IMPACT EVALUATION FOR
THE COMMUNITY BASED
ORGANIZATION (CBO)
ARREARS CASE
MANAGEMENT PILOT

. L —
>

Submitted to:
(BO Pilot 10U Representatives

Prepared by:
Verdant Associates
Grounded Research

GRO@UNDED

VERDANT

September 2, 2026



VERDANT

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1
1.2
1.3
14
1.5
1.6

2 INTRODUCTION

21
22
23

3 EVALUATION METHODS

3.1
3.2

41
42
43

4.4
45

5.1
52

6.1
6.2

6.3

BACKGROUND ]
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 2
PILOT IMPACTS 3
CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE RESULTS 8
PILOT COSTS VS, IMPACT ...ttt sas s ssss st ssssssssss b s sss s sss s s s b e s s s s s s s s b e b sns s s e bt s enssnen 8
KEY EVALUATION FINDINGS........... 9
12

(BO PILOT BACKGROUND 12
PILOT OFFERING 13
EVALUATION OBJECTIVES 15
17

IMPACT METHODS 17
PARTICIPANT SURVEY METHODS 20
4 DATA COLLECTION AND CLEANING 21
PILOT-ELIGIBLE POPULATION AND ENROLLED CUSTOMERS 21
IMPACT DATA COLLECTION. ..... 22
PILOT DATA CLEANING........ .22
43.1  Tracking Data Issues/Cleaning 22
43.2  Utility Data Issues/Cleaning 23
43.3  Non-Participant Data Alignment 26
ACCOUNT ATTRITION 26
EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT 29
5 CONTROL GROUP DEVELOPMENT AND PARTICIPANT CHARACTERIZATION 30
CONTROL GROUP DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION 30
PRE-ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS 33
6 PROGRAM IMPACT EVALUATION 36
ARREARAGE LEVELS ......covveoveerereeeeeresesssessiasstssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssssssssanssssssssssssssssssssnssanssssssnssssssssssnssssssssssnns 36
ARREARAGE IMPACTS........... .36
6.2.1  Overall Impact 36
6.2.2  Impact by NEM Status 37
6.2.3  Impact by Unenrolled Status 38
OTHER PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 39
6.3.1  CARE Enrollment 40

6.3.2  AMP Enrollment

48




VERDANT

6.4

7 CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE

1.1
1.2

8 CONCLUSIONS

8.1

8.2

D.1
D.2
D.3

6.3.3  LIHEAP Enrollment 54

6.3.4  ESA Enrollment 61

6.3.5  Utility-Specific Program Enrollment 65
DISCONNECTIONS.....o.oeeeeeeeee e es st sss s sse s sss s a s s s sss s s s s s s s s esssasssesassassasssssssasssssassnsssesssssssssnssnssasen 68

73

OVERALL SATISFACTION AND EXPERIENCE....... 73

VALUE BEYOND DIRECT ENERGY SAVINGS........ 76

78

PILOT COSTS VS. IMPACT..... .18

8.1.1  Pilot Implementation Costs 78

8.1.2  Overall Program Impact 80

8.1.3  The Cost of Standard Utility Engagement 80

FINAL REFLECTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 82

8.2.1 Program Impact Evaluation Findings and Recommendations 83

8.2.2  Customer Experience Findings 85

8.2.3  Pilot Cost Findings and Recommendations 86

APPENDIX A CBO PROCESS EVALUATION REPORT 87
APPENDIX B CBO PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS 88
APPENDIX C CBO PILOT SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS 89
APPENDIX D PROGRAM CONTINGENCY TABLES 90
CARE CONTINGENCY TABLES....... .90

