed to establish customer eligibility for the program or a description of the manner that 
SDG&E will establish eligibility. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 5:  

All new Residential customers are eligible for the Prepay Program, except for customers who are 
not eligible for Remote Disconnection as identified in the Disconnection Settlement Agreement.  
This includes customers who are particularly vulnerable to the health and safety risks associated 
with the loss of utility service, i.e. self-identified seniors (age 62 or older), self-identified 
disabled customers, Medical Baseline customers, Life Support customers or other customers who 
self-certify that they have a serious illness or condition that could become life threatening if 
service is disconnected.   
 
Existing Residential customers with no arrears (account is current) are also eligible for the 
Prepay Program, with the same exceptions identified above.  
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Question 6:  Please provide any documents describing the outreach or marketing plans SDG&E 
has to inform customers regarding the prepay program. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 6:  

SDG&E has yet to design such documents.  The Prepay Program is not proposed to launch until 
2014.  
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Question 7:  On page DWC-4 of the Cheng Testimony, it states that there are several options for 
prepay customers to make payments: 

 1) online by linking a bank account and making payments from the bank account using 
MyAccount, 2) online by using a credit or debit card via SDGE’s payment processing vendor 
BillMatrix 3) by phone using the automated IVR system, or 4) by cash or check at one of 
SDG&E’s branch offices or Authorized Payment Locations. 

Please state the approximate duration of time it would take for each of these payment methods to 
be credited to a prepay customers’ account. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 7:  

There are two types of postings – memo posts and payment posts.  Memo posts occur earlier and 
will stop any collection actions on the account (including remote disconnection).  Payment posts 
occur once the payment has been confirmed and the credit is applied to an account.  The 
approximate duration of time for both payment posts and memo posts for each type of payment 
method is as follows: 
 
1) Online by linking a bank account and making payments from the bank account using 
MyAccount - Memo posts occur on an hourly basis. Payments made by 4pm Monday - Friday 
will be posted by 8pm that evening. Payments made after 4pm on Weekdays and payments made 
on Weekends and Holidays will be posted the evening of the following business day.   
 
2) Online by using a credit or debit card via SDG&E’s payment processing vendor BillMatrix - 
Currently memo posts occur nightly, but there is an enhancement work in progress to increase 
memo post frequency to three times a day.  Payments made by 4pm Monday - Friday will be 
posted by 8pm that evening. Payments made after 4pm on Weekdays and payments made on 
Weekends and Holidays will be posted the evening of the following business day.    
 
3) By phone using the automated IVR system - Memo posts occur immediately after the 
customer completes the payment request.  Payments made by 4pm Monday - Friday will be 
posted by 8pm that evening. Payments made after 4pm on Weekdays and payments made on 
Weekends and Holidays will be posted the evening of the following business day.   
 
4) By cash or check at one of SDG&E’s branch offices or Authorized Payment Locations – For 
SDG&E branch offices, the memo post occurs immediately.  A payment made at a branch office 
will be posted the next working day.  A payment made at an APL Monday through Friday during 
regular working hours 6am -5:50pm is memo posted within an hour.  The actual payment will be 
posted the next working day.  Payments made at an Authorized Payment Location between 
5:50pm and 9:50pm Monday - Thursday will be memo posted at 10pm.  The payment will be 
posted the next working day.  Payments made after 9:50pm, Monday - Thursday will be included 
in the 6am memo post the following day.  Payments made after cut off at Friday 5:50pm through  
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SDG&E Response 7 Continued:  

Sunday evening at 9:50pm will be memo posted at 10pm Sunday evening. Payments made after 
10pm on Sunday will be included in the first memo post file sent on Monday morning. All 
payments made after cut off on Friday through Sunday 10pm will be included in Monday’s 
payment post.   
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Question 8:  Please provide any documents designed to inform customers regarding any rights 
or protections they will be losing by participating in a prepay program. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 8:  

 

SDG&E has yet to design such documents.  The Prepay Program is not proposed to 

launch until 2014.   

 

The Prepay Program proposed by SDG&E will be completely optional and will provide 

an additional payment and energy management option for customers.   
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Question 1: Please state whether a customer who participates in the proposed prepaid program 
would be eligible to receive crisis assistance from the Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP). 
 
 
 

SDG&E Response 1: 

 
A customer who participates in the proposed Prepay Program may or may not be eligible to 
receive crisis assistance from the LIHEAP.  In order to be eligible for crisis assistance, the 
customer must fall within the income guidelines, demonstrate arrears in payments, and be facing 
an impending disconnection (meaning the customer must be in receipt of a 24- or 48-hour 
disconnection notice).  
 
SDG&E is in the process of contacting local agencies to discuss whether Prepay Program 
participants would be able to sufficiently demonstrate arrears in payments and show proof of 
impending disconnection, assuming that the customer falls within the income guidelines.  Under 
the proposed Prepay Program, customers would be allowed to owe a balance of up to $20.  Thus, 
customers could potentially demonstrate arrears in payments by providing a MyAccount 
screenshot.  Furthermore, customers might be able to demonstrate impending disconnection by 
presenting the electronic notices of zero or negative prepaid balance.  
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Question 2:  As eligibility for crisis assistance from LIHEAP requires that a customer 
demonstrate arrears in their energy payments, would a customer who participates in the proposed 
prepaid program be eligible for such assistance. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 2: 

Please see response to Question 1 above. 
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Question 3: To your knowledge, could eligibility for LIHEAP crisis assistance be based on 
something besides a demonstrated arrearage, such as a disconnection or pending disconnection. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 3: 

 
Please see response to Question 1 above. 
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Question 4: Please state which community agencies San Diego Gas and Electric Company 
works with to assist customers in applying to LIHEAP assistance. 
 
 

SDG&E Response 4: 

 

SDG&E works with Campesinos Unidos, Inc., The MAAC Project and Community 

Action Partnership of Orange County. 
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Question 1:  Please provide the name of the individual or individuals that introduced the 

idea for the Prepay Program and describe their position with the utility. Please also set 

forth any meetings or discussions that contributed to this program’s initial development, 

and name any parties that participated. 

 
SDG&E Response 1:  

 

SDG&E objects to this request to the extent it seeks information regarding individual 

utility employees, for purposes of protecting their individual privacy rights.  Subject to 

and notwithstanding this objection, SDG&E responds as follows:  In February of 2010, 

SDG&E conducted a survey of approximately 900 residential customers, in both English 

and Spanish.  Customers were asked about their likelihood of using a prepaid service, 

among other potential new services.  Results indicated that 16% of residential customers 

would be likely to use a prepaid solution.  As a result, the Customer Services Division 

began researching and exploring the concept of a prepaid service.   
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Question 2: Please provide whether any community based organizations that assisted in 

the initial development of the proposed Prepay Program, and what constituencies they 

represent. 

