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] 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
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®  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



VERDANT

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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Understanding the Main Impacts

The results for arrearage reductions and other program uptake seen in isolation provide an incomplete
picture. The 2SDiD models showed significant arrearage reductions for SCE, but on their own provide no
means of understanding how the pilot led to those reductions. However, when combined with the results
on uptake in other programs, a clear picture of how one effect (LIHEAP enrollment) directly led to the
arrearage reductions.1* This is depicted clearly in Figure 1-2, which shows the average arrears and LIHEAP
payments for the pilot participants and matched controls associated with CAPSBC, which accounted for
most of SCE’s customers. To deal with the varying enrollment periods, the data are presented by the
number of months from enrollment. For the pilot participants, there are markedly large LIHEAP payments
in the first two months after the month of pilot enrollment, whereas the matched non-participants have
no discernable payments. Logically, the LIHEAP payments for the participants directly correspond with the
observed drop in arrearage levels. Combining these two results provides a more holistic understanding of
how the program uptake led directly to the only significant arrearage reductions we found in our analysis.

FIGURE 1-2: AVERAGE ARREARS AND LIHEAP PAYMENTS FOR SCE, CAPSBC BY MONTHS FROM ENROLLMENT

B Arrears (Pre) B Arrears (Post)
I LIHEAP Payments (Pre) B LIHEAP Payments (Post)

Participants Matched Non-Participants

2000 A H 7 i
1750 A T
1500 - T
1250 A y
1000 A y

750 A y

Average Amount ($)

500 A T
250 A T

-12-9 -6 -3 0 3 6 9 12 -12-9 -6 -3 0 3 6 9 12
Months from Enrollment Months from Enrollment

14 |t is worth noting that the impact team relied on the knowledge of the process team to validate and make
sense of these findings.

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Executive Summary | 7
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1.4

CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE RESULTS

The evaluation team conducted a final customer experience survey with pilot participants. Survey

respondents were asked about their satisfaction with the pilot, if they believed the pilot helped lower the

amount they owed, and what they learned during the pilot. The survey results showed that:

B 64% of respondents indicated some level of satisfaction, but one in five respondents were dissatisfied
with their experience.

B 58% of respondents believed the pilot helped them lower the amount they owed; 30% said it didn’t.

B 69% of respondents indicated they learned something during the pilot. Respondents gained more
knowledge in the following areas:

1.5

What programs were available to help lower bills
Ways to save energy

How to stay current on utility bills

How to manage their utility bills

How to budget

PILOT COSTS VS. IMPACT

Verdant reviewed the pilot costs and the cost of standard utility engagement, in line with D. 24-02-046.

Key results showed:

®  The total cost to implement the pilot was $4,381,295 with an average cost per participant of $1,160.

PG&E’s cost per participant: $873
SCE’s cost per participant: $1,238
SoCalGas’ cost per participant: $1,864
SDG&E’s cost per participant: $1,806

B The total cost of standard utility engagement was $43,199.

®  The total attributable impact on arrearage reductions was $194,535 with an average arrearage
reduction of $495.

These two costs are significantly lower than the $4M to implement the pilot and average
participant cost of $1,160
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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.



VERDANT

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 format; however, not all participants require three tiers of services. The services were
offered on a rolling basis to participants, but the services were not required to be provided in
chronological order. The three tiers of services are as follows:

®  Tier 1 helps remove the risk of disconnection through payment plan negotiation, enrollment in
programs that provide immediate relief (LIHEAP, CARE/FERA, AMP, etc.) and basic energy and
financial education.

®  Tier 2 provides continued support via additional education or payment plan renegotiation and
enrollment in energy management programs (energy efficiency, demand response) or beneficial rate
plans.

®  Tier 3 provides participants with ongoing support and monitoring of their progress to pay off their
arrearages, including revising the customer’s action plan based on changes to their circumstances.

It is important to note that each CBO defined and implemented the tier system differently. See Appendix
A for more details.
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2.2 PILOT OFFERING

The CBO pilot was designed to test whether customized case management services provided by trusted
local community-based organizations could effectively help residential customers reduce arrearages and
avoid disconnections. IOUs selected six organizations across the state, with varying experience in energy
assistance programs and community case management, to market and implement the pilot. (For more
information on the participating CBOs see Appendix A.)

Key pilot parameters set by the CPUC include:

®  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.

®  Target population: Residential customers with arrearages 90 days or older, at risk of disconnection,
residing in selected zip codes across four investor-owned utility territories (PG&E, SCE, SoCalGas,
SDG&E), regardless of income.16

®  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”.17 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 enrollment period began December 11, 2024 and
officially ended on July 9, 2025 (according to the D.24-02-046); case management services continued
through April 15, 2026. (For more information on the timeline and slight variations by 10U, see
Appendix A.)

While the CPUC set these specific guidelines, the pilot was designed to allow CBOs to leverage unique
aspects and approaches to case management. This led to varying service delivery methods for each of the
six CBOs. Table 2-1 provides an overview of case management approaches for each CBO based on
interviews with the CBOs.

16 The pilot zip codes scored the highest on the Commission’s affordability ratio metric for a representative gas or
electric utility customer at the 20th percentile of household income.

17 Note that the original goals for the pilot were determined prior to releasing the RFP and selecting the CBOs.
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TABLE 2-1: CASE MANAGEMENT DESCRIPTION BY CBOS

CBO Case Management Approach (as described by the CBO)

10U (80 Bold indicates key differences between (B0s

Case managers worked with clients to understand the household’s situation and
help them set household-specific goals, identify barriers to paying their utility
bills, and access over 20 supportive services offered by CAPK (such as budgeting
PG&E CAPK | assistance, food assistance, childcare, family services, and program referrals).
Case managers directed households to CARE and AMP if eligible, could also
provide LIHEAP services, since CAPK is a LIHEAP provider for the targeted zip
codes.

The main focus for this CBO was directly providing LIHEAP services to help get
clients out of debt. This is in contrast to CAPK (the other LIHEAP provider) where
the focus was more on offering other supportive services (such as food

CAPSBC | assistance or the AMP program). Case managers also had all participants attend
an in-person 30-minute energy-related workshop, and then provided program
referrals, advocacy, and support wherever needed (such as help filling out
applications).

Case managers provided information on LIHEAP and other program offerings.
Because UWTC is not a LIHEAP provider for the targeted zip codes, case
managers primarily waited for LIHEAP funding to become available (through a
UWTC | different organization), and then notified clients that they should act before the
funding ran out. UWTC staff described their approach as providing as-needed
support and reminders, rather than long-term financial management or energy
efficiency program guidance.

Case managers helped clients enroll/find programs (first focus was
CARE/LIHEAP/Gas Assistance Fund) and then continued support through
attempting to contact participants each month. SBX adjusted the depth of case
management based on the client’s level of engagement: some clients wanted
information and immediate help, while others maintained longer connections
SoCalGas for continued support and follow-up.

SCE

SBX

Case managers focused on sending customers to the Maravilla Foundation which
is a LIHEAP provider, for LIHEAP assistance. They then helped clients navigate
FTBMI | LIHEAP paperwork for the Maravilla Foundation and helped them participate in
other programs, conducting follow-ups and troubleshooting other problems, as
needed.

Case managers focused on immediate aid programs (if eligible) to start and then
sent emails about available programs and next steps. This included 3-way calls
to advocate for clients and educational videos emailed out for continuing
support.

SDG&E MAAC

Further details on case management approach and implementation strategies can be found in the Process
Report in Appendix A.
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2.3 EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

Attachment A of D. 24-02-046 (February 15, 2024), Decision Approving the Community-Based
Organization Arrears Case Management Pilot Program (the Decision)® requires delivering the 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 the following:

B Assess the effectiveness of personalized case management in reducing arrearage levels and
disconnections, as well as quantify the pilot’s impacts on these objectives.

B Determine 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, recommend
if the case management pilot should expand in scale beyond the pilot phase.

®  Determine which pilot interventions, or combination of interventions, are effective in reducing
participants’ arrearages and disconnections.

B |dentify the pilot’s data needs and recommend data collection and management processes for both
the IOUs and CBOs.

®  Conduct an impact evaluation that includes the following elements:
— A baseline assessment,

— A quasi-experimental design comparing participants and matched non-participants to measure
pilot impacts for different customer segments, geographic factors, program enrollment status,
and case management approaches, and

— An evaluability assessment given the eligible customer recruitment and data collection efforts.

®  Conduct a process evaluation that includes the following elements
— In-depth interviews or surveys with customers, CBOs, and other stakeholders,
— Identify opportunities for mid-course process and customer journey improvements, and

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

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

19 Membership of the Pilot Implementation Working Group comprises of IOU representatives, Commission staff,
and at least one CBO contractor from each service territory, as well as participating CCAs and parties to the
R.18-07-005 proceeding.


https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K668/525668769.PDF
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B Compare the costs of standard utility engagement2® with the costs of CBO pilot engagement (pilot

group). The incremental costs attributable to the pilot will be compared to the pilot’s benefits.

This evaluation report assesses the effectiveness of the pilot at reducing customer arrears and
disconnection events and provides information that will contribute to determining if the pilot should be
expanded into a program offering. A secondary objective of the impact evaluation was an assessment of
the cost efficiency of the pilot or a comparison of the pilot’s implementation costs (including costs
incurred by 10U staff and the third-party implementation team) to the benefits or impacts of the pilot.
The impact evaluation also explored the pilot’s influence on participation in CARE, AMP, and other energy
efficiency programs. To accomplish this, the evaluation of the CBO Pilot included a process evaluation and
an impact evaluation. The process evaluation findings were presented to the PAs throughout
implementation of the pilot. The process report is included as an appendix of this report (Appendix A).
The impact evaluation methods, data, and findings are presented below.

20 The large I0Us will report which actions constitute standard utility engagement (for the control group) and the
associated costs of standard utility engagement.



VERDANT

3 EVALUATION METHODS

3.1 IMPACT METHODS

This subsection presents the methods used for each portion of the impact analysis, including an arrearage
impact analysis, demand side management (DSM) participation analysis, disconnection impact analysis,
and cost efficiency analysis.

Arrearage Impact Methodology

The evaluation of the pilot’s impacts used a QED and a 2sDiD impact modeling approach. A critical step in
the QED is the development of a control group to determine how the pilot impacted the desired outcomes
while controlling for macro-economic factors that may have impacted both the participants’ and non-
participants’ ability to reduce their arrearages.

The matched control group was developed using pilot-eligible customers from specified zip codes who
had arrears for 90 days or longer who qualified for the pilot but were not contacted by the CBOs (either
the CBOs were unsuccessful in contacting these customers or they never attempted to contact them). The
evaluation used both stratified propensity score matching (SPSM) and Euclidian distance to identify the
best matched controls for each 10U, selecting the best set of matches based on which method produced
the match with the most similar attributes. The matching was stratified by IOU, NEM (for PG&E, SCE, and
SDG&E), electricity usage (for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E), and enrollment month. Co-variates used in the
SPSM matching process included features calculated based on arrearages, billing, disconnections, and
other program enrollment (such as debt reduction or low-income programs like AMP, CARE, ESA, etc.)
prior to pilot enrollment. For example, some features used include average pre-participant monthly utility
bills and arrearages, incidence of disconnection events, and whether an account was enrolled in CARE.
The Euclidean distance matching on the other hand was based on the 12 months of arrearage data prior
to enrollment. The matching process selected the best non-participant for each participant. Then, the best
model (SPSM or Euclidean distance) was chosen by customer segment.2! The best model for each selected
matched non-participant control group was validated using a series of comparison steps including
visualizations of the match and t-tests to verify the similarity of the participant and matched non-
participant co-variates. Matched control group development details and validation checks are presented
Section 5.1.

For impact modeling, the monthly arrearage value for the participants and matched control non-
participants served as the dependent variable. A post-participation indicator was used to determine pilot

21 Segments included IOU, NEM (PG&E, SCE, SDG&E), electric usage (PG&E, SCE, SDG&E), and enrollment month
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impacts during the up to 12 month-period following enrollment in which the participants met with CBOs.
A 2sDiD regression model was used to estimate the influence of the pilot on the participants’ arrearage
value.22 The 2sDiD was necessary to account for the rolling enrollment of pilot participants. Some
participants enrolled at the beginning of the implementation period, while others enrolled much later.
Staggered participation can introduce bias stemming from effect heterogeneity and/or violations of the
parallel trends assumption.?3 Bias introduced heterogeneity may occur if early enrollees differ
systematically from later enrollees, while the parallel trends assumption requires that treatment and
control groups follow similar arrearage trends prior to treatment.

The 2sDiD approach was implemented through the following two steps:

B Step 1: Regression model to remove the time and customer account effects from the arrearage data.

B  Step 2: Standard DiD model estimation using arrearages after removing the first stage estimated time
and customer account fixed effect.

The general forms for the two regression steps are described in Equation 3-1 and Equation 3-2 below. As
presented Equation 3-1, the first stage model regresses customer account arrearages on account and
time-period fixed effects.

EQUATION 3-1: FIRST STAGE - TIME AND CUSTOMER ACCOUNT EFFECTS MODEL

Agipt =Yit ar+ Egipe

Where:
Py The _m.onthly arreara.g_e value for c.ustomcler i i.n ti.me t(gisa grf)up indicator. for _ .
participant/nonparticipant and p is a period indicator for pre-implementation and implementation).
Vi The customer account i fixed effect that is constant to the account through time.
o The time period t fixed effect (or the impact of the time period t on all customer account arrearages).
€gipt | The remaining arrears unexplained by the customer and time period fixed effects.

22 |f 3ll participants had begun the pilot during the same month, the analysis could have used a DiD model
estimated in a single step. The traditional, single step, DiD model’s general form is A;; = f;Git + B,Pit + [3Git *
Pit where G is a binary (0/1) variable for the participant group, P is a 0/1 variable for the implementation or
post-implementation period and G*P is 1 for participants in the implementation or post-implementation
period.