AMP CONTINGENCY TABLES....... 91

LIHEAP CONTINGENCY TABLES............. 92

ESA CONTINGENCY TABLES......... 94

D4




VERDANT

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1-1: Pre and Post CBO Pilot Average Arrears by Participation Status and 10U 4
Figure 1-2: Average Arrears and LIHEAP Payments for SCE, CAPSBC by Months from Enrollment 7
Figure 4-1: lllustration of Non-Participant Alignment ....... 26
Figure 6-1: Example of Program Enrollment and Active Dates for AMP 40
Figure 6-2: Percentage-Point Change in CARE Enrollment by Utility for (BO Participants and Non-Participants 42
Figure 6-3: Percentage-Point Change in AMP Enrollment by Utility for CBO Pilot Participants and Non-Participants...... 49
Figure 6-4: Percentage-Point Change in LIHEAP Enrollment by Utility for CBO Participants and Non-Participants ...... 55
Figure 6-5: Average Arrears And LIHEAP Payments for SCE (CAPSBC) By Months from Enrollment 59
Figure 6-6: Average Arrears And LIHEAP Payments for PG&E (CAPK) By Months from EnrolIment ............ooeeeeveemeveeneceeeeceseeee e 60
Figure 7-1: Satisfaction with their Experience with the Pilot ...... 75
Figure 7-2: Did Participants Believe that the Pilot Helped them Lower the Amount they Owed 76
Figure 7-3: Percentage of Participants that Indicated an Increase in Knowledge from the Pilot 77
LIST OF TABLES

Table 1-1: Two-Stage DiD Results by (BO 5
Table 1-2: Summary of Other Program and Disconnect Logit Model Impacts ......... 6
Table 2-1: Case Management Description by (BOs........ 14
Table 3-1: Survey Responses by (BO and I0U 20
Table 4-1: Eligible and Enrolled Pilot Customers 21
Table 4-2: Data Sources for Impacts Evaluation........ 72




VERDANT

Table 4-3: Documentation of Pre-Period Data Cleaning Steps and Total Participant Records Included in Analysis

Table 4-4: Documentation of Post-Period Data Cleaning Steps and Total Participant Records Included in Analysis ..........

Table 5-1: PG&E Control Group Match Validation

Table 5-2: SCE Control Group Match Validation

Table 5-3: SDG&E Control Group Match Validation ........

Table 5-4: SoCalGas Control Group Match Validation

Table 5-5: PG&E Pre-Enrollment Characteristics

Table 5-6: SCE Pre-Enrollment Characteristics ........

Table 5-7: SDG&E Pre-Enrollment Characteristics .........

Table 5-8: SoCalGas Pre-Enrollment Characteristics

Table 6-1: Changes in Arrearage Status over the Course of the Pilot Implementation

Table 6-2: Two-Stage DiD Results by CBO .......

Table 6-3: Two-Stage DiD Results by NEM Status

Table 6-4: Two-Stage DiD Results by Unenrolled Status

Table 6-5: PG&E Arrears Summary by Active CARE and CBO Pilot Status........

Table 6-6: SCE Arrears Summary by Active CARE and CBO Pilot Status

Table 6-7: SDG&E Arrears Summary by Active CARE and CBO Pilot Status

Table 6-8: SoCalGas Arrears Summary by Active CARE and (BO Pilot Status

Table 6-9: PG&E Logit Model Findings for CARE Enrollment Post CBO Pilot........

Table 6-10: SCE Logit Model Findings for CARE Enrollment Post (BO Pilot

Table 6-11: SDG&E Logit Model Findings For CARE Enrollment Post (BO Pilot ...

Table 6-12: SoCalGas Logit Model Findings for CARE Enrollment Post (BO Pilot

Table 6-13: PG&E Arrears Summary by AMP and (BO Pilot Status

Table 6-14: SCE Arrears Summary by AMP and CBO Pilot Status

28

29

3

32

32

33

34

34

35

35

36

37

38

39

.42

43

43

44

45

46

47

47

50

50



VERDANT

Table 6-15: SDG&E Arrears Summary by AMP and CBO Pilot Status......

Table 6-16: SoCalGas Arrears Summary by AMP and CBO Pilot Status ...........

Table 6-17: PG&E Logit Model Findings for AMP Enrollment Post CBO Pilot

Table 6-18: SCE Logit Model Findings for AMP Enrollment Post (BO Pilot

Table 6-19: SDG&E Logit Model Findings for AMP Enrollment Post (BO Pilot......

Table 6-20: SoCalGas Logit Model Findings for AMP Enroliment Post (BO Pilot

Table 6-21: PG&E LIHEAP Summary by (BO Pilot Status

Table 6-22: SCE LIHEAP Summary by (BO Pilot Status ............