 

SDG&E Response 2: 

 

SDG&E’s Prepay Program was discussed with parties to the Disconnection Settlement 

Agreement adopted in D.10-12-051, which includes DRA, TURN, the Greenlining 

Institute, the Center for Accessible Technology, and the National Consumer Law Center.   

The Prepay Program was discussed during both the June and September 2011 quarterly 

meetings with the above parties.  Furthermore, on July 28, 2011, SDG&E conducted a 

two-hour discussion with the same parties focused solely on the Prepay Program.   

�

�
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Question 3: Please provide whether any community based organizations that were asked 

to comment upon or evaluate the proposed Prepay Program after its initial stages, and 

name the constituencies they represent. Please provide any methodology these 

community based organizations utilized in evaluating the Prepay Program’s impact on 

their constituencies. 

 

SDG&E Response 3:  

 

Please see the above response to Question 2.  As a result of the discussions and input 

from the Disconnection Settlement Agreement parties, SDG&E made significant changes 

to the Prepay Program proposal.  The changes included: 

 

1. Existing customers will not be eligible for the Prepay program unless they have a 

current balance (no arrears). 

2. Only bad debt balances are eligible for the 75/25 Bad Debt feature (Final Bills 

older than 145 days), not current or recent Final Bills. 

3. Reduced fees – Prepay customers will be waived from the disconnection and 

reconnection fees. 

4. Revised implementation date of January 1, 2014 (from January 1, 2013). 

 

Information about the parties referenced in Question 2 can be found on their respective 

websites: 

http://www.dra.ca.gov 

http://www.turn.org 

http://www.greenlining.org 

http://www.cforat.org/ 

http://www.nclc.org/ 
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Question 1: Please provide information regarding the SDG&E study described in lines 

26 to 29 of David Cheng’s testimony, including: 

a) Whether the study complied with the “Code of Standards and Ethics for 

Survey Research” set forth by the Council of American Survey Research 

Organizations, and provide associated information, including:  

i. A description of the sample design, including the method of 

selecting respondents, the number of attempts to complete a 

survey, respondent eligibility or screening criteria, and other 

pertinent information. 

ii. The study methodology, including whether it was conducted 

through landline telephone numbers. 

iii. A description of the results of the sample implementation 

including:  

1. The total number of potential respondents contacted 

2. The number not reached 

3. The number of refusals 

4. The number of terminations 

5. The number of non-eligibles 

6. The number of completed surveys 

iv. The basis for any “completion rate” percentages should be fully 

documented and described 

b) A profile of the individuals surveyed including: 

i. The ethnicity and income demographics of all respondents; 

ii. The ethnicity and income demographics of individuals that 

indicated they are “likely to use a prepaid solution”; 

c) Please also include the following: 

i. The full SDG&E survey questionnaire referenced in David 

Cheng’s testimony, as well as responses to that questionnaire; 
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ii. A description of any differences between the Prepayment 

Program as described in SDG&E’s survey and the program as 

described in Mr. Cheng’s testimony. 

 

SDG&E Response 1:  

 

 

a) 

 

i.  

The study complied with the CASRO “Code of Standards and Ethics for Survey 

Research”.  A Phone to web recruit methodology was used. A list of customers without 

self-requested survey restrictions on their account or who were recently surveyed for 

another study were randomly selected and provided to Vision Critical. Respondents were 

screened by telephone, an email address was obtained and double confirmed. An email 

invite was then deployed linking the respondent to a user-friendly visualized survey. 

 

ii. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Overview 

• A phone to web methodology was utilized for this study in order to get a 

representative sample of the entire database and obtain the quality and amount of 

information required.  This methodology involves the recruitment of respondents over the 

phone who are then forwarded a survey link via email to an email address provided by 

the respondent. 
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SDG&E Response 1 Continued:  

Recruitment 

 

• Respondents were telephoned and qualified through a recruitment screening 

questionnaire.  

• A total of seven call backs were made to each customer on the list. 

• For those that qualified, they were asked for their email address to complete the 

survey online.  

 

Screening Criteria included: 

• “Person responsible for making decisions on your household’s energy usage” 

• Screening for occupation 

• Age 18-64 

• Confirmation that SDG&E provide the electricity or natural gas  

• Determining language of choice for the survey (English or Spanish) 

• Telephone recruitment was conducted in both English and Spanish.   

• Telephone interviewers determined language preference for the screening 

questionnaire upon initial contact. 

 

Online Survey 

• Respondents recruited from the telephone screening were sent a link to an online 

survey via email.  The invitation was sent to an email address they provided during the 

telephone screening process.. Typically, the phone interviewer would remain on the 

phone until the respondent had confirmed receipt of the email. 

• The online survey was approximately 25 minutes in length. 

• The online surveys were available in both English and Spanish.  Language of 

preference for the online survey was determined during the screening questionnaire. 

Incentives 
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• Individuals were given a $5 incentive to take part in the survey in the form of a 

gift certificate to a major online retailer).  Amazon was the online retailer used to fulfill 

the incentives but Amazon was not verbally mentioned to the respondents during the 

screening process in order that SDG&E could maintain impartiality.   

• Additionally, if they completed the draw within 24 hours they were also entered 

into a random draw for a prize worth $500.  

• To increase response rates, the incentive amount was increased to $15 after 

January 10th 2010. 

 

Field Window 

• 928 valid SDG&E residential completed surveys were received between 

December 11th, 2009 and February 28th 2010. 

• 873 English and 55 Spanish completes. 

 

Weighting 

• The results were weighted according to the composition of SDG&E consumer 

segments. 

 

iii. 

See ii above 

 

iv. 

Completion Rate for Telephone Recruitment (proportion of qualified respondents that 

completed the interview): 

 completed recruit/(incomplete recruit + eligible non-recruit) = 15.3% 

 

  

Completion Rate for Online Survey: 

  Number of recruits/number of completed online surveys = 40.5% 
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Total Completion Rate: 6.2% 

b) 

 

i.  The ethnicity and income of all respondents: 
TOTAL Income Ethnicity 

  
 

< 
$59K 

 

$60K - 
$99.9K 

 
$100K+

 
Caucasian

 

African-
American

 
Hispanic

 
Asian

 

Other/ 
no 

answer 
 

100% 47% 25% 28% 76% 2% 8% 3% 10% 

 

ii. The ethnicity and income of those who indicated they are likely	to	use	a	
prepaid	billing	card: 

TOTAL Income Ethnicity 

  
 

< 
$59K 

 

$60K - 
$99.9K 

 
$100K+

 
Caucasian

 

African-
American

 
Hispanic

 
Asian

 

Other/ 
no 

answer 
 

100% 59% 25% 17% 53% 8% 16% 5% 18%   
 

c) 

i. 