23 The parallel trends assumption is that in the absence of pilot participation, the outcome of pilot participants

and their comparison group would have followed similar trends over time. With staggered enrollment, this
assumption may be violated if customers who enrolled earlier in the pilot would have experienced different
trends in arrears than customers who enrolled later, even in the absence of the pilot. These differences in
underlying trends could cause the estimated treatment effect to reflect pre-existing differences in trends
rather than the effect of pilot participation.
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Prior to the second regression model, the estimated values of the fixed effects are removed from the
arrearage values. Removing these fixed effects from the customer and time specific arrearage values
controls for heterogeneity and the potential of non-parallel trends in the data due to customers beginning
pilot implementation at different dates. The general format for the second stage of the simplified 2sDiD
is presented below in Equation 3-2.

EQUATION 3-2: SECOND STAGE - DIFFERENCE-IN-DIFFERENCE IMPACT MODEL

Agipt — V- Q= ﬁTgipt + Egipt

Where:
A The account specific fixed effect estimated in the first step.

a; The time specific fixed effect estimated in the first step.

PO The customer and time specific arrearages without account specific fixed effects (mean
value) or time specific fixed effects (mean values).

The binary treatment flag for customer i in time t, in group g (participant/non-participant)
Teipt and pilot period p (where p = 1 is the implementation period and p=2 is the post-
implementation period).

)it The estimated average impact of the pilot.

The analysis estimated the 2sDID models using the PyFixest package in Python, which is designed to
counteract any bias due to heterogeneity of effects associated with staggered enrollment.24

DSM and Other Program Participation Methodology

The evaluation team leveraged program data provided by the utilities to assess the extent to which the
pilot influenced DSM and other program enrollment. The evaluation explored the share of pilot
participants and matched non-participant customers participating in CARE or FERA, energy efficiency
programs (EE, largely ESA), LIHEAP, and AMP using logit models and contingency tables with Chi-square
tests. The approach compared program enrollment rates before and after pilot participation. This analysis
examined the pre-implementation period versus the implementation period. The analysis also included
statistical testing to determine whether observed differences between participant and non-participant
groups are statistically significant. For this analysis, participation in CARE or FERA, LIHEAP and AMP were
analyzed separately to assess the impact of the pilot on the likelihood of participation in each of these
programs individually.

24 The PyFixest 2sDiD model in Python used for this analysis corrects the second stage error structure to account
for the fact that the second stage dependent variable is estimated from the first stage specification.
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Pilot Cost Efficiency Methodology

The impact evaluation was also tasked with determining the cost efficiency of the pilot. To accomplish this
objective, the costs to implement the pilot were compared to the pilot’s benefits (dollar value of average
arrearage reductions). No Standard Practice Manual (SPM) cost-effectiveness tests were conducted.

3.2 PARTICIPANT SURVEY METHODS

To complement the findings in the impact evaluation, the process team conducted a participant survey
after the completion of the pilot. The primary objective of the survey was to evaluate customer perception
of the pilot’s impact and satisfaction with the pilot. Participants were sent an email invitation to take an
online Qualtrics survey and offered an incentive?> for survey completion. Table 3-1 shows the number of
participant responses from each CBO and IOU. All survey responses can be found in Appendix C.

TABLE 3-1: SURVEY RESPONSES BY CBO AND 10U

[o]1} CBO Population* Sample** Responses | Completes*** Re;':::se Con;:l::non
PG&E CAPK 2,390 2,248 221 134 10% 6%
SCE CAPSBC 335 277 20 12 7% 4%

UWTC 58 56 14 9 25% 16%

FTBMI 154 149 17 3 11% 2%
SoCalGas

SBX 133 119 7 5 6% 4%
SDG&E MAAC 704 688 73 36 11% 5%
Total 3,774 3,537 352 199 10% 6%

*Population was defined by the impacts team (extensive data cleaning to identify the unique participants within the pilot)
**The sample is smaller than the population because not every participant had a viable email to administer the survey, or the
survey email bounced once sent.

***A completed survey is one that reaches all our core questions (i.e., through asking respondents about their satisfaction with
the pilot). The stark drop from responses to completes is due to two factors: 1) 52 surveys were screened out due to the
respondent not recalling their pilot participation and 2) many respondents answered the first question asking if they remember
signing the agreement form for the pilot but did not continue with the survey.

As mentioned above, the evaluation team also previously delivered a comprehensive early process
assessment covering outreach, enrollment, and case management.26

25 Respondents were offered a $20 incentive, but this was increased to $35 later in the process.

26 See Appendix A.
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d DATA COLLECTION AND CLEANING

This section describes the data collection activities undertaken for the impact evaluation of the CBO Pilot.
The evaluation required detailed information from the I0Us, and pilot tracking data from the CBOs. For
the impact evaluation, the team collected customer information, arrearages, and billing data from the
IOUs. To assess the potential impact of the pilot program on DSM program participation, information on
other IOU program participation was collected for pilot-eligible customers (the team requested
information on energy efficiency programs, LIHEAP, AMP, CARE and FERA and other arrearage
management plans). The I0Us were also asked to provide information on disconnection events. Pilot
implementation cost information was also requested from the I0Us. The evaluation team requested pilot
tracking data from the CBOs to identify the pilot participants and to assess the number and timing of the
meetings with pilot participants.

The pilot-eligible customer population and impact data collection activities are further described below.
These sections are followed by a discussion of the necessary data cleaning steps.

4.1 PILOT-ELIGIBLE POPULATION AND ENROLLED CUSTOMERS

Table 4-1 shows the number of pilot-eligible customers by utility and CBO, along with the number of
enrolled participants and the final enroliment rate for each pilot. These figures were calculated using pilot-
eligible customer lists provided by the I0Us and pilot enrollment dates provided in the CBO tracking data.
CAPK achieved the highest enrollment rate at 20%, nearly three times higher than the next-highest CBO,
MAAC, at 7%. FTBMI had the lowest enrollment rate at 3%. The process evaluation, in Appendix A, includes
information about each CBQO’s approach to enrollment and why the enrollment rates vary.

TABLE 4-1: ELIGIBLE AND ENROLLED PILOT CUSTOMERS

lou CBO Eligible Customer List Participant Final Enrollment
Population Rate
PG&E CAPK 11,840 2,392%7 20.2%
SCE CAPSBC 7,385 335 4.5%
UWTC 1,313 58 4.4%
FTBMI 4,687 154 3.3%
SoCalGas
SBX 2,565 133 5.2%
SDG&E MAAC 9,635 704 7.3%
Total 37,425 3,774 10.0%

27 The PG&E participant population includes two more participants than the survey population, because Verdant
received data for these two participants after surveys had already gone out.
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4.2 IMPACT DATA COLLECTION

The impact evaluation relies on two primary sources of data, the CBO tracking data and information
provided by the IOUs. These data sources are summarized in Table 4-2 below.

TABLE 4-2: DATA SOURCES FOR IMPACTS EVALUATION

Data Type Data Source Data Contents

Participant enrollment, unenroliment,
withdrawal dates, and
records of each contact with participants

Participating CBOs (CAPK, MAAC, CAPSBC,

CBO Tracking Data UWTC, SBX, FTBMI)

Time-series customer arrearages, billing,
disconnection, energy usage, and other
program enrollment for the eligible
population

Utility Data PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, and SoCalGas

The tracking data was received from the participating CBOs and included substantial information on pilot
implementation, including enrollment, unenrollment, and withdrawal dates, the outreach measures each
CBO used, records of contact with participants, and other details on how the pilot was carried out.

The utility data was received from each utility as time series arrearage, billing, disconnection, energy
usage, and other program enrollment records. Each eligible customer's data covered the 12 months
before pilot enrollment (December 1, 2023) through May 31, 2026. This data served as the primary input
for the matching and impact evaluation models.

4.3 PILOT DATA CLEANING

Prior to the process and impact evaluations, it was necessary for the evaluation team to do a thorough
cleaning of both the CBO tracking data sets and the IOU arrearages, billing, disconnection, and other
program data. This cleaning process included ensuring that arrearage and billing data were merged onto
the CBO tracking data and that the association of arrearage and other program participation data was
correctly assigned. We document our cleaning and data merging approach in the following sections below.
Learnings from these processes provided critical findings and recommendations for the pilot.

4.3.1 Tracking Data Issues/Cleaning

While the tracking data contained substantial information, much of it could not be used due to quality
issues, including inconsistent tracking, missing values, and missing account numbers needed to map
participants to utility data. Because the tracking data was self-reported by the CBOs, comparisons across
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CBOs were also limited, since recording practices varied and reliability could not be consistently
confirmed.

For these reasons, utility data was used exclusively to analyze other program enrollments resulting from
the pilot, while tracking data was used only to identify who enrolled in the pilot, when they enrolled, and
who unenrolled or withdrew, and when. Unenrollment occurs when a CBO removes a participant, typically
due to inactivity or ineligibility, while withdrawal reflects a participant's voluntary exit from the pilot. After
a thorough cleaning process, the tracking data ultimately provided a complete list of enrolled, unenrolled,
and withdrawn participants for analysis.

4.3.2  Utility Data Issues/Cleaning

The utility data was received from all four utilities and required rigorous cleaning and standardization
before use. The following subsections describe, at a high level, the cleaning processes the impacts team
applied to each data source.

Arrearage Data

The arrearage data received from each utility differed in format and structure, making standardization an
essential analysis step. The impacts team developed a finalized, clean dataset containing monthly
arrearage values for each eligible customer account. Creating this dataset required utility-specific
processing to account for differences in the files provided by each utility.

For PG&E, two versions of the arrearage data were received each month. The two versions were combined
to create the most complete dataset possible. SCE provided a historical file containing monthly arrearages
from December 2023 through March 2025, followed by monthly arrearage files for subsequent months.
These files were combined into a continuous time series. For SDG&E, a historical file covering December
2023 through February 2025 was provided for all eligible customers, followed by monthly participant and
non-participant arrearage files. These files were combined into a single dataset covering the full pre- and
post-enrollment periods. For SoCalGas, four files covering different portions of the pre- and post-
enrollment periods were received and combined into one finalized arrearage dataset.

After the utility-specific processing was completed, the data were standardized across all utilities. Records
containing multiple arrearage entries for the same account and month were consolidated by summing
the arrearage amounts, resulting in a single monthly arrearage value for each account.

Billing Data

The billing data received from each utility also differed in format and structure. The impacts team
developed a finalized, cleaned billing dataset containing monthly bills for each eligible customer account.
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Creating this dataset required utility-specific processing to account for differences in the files provided by
each utility.

For PG&E, multiple billing files were combined, giving precedence to the most recent data while using
earlier files to fill in missing records. For SCE, a historical billing file was provided, followed by monthly
billing files for the remainder of the evaluation period. These files were combined into a single complete
dataset. For SDG&E, a historical billing file and two more recent billing files were received and combined
after records were deduplicated. For SoCalGas, six billing files with overlapping time periods were
received. These files were combined, giving precedence to the most recent data pull.

Unlike the arrearage data, which were already standardized by month, billing records reflected billing
periods that often ended on different dates and could span multiple calendar months. To create
comparable monthly billing measures across utilities, all billing periods were calendarized. Each bill was
allocated across the calendar months it covered based on the proportion of the billing period that fell
within each month. The allocated amounts were then summed to produce a single monthly bill amount
for each customer.

Energy Usage Data

The energy consumption data also required standardization before it could be used in the analysis. This
data was used to classify customers into high, medium, and low usage tiers, as described in Section 3.1.
Because energy consumption was included in the billing data, it underwent the same processing steps
described above. Records from multiple files were combined and deduplicated for each utility, and energy
usage was calendarized to produce consistent monthly values.

The type of usage data provided differed by utility. Consistent with the services they provide, PG&E and
SDG&E reported both monthly electricity usage (kWh) and natural gas usage (therms). SCE reported only
monthly electricity usage, while SoCalGas reported only monthly natural gas usage. SoCalGas’ gas usage
data exhibited less variation across customers than electric usage, making usage a less useful variable for
segmenting SoCalGas customers. Therefore, matching for SoCalGas was conducted using enrollment
cohort only. The Verdant team validated that the resulting matches were sufficiently similar, as shown in
Section 5.1, and determined that requesting additional usage data from SoCalGas for matching purposes
was not necessary.

Disconnection Data

The disconnection data also differed in format and structure across utilities, requiring standardization
before it could be used in the analysis. The information provided varied by utility. For PG&E and SCE, the
data included both actual disconnection events and disconnection-related events, such as disconnection
notices and reminders. Because these event types were not distinguished in the data provided, they were
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retained together in a single disconnection field throughout the analysis. In contrast, SDG&E and SoCalGas
provided data on actual disconnection events only.

For PG&E and SCE, disconnection information was included within the arrearage data as the last recorded
date of a disconnection or disconnection-related event. Each unique event date was retained for every
customer. For SDG&E, a historical file covering the full eligible population was provided, followed by
monthly files for enrolled participants and an updated file covering all months for non-participants. These
files were deduplicated and combined into a single dataset containing each customer's unique
disconnection dates. For SoCalGas, five files with overlapping time periods were received. These files were
deduplicated and combined to create one complete dataset of disconnection events covering both the
pre- and post-enrollment periods.