Table 6-23: SDG&E LIHEAP Summary by (BO Pilot Status .......

Table 6-24: SoCalGas LIHEAP Summary by (BO Pilot Status

Table 6-25: PG&E Logit Model Findings for LIHEAP Enrollment Post CBO Pilot..........

Table 6-26: SCE Logit Model Findings for LIHEAP Enrollment Post CBO Pilot.......

Table 6-27: SDG&E Logit Model Findings for Enrollment in LIHEAP Post (BO Pilot

Table 6-28: SoCalGas Logit Model Findings for Enroliment in LIHEAP Post CBO Pilot

Table 6-29: PG&E ESA Summary by CBO Pilot Status.........

Table 6-30: SCE ESA Summary by (BO Pilot Status

Table 6-31: SDG&E ESA Summary by (BO Pilot Status

Table 6-32: SoCalGas ESA Summary by (BO Pilot Status.........

Table 6-33: PG&E Logit Model Findings for ESA Enrollment Post (BO Pilof .........

Table 6-34: SCE Logit Model Findings for ESA Enrollment Post CBO Pilof......

Table 6-35: SDG&E Logit Model Findings for ESA Enrollment Post (BO Pilot .............

Table 6-36: SoCalGas Logit Model Findings for ESA Enrollment Post CBO Pilot.........

Table 6-37: PG&E (BO Pilot Participation by Participation in MMP in Post Contingency Table

Table 6-38: PG&E Logit Model Findings for REACH Enrollment Post (BO Pilot

.51

52

53

53

54

56

56

51

57

58

58

61

61

62

63

63

64

64

65

65

65

66

67



VERDANT

Table 6-39: SDG&E Logit Model Findings for NTN Enrollment Post CBO Pilot ......

Table 6-40: SoCalGas Logit Model Findings for GAF Enrollment Post CBO Pilot ............

Table 6-41: PG&E Arrears Summary by Disconnects and (BO Status

Table 6-42: SCE Arrears Summary by Disconnects and (BO Status

Table 6-43: SDG&E Arrears Summary by Disconnects and (BO Status........

Table 6-44: SoCalGas Arrears Summary by Disconnects and CBO Status......

Table 6-45: PG&E Logit Model Findings for Fewer Disconnections by (BO Scenario

Table 6-46: SCE Logit Model Findings for Fewer Disconnections by (BO Scenario........

Table 6-47: SDG&E Logit Model Findings for Fewer Disconnections by CBO Scenario ...

Table 7-1: Overall Population and Number of Survey Completes for Each 10U and CBO.......

Table 8-1: Original CBO Pilot Budget.....

Table 8-2: Overall Cost to Implement the Pilot for Each I0U ............

Table 8-3: Key Differences between 10U Call Center Engagement and the CBO Pilot

Table 8-4: Costs of Providing Standard Utility Engagement to Pilot Participants

Table D-1: PG&E (BO Pilot Participation by Move to CARE in Post Contingency Table ..

Table D-2: SCE CBO Pilot Participation by Move to CARE in Post Contingency Table ...

Table D-3: SDG&E CBO Pilot Participation by Move to CARE in Post Contingency Table
Table D-4: SoCalGas CBO Pilot Participation by Move to CARE in Post Contingency Tah
Table D-5: PG&E (BO Pilot Participation by Move to AMP in Post Contingency Table ...

Table D-6: SCE (BO Pilot Participation by Move to AMP in Post Contingency Table

le.....

Table D-7: SDG&E CBO Pilot Participation by Move to AMP in Post Contingency Table .
Table D-8: SoCalGas CBO Pilot Participation by Move to AMP in Post Contingency Tabl
Table D-9: PG&E CBO Pilot Participation by Move to LIHEAP in Post Contingency Table

Table D-10: SCE CBO Pilot Participation by Move to LIHEAP in Post Contingency Table

e.....

67

68

69

70

70

A

72

72

72

73

79

79

81

82

90

90

90

91

91

9

92

92

92

93



VERDANT

Table D-11: SDG&E CBO Pilot Participation by Move to LIHEAP in Post Contingency Table .........