Only one question in the survey is relevant to the Prepay Program: 

Intro: 

We would like to know what you think about some new services SDG&E might be 

offering in the near or distant future. 

 

(Commercial) How likely is it your business would use this service?  

 -Very likely 

 -Somewhat likely 

 -Not very likely 

 -Not at all likely 



JOINT PARTIES DATA REQUEST NUMBER DR-02 (REVISED) 
SDG&E 2012 GRC PHASE 2 A.11-10-002 

REQUEST DATED:  07/02/2012 
SDG&E RESPONSE DATED: 07/17/2012 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 (Residential) How likely is it you personally would use this service? 

 -Very likely 

 -Somewhat likely 

 -Not very likely 

 -Not at all likely 

 

One of the new services presented was Prepaid billing cards.   

 

Survey responses for the likelihood of using a Prepaid billing card service: 

 

(Commercial) How likely is it your business would use this service?  

 -Very likely – 28 respondents (3%) 

 -Somewhat likely – 79 (9%) 

 -Not very likely – 273 (30%) 

 -Not at all likely – 522 (58%)  

 

 (Residential) How likely is it you personally would use this service? 

-Very likely – 41 respondents (4%) 

-Somewhat likely – 107 (12%) 

-Not very likely – 278 (30%) 

-Not at all likely – 502 (54%) 

 

ii. 

Not applicable, as the only information presented to the respondents was the name of the 

potential new service itself – Prepaid billing cards.   
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Question 2: Do you believe that the processes outlined in David Cheng’s testimony fully meet SDG&E’s standards of securing full and adequate input from underserved communities before attempting to design and implement a program intended to benefit low and moderate income families? a) If your answer is in the affirmative, please rate this on a scale of 1-10, with 10 being “outstanding.” 
 

SDG&E Response 2: 

 Not applicable.    
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Question 1: Following up on SDG&E’s response to Greenlining DR 1-4, please provide 
documentation of the sampling methodology used in the survey referenced in the 
company's response. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 1:   
 
Regarding the sampling methodology used, first a random sample of accounts was 
generated with a sampling size generally 10 times the target number of responses; for this 
survey, the target number of responses was 900.  This list was then provided to a research 
vendor, who then randomly contacted customers to conduct the survey.  The vendor had a 
total of 902 responses from commercial accounts and 928 responses from residential 
accounts.  
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Question 2: Following up on SDG&E’s response to Greenlining DR 1-4, please provide 
all background information regarding prepaid service -- including but not limited to, 
information regarding disconnection procedures -- that was provided to respondents prior 
to the posing of survey questions. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 2:   
 
The only information presented to the respondents was the name of the potential new 
service itself – Prepaid billing cards.  
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Question 3: In the Revised Prepared Testimony of David W. Cheng at page DWC-1, Mr. 
Cheng references a study conducted by EcoAlign in November 2010. With respect to this 
study please provide the following documentation and information: 
 

a. the complete survey instrument, 
b. documentation and analysis of responses to each survey question, and 
c. identification of the funding sources behind the referenced study. 

 
 
SDG&E Response 3:   
 
SDG&E is not aware of such documents or information related to the EcoAlign study.  
The EcoPinion Survey Report is available on www.ecoalign.com.  
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Question 4: In the Revised Prepared Testimony of David W. Cheng at page DWC-1, Mr. 
Cheng states that the Company's prepaid service program would allow "customers the 
ability to manage their energy usage by prepaying for energy prior to consumption." 
Please fully describe the extent to which SDG&E customers who do not participate in a 
prepaid service offering would have the ability to manage their energy usage by 
prepaying for energy prior to consumption. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 4: 
 
SDG&E believes that the last sentence of the question was meant to state “Please fully 
describe the extent to which SDG&E customers who do not participate in a prepaid 
service offering would have the ability to manage their energy usage by preparing for 
energy prior to consumption.”   
 
All energy usage management tools available to customers participating in the optional 
Prepay Program will also be available to traditional post-pay customers.  However, as 
noted in the Revised Prepared Testimony of David W. Cheng on page DWC-3, other 
utilities have reported a reduction in energy consumption for Prepay customers after 
switching from traditional post-pay.   
 
The primary goal of the Prepay Program is to provide customers an additional payment 
option for those that value such an option.  
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Question 5: Please provide full documentation of any and all modifications or upgrades 
to the Company's IT systems, billing systems, customer service operations or other 
operations that would be needed to implement a new residential prepaid service program. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 5:   
 
To date, modifications to the following systems have been identified: 
 
Service Orders system, Finance system, Billing system, Credit system, and Metering 
system.   
 
SDG&E will undertake detailed development of system requirements and system 
modifications design when the Prepay Program is approved.  
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Question 6: Please provide any estimates, projections and documentation in the 
company's possession regarding costs associated with modifications or upgrades to the 
Company's IT systems, billing systems, customer service operations or other operations 
that would be needed to implement a new residential prepaid service program. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 6: 
 
SDG&E’s response to Question 6 and the attached spreadsheet are confidential and 
are produced pursuant to the non-disclosure agreement executed by NCLC in this 
proceeding.   
 
Currently, the estimated system modification cost for implementing the Prepay Program 
is approximately $1.4 mil.  (please see attached spreadsheet)  The cost estimate is subject 
to change once more detailed requirements are established.   
 

Prepay Estimate 
(Confidential).xls
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Question 7: Please provide detailed information describing how the company plans to 
allocate costs associated with implementation of a new residential prepaid service 
program. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 7: 
 
SDG&E is not seeking incremental funding in this application to implement the Prepay 
Program.  Ongoing costs of the program will be included in SDG&E’s  next General Rate 
Case.  
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Question 8: In the Revised Prepared Testimony of David W. Cheng at page DWC-2, Mr. 
Cheng states that “utilities have reported a significant savings in energy consumption for 
customers after switching to a prepaid solution.”  He references a 2007 study of the Salt 
River Project M-Power program and the prepaid electric program of Oklahoma Electric 
Cooperative.  Please provide all available documents, reports and analysis regarding the 
source of reported usage reductions, including but not limited to reductions attributable to 
involuntary disconnection of service or forced usage reduction to avoid complete loss of 
light, cooling and heat.  To the extent that SDG&E is not aware of such existing 
documents, reports and analysis, please provide a detailed explanation here. 
  