Program Data

Verdant received enrollment for participation in other utility programs, including LIHEAP, AMP, CARE, ESA,
and other utility-specific energy efficiency programs. The information provided varied by both utility and
program, but the key fields were those related to the dates of enrollment. Ideally, the data would have
every instance of a start and end date in which an account was enrolled in a program. For programs where
customers are active over a period of time (CARE and AMP), missing date fields mattered more than for
programs that are active for only a point in time (ESA and LIHEAP). For example, with AMP, it is not only
possible, but common for an account to enroll in the program and drop out after a few months for failing
to meet the requirements, only to sign up again once the 12-month lockout period passes for these
customers. For programs with fewer and longer periods of enroliment, such as CARE, this mattered less,
but only slightly. For programs such as LIHEAP28 or ESA, it was important to know only the date of
participation (and payment amount, for the former). We detail our treatment of these program
enrollment data in far more detail in our discussion of program enrollment and related pilot impacts in
the impact results section. For the purpose of this section, the important information is that the impacts
team standardized these datasets by deduplicating records, reconciling differences in formatting, and
creating a consistent structure that could be used across utilities.

One unique challenge was SCE’s AMP data. AMP is designed to help customers eliminate outstanding
arrearages by forgiving one-twelfth of the enrolled arrearage balance each month provided that the
customer remains current on their utility bill, allowing the full balance to be forgiven after 12 consecutive
months of on-time bill payments. For SCE customers, enrollment in AMP resulted in a new account

number. Because account numbers were used to link arrearage, billing, program enrollment, and

28 For LIHEAP, customers generally apply once per year and, if approved, receive a payment applied directly
toward their energy bills. LIHEAP administration can vary by local agency and often changes, so there can be
exceptions for crises that can result in multiple payments in a one-year period, though these are rare.
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disconnection records, this change broke the connection between a customer's records after their
enrollment in AMP. To address this issue, the impacts team mapped each AMP participant's records across
both their original and new account numbers, ensuring that all relevant data remained associated with
the same customer throughout the analysis.

4.3.3  Non-Participant Data Alignment

Participants enrolled in the pilot between December of 2024 and July of 2025. This staggered enrollment
required special treatment of the non-participant data to ensure the proper alignment of data for both
developing a control group and estimating pilot impacts. The timing of enrollment in the pilot does not
apply to non-participants. However, the non-participants need to be compared to pilot participants using
the same time frame associated with pilot enrollment. To ensure this, the impact team aligned the data
for the non-participants to match the different participant enrollment cohorts, calculating variables and
making comparisons based on the same pre- and post-enrollment timeframes. A simple illustration
of this alignment is shown in Figure 4-1, which illustrates how a single non-participant account’s data is
aligned for three enrollment date cohorts: December 2024, March 2025, and June 2025. The
corresponding pre-period for a given enrollment cohort is thenused to calculate features for
matching, ensuring that each participant and non-participant are being compared on data from the same
period.

FIGURE 4-1: ILLUSTRATION OF NON-PARTICIPANT ALIGNMENT

Non-Participant Enrollment Cohort Pre-period Range
Account
Lo = December 2023-November 2024
2024
Account 99999999 March 2024-February 2025

June 2024-May 2025

4.4 ACCOUNT ATTRITION

There were two stages to the data cleaning and attrition. The first occurred earlier in the evaluation to
support the development of the control group. At the time of the first stage, however, there was not a
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complete set of data for the post-enrollment period, so the second stage consisted of attrition associated
with producing the final data set used for the impact analysis.

Control Group Development Data Attrition

The evaluation team conducted a rigorous data cleaning process to ensure all data was suitable for
analysis. For developing a control group, the participant data covered the 12 months prior to
each account's enrollment month in the CBO Pilot. As described previously, each non-participant had its
data replicated to match the eight enrollment cohorts, so their data was assessed based on eight distinct
12-month periods.

Data attrition for the development of the control group is reported based on participant accounts
removed from the analysis based on the pre-period data. We do not report on non-participant data
attrition for two reasons. First, at this point non-participants represent a large pool of candidates for the
final control group, so the loss of one account is not of particular concern or consequence. Second, and
more importantly, the duplication of the data to match the participant enrollment cohorts complicates
the tracking account removal. A non-participant might have had sufficient data when matched to one
participant based on enrollment date, but insufficient data when matched to a participant with an earlier
or later enrollment date. As a result, the same non-participant could be excluded as a candidate control
for one participant while remaining eligible for another. To keep a proper accounting of attrition would
require reporting everything by enrollment cohort, which is not necessary for this stage of the analysis.

The data cleaning process for control group development led to the removal of accounts in three stages.
A summary of all account removals is presented in

Table 4-3. The detailed stages of data attrition, which correspond to the columns in each table, are as
follows:

B Arrearage outliers: Any accounts with over $10,000 in arrearages or less than -$500 in arrearages in a
given month.
®  |nsufficient data: Any account with fewer than 12 months of arrearage data in the pre-period.

®  The last source of attrition was removing anyone who enrolled in NEM during the post-period along
with their match.
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TABLE 4-3: DOCUMENTATION OF PRE-PERIOD DATA CLEANING STEPS AND TOTAL PARTICIPANT RECORDS
INCLUDED IN ANALYSIS

Total
- Participant Total .
10U Pu:‘:iI:im(Imt Accounts Participant Max > $10k Min < - Insufficient H::e’:’i,:‘t:n
P After Pre- Accounts $500 Pre Data .
Accounts . Period
Period Removed
Attrition
PG&E 2,392 1,866 526 34 49 347 96
SCE 393 301 92 14 0 78 0
SDG&E 704 611 93 12 1 77 3
SoCalGas 287 265 22 0 1 21 0

Impact Analysis Development Data Attrition

The second stage of attrition was based on the preparation of the final set of data to be used to assess

impacts. In large part, this consisted of applying the same screens to the post-enrollment data that were

applied to the pre-period during control group development, but with one additional nuance. At this point

the analysis is based on matched pairs of participants and control accounts. To keep the balance in the

study design, if either account in a matched pair is removed due to a data issue, both accounts in the pair

need to be removed. For this reason, attrition at this stage is reported in terms of the number of pairs

that are removed. The summary of attrition for this stage is presented in Table 4-4.
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TABLE 4-4: DOCUMENTATION OF POST-PERIOD DATA CLEANING STEPS AND TOTAL PARTICIPANT RECORDS
INCLUDED IN ANALYSIS

Total Pairs Total Pairs

10U After After Pre/ Total Pairs Max > $10k Min < -§500 Insufficient
. Post Data Removed Post Data
Matching R
Cleaning

PG&E 1,866 1,862 4 2 2 0
SCE 301 238 63 0 0 63
SDG&E 611 606 5 3 2
SoCalGas 265 263 0 2

4.5 EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT

One key objective underlying the data collection and cleaning steps was to conduct an assessment of the
evaluability of the CBO Pilot. This consisted primarily of ensuring the availability and sufficient
completeness of the data necessary to answer at least the primary research questions. Verdant deemed
the arrearage data to be adequate to address research questions related to arrearage levels and found
that data related to the key programs (e.g., AMP and LIHEAP) were sufficient to assess the pilot’s impacts.
Furthermore, the levels of data attrition were relatively low for a study of this nature, adding additional
confidence that the evaluation would not be potentially biased in any way due to the removal of excessive
numbers of accounts.
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5 CONTROL GROUP DEVELOPMENT AND PARTICIPANT
CHARACTERIZATION

The impact evaluation of the CBO Pilot employs a QED, an approach that requires the development of a
matched control group. The following section describes the validation of the control group, comparing
their features to those of the participant population.

5.1 CONTROL GROUP DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION

The matching process paired each participant with the candidate control customer whose pre-enroliment
arrearage characteristics most closely resembled their own. To confirm that the resulting control group
was sufficiently comparable to the participant population, the evaluation team conducted a formal
validation analysis.

The validation involved calculating two-sample t-tests across a broad set of pre-enrollment features,
comparing participants against both the final matched non-participant controls and the full pool of CBO
Pilot eligible candidates. This allowed the evaluation team to assess not only whether matching reduced
the differences in features between the participant and the matched non-participants, but also how the
matched non-participant group compared to the unmatched candidate pool as a baseline. Importantly,
while matching was performed on a defined subset of features, the validation examined the full feature
set to assess balance more comprehensively. The objective was to identify a matched non-participant
control group with few or no statistically significant differences from the participant group. Results are
summarized in Table 5-1 through Table 5-4, organized by utility and segment and differentiated by
whether features relate to pre-period arrears or other attributes. The most critical finding is that the
percentage of statistically significant t-tests for matched non-participant controls is low across all
segments and feature types, indicating that the matching procedure successfully achieved balance
between participants and their matched non-participant controls regardless of the feature category.

The validation results also demonstrate an improvement in standardized mean differences (SMD)
following matching. These differences are conventionally classified as small (below 0.2), medium (0.2 to
0.5), or large (above 0.5). All segments exhibit reductions in SMD after matching, reflecting greater
similarity between matched controls and participants relative to the full candidate pool.

Additionally, across utilities, the participants who have solar PV had poorer matches relative to
participants who do not have solar PV. The evaluation team found that this is likely due to true-up months,
which make billing and arrearage shapes harder to match for PV owners.

Table 5-1 shows the control group matching validation results for PG&E. As shown, matching improved
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similarity between participants and controls across both arrears-related and non-arrears-related features,
relative to the similarity between participants and all eligible customers. For arrears-related features, the
percentage of features that were statistically significantly different between participants and controls
dropped from 77% to 0% for solar customers and from 85% to 0% for non-solar customers when moving
from all eligible customers to matched controls. For non-arrears-related features such as billing and usage,
the percentage of statistically significant differences dropped from 68% to 1.8% for solar customers and
from 63% to 9.0% for non-solar customers. Standardized mean differences also decreased across all four
customer segments, further confirming that matching improved comparability between participants and
the control group.

TABLE 5-1: PG&E CONTROL GROUP MATCH VALIDATION

Standardized . % Features % Features
Number . Standardized Mean - -
Arrearage | PV Mean Difference R . Statistically Statistically
of . Difference with s e o g
Feature Flag Features with Matched Eligible Non-Parts Significant for Significant for
Controls g Matched Controls | Eligible Non-Parts

Yes Yes 22 0.070 0.450 0.0% 77%
Yes No 22 0.043 0.458 0.0% 85%
No Yes 78 0.196 0.417 1.8% 68%
No No 78 0.147 0.322 9.0% 63%

Table 5-2 shows the control group matching validation results for SCE. Like PG&E, matching improved the
similarity between participants and controls, comparing participants to matched controls versus
participants to all eligible customers. For arrears-related features, the percentage of features with
statistically significant differences between participants and controls dropped from 53% to 0% for solar
customers and from 42% to 0% for non-solar customers. For non-arrears-related features, the percentage
of statistically significant differences dropped from 65% to 1.0% for solar customers and from 67% to 2.6%
for non-solar customers. Standardized mean differences also decreased across every segment.

Notably, the SMD between matched controls and participants for non-arrears-related features among
solar customers remains relatively large (0.533), though it is still an improvement over the comparison
with the full eligible population (0.616). The larger differences among solar customers can be partly
attributed to true-up months (solar customers receive their electricity bills once a year and these bills
could lead to spikes in arrears), which makes it harder to achieve a robust match on arrears-related
features for this group.
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TABLE 5-2: SCE CONTROL GROUP MATCH VALIDATION

Standardized . % Features % Features
Number . Standardized Mean - -
Arrearage | PV Mean Difference . . Statistically Statistically
of . Difference with All s e s
Feature Flag Features with Matched Eligible Non-Parts Significant for Significant for All
Controls 9 Matched Controls | Eligible Non-Parts
Yes Yes 22 0.150 0.622 0.0% 53%
Yes No 22 0.083 0.346 0.0% 42%
No Yes 57 0.533 0.616 1.0% 65%
No No 57 0.341 0.380 2.6% 67%

Table 5-3 shows the control group matching validation results for SDG&E. Like PG&E and SCE, matching
reduced the differences between participant and control groups. For arrears-related features, the
percentage of statistically significant differences dropped from 43% to 0% for solar customers and from
75% to 0% for non-solar customers. For non-arrears-related features, the percentage of statistically
significant differences dropped from 58% to 6.2% for solar customers and from 77% to 3.9% for non-solar
customers. SMD also decreased across all customer segments.

The SMD between participants and matched controls remains relatively large for non-arrears-related
features among solar customers (0.624), though this is still an improvement over the comparison with all
eligible customers (0.686). As with SCE, this is likely due to true-up months, which do not align consistently
across solar customers, making it more difficult to find close matches on these features.

TABLE 5-3: SDG&E CONTROL GROUP MATCH VALIDATION

Standardized . % Features % Features
Number . Standardized Mean - -
Arrearage | PV of Mean Difference Difference with All Statistically Statistically
Feature Flag Features with Matched Eliaible Non-Parts Significant for Significant for All
Controls 9 Matched Controls | Eligible Non-Parts
Yes Yes 22 0.152 0.385 0.0% 43%
Yes No 22 0.056 0.308 0.0% 75%
No Yes 54 0.624 0.686 6.2% 58%
No No 54 0.199 0.409 3.9% 77%

Table 5-4 shows the control group matching validation results for SoCalGas. For arrears-related features,
the percentage of statistically significant differences dropped from 28% to 0% when moving from the
comparison with all eligible customers to matched controls. For non-arrears-related features, the
percentage of statistically significant differences dropped from 62% to 7.6%. Standardized mean
differences also decreased for arrears-related features, from 0.225 to 0.046. For non-arrears-related
features, the SMD dropped slightly between matched controls and all eligible customers (0.213 versus
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0.211), even though the percentage of statistically significant differences improved substantially with

matching.

TABLE 5-4: SOCALGAS CONTROL GROUP MATCH VALIDATION

o, o,
Standardized Mean | Standardized Mean N Fn.aut-ures N F(.eut-ures
Arrearage | Number of . . . . Statistically Statistically
Difference with Difference with All s e . e
Feature Features Matched Controls Eliaible Non-Parts Significant for Significant for All
g Matched Controls Eligible Non-Parts
Yes 22 0.046 0.225 0.0% 28%
No 33 0.213 0.211 7.6% 62%

It should be noted that the averages reported in Table 5-1, Table 5-2, Table 5-3, and Table 5-4 reflect
combined statistics from both the Euclidean distance and propensity score matching (PSM) approaches
and exclude any segments with fewer than two participants.