Table D-12: SoCalGas CBO Pilot Participation by Move to LIHEAP in Post Contingency Table...........

Table D-13: PG&E (BO Pilot Participation by Move to ESA in Post Contingency Table

Table D-14: SCE (BO Pilot Participation by Move to ESA in Post Contingency Table

Table D-15: SDG&E CBO Pilot Participation by Move to ESA in Post Contingency Table...........

Table D-16: SoCalGas CBO Pilot Participation by Move to ESA in Post Contingency Table

93

93

9%

9%

9%

95



VERDANT

] EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This impact evaluation examines California's Community Based Organization (CBO) Arrears Case
Management Pilot Program (the pilot), which launched in November 2024, to help residential utility
customers address and resolve utility bill arrearages that are 90 days or more past due. This pilot was
required by Decision (D.) 22-04-037 (April 2022),1 in which the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) ordered it was “necessary due to the utility bill debt crisis in California that predated the COVID
19 pandemic and has only been exacerbated by it.”2 D. 24-02-046 authorized and funded the pilot.3 The
CPUC envisioned that this statewide CBO Pilot would test whether customized case management services
provided by local CBOs could be effective at helping residential customers reduce arrearages levels and
disconnections.

1.1 BACKGROUND

The California investor-owned utilities (IOUs) Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), Southern California Edison
(SCE), San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), and Southern California Gas (SoCalGas) selected six
community-based organizations across the state, with varying experience in energy assistance programs
and community case management, to market and implement the pilot. Key pilot parameters set by the
CPUC included:

®  Three-tier case management service model: Customers who enrolled in the pilot could receive up to
12 months of individualized case management services provided in a tiered format. Tier 1 provided
immediate relief through payment plan negotiation and enrollment in programs like California
Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE), Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA), Arrearage Management
Plan (AMP), and the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP); Tier 2 offered continued
support through energy management programs and beneficial rate plans; Tier 3 provided ongoing
monitoring and support to maintain progress. Customers did not need to move through the tiers
sequentially to participate as not all customers needed all tiers.

®  Target population: Residential customers with arrearages 90 days or older, at risk of disconnection,
residing in CPUC selected zip codes across four investor-owned utility territories (PG&E, SCE,
SoCalGas, SDG&E), regardless of income.

CPUC D. 22-04-037 Requiring Development of Community Based Organization Case Management Pilot Program
to Reduce Arrearages Associated with the COVID-19 Pandemic.
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M468/K801/468801115.PDF

2 |bid. Pg. 34

CPUC D.24-02-046 Approving Community-Based Organization Arrears Case Management Pilot Program.
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K668/525668769.PDF



https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M468/K801/468801115.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K668/525668769.PDF

VERDANT

®  Enrollment caps: In both D.22-04-037 (pg. 2) and D.24-02-046 (pg. 7), the CPUC stated that they
“expected that approximately 12,000 customers would receive services from the pilot”.4 Based on
discussions with the I0Us and CBOs, the IOUs were unable to meet the initial target within the pilot’s
timeline and so had a lower target based on the zip code coverage and capacity of the CBOs selected
to implement the pilot.

®  Timeline: In accordance with the Decision, the enroliment period began December 11, 2024, and
officially ended on July 9, 2025 (according to D.24-02-046); case management service availability
continued through April 15, 2026.

1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Attachment A of D. 24-02-046, approving the CBO Arrears Case Management Pilot Program required
delivering a final evaluation report to the CPUC Energy Division (ED) and Pilot Implementation Working
Group,® within 930 days of the effective day of the decision, or September 2, 2026. The primary research
objectives of the CBO Pilot include:

1. Assessing the effectiveness of personalized case management in reducing arrearage levels and
disconnections, as well as quantifying the pilot’s impact on these objectives [Section 6.2].

2. Determining if the quantitative and qualitative benefits of the CBO Pilot sufficiently outweigh the
costs to warrant an expansion of the pilot into a program. Based on overall evaluation findings,
recommending if the case management pilot should expand in scale beyond the pilot phase
[Section 8.1].