 
SDG&E Response 8: 
 
SDG&E is not aware of such documents or information.  Mr. Cheng’s testimony is based 
on the following two sources, as also footnoted in his testimony : 
 
King ,Jennie, “M-Power: A Better Way to Keep Customers in Power,” Metering, AMR, 
and Data Management, Energy Central (Jan. 18, 2007). 
 
Chartwell, Jonna Buck, Oklahoma Electric Cooperative, “Prepaid Experience,” Webinar, 
July 2008.
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Question 9: On page DWC-3, Mr. Cheng states that customers who are particularly 
vulnerable to the health and safety risks associated with the loss of utility service will not 
be eligible to participate in the Company's proposed prepaid service program. Please 
explain why customers who are particularly vulnerable to the health and safety risks 
associated with loss of utility service will not be allowed to participate in the program. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 9: 
 
The Prepay Program utilizes Remote Disconnection and Remote Reconnection in order 
to maximize efficiency of service and minimize program costs.  Customers who may face 
health and safety risks due to the interruption of energy services are already excluded 
from remote disconnection on a post-pay basis.  These risks are not mitigated as a result 
of providing customers with an additional utility payment option. 
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Question 10: For each of the past five calendar years please provide the number of new 
residential customers that apply for service with a prior bad debt. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 10:   
 
2007 – N/A 
2008 – N/A 
2009 – 15,848 
2010 – 15,946 
2011 – 15,804 
2012 – 7,641 (through 5/31)
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Question 11: On page DWC-3, Mr. Cheng references prepaid electric programs operated 
by Arizona's Salt River Project, North Carolina's Brunswick Electric Membership 
Corporation, and the prepaid electric program operated by Oklahoma Electric 
Cooperative. For each of these referenced programs, please the following information 
separately for general residential customers, and prepaid electric service customers, for 
the most recent twelve months: 

 
a. Total number of customers 
b. Rates of disconnection for nonpayment 
c. Duration of disconnection for nonpayment 
d. Number of service reconnection's after disconnection for nonpayment 
e. Number of payment agreements entered 
f. Number of payment agreements successfully completed 
g. Number of failed payment agreements 
h. Number of customers eligible to participate in the Low Income Home 

Energy Assistance Program. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 11: 
 
SDG&E is not in possession of nor aware of such documents or information.   
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Question 12: Please provide any information or analysis in the Company's possession 
regarding projected savings through implementation of prepaid electric service in the 
following areas: 

a. Customer service operations, and 
b. Reduced bad debt. 

 
 
SDG&E Response 12: 
 
There are no projected savings in Customer service operations at this time, as there are 
too many opposing factors, such as potential longer Customer Service call times balanced 
by potential fewer calls, and potential savings from reduced check processing expenses 
balanced by potential need for additional staff in Branch Offices if more cash payments 
are received.  Thus, on balance, there are no projected savings.   
 
The projected savings for reduced bad debt are as follows:  $28,000 in 2014 (assuming a 
1% participation level), $56,000 in 2015 (assuming a 2% participation level), and 
$84,000 in 2016 (assuming a 3% participation level).  
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Question 13: Please provide evidence of any prepaid electric service program operating 
in the United States where participation is not disproportionately concentrated among 
households living below the median income of the implementing utility service territory. 
 
 
SDG&E Response 13: 
 
SDG&E is not aware of evidence for or against the proposed statement that a prepaid 
electric service program operating in the United States is disproportionately concentrated 
among households living below the median income of the implementing utility service 
territory.     



Routine Type Complexity  New / 
Existing 

Developer
Skill

Mod
el 

Hour
s

Adjustment Estimated Hours CFG % CFG Hours Total Hours Responsible Team

 Requirement Business description of requriement.

1.1
CUSSO010 - SOTN

1.) Modify SOTN to allow prepay indicator to transfer with customer 
when a transfer of service is requested.
2.) Modify SOTN to allow new prepay prompt screen to be displayed if 
deposit is required.

Online (Update-
S)

Medium  Existing Average 50 50 30% 15 65 Service Orders

1.2

CUSSO510 - SOTN SM 1.) Modify SOTN to allow prepay indicator to transfer with customer 
when a transfer of service is requested.
2.) Modify SOTN to allow new prepay prompt screen to be displayed if 
deposit is required.

Online (Update-
S)

Medium  Existing Average 50 50 30% 15 65 Service Orders

1.3
CUSSO015 - SOTF 1.)  Modify SOTF to allow prepay indicator to transfer 

with customer when a transfer of service is requested.
Online (Update-

S)
Medium  Existing Average 50 50 30% 15 65 Service Orders

1.4
CUSSO515 - SOTF SM 1.)  Modify SOTF to allow prepay indicator to transfer 

with customer when a transfer of service is requested.
Online (Update-

S)
Medium  Existing Average 50 50 30% 15 65 Service Orders

1.5

Service order Completion 1.) Modify completion of SOTF/SOTN to allow transfer of 
prepay set up and funds to transfer to new account.  
Currently the deposit transfer process uses the 02/01 cd-
trf pending and the 05/10 to determine if the deposit 
transfers - this process could be leveraged to look for 
prepay status records and transfer the status to the new 
account.
2.) Modify completion to accommodate  prepay remote 
disconnect order.
3.)  Modify completion to accommodate prepay remote 
cut-in order.
4.) The order process will not suppress an order if it is 
created - there would be no process to hold the order 
until a payment is rec'd.  Instead, at the turn on time, 
change mtr completion with pending prepay, the 
completion process should set the prepay status from 
pending to active.
5.) If the account is on prepay and the order CPPs a PWQ 
to credit would be generated.
6.) Service Order PWQ's - If meter is replaced and the 
new meter is not a remote connect meter, a PWQ will 
need to be generated, the same would be true if the 
meter was reprogrammed.  We could add logic to the 
RMC process to only allow the meter to be programmed 
to a program with remote configuration status of E.

Common 
Module

High  Existing Average 45 240 240 30% 72 312 Service Orders

1.6

SODP - Conversation
(CRDP???)

1.) Add new step to conversation which will be a prompt 
screen that allows user to select prepay option when 
customer is eligible.
2.)  Add new step to conversation which will be a prepay 
set up screen.
***Modify CRDP as well???--- Ask Eileen and Michele

Conversation Medium  Existing Average 10 10 30% 3 13 Service Orders

Requirement

SDG&E Estimate - CISCO Prepay Estimate
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1.7

New Prepay Maintenance Conversation 1.) A new Install/1 conversation will be developed which 
will allow the user to set customers up on prepay and 
terminate prepay agreements.  It is assumed that most 
prepay arrangements will be established during the SOTN 
kprocess.  This conversation will be utilized for customers 
who are already active, but have elected the prepay 
option.  In addition, this conversation will allow them to 
terminate their prepay agreement and transition to 
traditional billing when eligible.