5.2 PRE-ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Table 5-5 through Table 5-8 presents SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot participant, matched non-participant and
eligible non-participant average arrears and average monthly energy bills. Consistent with PG&E and SCE,
SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot participants averaged higher arrearages and monthly utility bills than eligible non-
participants.

Table 5-8 below present arrears and monthly utility bills and energy usage by utility for participants,
matched non-participants, and unmatched non-participants that were eligible for the CBO Pilot.

As presented in Table 5-5, the average arrears, prior to pilot enrollment, for PG&E CBO Pilot participants
was $1,628 while the average for PG&E eligible customers was $1,154, a difference of $474. PG&E’s CBO
participants also have substantially larger monthly utility bills and energy usage than the CBO Pilot eligible
population pool. The electricity usage of PG&E’s CBO Pilot participants averaged 702 kWh per month or
8,424 kWh per year compared to 494 kWh/month or 5,928 kWh/year for the CBO Pilot eligible population.
The 2019 California Residential Appliance Saturation Study (CA RASS) found that the average annual
electricity consumption for PG&E households was 6,266 kWh. Therefore, the electricity consumption of
CBO Pilot participants is substantially higher than PG&E’s average and may help to explain the high
arrearages observed among participants.
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TABLE 5-5: PG&E PRE-ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Grou N Average Median Average Average Average Monthly
P Arrears Arrears Monthly Bill | Monthly kWh Therms

Participants 1,866 $1,628 $1,282 $288 702 31

Matched Non-

Participants 1,866 $1,628 $1,267 $286 692 29

Unmatched Non-

Participants 55,345 $1,154 $792 $234 494 28

Table 5-6 presents the average arrearages, utility bills, and electricity usage of SCE CBO participants, their
matched non-participants, and the unmatched eligible population. SCE’s CBO Pilot participants’ average
arrears was approximately $330 higher than the arrearages of the unmatched eligible population while
the average monthly utility bills of pilot participants and the unmatched eligible population are very
similar. The average energy usage of CBO Pilot participants was 649 kWh/month or 7,878 kWh/year
compared to 562 kWh/month or 6,744 kWh/year for eligible non-participants. The annual energy usage
of participants, matched non-participants, and eligible non-participants exceeds the average SCE
household’s electricity usage of 6,424 kWh (from the 2019 CA RASS). Similar to PG&E, the high electricity
usage by the eligible pilot population could be a factor in their arrears.

TABLE 5-6: SCE PRE-ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Average . Average Monthly | Average Monthly
Group N Arrears Median Arrears Bill kWh
Participant 301 $1,567 $1,090 $169 649
Matched Non-
Parficipant 301 $1,515 $1,067 $174 627
Unmatched Non-
Participant 41,529 $1,232 $730 S161 562

Table 5-7 shows the average arrears, bills, and usage for SDG&E’s CBO participants, matched non-
participants, and eligible population. SDG&E’s participants had average arrears approximately $100 higher
than their non-participants in the pre-period, and their utility bill was approximately $10 higher. SDG&E’s
CBO participants had an average of 343 kWh/month or 4,112 kWh/year compared to 305 kWh/month or
3,660 kWh/year for eligible non-participants. Both participants and eligible non-participants have lower
energy usage than the average SDG&E household’s electricity of 5,230 kWh (from the 2019 CA RASS). The
finding that the average CBO Pilot participant’s electricity usage is lower than the average SDG&E
household stands out relative to the other electricity providing IOUs where utility usage for CBO Pilot
participants was higher than average customers. In addition, the average utility monthly bill for SDG&E
CBO eligible customers is substantially lower than for either PG&E or SCE eligible customers. This finding
is somewhat surprising given the SDG&E’s monthly utility bills include both electricity and gas while SCE’s
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represent only electricity consumption. The relatively low monthly utility bills, however, have not kept
these customers from accumulating substantial arrears.

TABLE 5-7: SDG&E PRE-ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Average . Average Average Monthly | Average Monthly
Group N Arrears Median Arrears Monthly Bill kWh Therms
Participant 611 $1,341 $902 $118 343 18
Matched Non-
Parficipant 611 $1,332 $876 $117 333 18
Unmatched Non-
Participant 59,079 $1,248 $782 $108 305 17

Table 5-8 presents SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot participant, matched non-participant and eligible non-participant
average arrears and average monthly energy bills.2° Consistent with PG&E and SCE, SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot
participants averaged higher arrearages and monthly utility bills than eligible non-participants.

TABLE 5-8: SOCALGAS PRE-ENROLLMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Group N Average Median Arrears Average Monthly Bill
Arrears

Participant 265 $924 $644 S55

Matched Non-Participant 265 $930 $645 S50

Unmatched Non-Participant 45,352 $765 $423 $48

29 Verdant deemed that gas usage was not critical for the identification of a control group and did not request
additional energy usage data from SoCalGas.
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6

This chapter describes the results of analysis conducted to assess the pilot impacts on arrearages and
participation in other utility programs. Details on the specific methods employed are provided in detail in
Section 3.1 of this document, though additional explanations are provided where necessary to help better
understand the information presented.

6.1

As a means of establishing some baseline expectations, Table 6-1 presents the average arrears in the post-
enrollment period for the final set of participants and their matched control groups, along with the
average decrease in arrears relative to the year prior to enrollment. These are not estimated impacts but

ARREARAGE LEVELS

PROGRAM IMPACT EVALUATION

represent summaries of the data provided to conduct the analysis.

TABLE 6-1: CHANGES IN ARREARAGE STATUS OVER THE COURSE OF THE PILOT IMPLEMENTATION

Mean Arrears for the Post-Pilot Period

Change in Mean Arrears from Pre- to Post-

Pilot Periods
| B
o 0 Participants Maiched Non- Participants Maiched Non-
P Participants P Participants

PG&E CAP-K $1,387 $1,311 -§238 -$314

CAPSBC $1,256 $1,701 -$345 $123
SCE

UWTC $2,097 $1,653 414 $36
SDG&E MAAC $1,164 $1,093 -$154 -$227

FTBMI $809 $708 -$59 -$148
SoCalGas

SBX $812 $879 -$190 -$136
Total $1,254 $1,224 -$95 -$158

As Table 6-1 shows, all groups exhibited a decline in their arrears in the post-period except CAPSBC’s non-
participants and UWTC's participants and non-participants. To determine whether the changes in arrears
represented meaningful pilot impacts, Verdant employed a two-stage DiD methodology, the results of
which are presented in the next section.

6.2

ARREARAGE IMPACTS

We present our evaluation of the CBO Pilot on participant arrearages below.

6.2.1

Overall Impact
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We estimated two-stage DiD (2sDiD) models at multiple levels of aggregation (by CBO, NEM vs. Non-NEM,
and Unenrolled status). The 2sDiD estimate represents the magnitude (in S) of the pilot's effect on
participant arrearages. Table 6-2 presents the 2sDiD results by CBO. As this table shows, CAPSBC, in SCE's
territory, was the only CBO whose interventions resulted in a statistically significant reduction in
arrearages (based on the p-values associated with the models), with an average estimated effect of
-$495.24 (represented by the 2sDiD coefficient) per CBO Pilot participant.30 Estimates for all other CBOs
were not statistically distinguishable from zero, indicating no reliable evidence exists that the pilot
affected participants arrearages.

TABLE 6-2: TWO-STAGE DID RESULTS BY CBO

Mean Mean
Two-Stage Standard Mean | o ticipant| Nean Control
[v]1] CBO DiD p-valve* Count (Participant P Control
. Error Arrears Arrears
Estimate Arrears Pre Arrears Pre
Post Post
PG&E CAP-K 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
0CalGas
SBX -53.35 94.04 0.5705 121 $1,002 $812 $1,015 $879

*a p-value of < 0.05 indicates statistical significance

6.2.2 Impact by NEM Status

A substantial share of electric or dual fuel utility CBO Pilot participants have a behind-the-meter solar
system installed and are on a Net Energy Metering (NEM) tariff (approximately 24% of participants for
PG&E and SCE and 11% of SDG&E). NEM customers may be less likely to accrue substantial arrearages
due to their reduced utility consumption and their ability to sell electricity back to their utility.
Additionally, their NEM status may make them less aware that they are accumulating a substantial utility
bill until they receive their annual true-up.

Table 6-3 shows the 2sDiD results and presents participant and control groups mean arrearage levels by
NEM status.3! The 2sDiD models found that only SCE’s non-NEM participants had a statistically significant
reduction in arrears from CBO Pilot participation. This segment saw arrearages decrease by an estimated
$382.32 relative to their control group. It is worth noting that for SCE’s NEM customers, there is more
volatility in arrearages due to the annual true up and the number of customers is much smaller, both of

30 |nformation on CAPSBC’s approach, and how it differed from the other CBOs, can be found in the process
evaluation (Appendix A).

31 soCalGas’SoCalGas’ results are not presented because they do not have a NEM status.
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which could have contributed to the lack of statistical significance despite the similar model coefficients
(2sDiD estimates).

TABLE 6-3: TWO-STAGE DID RESULTS BY NEM STATUS

Mean Mean
Two-Stage Standard Mean 1o ticipant| Nean Control
10U NEM Status DiD B Count |Participant P Control
. Error Arrears Arrears
Estimate Arrears Pre Arrears Pre
Post Post
PG&E NEM -9.76 76.75 0.8988 368 $1,350 $1,358 $1,332 $1,332
Non-NEM 66.21 41.42 0.1099 1,494 $1,693 $1,394 $1,698 $1,306
SCE NEM -357.01 228.45 0.1183 45 $2,172 $1,919 $2,007 $2,098
Non-NEM -382.32 81.37 0.0000 193 $1,483 $1,249 $1,485 $1,600
SDG&E NEM -91.38 154.11 0.5532 62 $1,398 $1,058 $1,406 $1,158
Non-NEM 93.82 51.04 0.0660 544 $1,309 $1,176 $1,310 $1,085

*a p-value of < 0.05 indicates statistical significance

6.2.3 Impact by Unenrolled Status

The CBO Pilot was designed to provide participants with case management for a year following
enrollment, however, some participants chose to withdraw from the pilot, while others stopped
responding to CBO outreach prior to completion of the case management services and were thus
unenrolled from the pilot by the CBO. We estimated 2sDiD models by IOU and enrollment status to
determine the impact of withdrawing or being unenrolled in the pilot on participant arrearages (Table
6-4). Three customer segments were found to have statistically significant results:

B SCE participants who remained in the pilot (i.e., did not unenroll) had a $359.45 reduction in
arrearages (p < 0.001) compared to their control, the largest and most precise effect in the table.

®  Participants that remained in PG&E’s CBO Pilot were found to have a small, but statistically significant
increase in arrears of $78.00 (p = 0.042).

B Participants who unenrolled from SDG&E showed a significant increase in arrearages of $162.01 (p =
0.021).

All other segments were not statistically distinguishable from zero. These findings are inconsistent and
may imply that there are many reasons why CBO Pilot participants unenrolled in the pilot and that the
various rationales for unenrollment may have led to different outcomes by utility and enrollment status.32

32 see Appendix C for customer experience survey results asking participants why they stopped engaging with
their case manager.
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TABLE 6-4: TWO-STAGE DID RESULTS BY UNENROLLED STATUS

Two-Stage Mean Mean Mean Mean
Unenrolled >199€ | standard Participant | Participant Control
10U DiD p-value Count Control
Status . Error Arrears Arrears Arrears
Estimate Arrears Pre
Pre Post Post
PGAE No 78.00 38.42 | 0.0423 1,695 $1,613 $1,409 $1,611 $1,302
Yes -225.48 127.76 | 0.0776 167 $1,742 $1,158 $1,776 $1,405
SCE No -359.45 80.22 | 0.0000 224 $1,563 $1,336 $1,523 $1,630
Yes -653.64 374.28 | 0.0812 14 $2,413 $1,992 $2,563 $2,737
SDGAE No -1.37 66.53 | 0.9836 326 $1,241 $980 $1,297 $1,039
Yes 162.01 70.02 | 0.0207 280 $1,407 $1,377 $1,347 $1,155
No 33.45 59.64 | 0.5749 248 $924 $828 $940 $801
SoCalGas
Yes -267.35 201.70 | 0.1854 15 $941 $515 $743 $573

Details on the case management strategies used to combat arrearages, which varied by CBO, can be found
in the early process evaluation (see Appendix A).

6.3 OTHER PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

While arrearage reduction was the primary focus of the CBO Pilot and the impact analysis, the pilots were
intended to provide CBO Pilot participants with information on other programs designed to help reduce
energy usage, energy bills, and/or help customers pay their utility bills and decrease their arrearages. The
programs the pilot provided information and guidance on to help address arrearages included CARE, AMP,
LIHEAP, and ESA. Verdant characterized participation in these programs by CBO participation to better
understand the impact of the pilot on enrollment in other programs.

We compared activity in these other programs before and after enrollment in CBO. Our definition of
activity depended on the nature of the data provided. For programs with start and end dates, Verdant
used these dates to determine two types of program status variables in the time series data we developed
for the analysis. The first is “enrolled,” which is an indicator for the specific month in which a customer
signed up for the program. The second is “active,” which is an indicator in any month between the start
and end dates (inclusive). The distinction is important and there is value in both variables, but there are
many nuances that can be difficult to follow.

