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I N T R O D U C T I O NA P P R I S E  Overview



E n e r g y  Bill  P a y m e n t  Ass istance  
P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion E xpe r i e nc e

APPRISE Research & Evaluation

• PG Energy
• Philadelphia Gas 

Works
• PPL Electric Utilities
• S- an Diego Electric

& Gas
• SMUD
• SoCalGas
• Southern California 

Edison
• UGI

Geography

• Percentage of 
Income 
Payment 
Program

• Rate Discount
• Fixed Credit
• Arrearage

Forgiveness
• LIHEAP

Programs Utilities

• National (LIHEAP)
• California
• Colorado
• Illinois
• Kentucky
• Maryland
• Missouri
• New Jersey
• Ohio
• Pennsylvania

• Allegheny Power
• Ameren
• Duquesne Light
• FirstEnergy
• LG&E/KU
• National Fuel Gas
• Pacific Gas & Elec
• PECO
• People’s Natural

Gas
• Pepco

I N T R O D U C T I O N
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P I P P  Pilot a n d  Evaluat ion  Overview

Provide CARE customers 
with lower fixed monthly bills

PIPP Goals
1.Reduce the number of low-income

households at risk of disconnection
2.Encourage participation in energy 

savings and energy management 
programs

3.Increase access to essential levels of 
energy services

4.Control program costs

Conduct a rigorous 
evaluation to determine if 

PIPP met the goals

Determine if the Pilot impacted 
disconnections, to what extent

Assess impacts on program 
participation, payment 

behavior, and energy usage

Assess impacts on access to 
essential services

Assess costs for the Pilot and
for potential future expansion

Use results to recommend 
continuation /expansion of the 
Pilot and design modifications

PIPP Design & Goals Evaluation Objectives Study Limitations
Evaluation Timing: Only the first 

year of the Pilot was studied

Collections: IOUs have different 
policies; Some collections 

actions are more indicative of 
disconnection risk than others

Disconnections: Limitations due 
to the COVID moratorium and 
other policies resulted in low 

rates of disconnection
Income Data: The information is 

often missing and is of mixed 
quality

Costs: Many assumptions must 
be made to project from this 

very small population

I N T R O D U C T I O N
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P e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  P r o g r a m s I N T R O D U C T I O N

Traditional PIPP Design
• Designed to reduce energy burden (% of income spent on 

energy)
• Literature demonstrates relationship between energy burden 

and ability to meet energy needs
• Traditional PIPP uses each household’s annual income to

determine the bill (example of $15,000)
California PIPP Pilot Design (slide 13)

• Two bill caps apply to all participants
• Based on household of 3 at 50% and 150% of Federal

Poverty Guidelines (FPG)
• Target energy burden of 4% (3% electric; 1% gas)

Traditional PIPP Design
• Income = $15,000
• Target burden = 4%
• Target bill = (4% * $15,000) = $600
• Target monthly bill = $600/12 = $50
• Monthly discount = Monthly bill - $50

California PIPP Pilot Design
PIPP Design Lower- 

Income 
Household

Higher- 
Income 

Household
Tier 1

0%-100%

Reference Income 50% FPG
$10,860 $3,600 $21,000

Monthly Income $905 $300 $1,750

PIPP 4% CAP $37 $37 $37

PIPP Energy Burden 4% 12% 2%

Fuel Type #
Energy Burden in the Year Before PIPP Enrollment

0-1% 1-2% 2-3% 3-4% 4-5% 5-6% >6%

Dual Fuel 1,994 1% 4% 7% 8% 9% 8% 63%

Electric Only 2,618 3% 7% 11% 11% 12% 10% 46%

Gas Only 3,490 10% 25% 21% 12% 8% 5% 19%

PIPP Participants’ Energy Burden in the Year Before PIPP Enrollment
CARE Burden

Fuel Type #
Energy Burden in the Year After PIPP Enrollment

0-1% 1-2% 2-3% 3-4% 4-5% 5-6% >6%

Dual Fuel 1,994 5% 17% 19% 17% 9% 7% 26%

Electric Only 2,618 6% 27% 27% 16% 7% 4% 13%

Gas Only 3,490 51% 32% 6% 2% 2% 2% 5%

PIPP Participants’ Energy Burden in the Year After PIPP Enrollment
PIPP Burden

California CARE and PIPP Outcomes (using 4% target established in PIPP Pilot) (slide 22)

Over Subsidized Under Subsidized Over Subsidized Under Subsidized
Return to Goal AchievementP e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  6
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Findings and 

Recommendations



F I N D I N G S  & 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

Evaluat ion R e s e a r c h  Quest ions
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Research Question Research Objective and Finding Slides

1.Did the Pilot increase 
access of participants to 
essential levels of utility 
service?