3. Determining which pilot interventions, or combination of interventions, are effective in reducing
participants’ arrearages and disconnections [Section 6].

4. Identifying the pilot’s data needs and recommending data collection and management processes
for both the IOUs and CBOs [Section 4].

5. Conducting an impact evaluation that includes the following elements:
a. A baseline assessment [Section 5.2],

b. A quasi-experimental design (QED) comparing participants and matched non-participants
to measure pilot impacts for different customer segments, geographic factors, program
enrollment status, and case management approaches [Section 6], and

c. An evaluability assessment given the eligible customer recruitment and data collection
efforts [Section 4].

6. Conducting a process evaluation that includes the following elements [Appendix A]

4 Note that the original goals for the pilot were determined prior to releasing the RFP and selecting the CBOs.

5 Membership of the Pilot Implementation Working Group comprises of 10U representatives, Commission staff,
and at least one CBO contractor from each service territory, as well as participating Community Choice
Aggregators (CCAs) and parties to the R.18-07-005 proceeding.
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a. In-depth interviews or surveys with customers, CBOs, and other stakeholders, [Appendix
B and C]

b. Identify opportunities for mid-course process and customer journey improvements, and

c. Compare case management effectiveness across different CBOs and identify factors
contributing to efficiency and effectiveness.

Note that the Process Evaluation was completed as part of this study and is included as Appendix
A. This evaluation served as an internal deliverable and was completed on 3/10/2026.

7. Comparing the costs of standard utility engagement® with the costs of CBO Pilot engagement
(pilot group). The incremental costs attributable to the pilot are compared to the pilot’s benefits
[Section 8.1].

1.3 PILOT IMPACTS

The CBO Pilot evaluation assessed a range of potential pilot impacts including changes in arrearages, an
uptake in participation in other programs, and disconnections. High level impact findings are presented
below.

Arrearage Reductions

The impact of the CBO Pilot on arrears was assessed using a difference-in-differences approach using a
guasi-experimental design with a matched control group. The analysis found that the pilot had a
statistically significant impact on arrearages for participants served by one of SCE’s CBOs (CAPSBC), but
no significant impact on arrears was found for participants served by any of the other utilities’ CBOs.

Figure 1-1 presents the average arrearage levels of pilot participants and their matched non-participants
during the pre- and post-enrollment periods. On average, PG&E, SDG&E, and SoCalGas participants and
non-participants reduced their arrearages by a similar amount. In contrast, SCE participants reduced their
arrearages while their matched non-participant’s arrears increased during the post-enrollment period.

6 D. 24-02-046 ordered the large 10Us to report which actions constitute standard utility engagement and
provide the costs associated with standard utility engagement. The I0Us defined standard utility engagement
as the services and assistance they provide to customers via their call centers.
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FIGURE 1-1: PRE AND POST CBO PILOT AVERAGE ARREARS BY PARTICIPATION STATUS AND 10U
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Two-stage difference-in-differences (2sDiD) models were used to further validate whether the CBO Pilot
led to statistically significant reductions in arrears. The model estimated the impact of the pilot on
participant arrears in the post-enrollment period. The model was estimated separately by IOU, by IOU
and CBO, and by I0OU and Net Energy Metering (NEM) status. Table 1-1 presents the findings from the
2sDiD model by IOU and CBO. Only one CBO participated in each of PG&E’s and SDG&E’s pilots while SCE
and SoCalGas each had two CBOs. When interpreting the model results, a negative change represents a
decrease in arrearages, while a positive value represents an increase in arrearages relative to trends
observed in the control group. The results presented in Table 1-1 are generally consistent with the
graphical presentation in Figure 1-1, only SCE’s CAPSBC CBO is associated with statistically significant
reductions in arrears (a $495 average reduction in total arrears per household).” The impact of the other
five CBOs was not found to be statistically significant and frequently not associated with a reduction in

arrears.

7 Participants in SCE’s UWTC CBO increased their average arrears between the pre- and post-pilot period by
approximately $400 while their matched non-participants experienced an average arrears increase of
approximately $50. The observed increase in post-period arrears by SCE’s CAPSBC non-parts and UWTC's parts
and non-parts shows consistency across SCE’s pilot eligible population even though it is inconsistent with the
other utilities.