To help understand how we defined these variables, Figure 6-1 shows an example for 20 pilot participants
(assigned to a number but randomly selected) for the AMP program. The pre, post, and dead band periods
(month when the customer enrolled in the pilot) are delineated by vertical blue lines and each month in
the grid is color coded to a different status based on the start and end dates provided by the I0U. Any
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accounts with no colored squares in the grid were not involved with the AMP program based on the data

we received.

To ascertain whether the pilot might have influenced participation, our focus is on accounts that have no
activity — no colored boxes — in the pre-period window paired with any activity in the post window. This
approach does account for cases that enrolled before the start of the pre-period window and were still
active into that window, but any activity that took place exclusively outside of the start of the pre-period
and the end of the post is not accounted for in the subsequent summaries and analysis. We made this
decision because the inconsistent availability of data outside of our pre- and post-windows could have
potentially biased the results based on their participation date.

FIGURE 6-1: EXAMPLE OF PROGRAM ENROLLMENT AND ACTIVE DATES FOR AMP

1 I ‘ [] Not Enrolled
2 H M Enroliment Pre
3 [ Enrolled Pre
4 1 B [l Enroliment Post
5 [ Enrolled Post
6 I Enrollment Outside Window
7 .. [ Enrolled Outside Window
8
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11
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14

15 ||

16

17

18

19 H

20 Tl -

Start of Pre Dead Band End of Post

For programs with only one date (LIHEAP and ESA), enrollment and active flags were the same.

6.3.1 CARE Enrollment

This section summarizes the enroliment in CARE for pilot participants and their matched controls. As CARE
reduces customer bills, it is plausible to hypothesize that enrollment onto this rate may assist in reducing
arrears. We provide the following analyses and information to assess the relationship between CARE
enrollment and arrearage reduction for participants and their matched controls.

CARE enrollment varied by IOU during the pre- and post-enrollment periods:

" PG&E:
— 53% of participants enrolled in CARE in pre = 89% enrolled post-period
— 56% of non-participants enrolled in CARE in pre = 80% enrolled post-period
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"  SCE:
— 90% of participants enrolled in CARE in pre = 93% enrolled post-period
= 71% of non-participants enrolled in CARE in pre = 71% enrolled post-period

"  SDG&E:
— 87% of participants enrolled in CARE in pre = 88% enrolled post-period
— 76% of non-participants enrolled in CARE in pre = 72% enrolled post-period

®  SoCalGas:
— 89% of participants enrolled in CARE in pre = 92% enrolled post-period
— 76% of non-participants enrolled in CARE in pre > 77% enrolled post-period

Figure 6-2 shows the percentage-point change in CARE active enrollment from the pilot pre-period to the
post-period, by CBO Pilot participation status. As PG&E had the lowest pre-enrollment CARE numbers,
they show the largest shift in CARE enrollment for both participants and non-participants, with a 36-
percentage point increase among participants (671 CBO participants enrolled in CARE in the post-pilot
period) and a 25-percentage point increase among non-participants (or an increase of 461 non-
participants). SCE showed no change in the number of active non-participants and a gain of seven active
participants. SDG&E showed a slight decline in the number of non-participants active in CARE (-20)
alongside a small increase in participants active in CARE (+7).
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FIGURE 6-2: PERCENTAGE-POINT CHANGE IN CARE ENROLLMENT BY UTILITY FOR CBO PARTICIPANTS AND NON-
PARTICIPANTS

M=671
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We analyzed changes in arrears by CARE enrollment status for pilot participants and non-participants.
Table 6-5 provides a summary of the counts and average arrears for PG&E’s CBO Pilot participants and
non-participants based on their pre- and post-CARE enrollment status. The table shows a decrease in
arrears for all groups, regardless of pre- and post-CARE enrollment status.

TABLE 6-5: PG&E ARREARS SUMMARY BY ACTIVE CARE AND CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Active t‘;;’: Count Mean Mean Mean Months N:::;;:Vl::;l;s
Status CARE Pre Arrears Pre | Arrears Post | Active CARE Pre
Post Post
N No 299 $1,610 $1,361 0.0 0.0
o
Matched Non- Yes 528 $1,793 $1,716 0.0 7.5
Participant y No 67 $1,963 $1,228 7.4 0.0
es
Yes 968 $1,516 $1,081 9.5 11.1
N No 166 $1,722 $1,467 0.0 0.0
o
o Yes 707 $1,682 $1,588 0.0 7.3
Participant
y No 36 $1,823 $1,655 7.7 0.0
es
Yes 953 $1,558 $1,214 8.7 11.2
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Table 6-6 provides a summary of the counts and average arrears for SCE’s CBO Pilot participants and non-
participants based on their pre- and post-CARE status. The small number of SCE customers joining or
leaving the CARE rate during the CBO post-enroliment period makes it difficult to identify any impact of
CARE rate changes on arrearages, though CBO participants and non-participants who discontinue their
CARE participation appear to have a slight increase in their arrears.

TABLE 6-6: SCE ARREARS SUMMARY BY ACTIVE CARE AND CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Active Active Mean Mean Meu.n Months Meu.n Months
CARE Count Active CARE Active CARE
Status CARE Pre Arrears Pre | Arrears Post
Post Pre Post
No No 51 $1,256 $1,059 0.0 0.0
Matched Non- Yes 17 $1,373 $1,250 0.0 8.1
Participant Ves No 17 $1,276 $1,373 9.8 0.0
Yes 153 $1,751 $1,995 11.2 11.3
No No 7 $2,387 $2,828 0.0 0.0
Participant Yes 17 $2,016 $1,731 0.0 10.3
P Yes No 10 $1,306 $1,508 10.7 0.0
Yes 204 $1,568 $1,291 10.9 11.5

Table 6-7 provides a summary of the counts and average arrears for SDG&E’s CBO Pilot participants and
non-participants based on their pre- and post-CARE status. The typical CBO participant who joined CARE
for the first time in the post-period participated in CARE for 8.4 months while their matched non-
participants averaged only 7.5 months of participation. CBO participants and their matched non-
participants who moved to CARE during the CBO post-enrollment period averaged only $28 in arrearage

reduction, far less than other groups.

TABLE 6-7: SDG&E ARREARS SUMMARY BY ACTIVE CARE AND CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Active Active Mean Mean Mea‘n Months Mea‘n Months
Status CARE Pre CARE Count Arrears Pre Arrears Active CARE Active CARE
Post Post Pre Post
No No 121 $1,211 $1,112 0.0 0.0
Matched Non- Yes 26 $2,023 $2,014 0.0 7.5
Participant Ves No 46 $1,486 $757 11.0 0.0
Yes 413 $1,289 $1,075 10.7 9.7
No No 49 $1,319 $1,145 0.0 0.0
Participant Yes 32 $1,133 $1,090 0.0 8.4
Yes No 25 $1,594 $971 10.8 0.0
Yes 500 $1,316 $1,183 10.5 9.8

SoCalGas’s summary of arrears by pilot and CARE participation status are shown in Table 6-8. In the post-
period, there was a small net increase in CARE participation with two matched non-participants joining
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CARE and eight participants joining CARE. Across all customer segments, there was a net decrease in
average arrears from the pre- to post-period.

TABLE 6-8: SOCALGAS ARREARS SUMMARY BY ACTIVE CARE AND CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Active I::c;::: Count Aﬂi‘:::s ATrZ:I:s Mean Months Mean Months
Status CARE Pre Active CARE Pre | Active CARE Post
Post Pre Post
No No 49 $1,090 $819 0.0 0.0
Matched Non- Yes 14 $829 $622 0.0 8.8
Participant Ves No 12 $970 $838 8.2 0.0
Yes 188 $892 $794 11.0 10.5
No No 16 S667 $599 0.0 0.0
Participant Yes 14 $1,203 $864 0.0 10.1
Yes No 6 $1,159 $1,042 7.3 0.0
Yes 227 $919 $828 11.3 10.9

These arrearage findings for all four IOUs do not support the hypothesis that enrolling in the CARE rate
reduced customer arrearages.

Pilot Impacts on CARE Enrollment

The section above presents data on the number of CBO participants and their matched non-participants
enrolled on the CARE rate. The following subsection presents findings from the assessment of the impact
of the CBO Pilot on CARE enrollment during the pilot’s post-enrollment period. Verdant used two
approaches to assess the pilot’s impact on participation in CARE and other programs. The first was to use
a contingency table to compare the frequencies of CBO participants and matched non-participant controls
that enrolled in the other program in the post-period after being inactive in the pre-period. These
contingency table frequencies allow one to assess whether the number of pilot participants that enrolled
in the other program is markedly higher than expected, which can be tested for significance using a Chi-
square statistic.

The second approach uses a logit model to predict enrollment in the other program in the post-period as
a function of CBO pilot participation and other program pre-period activity. This second term controls for
those customers that had been active in the other program previously, which is strongly correlated to
enrollment in the other program in the post-period. Incorporating the binary variable indicating other
program enrollment in the pre-period, enabled the logit model to estimate the impact of the CBO Pilot on
other program enrollment while maintaining the balance of pilot participants and matched non-
participant controls.
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Both approaches to estimating the impact of CBO Pilot participation on other program participation result
in similar conclusions with respect to the pilot impacts, but the two approaches have different advantages
when it comes to interpretation of the results. For the contingency table, the advantages are its
transparency and ease of interpretation. One can easily compare the observed and expected frequencies,
combined with the Chi-square statistic, to understand how the pilot influenced other program
participation. The logit model, in contrast, results in a single coefficient that reflects the pilot’s influence
on log odds, which beyond its sign and statistical significance is not as easily interpreted. However, the
logit model’s results can also be used to calculate specific scenario probabilities of other program
enrollment as well as the average marginal effect, which shows the increase in percent likelihood of other
program enrollment.

For the sake of brevity, we will present only one set of results (the logit model) for the remaining analyses.
However, the contingency tables are presented in Appendix D.

The logit model results for PG&E enrollment in CARE are presented in Table 6-9. For all logit tables
presented, the average marginal effects that are statistically significant will be highlighted in green. The
information provided in the table requires detailed explanation, which will help with understanding all
other logit model results presented in this section.

TABLE 6-9: PG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR CARE ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active CARE Pre Count CARE Predicted Enrollment Probability
- No 827 59.8%
Matched Non-Participant
Yes 1,035 11.8%
Participant No 873 73.5%
P Yes 989 19.9%

Impact Coefficient: 0.6251, Std. Error: 0.0802, p-value: 0.0000
Average Marginal Effect: 0.1072

The key result from the logit model is the coefficient for the variable representing CBO Pilot participation,
which in this case reflects the pilot’s impact on CARE program enrollment. This coefficient is presented in
row five of the table (Impact Coefficient), and the positive value indicates that pilot participation increased
the likelihood of CARE enrollment in the post-period. The standard error, t-statistic, and p-value point to
the statistical significance of the coefficient.

The coefficient represents a change in log odds, which indicate the direction of impacts and their statistical
significance but is not otherwise intuitive or easy to interpret. To better understand the logit model
results, we translate the coefficients CARE enrollment probabilities for the different scenarios or
permutations associated with the model’s independent variables. The third row in Table 6-9, shows that
PG&E’s CBO Pilot participants who were not previously active in CARE have a 73.5% chance of enrolling in
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CARE in the post-period, the highest of any scenario and nearly 14 percentage points higher than the CBO
non-participants’ likelihood of enrolling if they were not already active in CARE. Additionally, the Average
Marginal Effect (AME) is presented, which represents the average of individual marginal effects across the
sample. In this case, the model shows that PG&E’s CBO Pilot participation is associated with a 10.7
percentage point increase in the probability of CARE enroliment in the post-period, holding pre-period
program activity constant.

For the remaining results in this section, we present the logit model results over the contingency tables
for two reasons. First, the direct estimation of impact based on the participant status provides a more
direct way of addressing the key research question. Second, we feel that predicted probabilities and AME
provide the reader with a more readily interpretable means of assessing the nature of the impacts.

Table 6-10 shows how participation in the CBO Pilot translates into CARE enrollment for SCE using the
logit model coefficients for the different scenarios or permutations associated with the model’s
independent variables. The third row shows that SCE’s CBO Pilot participants who were previously not
active in CARE have a 35.5% chance of enrolling in CARE in the post-period, the highest of any scenario
and nearly seven percentage points higher than the CBO non-participants’ likelihood of enrolling if they
were not already active in CARE. The fifth row of Table 6-10, however, presents the logit model’s impact
parameter estimate for the estimated effect of the CBO Pilot on CARE enrollment in the post-period, its
standard error, and the p-value. These statistics indicate that the logit model found that the CBO Pilot did
not lead to a statistically significant increase in CARE enrollment for SCE’s CBO participants.

TABLE 6-10: SCE LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR CARE ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active CARE Pre Count CARE Predicted Enrollment Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 68 27.2%
Yes 170 5.0%
Participant No 24 35.5%
Yes 214 7.2%

Impact Coefficient: 0.3897, Std. Error: 0.332, p-value: 0.2402
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0340

Table 6-11 shows findings from the analysis of SDG&E’s CBO Pilot’s impact on CARE enrollment using the
logit model coefficients for the different scenarios or permutations associated with the model’s
independent variables. The fifth row of the table presents the logit model’s impact coefficient for the
effect of CBO Pilot participation on the likelihood of CARE enrollment in the CBO’s post-enroliment period.
The statistics presented in the fifth-row show that for SDG&E’s CBO Pilot participants, pilot participation
led to a statistically significant increase in the likelihood of CARE enrollment. The third row shows that
SDG&E’s CBO Pilot participants who were previously not active in CARE had a 28.1% chance of enrolling
in CARE in the post-period, the highest of any scenario and over 10 percentage points higher than the CBO
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non-participants’ likelihood of enrolling if they were not already active in CARE. Additionally, the AME of
the model shows that SDG&E’s CBO Pilot participation is associated with a 6.95 percentage point increase
in the probability of CARE enrollment in the post-period, holding pre-period program activity constant.