• Essential levels of utility service – Increased access
o Some participants increased their usage
o Participants reported that they were better able to meet their needs after enrolling in PIPP

• Disconnections – Small reduction in low rate
o 1 percentage point net reduction in the percent of PIPP participants with disconnections in the year after PIPP enrollment
o While statistically significant, this is not a meaningful reduction

• Collections – Significant reduction in the percentage with one or more actions
o 6 percentage point net decline from the pre moratorium year to the post PIPP enrollment year
o 8 percentage point net decline from the pre PIPP enrollment year to the post PIPP enrollment year

31

28

Did the Pilot reduce the 
disconnection rate of 
participants compared to 
a similar group of 
customers?

1

28

2.Did Pilot participants 
avoid uncollectibles or 
arrearages compared 
with a control group?

1
• Arrearages – Significant reduction

o $131 net reduction in the year after PIPP enrollment
o 11 percentage point net increase in PIPP participants w-ith no past due balance after a year of PIPP participation

26

3.How did the Pilot affect 
participants’ energy 
usage behavior?

2

3

• Gas Usage – Mean net increase of 2%
• Electric Usage – Mean net increase of 4%
• Peak Usage – Mean net increase of 3%
• % Peak – No shifting of usage to peak periods

30

6. Did concurrent • Bill Payment – Significant increase in percent paid
o 24 percentage point net increase in percent of bill paid in the year after PIPP enrollment
o 14 percentage point net increase in the percent of PIPP participants who paid the full bill in the year after PIPP enrollment
o 31 percentage point net increase in the percent of bill paid in the year after PIPP enrollment for customers also on AMP
o 21 percentage point net increase in the percent of bill paid in the year after PIPP enrollment for customers not on AMP
o Small net decline in the number of payments made by PIPP participants in the year after PIPP enrollment

enrollment in AMP or
any other payment plan 
programs affect Pilot 2 24

participants’ payment
behavior?

4.How did the Pilot affect 
enrollment in ESA, 
LIHEAP, or other utility 
energy saving or energy 
management programs?

2
• Energy Efficiency Programs – No significant changes in Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) or other energy efficiency programs

o 2 percentage point net decline in the percent of PIPP participants who received Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) 
benefits in the year following PIPP enrollment

32



F I N D I N G S  & 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

Evaluat ion R e s e a r c h  Quest ions
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Research Question Research Objective and Finding Slides

7. Was the program 
design easy to 
administer and explain 
to participants?

4

• PIPP Ease of Administration – The PIPP design was not easy to administer
o Some IOUs developed new IT systems and others implemented manual processes, both of which were difficult

• PIPP Ease of Explanation to Participants – The PIPP design was not easy to explain to participants
o Pilot name led customers to believe that their payment would relate to their income
o Two different bill payment amounts and one of those required income verification
o The bill cap did not include taxes and fees

18

19

14. Was the marketing, 
education, and 
outreach for the Pilot 
effective?

4

• PIPP Marketing, Education, and Outreach (ME&O) – Highly effective in reaching the Pilot enrollment targets
o IOUs reported that the customer response exceeded their expectations, and all of the IOUs met their goals for PIPP enrollment, with 

additional customers on waitlists.
o However, it is not clear whether marketing to the full CARE population would be successful in enrolling a targeted percentage of eligible 

customers because the IOUs implemented heavy mark-eting in a short period to meet the Pilot enrollment goals

20

5.What is the “net 
benefit” to a CARE 
customer of enrolling in 
the PIPP vs. what they 
would have received 
under CARE alone?

4 • PIPP Net Benefit – Participants on average received $796 in PIPP discounts in the year following PIPP enrollment, compared to $634 in
CARE discounts 21

8. How much did the 
Pilot’s subsidies cost, 
net of CARE subsidies?

4 • PIPP Subsidy Cost – The subsidies were estimated to cost $44.39 million over the 4-year Pilot 33

9. How much did the 
Pilot administration 
cost, compared with 
estimates?

4 • PIPP Administration Cost – The administration was estimated to cost $18.62 million over the 4-year Pilot 33



D i d  P I P P  a c h i e v e  the  go a l s  establ i shed in the  Dec is ion? F I N D I N G S  & 
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

Goal Achieved? Could be Achieved 
with Modification? Explanation Slides

1 Reduce the number of low-income 
households at risk of disconnection. Yes Yes • PIPP participants reduced their arrearages

• PIPP participants had fewer collections actions
• 26-27
• 28-29

2 Encourage participation in energy savings 
and energy management programs. No Yes

• No change in energy management program
participation

• LIHEAP benefit receipt declined
• 32

3 Increase access to essential levels of energy 
services.

Yes/ 
Maybe

-
Yes

• Some customers increased their usage
• Participants reported that they were better able to 

meet their needs after enrolling in PIPP
• 31

4 Control program costs No Yes

• PIPP over subsidized many participants
• Bill caps were not based on individual income levels
• Bills were based an average income level for each of

the two tiers
• 6

P e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  10
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S h o u l d  P I P P  b e  c o nt i nue d?
If yes, w h a t  modi f icat ions  sho ul d  b e  m a d e ?