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Executive Summary | 4
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TABLE 1-1: TWO-STAGE DID RESULTS BY CBO?

Two-Stage Mean Mean Mean Mean
- P 1_. . 1‘ . o
10U CBO DiD Standard p-valve* arficipan Participant Participant Control Control
. Error Count? Arrears Arrears
Estimate Arrears Pre Arrears Pre
Post Post
PG&E CAPK 50.14 36.84 0.1735 1,862 $1,625 $1,387 $1,625 $1,311
SCE CAPSBC | -495.24 80.08 0.0000 203 $1,601 $1,256 $1,578 $1,701
UWTC 326.80 | 244.18 0.1810 35 $1,683 $2,097 $1,617 $1,653
SDG&E MAAC 74.74 48.52 0.1235 606 $1,318 $1,164 $1,320 $1,093
$0CalG FTBMI 81.75 69.41 0.2389 142 $859 $809 $856 $708
0oCalGas
SBX -53.35 94.04 0.5705 121 $1,002 $812 $1,015 $879

*a p-value of < 0.05 indicates statistical significance

Other Program Uptake and Disconnection Events

The CBOs were instructed to provide pilot participants with information on a variety of programs that
could reduce arrears either directly or indirectly. Verdant looked at enrollment for four of these programs:

®  AMP: Provides monthly arrearage forgiveness equal to one-twelfth of the enrolled balance for
customers who remain current on their monthly utility bill for one year.

®  CARE: Provides discounts on energy bills for low-income households potentially making it easier to
pay more of the bill.

®  LIHEAP: Provides eligible low-income households with assistance to pay heating and cooling costs as
well as provides energy efficiency support.

®  Energy Savings Assistance program (ESA): Provides no-cost energy-saving home improvements to
income-qualified customers, helping reduce energy bills and improve efficiency.

Verdant examined the frequency of participation in these programs before and after pilot enrollment for
participants and non-participants. The team then used two approaches to determine if the change in
participation in the post-period was consistent with pilot impacts. First, we estimated logit models of
other program enrollment to determine whether pilot participation was predictive of participation in
these other programs. Second, we looked at contingency tables of participation by period and calculated
Chi-squared statistics to test whether the proportion of participants who enrolled in the program
following pilot enrollment differed significantly from the proportion of non-participants who did so.

8  More information on the 2sDiD model can be found in Section 3.1.

9 The Participant Count reflects the final count of participants who made it through the data attrition process.
More information on this process can be found in Section 4.4.
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Verdant also analyzed disconnection frequency using the same methodology. These results are also
included in this section.

Table 1-2 summarizes the results of logit models of other program uptake and the impact of CBO Pilot
participation by IOU. PG&E’s pilot led to a statistically significant increase in enrollment in CARE, AMP,
ESA, and LIHEAP, but this increased enrollment did not translate into a reduction in participants’
arrearages relative to non-participants.19 SCE’s pilot led to a significant increase in enrollment in AMP and
LIHEAP, while SDG&E’s pilot increased enrollment in CARE and AMP. SoCalGas showed a significant
increase in enrollment for AMP only.

TABLE 1-2: SUMMARY OF OTHER PROGRAM AND DISCONNECT LOGIT MODEL IMPACTS

(1) CARE AMP ESA LIHEAP Disconnections
PG&E v v v x

SCE X v v X
SDG&E v v X X
SoCalGas X 4 X

The v indicates a statistically significant impact coefficient in logit model at 0.05, a Xindicates no impact, and an empty
cell indicates no model estimated.

In addition to determining if changes in enrollment were statistically significant, the logit models enabled
Verdant to calculate the pilot’s average marginal impact!! on other program enrollment (CARE, AMP,
LIHEAP, etc.). SCE’s LIHEAP enrollment had the largest average marginal impact at 51%. While other CBOs
also assisted with or referred participants to LIHEAP,12 their marginal impact was relatively low (5 to 10%).
CAPSBC's large marginal impact on LIHEAP enrollment likely explains their participants’ statistically
significant reduction in arrearages.13

None of the pilots are estimated to have reduced the number of disconnection events.