TABLE 6-11: SDG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR CARE ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active CARE Pre Count CARE Predicted Enrollment Probability
No 147 17.8%
Matched Non-Participant
atched Non-Participan Yes 259 5.1%
Participant No 81 28.1%
P Yes 525 15.3%

Impact Coefficient: 0.5886, Std. Error: 0.172, p-value: 0.0006
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0695

Table 6-12 shows the logit model findings for enrollment in CARE in the post-period for SoCalGas
participants and matched non-participants. The predicted probability for SoCalGas participants and
matched non-participants who were active in CARE in the pre-period to enroll in the post-period were
very similar (4.7% and 4.5%, respectively). Among those not active in CARE during the pre-period,
predicted probabilities of enrolling in the post-period were also comparable (19.9% vs. 19.1%). In line with
these results, the model indicates no statistically significant pilot impact on CARE enrollment for SoCalGas.

TABLE 6-12: SOCALGAS LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR CARE ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active CARE Pre Count CARE Predicted Enrollment Probability
. No 63 19.1%
Matched Non-Participant Yes 200 25%
Participant No 30 19.9%
P Yes 233 4.7%

Impact Coefficient: 0.0545, Std. Error: 0.355, p-value: 0.8781
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0035

Summarizing our analysis of CARE enrollment and the impact of the CBO Pilot on enrollment in the low-
income rate:

®  PG&E’s data shows a substantial increase in CARE enrollment during the CBO post-period for both
pilot participants and their matched non-participants. The logistic analysis of the CBO Pilot’s impact
on CARE found that the pilot led to a statistically significant increase in CARE enrollment.

®  The analysis found that SDG&E’s CBO Pilot led to a statistically significant increase in CARE enrollment
relative to the pre-period and the enrollment of the matched non-participants.

®  The logistic analysis of SCE’s and SoCalGas’ CBO Pilot found no statistically significant impact of the
pilot on CARE enroliment.
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6.3.2 AMP Enrollment

This section summarizes the enrollment in AMP for pilot participants and their matched controls.33 AMP
is a utility program designed to help customers learn to pay their utility bill on time and reduce and
eliminate their outstanding arrears. We provide the following analyses and information to assess the
relationship between AMP enrollment and arrearage reduction for participants and their matched
controls.

AMP enrollment varied by IOU during the pre- and post-enrollment periods:

" PG&E:
— 36% of participants were enrolled in AMP in pre = 52% enrolled post-period

— 36% of non-participants were enrolled in AMP in pre - 44% enrolled post-period

" SCE:
— 13% of participants were enrolled in AMP in pre = 28% enrolled post-period

— 13% of non-participants were enrolled in AMP in pre = 21% enrolled post-period

" SDG&E:
— 25% of participants were enrolled in AMP in pre = 38% enrolled post-period

— 27% of non-participants were enrolled in AMP in pre = 33% enrolled post-period

®  SoCalGas:
— 51% of participants were enrolled in AMP in pre = 42% enrolled post-period

— 44% of non-participants were enrolled in AMP in pre > 27% enrolled post-period

Figure 6-3 shows the percentage-point change in AMP active enrollment from the pilot pre-period to the
post-period, by CBO participation status. For PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E, CBO Pilot participant groups show a
larger increase in AMP enrollment than non-participant groups. While all three electric and both dual fuel
utilities have a larger increase in AMP participation among CBO participants than non-participants, it is
important to note that AMP participation is increasing among both groups of CBO eligible customers
which may imply that utility education and marketing of the AMP program to customers with arrears is
driving the increase in AMP participation.

33 There were significant data issues with the pre-period AMP enrollment data for SoCalGas, therefore additional
data has been requested, and their AMP enrollment is not included in this report.
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FIGURE 6-3: PERCENTAGE-POINT CHANGE IN AMP ENROLLMENT BY UTILITY FOR CBO PILOT PARTICIPANTS AND
NON-PARTICIPANTS
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Table 6-13 shows a summary of arrears by AMP active status for PG&E. As shown, both participants and
non-participants increased their AMP enrollment, with 36% of participants in the CBO Pilot enrolled in
AMP in the pre-period growing to 52% in the post-period, and 36% of matched non-participants growing
to 44% in the post-period.

For customers who were active in AMP in the pre-period and inactive in the post-period, arrears
decreased by an average of $938. This suggests that many of the customers who were enrolled in AMP in
the pre-period but were no longer active in the post-period reduced their arrears as a result. Customers
who were active in AMP in both the pre-period and post-period reduced their arrears by an average of
$251. This reduction was similar to that of customers who were not active in AMP in either period, who
saw an average reduction of $231. Customers who became active in AMP in the post-period after not
being active in the pre-period saw a slight increase in arrears, by an average of $41. This does not support
the hypothesis that joining AMP in the post-period helped to decrease customer arrears.
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TABLE 6-13: PG&E ARREARS SUMMARY BY AMP AND CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Active Active Count Mean Arrears | Mean Arrears M:c:?vTZII‘V::S N:f;?viwz;‘v::s
Status AMP Pre | AMP Post Pre Post
Pre Post
No No 775 $1,421 $1,141 0.0 0.0
Matched Non- Yes 422 $1,817 $1,877 0.0 6.5
Participant Ves No 274 $1,812 $832 4.4 0.0
Yes 391 $1,693 $1,374 3.3 5.9
No No 591 $1,403 $1,206 0.0 0.0
. Yes 600 $1,742 $1,764 0.0 6.4
Participant

Yes No 304 $1,729 $833 4.6 0.0
Yes 367 $1,704 $1,521 3.6 5.6

Table 6-14 provides the average arrears for SCE customers by AMP enrollment status and CBO Pilot
participation. Overall, SCE customers who participated in the CBO Pilot experienced a decrease in arrears
on average between the pre- and post-periods across all AMP enrollment groups. In contrast, every
matched non-participant group experienced an increase in arrears on average over the same period.

Among customers who were enrolled in AMP during both the pre- and post-periods, CBO Pilot participants
saw their average arrears decrease slightly by $79, from $3,078 to $2,999 (n=9). In comparison, matched
non-participants who remained enrolled in AMP throughout both periods experienced an average
increase of $418, from $1,650 to $2,068 (n=13). These groups are relatively small, so the results should
be interpreted with caution.

TABLE 6-14: SCE ARREARS SUMMARY BY AMP AND CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO . . Mean Months | Mean Months
.. Active Active Mean Arrears | Mean Arrears . .
Participant Count Active AMP Active AMP
AMP Pre AMP Post Pre Post
Status Pre Post
Matched No No 171 $1,441 $1,509 0.0 0.0
;t;n e Yes 36 $1,678 $1,733 0.0 6.1
.. No 18 $2,708 $3,141 4.8 0.0
Participant Yes
Yes 13 $1,650 $2,068 4.5 6.2
No No 149 $1,492 $1,211 0.0 0.0
. Yes 57 $1,728 $1,642 0.0 5.6
Participant
No 23 $1,545 $1,158 7.4 0.0
Yes
Yes 9 $3,078 $2,999 7.1 4.2

Table 6-15 summarizes arrears by AMP participation status before and after CBO enrollment for SDG&E
customers. Customers who enrolled in AMP in the post-period generally experienced increases in arrears,
while customers who were not enrolled in AMP or exited the program experienced decreases. Customers
who were enrolled in AMP in both the pre- and post-period generally experienced a decrease in arrears.
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The percentage of participants and non-participants enrolled in AMP increased following enroliment in
the pilot.

TABLE 6-15: SDG&E ARREARS SUMMARY BY AMP AND CBO PILOT STATUS

C.B.O Active Active Mean Arrears | Mean Arrears Meuf‘ Months Meu!‘ Months
Participant Count Active AMP Active AMP
AMP Pre | AMP Post Pre Post
Status Pre Post
Matched No No 339 $1,164 $959 0.0 0.0
;t;n € Yes 103 $1,614 $1,683 0.0 4.5
.. No 65 $1,233 $1,021 7.5 0.0
Participant Yes
Yes 99 $1,605 $1,018 5.4 4.7
No No 310 $1,033 $873 0.0 0.0
Participant Yes 143 $1,780 $1,822 0.0 4.1
P vee No 63 $1,239 $981 7.4 0.0
Yes 90 $1,619 $1,261 5.4 3.9

Table 6-16 shows the summary of arrears by AMP and pilot participation status for SoCalGas. SoCalGas is
the only utility who had fewer customers enrolled in AMP in the post-period compared to the pre-period.
For customers who were active in AMP in the pre-period but not in the post-period, arrearages increased
by an average of $337 for non-participants and $347 for participants. For every other customer segment,
average arrearages decreased from the pre- to post-period. The largest arrears reductions were for the
customers who were not on AMP in the pre-period but then became enrolled in AMP in the post-period,
with an average reduction of $523 for non-participants and $504 for participants.

TABLE 6-16: SOCALGAS ARREARS SUMMARY BY AMP AND CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO . . Mean Months | Mean Months
Participant Active Active Count Mean Mean Arrears Active AMP Active AMP
P AMP Pre | AMP Post Arrears Pre Post
Status Pre Post
Matched No No 132 $900 $736 0.0 0.0
:It:ne Yes 16 $751 $228 0.0 7.8
Participant Yes No 61 $995 $1,332 3.9 0.0
Yes 54 $978 $482 2.9 7.0
No No 86 $843 $763 0.0 0.0
. Yes 42 $1,085 $581 0.0 6.9
Participant
No 67 $1,024 $1,371 3.8 0.0
Yes
Yes 68 $831 $500 3.0 6.6
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Pilot Impacts on AMP Enrollment

Similar to the CARE impacts section, the evaluation team used a logit model to predict enrollment in AMP
in the post-period as a function of CBO Pilot participation and pre-period AMP enrollment status. Table
6-17 through Table 6-20 show the predicted likelihood of enrolling in AMP following participation in the
CBO Pilot, holding pre-period AMP enrollment status constant.

Table 6-17 shows the logit model findings for the probability of customer segments being enrolled in AMP
in the post-period, given different AMP enrollment statuses in the pre-period, for PG&E participants and
non-participants. Participants who were not enrolled in AMP in the pre-period had an estimated 39.7%
probability of enrolling in AMP in the post-period, compared to an estimated 30.1% probability for non-
participants who were not enrolled in AMP in the pre-period. The impact coefficient, standard error, and
p-value are shown below the table and indicate a statistically significant positive effect of CBO Pilot
participation on the probability of AMP enrollment in the post-period, holding pre-period AMP status
constant. The average marginal effect of 0.0879 indicates that, on average, participation in the CBO Pilot
is associated with an 8.8 percentage point increase in the probability of being enrolled in AMP in the post-

period.

TABLE 6-17: PG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR AMP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active AMP Pre Count AMP Predicted Enrollment Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 1,197 30.1%
i Yes 665 18.8%
Participant No 1,191 39.7%
P Yes 671 26.2%

Impact Coefficient: 0.4247, Std. Error: 0.072, p-value: 0.0000
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0879

Table 6-18 provides SCE’s logit model findings for the predicted probability of CBO participants and non-
participants enrolling in AMP in the post-period, by pre-period AMP enrollment status. SCE’s participants
who were not enrolled in AMP prior to the pilot had a higher predicted probability of enrolling in AMP
after enrollment in the pilot than non-participants, with a probability of 24.5% for participants and 14.3%
for non-participants. This is also true for customers who were enrolled in AMP in the pre-period, with
these participants having a 42.3% predicted probability of enrolling in the post-period compared to 27.3%
for non-participants. The model predicts that enrolling in the CBO Pilot gives a statistically significant
positive impact on enrollment in AMP in the post-period for SCE customers (p=0.0039). On average,
participation in the CBO pilot creates a 10.9 percentage point increase in the probability of being enrolled
in AMP in the post-period.
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TABLE 6-18: SCE LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR AMP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active AMP Pre Count AMP Predicted Enrollment Probability
. No 207 14.3%
Matched Non-Participant
Yes 31 27.3%
- No 206 24.5%
Participants
Yes 32 42.3%

Impact Coefficient: 0.6678, Std. Error: 0.232, p-value: 0.0039
Average Marginal Effect: 0.1086

Table 6-19 presents SDG&E’s logit model findings on the predicted probability post-period AMP
enrollment by CBO Pilot participation status and pre-period AMP enrollment status. Among customers
who were not enrolled in AMP during the pre-period, CBO participants had an estimated 26.5% probability
of enrolling in AMP in the post-period, compared to 20.5% for non-participants. Among customers who
were enrolled in AMP during the pre-period, participants also had a higher predicted probability of being
enrolled in the post-period than non-participants, at 10.0% compared to 7.4%. The model estimates that
participation in the CBO Pilot increased the probability of post-period AMP enrollment by 5.7 percentage
points on average. This effect was statistically significant (p = 0.0168), suggesting that CBO Pilot
participants were more likely than comparable non-participants to be enrolled in AMP after CBO Pilot
enrollment.