F I N D I N G S  &
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

Stage Timeframe Recommendation Reasoning

Pilot 
Completion

Until end of 48- 
month PIPP Pilot

• Maintain current design
• Add outreach to high-arrearage customers 

about other assistance (LIHEAP, ESA)

• PIPP has had positive impacts
• Some customers show need for additional assistance
• Other changes too significant to make mid-Pilot

Post Pilot –
Short Term

Until 2-3 years 
after PIPP Pilot

• Provide PIPP to CARE customers with high
energy burdens

• Fewer eligible customers
• Reduced challenges of verifying customers’ incomes
• Reduced cost of the program to other ratepayers
• Could provide more data for future comprehensive 

changes to low-income energy assistance programs.

Post Pilot –
Long Term

Starting 2-3 years
after PIPP Pilot

• Develop one low-income energy bill 
payment assistance program

• Improve targeting of assistance to 
customers with unaffordable energy bills

• Replace CARE and current PIPP with 
traditional PIPP design

• Based on household’s verified income

• Time needed for consensus building
• Development of administrative systems
• Partnerships with CBOs to verify income
• Development of information technology capabilities

Post Pilot After PIPP Pilot

• Joint program with energy bill payment 
assistance and arrearage forgiveness

• Payment assistance (CARE, PIPP)
• Makes current bill affordable
• Bill becomes unaffordable if arrearages require

additional payment
• Arrearage forgiveness (AMP)

• Eliminates past debt
• Additional debt will be accumulated if current 

bill is not affordable

P e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  11
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Eligibility
•CARE participant, and

o Located in zip code with the highest rates of
disconnections prior to moratorium, or

oDisconnected 2 or more times during the 12 
months prior to the disconnection moratorium

•Not Eligible
oOther pilot program participants
oNet energy metering (NEM) customers
oBudget Billing Plan or Level Pay Plan

Participation Limits

-

Bill Limits

Investor-Owned 
Utility

# PIPP
Participants

Estimate CCA PIPP 
Participants

(Subset of IOU Participants)
PG&E 5,000 2,050
SoCalGas 5,000 0
SCE 4,000 950
SDG&E 1,000 750
Total 15,000 3,750

Tiers and Federal Poverty Guidelines
Tier 1: 0%-100% Tier 2: 101%-200%

Reference Income 50% FPG for HH of 3 150% FPG for HH of 3
Monthly Income – Household of 3 $905 $2,745
4% of Income Monthly CAP $37 $109

1/1/2023 – 5/30/2024 Bill Caps
Initial Bill Cap – Electric (75%) $28 $82
Initial Bill Cap – Gas (25%) $9 $27

6/1/2024 – 5/30/2025 Bill Caps
Updated Bill Cap – Electric (75%) $32 $97
Updated Bill Cap – Gas (25%) $11 $32

P I P P  D e s i g n

Return to PIPP Design DiscussionP e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  13
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• Difference-in-Differences Analysis
• Gross Impact: Treatment Group Change

• Measures program impact and impact of other factors
• Net Impact: Treatment Group Change – Comparison Group Change

• Measures only program impact

• Comparison Group Importance
• Other factors always can impact participants
• Pandemic adds another level of exogenous impact

• Energy usage & bills
• Available assistance programs
• Utility collections practices
• Economic factors

Pre Post Change Measured

Treatment Group Year Before Services Year After Services After - 
Before

Program Impact + 
Other Factors

Comparison Group Same Time Period as 
Treatment Group

Same Time Period as 
Treatment Group

After - 
Before Other Factors

Treatment - Comparison Program Impact

S T U D Y  M E T H O D O L O G Y

P e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  15

Quas i -E xpe r i me nta l  D e s i g n



Random Assignment Not Possible
– Customers can self-select into 

program
• Contact IOU call centers
• Link on IOU website

– Invited customers may not join

Comparison Group Matching Variables
• Arrearages
• Disconnections prior to moratorium
• LIHEAP receipt
• AMP participation
• Energy usage
• Climate zone
• Zip code characteristics

Matching Variable Units Source PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas
Electricity Usage kWh/year IOU   
Gas Usage Therms/year IOU   
Time of Use Rate Indicator IOU   

Arrearages USD IOU    
Past Arrears Indicator IOU NA NA  NA
Risk Rating Grades A-E IOU  NA NA NA
Extended Payment Plan Indicator IOU    
Disconnections Indicator IOU    

Income USD/year IOU  NA  NA
CARE Categorical – Tier 1 Indicator IOU    
CARE Cat-egorical – Tier 2 Indicator IOU    
Household Income Source Indicator IOU NA NA  NA
Household Size Number IOU  NA  NA
Housing Type Indicator IOU  NA NA NA
Medical Baseline Indicator IOU   NA NA
Children in Household Indicator IOU  NA NA NA

AMP Participation Indicator IOU    
LIHEAP Recipient Indicator IOU  NA  

ESA Participation Indicator IOU    

Zip Code Eligible Indicator Resolution    
Climate Zone Indicator IOU    
Income Below 200% FPL

ACS Zip 
Code %

2017-2021
ACS

   
White Non-Hispanic    
Only Speaks English at Home    

C o m p a r i s o n  G ro up Ma tc hi ng

P e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  16
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E A S E  O F  P R O G R A M  
A D MI N I S TRA TI ON