2.)  This new conversation will go directly to the prepay 
setup screen.

Conversation Medium  New Average 40 40 30% 12 52 Finance

1.8
New Prepay DB2 Table 1.) A new DB2 table will be developed which will store 

prepay start date, term date, status, account, etc. DB2 Table Medium  New Average 10 40 40 30% 12 52 Billing

1.9

New Deposit Prompt Screen 1.) A new deposit prompt screen will be developed which 
will allow the user to designate whether they will be 
initiating a deposit or setting up a prepay agreement.  
The prompt screen would include prepay eligibility 
validations which will be set up in PTRM.  The 'initiate 
prepay' field will be protected if the customer is not 
eligible.  In addition, a message will be displayed to 
indicate why the customer is inelligible.

2.)  Screen could be set up to default to cash deposit - 
Deposit and Bad Debt and Closing Bill informatiuon 
displayed on screen if debt is eligible to be paid back and 
matches customer ID.  Screen could be set up to select 
account for viewing or a PF key could be added to view 
the customer credit history screen.  This will help the 
CSR work with the customer and determine the best 
option.

Screen Medium  New Average 30 40 40 30% 12 52 Finance

1.10

New Deposit Prompt Program 1.) A new deposit prompt screen will be developed which 
will allow the user to designate whether they will be 
initiating a deposit or setting up a prepay agreement.  
The prompt screen would include prepay eligibility 
validations which will be set up in PTRM.  The 'initiate 
prepay' field will be protected if the customer is not 
eligible.  In addition, a message will be displayed to 
indicate why the customer is inelligible.

2.)  Screen could be set up to default to cash deposit - 
Deposit and Bad Debt and Closing Bill informatiuon 
displayed on screen if debt is eligible to be paid back and 
matches customer ID.  Screen could be set up to select 
account for viewing or a PF key could be added to view 
the customer credit history screen.  This will help the 
CSR work with the customer and determine the best 
option.

Online (Update-
NS)

High  New Average 80 80 30% 24 104 Finance

Prepay Estimate.xls 10/19/20129:52 AM



SDG&E Estimate - CISCO Prepay Estimate

1.11

New Pre Pay Set Up Screen 1.) A new PrePay set up screen will be developed which 
will allow the user to set the customer up on prepay and 
terminate prepay.
2.)  Prepay start date would default to turn on date.  If 
account is active, it would default to day after last read 
date.  Screen would require account to have a 0 balance.  
Rules have to be defined about when a customer has to 
make a payment.  
3.)  If customer meets eligibility but does not have a 
remote connect meter, confirmation of the set up will 
generate a change meter order to install a remote 
connect meter.  (Would only be allowed if account is not 
Medical BL/Life Support, meter is Calss 100 or 200 and 
meter form is 01s, 02s or 12s).  If service is not form 
1,2, or 12 or CL100 or 200, Prepay is not allowed - this 
will need to be displayed on the new screen.
4.)  If customer is eligible and meter is a remote connect 
meter and the meter has a program that has the remote 
disabled, the new set up program will need to insert a 
row in the Remote Meter Configuration table (CU16TB25) 
to have the meter reprogrammed to an enabled program.
5.)  Initial prepayment amount will be due on the sotn 
dt_wanted date for SOTN initiated prepay agreements.  
For all other prepay setups, the date the account is active 
on prepay will be the date that the prepayment is due.
6.)  A PF key will be added to this screen which will take 
the user to a prepay history screen.  This screen would 
show the history of prepay agreements at the premise for 
the customer.

Screen Medium  New Average 30 40 40 30% 12 52 Finance

1.12

New Pre Pay Set Up Program 1.) A new PrePay set up screen will be developed which 
will allow the user to set the customer up on prepay and 
terminate prepay.
2.)  Prepay start date would default to turn on date.  If 
account is active, it would default to day after last read 
date.  Screen would require account to have a 0 balance.  
Rules have to be defined about when a customer has to 
make a payment.  
3.)  If customer meets eligibility but does not have a 
remote connect meter, confirmation of the set up will 
generate a change meter order to install a remote 
connect meter.  (Would only be allowed if account is not 
Medical BL/Life Support, meter is Calss 100 or 200 and 
meter form is 01s, 02s or 12s).  If service is not form 
1,2, or 12 or CL100 or 200, Prepay is not allowed - this 
will need to be displayed on the new screen.
4.)  If customer is eligible and meter is a remote connect 
meter and the meter has a program that has the remote 
disabled, the new set up program will need to insert a 
row in the Remote Meter Configuration table (CU16TB25) 
to have the meter reprogrammed to an enabled program.
5.)  Initial prepayment amount will be due on the sotn 
dt_wanted date for SOTN initiated prepay agreements.  
For all other prepay setups, the date the account is active 
on prepay will be the date that the prepayment is due.
6.)  A PF key will be added to this screen which will take 
the user to a prepay history screen.  This screen would 
show the history of prepay agreements at the premise for 
the customer.

Online (Update-
NS)

High  New Average 80 80 30% 24 104 Finance

Prepay Estimate.xls 10/19/20129:52 AM



SDG&E Estimate - CISCO Prepay Estimate

1.13

New prepay eligibility common module 1.) A new common module will be developed which will 
determine if a customer is eligible to particiate in the 
prepay program.  This module will be called by the 
prepay set up screen.  In addition, billing's batch prepay 
module which runs nightly will validate all active prepay 
accounts to ensure that they are still eligible.  All 
eligibility requirements should be maintained in the PMRC 
conversation so that they can be modified with minimal 
coding impact.  This common module will also provide us 
with the flexibility to  allow prepay to be established via 
multiple channels, MyAccount, IVR, etc.(in the future)

Common 
Module

High  New Average 70 80 80 30% 24 104 Billing

1.14

New prepay Termination eligibility common 
module

1.) A new common module will be developed which will 
determine if a customer is eligible terminate prepay and 
transition to traditional billing.  This module will be called 
by the prepay set up screen.  Rules will need to be 
established to determine whether a customer can 
transition to traditional billing, ie. If bills paid on time for 
1 year, account open for 5 years, bad debt paid off, etc... 
Rules will need to be defined by credit .  

Common 
Module

High  New Average 70 80 80 30% 24 104 Billing

1.15

New Prepay history screen 1.) A new screen will be developed which displays the 
prepay history for a customer at a specified premise id.  
The customer could potentially have multiple prepay 
agreements.  (for example, go on prepay, go off prepay, 
go back on prepay)  Therefore, this new screen would 
provide the CSR a history of the prepay agreements for 
the customer at the given premise.  Some terminations 
may be due to NPSO and some terminations may be due 
to customer's preference.