TABLE 6-19: SDG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR AMP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active AMP Pre Count AMP Predicted Enrollment Probability
N 442 21.5%
Matched Non-Participant ° -
Yes 164 11.6%
L. No 453 27.8%
Participants
Yes 153 15.6%

Impact Coefficient: 0.3434, Std. Error: 0.141, p-value: 0.0150
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0574

Table 6-20 presents the logit model findings for SoCalGas customers on predicted probability of
enrollment in AMP in the post-period by AMP status in the pre-period and pilot enroliment. Among
customers who were not initially active in AMP, the predicted probability enrolling in AMP in the post-
period is 7.8% for non-participants and 12.8% for participants. Among customers who were active in AMP
in the pre-period, the predicted probability is also higher for participants, at 30.8% compared to 20.4%
for non-participants. The model shows a statistically significant impact of the pilot on AMP enroliment,
amounting to a 7.6 percentage point increase in likelihood of enrollment due to the pilot. It's important
to note, however, that AMP enrollment fell for both participants and non-participants at SoCalGas, so this
increased likelihood reflects a comparison to the non-participant post-period group rather than to pre-
period enrollment values.
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TABLE 6-20: SOCALGAS LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR AMP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Active AMP Pre Count AMP Predicted Enrollment Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 148 7.8%
b Yes 115 20.4%
Participants No 128 12.8%
P Yes 135 30.8%

Impact Coefficient: 0.5528, Std. Error: 0.240, p-value: 0.0210
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0759

6.3.3  LIHEAP Enrollment

This section summarizes the enrollment in LIHEAP for pilot participants and their matched controls.
Eligible utility customers facing high utility bill burden can turn to the Federal LIHEAP program for
assistance paying their home heating and cooling costs. We provide the following analyses and
information to assess the relationship between LIHEAP enrollment and arrearage reduction for
participants and their matched controls.

LIHEAP enrollment varied by IOU and CBO during the pre- and post-enrollment periods:

" PG&E:

— 10% of participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 15% enrolled post-period

— 6% of non-participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 6% enrolled post-period
®  SCE CAPSBC:

— 33% of participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 82% enrolled post-period

— 8% of non-participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 3% enrolled post-period
®  SCE UWTC:

— 9% of participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 9% enrolled post-period

— 6% of non-participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 3% enrolled post-period
"  SDG&E:

— 79% of participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 90% enrolled post-period

— 76% of non-participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 86% enrolled post-period
®  SoCalGas:

— 4% of participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 2% enrolled post-period

= 1% of non-participants were enrolled in LIHEAP in pre = 3% enrolled post-period
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The share of participants enrolled in LIHEAP differed substantially across utilities, ranging from a high of
90% for SDG&E in the post-pilot period to a low of 1% for SoCalGas non-participants during the pre-pilot
period. PG&E’s, SCE’s CAPSBC, and SDG&E’s pilot participants increased their participation in LIHEAP
during the post-CBO Pilot period. As Figure 6-4 illustrates, however, SCE’'s CAPSBC CBO participants have
close to a 50 percentage pointincrease in their LIHEAP enroliment between the pre- and post-pilot period,
indicating a strong effect of the CBO Pilot as implemented by CAPSBC on LIHEAP participation.

FIGURE 6-4: PERCENTAGE-POINT CHANGE IN LIHEAP ENROLLMENT BY UTILITY FOR CBO PARTICIPANTS AND
NON-PARTICIPANTS
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Table 6-21 through Table 6-24 provide additional information on LIHEAP participation and average
payment by CBO Pilot participation status.

Table 6-21 provides a summary of the counts and average LIHEAP payments for PG&E’s CBO Pilot
participants and non-participants. The pilot appears to have increased LIHEAP participation relative to the
pre-period and to matched non-participants.
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TABLE 6-21: PG&E LIHEAP SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Parficipant |\ \ueappre | UMEAP | count | Mean LIHEAP Payment Pre | Mean LIHEAP Payment Post
Status Post

N No 1,648 - -

Matched Non- © Yes 94 - $1,201
Participant Ves No 111 $1,096 -

Yes 9 $1,334 $1,289
y No 1,419 - -

Participant ° Yes 255 ~ 21,227
Ve No 160 $1,120 -

Yes 28 $990 $1,095

The summary of the counts and average LIHEAP payments for SCE’s CAPSBC and UWTC participants and
non-participants is presented in Table 6-22 below. SCE’s CBO Pilot LIHEAP findings have been split by CBO
due to the substantial difference in the CBOs’ ability to encourage LIHEAP enrollment, as illustrated in
Figure 6-4. Approximately 33% of CAPSBC's participants and 8% of their non-participants participated in
LIHEAP in the CBO Pilot’s pre-enrollment period. During the post-pilot enrollment period, CAPSBC’s

participant share receiving LIHEAP increased by over 50 percentage points.

TABLE 6-22: SCE LIHEAP SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO CBO Participant LIHEAP Pre LIHEAP Post | Count Mean LIHEAP Mean LIHEAP
Status Payment Pre Payment Post
No No 183 - -
Matched Non- Yes 3 - $1,479
Participant No 13 $1,163 -
Yes
Yes 4 $2,376 $901
CAPSBC
No No 28 - -
Participant Yes 107 ' $1,314
P vee No 9 $728 -
Yes 59 $807 $1,109
No 32 - -
- N
Matched Non ° Yes 1 ! $1,293
Participant
Yes No 2 $754 -
UWTC No 30 - -
No
Participant Yes 2 ~ 21,036
P Vs No 2 $1,071 -
Yes 1 $729 $694

Table 6-23 provides a summary of the counts and average LIHEAP payments for SDG&E’s CBO Pilot. A
substantial share of SDG&E’s CBO Pilot participants (79% to 89%) and non-participants (76% to 86%)
received a LIHEAP payment in the pre- and the post-pilot period. While SDG&E’s share of CBO participants
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receiving LIHEAP payments exceeds that of the three other IOUs, the increase in the share of CBO
participants receiving LIHEAP is only ten percentage points and the CBO non-participant share receiving
LIHEAP also increased by ten percentage points. The similar increase in LIHEAP participation from CBO
participants and non-participants implies that the CBO Pilot did not cause the CBO participants to increase

their participation relative to others.

TABLE 6-23: SDG&E LIHEAP SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Mean LIHEAP Mean LIHEAP
P LIHEAP Pre LIHEAP Post Count
Status Payment Pre Payment Post
No 53 - -
No
Matched Non- Yes 91 - $1,220
Participant No 30 $458 -
Yes
Yes 432 $617 $1,217
No 36 - -
No
. Yes 91 - $1,011
Participant
No 25 $676 -
Yes
Yes 454 $573 $1,127

Table 6-24 provides a summary of the counts and average LIHEAP payments for SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot
participants and non-participants. Very few of SoCalGas’ pilot participants or non-participants received
LIHEAP payments.

TABLE 6-24: SOCALGAS LIHEAP SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant |\, AP Pre | LIHEAP Post | Count | Mean LIHEAP Payment pre | Neon LIHEAP Payment
Status Post
No No 254 - -
Matched Non- Yes 6 - $1,084
Participant y No 2 $1,418 -
e Yes 1 $496 $1,190
No 247 - -
. No
Participant Yes 5 - $995
Yes No 11 $680 -

CBO Pilot Impacts on LIHEAP Enrollment

The evaluation team used a logit model to predict enrollment in the LIHEAP program in the post-period
as a function of CBO Pilot participation and LIHEAP program pre-period activity. This analysis approach
controls for customers that had been active in LIHEAP in the pre-CBO period, as enrollment in LIHEAP prior
to the CBO Pilot indicates that the customer is aware of LIHEAP and may be more likely to access LIHEAP
in the post-period. The model’s coefficient on the binary variable for CBO participation in the post-period
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is the parameter estimate of the pilot’s impact on LIHEAP participation. Table 6-25 through Table 6-28
present findings for the impact of the CBO Pilot on the likelihood of enrolling in the Federal LIHEAP
program using the logit model results.

The estimated impact of PG&E’s CBO Pilot on LIHEAP enrollment is presented in Table 6-25. The logit
model results support the conclusion that PG&E’s CBO Pilot increased the likelihood of LIHEAP enrollment
by pilot participants to 15% while the next highest likelihood of participation was almost ten percentage
points less. The logit model’s impact coefficient was statistically significant with a p-value of 0.0 and the
estimated marginal effect of the pilot was 0.09.

TABLE 6-25: PG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR LIHEAP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Received LIHEAP in Pre Count Predicted LIHEAP Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 1,742 >-4%
Yes 120 0.0%
Participant No 1,674 15.2%
Yes 188 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 1.1476, Std. Error: 0.126, p-value: 0.0000
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0902

The estimated impact of SCE’s CBO Pilot on LIHEAP enrollment is presented in Table 6-26. The logit model
results support the conclusion that SCE’s CBO Pilot significantly and substantially increased the likelihood
of LIHEAP enrollment by pilot participants (to 65% across the two SCE CBOs, CAPSBC and UWTC). The next
highest likelihood of participation was over 60 percentage points less for non-participants who had not
participated in LIHEAP in the pre-period. The logit model’s impact coefficient was statistically significant
with a coefficient of 4.6 and a p-value of 0.0. The estimated average marginal effect of the pilot was 0.51.
The estimated impact of SCE’s CBO Pilot on LIHEAP enrollment is supportive of the conclusion that the
pilot substantially and statistically significantly increased LIHEAP enrollment and this increase in LIHEAP
participation decreased pilot customer arrears.

TABLE 6-26: SCE LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR LIHEAP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Received LIHEAP in Pre Count Predicted LIHEAP Probability
No 219 1.8%
Matched Non-Partici t
atched Non-Participan Yes 15 0.0%
. No 167 65.3%
Participant
Yes 71 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 4.6152, Std. Error: 0.530, p-value: 0.0000
Average Marginal Effect: 0.5145
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The LIHEAP enrollment results for SCE merit additional discussion because SCE was the only IOU to show
a significant decrease in arrears. As shown above (Table 6-26), LIHEAP payments can be substantial, so
this increase in enrollment is likely the driving factor behind SCE’s arrearage impacts. This effect is clearly
illustrated in Figure 6-5, which shows the average arrears and LIHEAP payments for pilot participants and
their matched controls associated with CAPSBC by the months from enroliment. As the left side of the
figure shows, average LIHEAP payments in the first two months after the enrollment month are clearly
aligned with the marked drops in average arrears. In contrast, the matched non-participants have barely
discernible LIHEAP payments in both before and after the enrollment period.

FIGURE 6-5: AVERAGE ARREARS AND LIHEAP PAYMENTS FOR SCE (CAPSBC) BY MONTHS FROM ENROLLMENT
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It is helpful to contrast CAPSBC plot with the same figure for PG&E, which is shown for its lone CBO CAPK
in Figure 6-6. Similar to CAPSBC, the process evaluation found that LIHEAP was also identified as an
important tool for combatting debt for CAPK (though referring participants was not the primary
approach). This effect is visible, with a small but clear increase in LIHEAP payments for the participants in
the post-period, particularly when contrasted with the matched non-participants. However, the effect is
a small fraction of what one sees with CAPSBC, so even though PG&E’s logit model also showed a
significant effect in increasing LIHEAP participation, the numbers were not enough for the decline in
arrears to be significant in the 2SDiD modeling.

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Program Impact Evaluation | 59
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FIGURE 6-6: AVERAGE ARREARS AND LIHEAP PAYMENTS FOR PG&E (CAPK) BY MONTHS FROM ENROLLMENT
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The estimated impact of SDG&E’s CBO Pilot on LIHEAP enrollment is presented in Table 6-27. The logit
model results imply that SDG&E’s CBO Pilot did not significantly impact the likelihood of LIHEAP
enrollment by pilot participants. The logit model’s impact coefficient of 0.38 was not statistically
significantly different from zero (p-value of 0.139) and the estimated marginal effect of the pilot was 0.02.
These results support the conclusion that SDG&E’s CBO Pilot did not increase participants’ likelihood of
participation in LIHEAP.

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Program Impact Evaluation | 60
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TABLE 6-27: SDG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR LIHEAP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Received LIHEAP in Pre Count Predicted LIHEAP Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 144 63.2%
Yes 462 0.0%
Participant No 127 7L7%
Yes 479 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 0.3868, Std. Error: 0.262, p-value: 0.1398
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0189

The estimated impact of SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot on LIHEAP enrollment is presented in Table 6-28. The logit
model results imply that SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot did not significantly impact the likelihood of LIHEAP
enrollment by pilot participants. The logit model’s impact coefficients imply that the predicted probability
of LIHEAP participation is approximately 2% for both CBO participants and their matched non-participants.
The impact coefficient for the logit model is -0.15, implying the model estimated that the CBO Pilot
decreased the likelihood of participation (though the estimate is statistically insignificant p-value of 0.8).
These results support the conclusion that SoCalGas’s CBO Pilot did not increase participants’ likelihood of
participation in LIHEAP.

TABLE 6-28: SOCALGAS LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR LIHEAP ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Received LIHEAP in Pre Count Predicted LIHEAP Probability
No 260 2.3%
Matched Non-Participant
atched Non-Participan Ves 3 0.0%
Participant No 252 2.0%
P Yes 11 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: -0.1544, Std. Error: 0.612, p-value: 0.8009
Average Marginal Effect: -0.0031

6.3.4  ESA Enrollment

This section summarizes the enrollment in ESA for pilot participants and their matched controls. The ESA
program provides no-cost weatherization services, energy-efficient appliances, and home repairs to
income-qualified renters and homeowners to help them lower their utility bills and improve home
comfort. Like LIHEAP, ESA generally has a single date of participation, rather than an ongoing enrollment
period. Unlike LIHEAP, ESA is a program that is unlikely to have repeated involvement, with most
participants taking part in single projects.

ESA enrollment varied by IOU during the pre- and post-enroliment periods as follows:

B PG&E:

— 14% of participants were enrolled in ESA in pre = 15% enrolled post-period
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— 11% of non-participants were enrolled in ESA in pre = 10% enrolled post-period
" SCE:

— 1% of participants were enrolled in ESA in pre = 7% enrolled post-period

— 4% of non-participants were enrolled in ESA in pre = 6% enrolled post-period
"  SDG&E:

— 0.5% of participants were enrolled in ESA in pre = 2% enrolled post-period

— 1% of non-participants were enrolled in ESA in pre = 2% enrolled post-period
®  SoCalGas:

— 3% of participants were enrolled in ESA in pre = 2.3% enrolled post-period

— 2.3% of non-participants were enrolled in ESA in pre > 1.9% enrolled post-period

As shown in Table 6-29, for PG&E the CBO Pilot participants and the control group had only small shifts in
their ESA participation. For example, the share of pilot participants that enrolled in ESA increased from
14% in the pre-period to just over 15% in the post. These small changes in ESA enroliment suggest that
PG&E’s CBO was not successful in using the ESA program to help participants reduce their arrears.