C h a l l e n g e s  w ith  th e  P I P P  Appl icat ion P r o c e s s

K n o w i n g  
if Enrol led

17%

G ett ing  
Quest ion 
R e s p o ns e

9%

I n c o m e  
D o c u m e nt at io n

7%

Obt a in ing
Appl icat ion

5%

Understanding 
Appl icat ion

5%

Fil l ing out 
Appl icat ion

4 %

S u b m i t t i ng  
Appl icat ion

2%

P e r c e n t  of 
R e s p o n d e n t s  
R e p o r t i n g  A s p e c t  
W a s  Very or 
S o m e w h a t  Difficult

W a s  the  P I P P  d e s i g n  e a sy  to administer  a n d  explain to
partic ipants?

Return to Research QuestionsP e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  18



-

E A S E  O F  P R O G R A M  
A D MI N I S TRA TI ON

U n d e r s t a n d i n g  of P I P P  Monthly  Bill

16%

38% 39%

7%
Somewhat 

Well
Not 

at All
Don’t
Know

Very 
Well

W a s  the  P I P P  d e s i g n  e a sy  to administer  a n d  explain to 
part ic ipants?

How well do you 
understand what your 
bill will be each month 
while you are on PIPP?

Return to Research QuestionsP e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  19
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MA RKETI N G ,  E D U C A T I O N ,  
A N D  O U T R E A C H

W a s  the  ma rk e t i ng ,  education,  a n d  o utre a c h  for the  Pilot 
effective?

Number of Outreach Attempts
Marketing Method PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas
Letters 30,313 82,250 4,813 188,096
Emails 33,062 52,219 8,905 152,744
Phone Calls 0 0 0 191
Total Outreach Attempts 63,375 134,469 13,718 341,031

Return to Research QuestionsP e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  20

Number of Outreach Attempts 
By Method

• Pilot Enrollment: IOUs reached the Pilot 
enrollment targets

• Outreach: Heavy marketing was 
implemented in short time period to 
meet the goals
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W h a t  is the  “net benefit” to a  C A R E  c u s t o m e r  of enrol l ing in the
P I P P  vs. w h a t  they  w o u l d  ha v e  received unde r  C A R E  alone? N E T  P I P P  B E N E F I T S

$796 $815

$445

$1,394

$965 $1,026

$197

$1,440

$914

$197

$1,250

$580

$1,600
$1,400
$1,200
$1,000

$800
$600
$400
$200

$0

Mean PIPP Discount in the Year After PIPP Enrollment

Return to Research QuestionsP e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  21

PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change $ %

Observations 9,059 9,059

CARE Discount $603 $634 $31** $559 $553 -$6** $37** 6%

PIPP Discount $0 $796 $796** $0 $0 $0 $796** n/a

Total Discount $603 $1,430 $827** $559 $553 -$6** $833** 138
%

PIPP % of Total Discount1 0% 48% 48%** 0% 0% 0% 48%** n/a

Full Bill (Before Discounts) $2,104 $2,063 -$41** $1,995 $1,874 -$120** $79** 4%

Net Bill (After Discounts) $1,501 $633 -$868** $1,436 $1,322 -$115** -$753** -50%

1 Participants with 0 PIPP Discount and 0 CARE Discount have PIPP Discount, % of Total set to 0.
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Mean CARE and PIPP Discounts and Full and Net Bills 
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment

All IOUs

• $796 Mean PIPP Discount in Year After PIPP Enrollment
• Higher PIPP Discounts for
o PG&E
o Dual Fuel
o Tier 1

• On average, PIPP & CARE reduce bill from $2,063 to $633
• Total PIPP participant discount is $1,430 (CARE + PIPP)
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A F F O R D A B I L I T Y  I M P A C T SW h a t  is the  P I P P  i m p a c t  o n  affordability?

7% 7%
8%

5% 5% 6% 6% 5%

3% 3% 3% 3%

9%
8%
7%
6%
5%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%

Mean Net Energy Burden Reduction in the Year After PIPP Enrollment

34%

20%

67%

24%
16%

10%

23%

7%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

< 3% 3%–5% 5%–10% > 10%

Pre Post

12%

42%41%

26%
17%

29%
23%

10%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

< 3% 3%–5% 5%–10% > 10%

Pre Post

20%

32%
24%

60%

23% 23%

8% 9%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Electric Customers

< 3% 3%–5% 5%–10% > 10%

Pre Post

56%

20%

88%

5%
14%

3%
10%

4%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Gas Customers

< 3% 3%–5% 5%–10% > 10%

Pre Post

PIPP Participants’ Distribution of Net Energy Burden
Year Before and Year After Enrollment

All Customers Dual Fuel Customers

Return to Intro PIPP InformationP e r c e n t a g e  of I n c o m e  P a y m e n t  Pilot (P IPP)  P r o g r a m  Evaluat ion P a g e  22

PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

# Obs Pre Post Change Pre Post Change Amount %

Net Bill 9,059 $1,501 $633 -$868** $1,436 $1,322 -$115** -$753** -50%
Net 
Burden 8,102 10% 5% -5%** 13% 13% >-1% -5%** -46%

1 The income was not provided for all customers for all IOUs. This table displays the net bill variables for all customers and
energy burden variables for all customers with a non-missing income.
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Mean Energy Bills and Energy Burden 
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment



-

A F F O R D A B I L I T Y  I M P A C T SW h a t  is the  P I P P  i m p a c t  o n  affordability?