Screen Medium  New Average 30 40 40 30% 12 52 Billing

1.16

New Prepay history program 1.) A new screen will be developed which displays the 
prepay history for a customer at a specified premise id.  
The customer could potentially have multiple prepay 
agreements.  (for example, go on prepay, go off prepay, 
go back on prepay)  Therefore, this new screen would 
provide the CSR a history of the prepay agreements for 
the customer at the given premise.  Some terminations 
may be due to NPSO and some terminations may be due 
to customer's preference.

Online (Display-
S)

Medium  New Average 65 80 80 30% 24 104 Billing

1.17

CUSSO009 1.) SOME -  Add logic to add remarks to any meter order 
with prepay identifying the account as pre-pay and that 
remote connect meter is required.

Online (Update-
S)

Medium  Existing Average 50 50 30% 15 65 Service Orders

1.18

Autogenerate cut-in orders - new common 
module

1.) Auto-generate Cut-In orders - Billing's nightly prepay 
program will initiate a call to this module which will 
initiate a cut-in order to prepay accounts which have 
been NPSO'd, but not finaled.  This program would  
derive the job code and create the order.  Billing program 
would need to pass premise, spt, and date wanted.

Common 
Module

High  New Average 70 80 80 30% 24 104 Service Orders
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1.19

CINQ- CUSCI002 1.)  Prepay indicator - currently there is no deposit 
indicator in SAD or on the landing page on CINQ.  A 
prepay indicator will be required on the Credit History 
Screen .  An indicator could be required in SAD and we 
could also be required to create a warning condition.

Online (Update-
NS)

Medium  Existing Average 40 40 30% 12 52 Service Orders

1.20

CUDIVR02 1.)  Prepay indicator should be added to IVR profile grab.  
This indicator will be used on the IVR to drive processing.

2.) We may not want to allow customers to sign up for 
LPP or other programs if they are on prepay.

3.) TMD 08/23/11  Per V. Tabiara - Changes will include 5 
additional data elements (Prepay flg, Prepay balance, Bill-
to-date, forecasted bill, last payment made, last payment 
date). Forecasted and Bill to date might have to come 
from CISCO via Aclara, needs to be done. 

Change to WSDL

WSDL Medium  Existing Average 10 16 30% 4.8 20.8 Service Orders

1.21

CUDIVR02 1.)  Prepay indicator should be added to IVR profile grab.  
This indicator will be used on the IVR to drive processing.

2.) We may not want to allow customers to sign up for 
LPP or other programs if they are on prepay.

3.) TMD 08/23/11  Per V. Tabiara - Changes will include 5 
additional data elements (Prepay flg, Prepay balance, Bill-
to-date, forecasted bill, last payment made, last payment 
date). Forecasted and Bill to date might have to come 
from CISCO via Aclara, needs to be done.

Change to Web Service module

Web Service 
Module

Medium  Existing Average 30 40 40 30% 12 52 Service Orders

1.22

CUDWS010 1.)  Prepay indicator should be added to My Account 
profile grab.  This indicator will be used on the Web to 
drive processing.

2.) We may not want to allow customers to sign up for 
LPP or other programs if they are on prepay.

Change to WSDL

WSDL Medium  Existing Average 10 16 16 30% 4.8 20.8 Service Orders

1.23

CUDWS010 1.)  Prepay indicator should be added to My Account 
profile grab.  This indicator will be used on the Web to 
drive processing.

2.) We may not want to allow customers to sign up for 
LPP or other programs if they are on prepay.

Change to Web Service module

Web Service 
Module

Medium  Existing Average 30 40 40 30% 12 52 Service Orders
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1.24

CUMCI130 1.)  Prepay indicator should be added to My Account 
profile grab.  This indicator will be used on the Web to 
drive processing.

2.) We may not want to allow customers to sign up for 
LPP or other programs if they are on prepay.

Change to common module to extract data

Common 
Module

Medium  Existing Average 35 40 40 30% 12 52 Service Orders

1.25

CUSMH751 1.)  Add logic to MHRC process to only allow the meter to 
be programmed to a program with remote configuration 
status of E for prepay accounts.

Online (Update-
NS)

Medium  Existing Average 40 40 30% 12 52 Metering

1.26

CUBSO250 1.)  The service order batch job which initiates fielded 
orders for remaining service points that have been 
NPSO'd - This program will now have 2 paths 
a.) traditional credit strategies (3 day rule)
b.) prepay credit strategies (60-90 days)
2.)  This job is also responsible for setting the bill account 
status to pending final once all service points have been 
shut off.  Setting the account to pending final triggers 
billing to pick up the account and final bill the account.

Online (Update-
NS)

Medium  Existing Average 40 80 80 30% 24 104 Service Orders

1.27

Remote Disconnect for credit strategies 1.) CISCO does not currently perform remote disconnects 
related to credit strategies.  A whole new process is 
scheduled to be implemented within the next year.  
Prepay would be dependant on this process being in 
place.  We are assuming that we may need to make 
some modifications to this process to accomodate any 
specific prepay requirements.  

***This functionality does not exist.  We are assuming 
that it will be developed before prepay is implemented.  
We would modify this process to accomodate prepay.  
This estimate only includes modifications to this process, 
NOT the creation of this process.

Common 
Module

Medium  Existing Average 35 240 240 30% 72 312 Service Orders

SubTOTAL (Service Order) 1732

2.1

Pre Pay Billing data to Aclara Interface New interface to extract and pass Pre Pay accounts, their 
billing determinants and interval data to Aclara for Bill-to-
Date process.

*** The assumption is that Pre Pay will leverage the 
interface built for the DPP project but this estimate 
accounts for any code changes and the corresponding 
integration involved with having the DPP interface 
support the daily batch transmission of PrePay customer 
data.

Batch Driver Medium  Existing Average 45 300 300 30% 90 390 Billing
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2.2

Aclara Bill-to-Date to CISCO Interface New interface to pass Aclara Bill-to-Date results to CISCO 
for the following processing activities:
(1) Evaluate eligibility of PrePay accounts.  Create a pwq 
if the account no longer is eligible.
(2) Evaluate scheduled bill date in relation to BTD date, 
special handle when within a specified # of days of the 
bill date.
(3) Compare BTD results with notification/disconnect 
thresholds.  Create file for customer notification to send 
to CCM.
(4) Initiate/cancel credit strategies based on BTD results 
& thresholds
(5) Initiate cut-in orders based on BTD results & 
thresholds
(6) Post BTD results in new Pre Pay history table

*** The assumption is that Pre Pay will leverage the 
interface built for the DPP project to receive the Bill-to-
Date results but this estimate also accounts for any 
changes and the corresponding integration involved with 
having the DPP interface support the daily batch 
transmission of PrePay customer results.