10 pG&E’s CBO Pilot had more participants than the other IOU pilots. The larger number of participants increases

the likelihood of finding differences between the program uptake of participants and non-participants if there
is a difference.

11 The change in the probability of enrollment in the other program (CARE, etc.) that was due to the pilot

enrollment.
12 see Appendix A for further details in the Process Evaluation Report.

13 SCE’s pilot participants’ average LIHEAP payment exceeds $1,200. An amount capable of helping with high
utility bills and wiping out smaller sized arrearages with one round of assistance.
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1.6

Key

KEY EVALUATION FINDINGS

findings and recommendations from the CBO Pilot evaluation are presented below.

Overarching Pilot Findings and Recommendations

Below we present our overarching pilot findings. Further details on each of these findings are included in

the

noted sections.

Findings

FINDING: A time-series analysis of arrearages found that many CBO participants were able to reduce
their balances, though overall continued to carry arrears. [Section 6.1] This same declining trend was
observed among most non-participants, and the 2sDiD model confirmed that the reduction in
arrearages for PG&E, SDG&E, and SoCalGas was not statistically significant. [Section 6.2.1] Across all
utilities, the CBO Pilot had a limited overall impact on arrearages, with CAPSBC's (SCE) participants
the only group to show a statistically significant reduction. [Section 6.2.1]

FINDING: The CBO Pilot led to a statistically significant increase in other program participation with
the largest marginal increase associated with LIHEAP enrollment for SCE’s CAPSBC. [Section 6.3]

— While the CBO Pilot increased enrollment in several programs, the increase was typically limited
to a marginal increase of ten percentage points or less. This modest increase in other program
participation may have reduced arrears for a small number of customers, but it likely had little
effect on the overall average arrearages of participants relative to non-participants.

— SCE’s CAPSBC increased participants’ enrollment in LIHEAP by over 50% and this increase in
LIHEAP enrollment is likely responsible for the CBO’s impact on arrears.

FINDING: Prior to the pilot, SCE’s and SDG&E’s eligible populations had a high rate of enrollment in
the low-income CARE rate (70-90% of both participants and non-participants). This left few
opportunities for CBOs to further increase CARE enrollment levels. [Section 6.3.1]

— PG&E’s pre-pilot CARE enrollment share was 53% for participants and 56% for non-participants,
leaving a substantial share of eligible customers unenrolled. By the end of the post-pilot period,
89% of participants and 80% of non-participants were enrolled in CARE. Because enrollment
increased in both participant and non-participant groups, it is likely that most of the increase is
attributable to PG&E’s broad ME&O efforts; the pilot’s marginal impact accounts for a 10.7
percentage point increase in participant enrollment.

— SDG&E pilot participants saw a smaller, but also statistically significant impact on CARE
enrollment, with pilot participation in SDG&E’s pilot accounting for a 6.95 percentage point
increase in participants’ CARE enrollment in the post-period.

— Pilot participation for SCE and SoCalGas did not lead to a statistically significant increase in CARE
enrollment.

FINDING: PG&E’s CBO Pilot led to a small (approximately five percentage points) but statistically
significant increase in ESA enrollments. PG&E’s pilot eligible population consumes substantially more
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electricity than the average home in PG&E’s territory, which helps to explain their high arrearage
levels. [Section 6.3.4]

FINDING: PG&E’s CBO Pilot led to a small, but statistically significant difference between participants
and non-participants who received Match My Payment (MMP) relief in the post-period, with
participants enrolling at a higher rate (7.9%) than non-participants (2.9%) [Section 6.3.5].

FINDING: PG&E’s CBO Pilot led to a small but statistically significant increase in predicted Relief for
Energy Assistance through Community Assistance Help (REACH) enrollment of approximately 4
percentage points [Section 6.3.5].

FINDING: SDG&E’s CBO pilot caused a 2.4 percentage-point increase in the predicted probability of
enrolling in SDG&E’s Neighbor-To-Neighbor (NTN) as a participant in the pilot compared to a non-
participant [Section 6.3.5].