Fuel Type #
Energy Burden in the Year Before PIPP Enrollment

0-1% 1-2% 2-3% 3-4% 4-5% 5-6% >6%

Dual Fuel 1,994 1% 4% 7% 8% 9% 8% 63%

Electric Only 2,618 3% 7% 11% 11% 12% 10% 46%

Gas Only 3,490 10% 25% 21% 12% 8% 5% 19%

PIPP Participants’ Energy Burden in the Year Before PIPP Enrollment
With CARE Discount

Fuel Type #
Energy Burden in the Year After PIPP Enrollment

0-1% 1-2% 2-3% 3-4% 4-5% 5-6% >6%

Dual Fuel 1,994 5% 17% 19% 17% 9% 7% 26%

Electric Only 2,618 6% 27% 27% 16% 7% 4% 13%

Gas Only 3,490 51% 32% 6% 2% 2% 2% 5%

PIPP Participants’ Energy Burden in the Year After PIPP Enrollment
With CARE & PIPP Discounts

20%

72%

22%
14% 8%

18%
6%

0%

20%

60%
40%

40%

100%

80%

< 3% 3%–5% 5%–10%  > 10%

Pre Post
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PIPP Participants Distribution of Net Energy Burden 
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment

By AMP Participation

AMP Participants AMP Nonparticipants

• Both CARE & PIPP result in a wide distribution of 
energy burdens

• PIPP participants on AMP were more likely to have high energy 
burdens than PIPP participants not on AMP both before and after 
PIPP participation

• PIPP participants on AMP had a greater reduction in the 
percentage with high energy burdens
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B I L L  P A Y M E N T
H o w  do e s  P I P P  i m p a c t  bill p a y m e n t ?
H o w  do e s  c o nc urre nt  enro l lment  in A M P  a n d  P I P P  i m p a c t  
bill p a y m e n t ?

24% 25%

5%

24%

37%

11%

18%
22%

33%

18%

40%

16%

31%

21%

45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

PIPP Participants’ Mean Net Change in Percent of Bill Paid
In the Year After PIPP Enrollment
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Subgroup
PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Obs. Pre Post Change Obs. Pre Post Change # %
AMP 2,403 74% 117% 43%** 2,308 78% 90% 12%** 31%** 42%
Not AMP 6,656 95% 126% 30%** 6,751 95% 104% 9%** 21%** 22%
Tier 1 2,919 96% 140% 44%** 2,919 97% 102% 5%** 40%** 41%
Tier 2 6,140 87% 115% 29%** 6,140 88% 100% 12%** 16%** 19%
All 9,059 90% 123% 34%** 9,059 91% 101% 10%** 24%** 27%

** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Mean Coverage Rate
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment 

By AMP Status and PIPP Tier, All IOUs

• PIPP participants on average increased the percent of 
their bills that they paid, or their bill coverage rate, in 
the year after PIPP enrollment as compared to the 
comparison group

• PIPP participants on AMP had greater improvements
than PIPP participants not on AMP

• Tier 1 participants had greater improvements than Tier 
2 participants
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H o w  do e s  P I P P  i m p a c t  bill p a y m e n t ?
H o w  do e s  c o nc urre nt  enro l lment  in A M P  a n d  P I P P  i m p a c t  
bill p a y m e n t ?
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Coverage 
Rate

PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change # %

≥100% 47% 75% 27%** 50% 63% 14%** 14%** 29%

90%-99% 14% 7% -7%** 13% 11% -3%** -4%** -32%

80%-89% 8% 4% -5%** 6% 6% 0% -5%** -56%

<80% 30% 15% -16%** 31% 20% -11%** -5%** -15%
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Coverage Rate Distribution
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment

Subgroup
PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change # %

AMP 24% 63% 38%** 27% 45% 18%** 20%** 82%

Not AMP 56% 79% 23%** 57% 69% 12%** 11%** 20%

Tier 1 54% 79% 25%** 56% 65% 9%** 16%** 29%

Tier 2 44% 73% 28%** 47% 63% 16%** 13%** 29%

All 47% 75% 27%** 50% 63% 14%** 14%** 29%
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Percent who Paid the Full Annual Bill 
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment

By AMP Status and PIPP Tier, All IOUs

• There was a net decline of 1 payment in the year after PIPP 
enrollment

• The percentage of PIPP customers who made 12 or more 
payments had a net decline of 7 percentage points