Batch Driver Very Complex  New Average 130 300 300 30% 90 390 Billing

2.3
Pre Pay Balance Screen New screen to display the account's current balance, the 

Bill-to-Date balance, and the remaining credit. Screen Medium  New Average 30 30 30% 9 39 Billing

2.4
Pre Pay Balance Program New program to display the account's current balance, 

the Bill-to-Date balance, and the remaining credit.
Online (Display-

S)
Medium  New Average 65 65 30% 19.5 84.5 Billing

2.5
Pre Pay History DB2 Table This table will store Bill-to-Date results.

DB2 Table Medium  New Average 10 20 20 30% 6 26 Billing

2.6
Pre Bill changes Modify programs as appropriate to accommodate billing 

NPSO businesses.
Batch Driver Very Complex  Existing Average 90 400 400 30% 120 520 Billing

2.7
Bill Calc changes Modify programs as appropriate to accommodate billing 

NPSO businesses.
Common 
Module

Very Complex  Existing Average 70 200 200 30% 60 260 Billing

2.8

Bill Print changes Show Pre Pay related information:  batch and Dialogue 
changes
- Due Date box on bill copy will reflect appropriate 
payment message for pre-pay accounts

Batch Driver High  Existing Average 60 200 200 30% 60 260 Billing

2.9
Rebate/Rebill changes Modify programs as appropriate to accommodate billing 

NPSO businesses.
Online (Update-

S)
Very Complex  Existing Average 110 200 200 30% 60 260 Billing

2.10
My Account enrollment eligibility interface Provide eligibility check for Pre Pay enrollment Web Service 

Module
High  New Average 50 80 80 30% 24 104 Billing

2.11
My Account unenrollment eligibility interface Provide eligibility check for Pre Pay unenrollment Web Service 

Module
High  New Average 50 80 80 30% 24 104 Billing

2.11
My Account Pre Pay indicator Real time web service to know when an account is 

enrolled/not enrolled for link display within My Account
Web Service 

Module
High  New Average 50 80 80 30% 24 104 Billing

2.12
EBPP changes Bill Ready notification changes to due dates/bill mesaging 

(as per changes to paper bill)
Common 
Module

Medium  Existing Average 35 35 30% 10.5 45.5 Billing

SubTOTAL (Billing) 1990

3.1
IVR Application Development

Online (Update-
S)

Very Complex  Existing Average 110 920 920 15% 138 1058 Finance

3.2
Genesys Attached Data Changes

Online (Update-
S)

Very Complex  Existing Average 110 20 20 15% 3 23 Finance

3.3
Adding new Disposition

Online (Update-
S)

Very Complex  Existing Average 110 4 4 15% 0.6 4.6 Finance

SubTOTAL (IVR) 944
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4.1
Pre Payment credit action when 
below threshold

Add new category (cd-cr-cat= PP) for Prepayment 
strategy  - update decode

Parm Table 
Maint

Low  New Average 8 8 8 30% 2.4 10.4 Finance

4.2
Pre Payment credit action when 
below threshold

Add new category to parm tables 
(cu28tb15,cu28tb23,etc.)

Parm Table 
Maint

Low  New Average 8 8 8 30% 2.4 10.4 Finance

4.3
Pre Payment credit action when 
below threshold

Create new strategies (for processing and remote 
disconnect) for PP (need exception classes or just one?)

Parm Table 
Maint

Low  New Average 8 8 8 30% 2.4 10.4 Finance

4.4 Prepayments to pay portion of bad d

New table to store PP bad debt accounts for payment 
processing.Identify bad debt accounts to be credited on 
Prepay accounts (customer data table - not parm table)

Parm Table 
Maint

Medium  New Average 12 12 12 30% 3.6 15.6 Finance

4.5 Exception classes
New table to store PP exception classes and priorities Parm Table 

Maint
Medium  New Average 12 12 12 30% 3.6 15.6 Finance

4.6
Prepayments to pay portion of bad 
debt

New program to transfer prepaid payment percentage to 
bad debt account. Pre pay at turn-on Batch Driver High  New Average 80 80 30% 24 104 Finance

4.7
Prepayment to pay portion of bad 
debt.  Do not transfer bad debt and 
no deposit request for PP customer

Modify to not  do bad debt transfer and/or deposit for 
prepay (cumcr306) for turn-ons Batch I/O 

Module
Low  Existing Average 25 25 30% 7.5 32.5 Finance

4.8
Prepayment to pay portion of bad 
debt.  Do not transfer bad debt and 
no deposit request for PP customer

Determine if bad debt transfer and/or deposit for 
prepay(cubcr566)

Batch Driver Low  Existing Average 30 30 30% 9 39 Finance

4.9
Prepayment to pay portion of bad 
debt.  Do not transfer bad debt and 
no deposit request for PP customer

Detmine if bad debt transfer and/or deposit for prepay 
(CUMCR567) Common 

Module
Medium  Existing Average 35 35 30% 10.5 45.5 Finance

4.10
Prepayments to pay portion of bad 
debt

New program to transfer percentage of PP account 
payments to bad debt accounts

Batch Driver Medium  New Average 80 80 30% 24 104 Finance

4.11
Prepayment customers to not have 
deposits requested

CUBCR410 - Deposit driver - chg for PP to determine 
deposit request

Batch Driver Medium  Existing Average 45 45 30% 13.5 58.5 Finance

4.12
Prepayments to pay portion of bad 
debt. Transfer Prepayment 
information to new account.

Change batch transfer (cubar100) to check for PP, 
transfer PP status, Batch Driver Medium  New Average 80 80 30% 24 104 Finance

4.13
Prepayment to pay portion of bad 
debt.  Do not transfer bad debt and 
no deposit request for PP customer

Change balance transfer (cumar101) for PP

Batch Driver Medium  Existing Average 45 45 30% 13.5 58.5 Finance

4.14 Search & Store for Bad Debt
New module to search for bad debts and add to table. 
Allow to run and refresh

Common 
Module

Medium  New Average 60 60 30% 18 78 Finance

4.15
Pre Payment credit action when 
below threshold

Add PP logic to strategy creation module (cumcr516) Common 
Module

Medium  Existing Average 35 35 30% 10.5 45.5 Finance

4.16
Remote disconnect. Memo post 
payments to cancel strategy

Add PP logic to strategy cancellation/update module 
(cumcr518)