FINDING: Participation in SoCalGas’s Pilot led to a 3.3 percentage-point increase in customers’
predicted probability of enrolling in Gas Assistance Fund (GAF) [Section 6.3.5].

FINDING: Despite the significant increased enrollment in other utility programs, with the exception of
LIHEAP for CAPSBC, there is no evidence that this resulted in any significant decrease in arrearage
levels. The number of increased participants in these programs was too few and/or the impacts were
too small. [Section 6]

FINDING: Only 58% of participants felt the pilot helped them lower their bills and only 64% were
satisfied with the pilot. [Section 7]

FINDING: The pilot costs were $4,381,295 and reduced $194,535 of utility debt. [Section 8.1]

FINDING: The CBO Pilot was unsuccessful in reducing arrearages for all participants except for those
who worked with CAPSBC. The average reduction in arrears for these participants was $495, but it
cost, on average, $1,238 per participant to run the pilot for SCE. The lack of pilot impacts on
arrearages, the cost difference between how much arrears were reduced vs. how much was spent to
reduce the arrears, and the dissatisfaction of survey respondents (<80% satisfaction) supports the
assertion that the pilot was unsuccessful in meeting its objectives. [Section 8.1]

Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION: Many of the CBO Pilot’s impacts appear to be associated with increased
participation in other programs designed to reduce arrears, energy usage, or bills. Depending on the
actual time of enrollment, some of these other programs may take time to show CBO Pilot impacts.
For example, customers that enrolled in AMP seven months after pilot enrollment will not show the
full effect on arrears until well after the pilot’s one-year post-enrollment period is over.1> Extending

15 Some programs in which pilot participants enrolled, such as AMP and CARE, have gradual effects on customer

bills and arrearages. As a result, the full impact of these programs may not be observable within the study
period. For example, under AMP, a customer’s eligible debt is forgiven after 12 months of remaining current on
their bills. If a pilot participant enrolled in AMP in March 2026 and the analysis only includes data through May
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the period of observation for up to another year could determine whether enrollment in those other
programs results in an actual reduction of arrears.

®  RECOMMENDATION: CAPSBC had the largest marginal impact on LIHEAP enrollments, directly
combating and reducing participant debt. Results from this pilot suggest that debt reduction impacts
derive from direct debt relief paired with education and instant program enrollment assistance (as
was the case with CAPSBC and LIHEAP).

®  RECOMMENDATION: Given the relatively high energy usage of PG&E’s eligible population, targeting
ESA to customers with high energy and high arrearages could help these customers reduce their
usage, reduce their arrears, and maintain their utility bill payment.

®  RECOMMENDATION: With the high cost of the pilot and the small overall impact on arrears, there is
no justification for rolling out the CBO Pilot to a broader population as a utility program.

2026, the analysis would capture only the initial months following enrollment and would not reflect the
program’s full potential impact on the customer’s arrearages.
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2 INTRODUCTION

In D. 24-02-046, the CBO Pilot was authorized and funded in response to the utility bill debt crisis in
California. The pilot was designed to serve residential customers who face difficulty resolving their utility
bill debt. The statewide CBO Pilot seeks to test whether customized case management services provided
by local CBOs can effectively help residential customers reduce arrearage levels and disconnections and
increase enrollment in programs that support energy usage and bill management.

2.1 CBO PILOT BACKGROUND

The CBO Pilot is structured around the goal of helping residential customers in arrears pay off existing
utility debt and develop stronger bill management practices going forward. To achieve this, the pilot
provides multi-tiered, individualized support. This includes guidance on immediate relief programs such
as the AMP and LIHEAP, as well as financial and energy education covering rates and programs that can
help reduce energy costs. Two distinguishing features of the pilot are that support is available to both
low-income and non-low-income customers with substantial arrears and the pilot is delivered by local
CBOs over a period of up to one year. Although the actual implementation deviated from this to varying
degrees, this extended engagement allows customers' financial situations and bill management to be
assessed and reassessed at multiple points, with payment plans and other arrangements adjusted as
needed to meet each customer's evolving needs.

Customers who enroll in the pilot can receive up to 12 months of individualized case management services
provided in a tiered for