Subgroup Obs.
PIPP Participants

Obs.
Comparison Group Net Change

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change # %

AMP 2,403 7 9 2** 2,308 7 9 2** -1**1 -7%

Not AMP 6,656 9 8 -1** 6,751 9 9 >-1** -1** -9%

Tier 1 2,919 8 8 >-1**2 2,919 8 10 1** -1** -17%

Tier 2 6,140 9 9 >-1**3 6,140 9 8 >-1 >-1** -4%

All 9,059 9 8 >-1** 9,059 8 9 <1** -1** -8%

1 AMP participants’ number of payments increased by 1.7 among PIPP participants and increased by 2.2 among non-PIPP
Participants, for a net decrease of 0.5.
2 Tier 1 participants’ number of payments decreased from 8.5 in the pre period to 8.3 in the post period, for a change of -0.2.
3 Tier 2 participants’ number of payments decreased from 8.9 in the pre period to 8.5 in the post period, for a change of -0.4.
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Mean Annual Number of Payments 
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment

• Not all PIPP participants were successful on the program

• 25% of PIPP participants were still paying less than the full PIPP 
bill in the year after enrolling in the Pilot

• However, PIPP participants did significantly better than similar 
customers not enrolled in the program
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A R R E A R A G E S
D i d  P I P P  part ic ipants  avoid arrearages  c o m p a r e d  with a 
control  g r o u p ?
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PIPP Participants Mean Net Reduction in Arrearages 
In the Year After PIPP Enrollment

IOU # Obs
PIPP Participant Balances Post 

PIPP Enrollment Year
Comparison Group Balances 
Same Post Enrollment Year Net Change

Begin End Change Begin End Change $ %

PG&E 2,610 $190 $41 -$149** $177 $168 -$9** -$140** -74%

SCE 2,239 $490 $244 -$246** $332 $372 $41** -$287** -59%

SDG&E 703 $223 $74 -$149** $317 $244 -$74** -$76** -34%

SoCalGas 3,507 $119 $63 -$56** $127 $108 -$19** -$37** -31%

All IOUs 9,059 $239 $102 -$137** $207 $201 -$6 -$131** -55%
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Mean Customer Past Due Balances 
Beginning and End of Year After PIPP Enrollment

• PIPP participants reduced their arrearages in 
the year after PIPP enrollment (past due 
balances 30 days or more past due) as 
compared to the matched comparison group
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• The net reduction in arrearages was 55% 
(equal to $131/$239) for all PIPP participants

• The net reduction was 54% for PIPP 
participants who were not on AMP 
($80/$146)

• The evaluation plan stated that a 20% 
reduction in arrearages would indicate that 
the Pilot was successful. Using this measure, 
the Pilot is assessed to be successful at 
reducing arrearages.
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A R R E A R A G E S
D i d  P I P P  part ic ipants  avoid arrearages  c o m p a r e d  with a 
control  g r o u p ?

Balance
PIPP Participant Balances
Post PIPP Enrollment Year

Comparison Group Balances
Same Post Enrollment Year Net Change

Begin End Change Begin End Change # %

None 43% 61% 18%** 45% 53% 7%** 11%** 25%

≤$500 42% 31% -11%** 40% 33% -7%** -4%** -9%

$501-$1,000 8% 4% -4%** 8% 7% -1%** -3%** -40%

>$1,000 8% 4% -3%** 7% 7% 1%** -4%** -51%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% - -
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.
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Customer Balance Distribution 
Beginning and End of Year After PIPP Enrollment

Balance Change
PIPP

Participants
Comparison 

Group
Net Change

# %

Increased Balance by ≤$100 10% 15% -4%** 44%

Increased Balance by >$100 9% 19% -10%** 108%

Increased Balance 19% 34% -14%** 74%

≤$100 Reduction 49% 44% 6%** -11%

$101-$500 Reduction 21% 16% 5%** -25%

>$500 Reduction 10% 7% 3%** -34%

Total 100% 100% - -
** Denotes significance at the 95% level.

Distribution of the Change in Customer Balance
From Beginning to End of Year After PIPP Enrollment

• More PIPP participants and comparison group 
customers had no past due balance at the end of the 
year after PIPP enrollment

• PIPP participants had a greater increase in the
percentage with no past due balance

• 19% of PIPP participants increased their balance after
enrolling in PIPP

• The majority of PIPP participants reduced their past 
due balances and they improved more than the 
comparison customers
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Col lect ions  a n d
D i s c o n n e c t i o n  I m p a c t s

D i d  P I P P  r e d u c e  the  col lect ions actions,  r isk of 
d isconnect ion,  a n d  d i sc o nne c t i o n  rate of partic ipants 
c o m p a r e d  to a  control  g r o u p ?