Common 
Module

Medium  Existing Average 35 35 30% 10.5 45.5 Finance

4.17
Pre Payment credit action when 
below threshold

On-line strategy creation (CUSCR516) - ADD PP logic Online (Update-
NS)

Medium  Existing Average 40 40 30% 12 52 Finance

4.18 Reporting prepayment data to PUC New batch program to extract prepay payments Batch Driver High  New Average 80 80 30% 24 104 Finance

4.19 Reporting prepayment data to PUC
New batch program to report prepayment

Report Extract Medium  New Average 40 40 30% 12 52 Finance

4.20 Transmit prepayment data to PUC New/existing job to send prepayment reporting to PUC Report  Edit Medium  New Average 35 35 30% 10.5 45.5 Finance

SubTOTAL (Finance) 793
5.1 MyAccount IT Changes Flat estimate provided 1000 30% 300 1300 My Account

Sub TOTAL (MyAccount) 1000    
TOTAL CISCO Development 6459 1496.1 8255.1
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SDG&E Estimate - CISCO Prepay Estimate

Requirements Analysis / Testing / Supp
Requirements, Testing and Support based on a percent of 
the Development effort. Percent of Devl 

Effort Estimated Hours CFG % CFG Hours Total Hours Notes

1 IT Requirements Analysis 10% 646 20% 129 775
0.1 of total 
development 
effort.

3 IT Integration Test 20% 1292 10% 129 1421
0.2 of total 
development 
effort.

3.1
HP Quality Center - Set up test 
conditions/data

10% 646 10% 65 710
0.1 of total 
development 
effort.

4 CSST - 40% of total IT Time 40% 2584 10% 258 2842
0.4 of total IT 
Time

5
System Test - IT (10% of STS's 
System Test Hours)

10% 258 10% 26 284
0.1 of CST 
System Test 
Hours

9 Data Base Admin Support 5% 323 10% 32 355
0.05 of total 
development 
effort.

10 Infrastructure Support 0 10% 0 0 As Required

11 Information Protection Support 0 10% 0 0 As Required

12 IT Lead 10% 646 10% 65 710
0.1 of total 
development 
effort.

13 Contingency for New & Change
Additional Scope Requirements

20% 1292 0% 0 1292
0.2 of total 
development 
effort.

14 Regression Testing
 

10% 646 10% 65 710
0.1 of total 
development 
effort.

15
Merge (Depending on other 
projects)

 
5% 323 0% 0 323

0.05 of total 
development 
effort.

16 Migration
 

2% 129 0% 0 129
0.02 of total 
development 
effort.

17 Training Region Sync 10% 646 0% 0 646
0.1 of total 
development 
effort.

18 Post Production Support 0% 0 0% 0 0
0 of total 
development 
effort.

subtotal  9430 769 10199

TOTAL CISCO Requirements Analysis, Development and Test 15889 2265 18454
Cost per hour Subtotal

TOTAL IT Hours 12983 1974 15257 100 1525666
TOTAL CSST Hours 2584 258 2842 75 213147
TOTAL BOS Hours 0 0 0
TOTAL DBA Hours 323 32 355 100 35524.5
TOTAL IEO Hours 0 0 0
TOTAL IP Hours 0 0 0

   
Total Estimate

1774337
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NCLC DATA REQEUST 
DR-02 

SDG&E PHASE 2 GRC – A.11-10-002 
Date Received: SEPTEMBER 28, 2012 

Date Submitted: OCTOBER 4, 2012 
 
 
Question 1: With respect to the Salt River Project (“SRP”) M-Power  prepaid service 
program referenced in the Revised Prepared Testimony of David W. Cheng at page 
DWC-2, please provide a description of the means by which SRP’s M-Power participants 
receive information regarding the following: 
 

a. electricity consumption and cost, 
b. customer account balance or prepaid credit available to the customer, and 
c. disconnection of service due to depletion of prepaid credits. 

 
 
 
SDG&E Response 1:   
 

EPRI Paying 
Upfront.pdf  

 
 

a. According to a study (attached) in October 2010 titled “Paying Upfront: A 
Review of Salt River Project’s M-Power Prepaid Program” by Electric Power 
Research Institute, information regarding electricity consumption and cost is 
available on the in-home display, referred to as the User Display Terminal (UDT).   
 

b. Based on the same study referenced above, the prepaid credit available is also 
available on the UDT.   
 
 

c. SDG&E is unaware of how M-Power participants receive information regarding 
disconnection of service due to depletion of prepaid credits.  



NCLC DATA REQEUST 
DR-02 

SDG&E PHASE 2 GRC – A.11-10-002 
Date Received: SEPTEMBER 28, 2012 

Date Submitted: OCTOBER 4, 2012 
 

 
Question 2:  In order to receive information regarding electricity consumption, cost, 
credit balance, and disconnection of service, please indicate the extent to which SRP’s 
M-Power prepaid service program participants must retain access to one or more of the 
following services: 
 

a. Internet,  
b. mobile telephone, or  
c. landline telephone 

 
 
SDG&E Response 2:   
 
SDG&E is unaware of M-Power’s program requirements with regards to access to the 
Internet, mobile telephone, or landline telephone.  



NCLC DATA REQEUST 
DR-02 

SDG&E PHASE 2 GRC – A.11-10-002 
Date Received: SEPTEMBER 28, 2012 

Date Submitted: OCTOBER 4, 2012 
 
 
Question 3:  With respect to the SRP M-Power  prepaid service program referenced in 
the Revised Prepared Testimony of David W. Cheng at page DWC-2, please provide 
information regarding SDG&E’s current understanding or evidence of the following: 
 

a. Total number of customers, 
b. rates or frequency of disconnection of service after depletion of billing 

credits, 
c. frequency of payment for billing credits, 
d. median income of M-Power participants, and 
e. cross tabulation of M-Power participation by race 

 
 
SDG&E Response 3:   
 

a. According to a study in October 2010 titled “Paying Upfront: A Review of Salt 
River Project’s M-Power Prepaid Program” by Electric Power Research Institute, 
M-Power has more than 100,000 customers.   
 

b. SDG&E is unaware of M-Power’s disconnection rates.   
 
 

c. Based on the same study referenced above, M-Power customers purchase an 
average of $21-$24 each time, with an average of four times a month during the 
winter and seven times a month during the summer.   
 

d. Based on the same study referenced above, median income of M-Power 
participants decreased from $27,600 in 2007 to $17,900 in 2010.   
 
 

e. Based on the same study referenced above, in 2010 41% of M-power participants 
were Hispanic, 14% were African American, and 34% were Caucasian.   
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