Challenges in Measuring PIPP Impact 
On Collections & Disconnections

• COVID-19 Disconnection Moratorium
o Disconnections were halted beginning in March 2020
o Several  extensions  to  the  moratorium  prevented

disconnections until September 30, 2021
o Additional protection from disconnection for three months 

following utility application of California Arrearage Payment 
Program (CAPP) to customers’ accounts

o IOUs did not ramp up disconnections until May 2023
o Each IOU had a different date for re-starting disconnections 

following the end of the pandemic

• Disconnection Cap
o CPUC placed a cap on the number of disconnections
o Further impacted the disconnection rate

• Collections Actions
o IOUs have different policies regarding the implementation of 

collections actions
o IOUs apply different types of collections actions
o Some collections actions are more indicative of the risk of

disconnection than others
o Data were not available at the level of specificity needed to

make such distinctions between different collections activities
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PIPP Participants  Comparison Group

Percent with Collections 
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PIPP Participants  Comparison Group

Percent with Disconnections

Pre-Moratorium

Year Before PIPP Enrollment

Year After PIPP Enrollment

100%

80%

60%

40%

PIPP Participants and Matched Comparison Group
Percent of Customers With Any Collections Actions and Any Disconnections

Pre- Period #
PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change # %

Pre-Moratorium 9,059 35% 21% -14%** 36% 29% -7%** -6%** -18%

Pre-PIPP Enrollment 9,059 13% 21% 8%** 13% 29% 16%** -8%** -63%

** Denotes significance at the 95% level. *Denotes significance at the 90% level.

Percent of Customers with Any Collections Actions 
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment

Pre- Period #
PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change # %

Pre-Moratorium 9,059 9% 1% -8%** 10% 3% -7%** -1%* -10%

Pre-PIPP Enrollment 9,059 1% 1% 1%** 1% 3% 2%** -1%** -159%

Percent of Customers with Any Disconnections
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Col lect ions  a n d
D i s c o n n e c t i o n  I m p a c t s

D i d  P I P P  r e d u c e  the  col lect ions actions,  r isk of 
d isconnect ion,  a n d  d i sc o nne c t i o n  rate of partic ipants 
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Percent of PIPP and AMP Participants 
With Any Collections and Any Disconnections

Year Before Moratorium, Year Before PIPP Enrollment, 
And Year After PIPP Enrollment

55% 59%

26% 26%

44%
59%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
PIPP Participants Comparison Group

Percent of AMP Participants with 
Collections Actions

Pre-Moratorium

Year Before PIPP Enrollment 

Year After PIPP Enrollment

14% 15%
1% 2%3% 6%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
PIPP Participants Comparison Group

Percent of AMP Participants with 
Disconections
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Year Before PIPP Enrollment 

Year After PIPP Enrollment

• Collections Actions: PIPP participants on AMP had a 10 
percentage point net reduction in the percent with one or 
more collections actions in the year following PIPP 
enrollment compared to the year before the pre-Moratorium 
period.

• Disconnections: PIPP participants on AMP had a 2 
percentage point net reduction in the percent with one or 
more disconnections in the year after PIPP enrollment 
compared to the pre-Moratorium period.
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H o w  did  P I P P  i m p a c t  partic ipants’  e n e r g y  u s a g e  behavior? E N E R G Y  U S A G E  I M P A C T S

E l e c tr i c  ( k W h )

Usage Type
PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Obs.
Usage Change

Obs.
Usage Change

Usage %
ChangePre Post Usage % Pre Post Usage %

Gas (Therms) 7,145 379 375 -3** -1% 7,145 359 347 -12** -4% 9** 2%
Electric (kWh) 7,186 7,182 7,505 323** 5% 7,168 6,779 6,847 67** 1% 255** 4%
Peak kWh 2,155 1,516 1,485 -31** -2% 2,059 1,423 1,349 -75** -5% 44** 3%
% Peak 2,155 27% 27% <1%** 1% 2,059 27% 27% <1% <1% <1% <1%

** Denotes significance at the 95% level.



E N E R G Y  U S A G E  I M P A C T SH o w  d i d  P I P P  i m p a c t  a c c e s s  to essentia l  services?
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Difficulties Before or After PIPP
Investor-Owned Utility

PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas

Respondents 219 152 249 154
Before

PIPP
After
PIPP

Before
PIPP

After
PIPP

Before
PIPP

After
PIPP

Before
PIPP

After
PIPP

Kept Home at Uncomfortable Temperature 77% 33% 63% 19% 64% 24% 63% 33%

Balance or Loans to Pay Bills 73% 29% 67% 25% 64% 22% 61% 27%

Late Energy Bill Payment 69% 18% 62% 17% 52% 13% 52% 18%

Partial Energy Bill Payment 63% 21% 53% 19% 51% 20% 55% 21%

Other Essential Bills Unpaid 63% 19% 57% 17% 48% 13% -47% 16%

Went Without Necessities 59% 20% 51% 21% 45% 14% 48% 23%

Kept Home at Unsafe Temperature 37% 7% 28% 8% 33% 9% 33% 14%

Difficulties Before or After PIPP
PIPP Tier Arrearages

Tier 1 Tier 2 <$150 ≥$150

Respondents 289 485 457 317
Before

PIPP
After
PIPP

Before
PIPP

After
PIPP

Before
PIPP

After
PIPP

Before
PIPP

After
PIPP

Kept Home at Uncomfortable Temperature 69% 28% 66% 29% 64% 28% 74% 30%

Balance or Loans to Pay Bills 70% 27% 64% 27% 56% 22% 85% 36%

Late Energy Bill Payment 66% 18% 56% 17% 48% 13% 83% 26%

Partial Energy Bill Payment 62% 23% 53% 19% 48% 17% 72% 27%

Other Essential Bills Unpaid 61% 18% 51% 16% 46% 14% 69% 23%

Went Without Necessities 57% 21% 48% 20% 45% 18% 63% 25%

Kept Home at Unsafe Temperature 32% 6% 34% 12% 30% 11% 38% 9%

• PIPP participants were less likely to 
report that they kept their home at an 
unsafe or unhealthy temperature after 
enrolling in the program

• In the year before 
you enrolled in PIPP 
did you have to…

• Since enrolling in 
PIPP did you have 
to…

Household Financial Difficulties
Percent of Respondents Responding “Yes” to Difficulty Experienced
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E N E R G Y  P R O G R A M
P A R T I C I P A T I O N  I M P A C T S

H o w  did  P I P P  i m p a c t  enro l lment  in the  E S A ,  L I H E A P ,  or 
other e n e r g y  p r o g r a m s ?
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Net Decline in Percent Receiving LIHEAP Grants 
Year After PIPP Enrollment
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Program #
PIPP Participants Comparison Group Net Change

Pre Post Change Pre Post Change # %

ESA 9,059 5% 3% -2%** 5% 3% -2%** <1% 3%

Other EE1 9,059 3% 3% <1%* 2% 3% 1%** >-1% -8%

LIHEAP 9,059 10% 5% -4%** 7% 5% -2%** -2%** -24%

AMP 9,059 17% 15% -2%** 17% 15% -1%** -1% -4%

CAPP 9,059 16% <1% -16%** 17% <1% -16%** 1% 5%
1 Other EE programs include Home Energy Checkup, Smart AC, Small Customer Technology Deployment, Energy and Water Conservation Kits 
Program, Residential Zero Net Energy Transformation, Generator Grant Program, Tree Rebate Program, Residential Energy Solutions, Pre-Owned 
EV Rebate, Multifamily Whole Building Program, and Generator Assistance Program.
** Denotes significance at the 95% level. * Denotes significance at the 90% level.

ESA, EE, and Bill Assistance and 
Arrearage Reduction Program Participation 
Year Before and Year After PIPP Enrollment

All IOUs

• There were no significant changes in 
participation in the ESA program or other EE 
programs in the year following PIPP enrollment 
as compared to the comparison group

• There were statistically significant net declines 
in receipt of LIHEAP in the year following PIPP 
enrollment

• This was especially true for Tier 1 PIPP 
participants who had a 5 percentage point 
reduction in LIHEAP receipt in the year following 
PIPP enrollment
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P I P P  C O S T S
H o w  m u c h  did  P I P P  cost?
W h a t  w o u l d  b e  c o sts  for full i mpl e me nta t ion?  
W h a t  w o u l d  b e  the  ratepayer i m p a c t ?

PIPP Eligibility Scenarios

• Three different estimates are provided for a 
new PIPP program eligibility and participation

• These  are  examples  to  demonstrate  how 
costs could vary with participation. They are 
not  recommendations  for  PIPP  eligibility 
determination

1. All CARE: All CARE participants would be 
eligible for PIPP

2. Lower-Income:  CARE  participants  with 
income up to 100% of the Federal Poverty 
Guidelines  would  be  eligible  for  PIPP, 
equivalent to Tier 1 of the PIPP Pilot

3. Higher-Burden:  Higher  energy  burden 
customers, above the levels targeted by 
this PIPP Pilot would be eligible for PIPP
o Dual-fuel: > 4%
o Electric only: > 3%
o Gas only: >1%
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PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas Total

All CARE $488,826,778 $149,491,301 $88,423,961 $23,134,476 $749,876,516

CARE ≤ 100% FPL $315,652,033 $102,327,359 $31,914,697 $11,167,834 $461,061,923

High Energy Burden $235,147,162 $152,289,211 $61,976,198 $70,353,291 $519,765,862

New PIPP Program
Estimated Annual Costs (Excluding Information Technology)

PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas Total

All CARE $115 $45 $84 $6 $59

CARE ≤ 100% FPL $74 $31 $30 $3 $36

High Energy Burden $55 $46 $59 $17 $41

Estimated Annual Ratepayer Subsidy

PG&E SCE SDG&E SoCalGas Total
One-Time Costs $2,576,097 $619,180 $4,849,461 $1,269,354 $9,314,093
On-Going Administration $2,096,119 $3,274,133 $1,763,175 $2,177,186 $9,310,613
PIPP Subsidy $23,463,088 $13,403,294 $4,109,308 $3,416,401 $44,392,091
Total 4-Year Pilot Cost Estimate $28,135,303 $17,296,607 $10,721,945 $6,862,941 $63,016,797

Projected 4-Year PIPP Pilot Costs
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