TABLE 6-29: PG&E ESA SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Status ESA Pre ESA Post Count
No 1,489

No
. Yes 161

Matched Non-Participant

No 186

Yes
Yes 26
No 1,358

No
. Yes 244

Participant

Yes No 223
Yes 37

For SCE, Table 6-30 shows that both CBO Pilot participants and non-participants increased their
participation in ESA. While the control group segments show a modest increase from 10 homes in the pre-
period to 14 (13 new enrollments and one repeat) in the post, the pilot participants increased from three
enrollments in the pre-period to 16 new enrollments in the post-period. ESA participation, however, is
modest in both the pre- and post-periods.
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TABLE 6-30: SCE ESA SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Status ESA Pre ESA Post Count
No No 215
- Yes 13
Matched Non-Participant
No 9
Yes
Yes 1
N 21
No 0 9
- Yes 16
Participant
No 3
Yes
Yes

Table 6-31 presents SDG&E’s enrollment in ESA by CBO Pilot status. SDG&E’s CBO participants and
matched non-participants exhibited the lowest participation in ESA, relative to the other IOUs, in either
the pre- or post-enrollment periods.

TABLE 6-31: SDG&E ESA SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Status ESA Pre ESA Post Count

No 591

No
L Yes 10

Matched Non-Participant

Yes No 5
Yes 0
No 589

No
Participant Yes 14
P No 3

Yes

Yes

ESA participation for SoCalGas is presented in Table 6-32. Similar to SDG&E, SoCalGas also had very few
ESA enrollments in the pre- and post-period.
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TABLE 6-32: SOCALGAS ESA SUMMARY BY CBO PILOT STATUS

CBO Participant Status ESA Pre ESA Post Count

No 252

No
- Yes 5

Matched Non-Participant

Yes No 6
Yes 0
No No 249
Participant Yes 6
P Yes No 8
Yes 0

CBO Pilot Impacts on ESA Enroliment

Verdant modeled the CBO Pilot impacts on ESA enroliment using the same logit model approach used for
the assessment of other programs, in this case predicting the likelihood of participation ESA in the post-
period as a function of pilot participation and previous ESA activity.

As shown in row 5 of Table 6-33, despite the modest increase in CBO Pilot participants active in ESA in the
post-period, the statistical model found the effect to be statistically significant. Consistent with the
summary previously discussed, the effect is small, with the coefficient translating into an AME of just
under five percentage points (0.0478). The statistical significance is due in large part to the high number
of pilot participants for PG&E, but it does stand to reason that funneling pilot participants into programs
such as ESA should be an achievable objective and help participants reduce their relatively high energy
consumption.

TABLE 6-33: PG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR ESA ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Participated in ESA in Pre Count Predicted ESA Participation Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 1,650 9.8%
Yes 212 0.0%
Participant No 1,602 15.2%
Yes 260 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 0.5079, Std. Error: 0.108, p-value: 0.0000
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0478

In contrast to PG&E, SCE, SDG&E and SoCalGas did not show significant CBO Pilot impacts with respect to
ESA participation. As seen in Table 6-34, Table 6-35, and Table 6-36, while the impact coefficients were
positive, none of the results were statistically significant, and they translated into very small average
marginal effects. For the three utilities, the comparison of the predicted ESA participation for pilot
participants and the control homes are very similar (e.g., 6.8% for pilot participants compared to 5.7% for
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the control for SCE). This smaller number of CBO Pilot participants is partially responsible for this result,
but also the smaller shares that were associated with ESA.

TABLE 6-34: SCE LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR ESA ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Participated in ESA in Pre Count Predicted ESA Participation Probability
- No 228 5.7%
Matched Non-Participant
Yes 10 0.0%
Participant No 235 0.8%
P Yes 3 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 0.1892, Std. Error: 0.386, p-value: 0.6236
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0108

TABLE 6-35: SDG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR ESA ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Participated in ESA in Pre Count Predicted ESA Participation Probability
No 601 1.7%
Matched Non-Participant
atched Non-Participan Yes c 0.0%
- No 603 2.3%
Participant
Yes 3 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 0.3399, Std. Error: 0.418, p-value: 0.4163
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0065

TABLE 6-36: SOCALGAS LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR ESA ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Participated in ESA in Pre Count Predicted ESA Participation Probability
N 257 1.9%
Matched Non-Participant ° -
Yes 6 0.0%
. No 255 2.4%
Participant
Yes 8 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 0.1943, Std. Error: 0.612, p-value: 0.7509
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0040

6.3.5  Utility-Specific Program Enrollment

This section further explores how the CBO pilot impacted enrollment in utility-specific budgeting and
assistance programs.

PG&E Match My Payment

Match My Payment (MMP) is a PG&E-specific debt-relief program in which participants can receive up to
$1,000 in matching payments toward past-due bills. To qualify, customers must have a past-due balance
of at least $100, a household income not exceeding 400% of the federal poverty level, and make a
payment of $50 to $1,000 toward their arrears, which PG&E matches upon enrollment.
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MMP began in June 2025, so all CBO pilot participants and matched non-participants who enrolled in the
program did so during the pilot post-period. Therefore, findings are presented as a contingency table
showing observed and expected counts of participants and non-participants who received MMP relief in
the post-period, since we are not able to estimate a logit model based on changes in pre- and post-period

enrollment.

Comparing post-period MMP enrollment between participants and matched non-participants shows a
small but statistically significant difference between the two groups. Participants enrolled in MMP at a
higher rate (7.9%) than matched non-participants (2.9%), against an expected rate of roughly 5.4% for
both groups absent any pilot effect. This shows participants received MMP at a modestly higher rate, but
without any pre-enrollment data to serve as a baseline, we cannot say that is due to the pilot. The higher
share could simply be associated with other attributes that led participants to be recruited or willing to
enroll. The contingency table is shown in Table 6-37 below:

TABLE 6-37: PG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY PARTICIPATION IN MMP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

MMP in Post-Period!
CBO Participant Status n Fost-Ferlo
No MMP MMP
. . Observed: 1,808 (97.1%) Observed: 54 (2.9%)
Matched Non-Participant Expected: 1,762 (96.4%) Expected: 100 (5.4%)
. . Observed: 1,715 (92.1%) Observed: 147 (7.9%)
Participant

Expected: 1,762 (94.6%) Expected: 100 (5.4%)

1x%?=44.512, p =0.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.1093

PG&E Relief for Energy Assistance through Community Help

PG&E’s Relief for Energy Assistance through Community Assistance Help (REACH) program provides
financial assistance to low-income customers by granting them up to $800 towards the past due portion
of their bill. To be eligible for REACH, one must have received either a 15-day or 48-hour disconnection
notice, household income not exceeding 200% of the federal poverty level, and not received REACH
assistance within the same calendar year.

The program effects on REACH enrollment were estimated using the logit model approach and indicate a
small but statistically significant difference in predicted REACH enrollment probability between
participants and non-participants. Among customers with no prior REACH grant, participants had a
predicted enrollment probability of 8.2% versus 4.1% for non-participants. Among customers who did
receive REACH in the pre-period, participants had a predicted probability of 13.4% versus 7.0% for non-
participants. The average marginal effect of participation was a 4.3 percentage pointincrease in predicted
enrollment probability. The logit results are shown in Table 6-38 below.
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TABLE 6-38: PG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR REACH ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Received REACH in Pre Count Predicted REACH Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 1,760 4.1%
Yes 102 7.0%
Participant No 1,646 8.2%
Yes 216 13.4%

Impact Coefficient: 0.7270, Std. Error: 0.142, p-value: 0.0000
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0427

SDG&E Neighbor-To-Neighbor

The SDG&E Neighbor-To-Neighbor (NTN) program provides up to $300 in one-time grants to help offset
energy arrearages for SDG&E customers who are not eligible for LIHEAP. In addition to LIHEAP ineligibility,
to qualify for the program, customers must certify they are experiencing serious illness, temporary
unemployment, disability, or unusual hardship.

Based on the logit model, there was a small, but statistically significant difference in the predicted
probability of NTN enrollment between participants and non-participants, as shown below in Table 6-39.
Participants who did not receive NTN in the pre-period had a 4.0% predicted probability of enrollment
compared to 1.7% for non-participants. This corresponds to a 2.4 percentage point increase in the
predicted probability of enrolling in NTN as a participant in the CBO Pilot compared to a non-participant.
The small magnitude of the pilot’s impact on NTN enrollment was likely due in part to the program's
narrow eligibility requirements and correspondingly low enrollment counts.

TABLE 6-39: SDG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR NTN ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Received NTN in Pre Count Predicted NTN Probability
No 604 1.7%
Matched Non-Partici t
atched Non-Participan Yes > 0.0%
. No 594 4.0%
Participant
Yes 12 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 0.9167, Std. Error: 0.381, p-value: 0.0161
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0236

SoCalGas Gas Assistance Fund

The SoCalGas Gas Assistance Fund (GAF) provides a one-time grant for customer gas bills up to $100. To
be eligible for GAF, customers must not apply for more than one GAF allowance per program year and
meet GAF’s household income requirements.

The logit model results for GAF are shown in Table 6-40 below. There is a small but statistically significant
difference in the predicted enrollment in GAF between participants and non-participants. For those who
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were not enrolled in GAF in the pre-period, there was a 0.4% predicted enrollment in the post-period for
non-participants compared to 3.6% for participants. This corresponds to a 3.3 percentage point increase
in the predicted likelihood of enrolling in GAF due to the pilot.

TABLE 6-40: SOCALGAS LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR GAF ENROLLMENT POST CBO PILOT

CBO Participant Status Received GAF in Pre Count Predicted GAF Probability
N 258 0.4%
Matched Non-Participant ° >
Yes 5 0.0%
. No 250 3.6%
Participant
Yes 13 0.0%

Impact Coefficient: 2.2615, Std. Error: 1.058, p-value: 0.0325
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0310

6.4 DISCONNECTIONS

This section characterizes the pilot participants and matched control group with respect to disconnection
events and disconnections. The main objective here is to ascertain whether the pilot led to a reduced
number of disconnections following enrollment. It is worth reiterating here, that while the matched
controls do not enroll in the pilot, their assumed pre- and post-periods are aligned with their matched
participants, so disconnections are based on aligned time periods, which is important because the utilities

were not consistent over time in their rates of disconnection.

Disconnection Summaries

The following section summarizes the counts of pilot participants and matched control accounts that
experienced disconnections before and after enrollment, in addition to the average number of
disconnections and arrears. If the CBO Pilot decreased arrears, we would expect pilot participants to have
fewer disconnections than their matched non-participants in the post-period.

Note that for PG&E and SCE, disconnections and disconnection-related events, such as disconnection
notices, were combined into one field and could not be separated. For SoCalGas and SDG&E, the
disconnection field represented only true disconnections. More information on the disconnection data
can be found in Section 4.3.2.

Disconnections varied by IOU during the pre- and post-enrollment periods:

" PG&E:
— 8% of participants experienced disconnection events pre = 13% post-period

— 8% of non-participants experienced disconnection events in pre = 11% post-period
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®  SCE:

— 13% of participants experienced disconnection events pre 2 14% post-period

— 18% of non-participants experienced disconnection events pre 2 24% post-period
®  SDG&E:

— 3% of participants experienced disconnection events pre = 20% post-period

— 4% of non-participants experienced disconnection events pre = 18% post-period
®  SoCalGas:

— 0% of participants experienced disconnection events pre - 6% post-period

— 0% of non-participants experienced disconnection events pre > 8% post-period

The findings listed above show that this population of customers experienced an increase in disconnection
events in the post-period relative to the pre-period. The increase in disconnections is highest for SDG&E
but there does not appear to be a connection between disconnections and pilot participation.

As seen in Table 6-41, for PG&E, the relative rates of disconnection are similar and overall and there is no
evidence that the pilot reduced the number of PG&E pilot participants that experienced a disconnection.

TABLE 6-41: PG&E ARREARS SUMMARY BY DISCONNECTS AND CBO STATUS

C'B.O Disconnect | Disconnect . Mean . Mean Mean Arrears | Mean Arrears
Participant Count Disconnects Disconnects
Pre Post Pre Post
Status Pre Post
Matched No No 1,538 0.00 0.00 $1,576 $1,347
;t;ne Yes 177 0.00 1.08 $1,653 $1,265
.. No 116 1.14 0.00 $2,260 $984
Participant Yes
Yes 31 1.16 1.16 $1,563 $1,045
No No 1,508 0.00 0.00 $1,583 $1,412
n Yes 213 0.00 1.08 $1,932 $1,327
Participant
Yes No 114 1.11 0.00 $1,613 $1,194
Yes 27 1.30 1.19 $1,619 $1,284

Assuming reconnection implies some effort to pay off arrearages, disconnections have a predictable effect
on arrears, though not necessarily where one would expect it. All the groups for PG&E in Table 6-41
reduced their arrears in the post-period, but the largest decreases in arrearages are for customer that
experienced a disconnection in the pre-period as they likely needed to make a large payment to reconnect
their power. This is especially notable among the non-participants who show a decrease of $1,276.
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For SCE, (see Table 6-42) the pilot participants had distinctly lower rates of disconnection events in the
pre-period. Similar to PG&E, both pilot participants and non-participants had higher shares with
disconnection events in the post-period, but the increase was far larger for the non-participants.

TABLE 6-42: SCE ARREARS SUMMARY BY DISCONNECTS AND CBO STATUS

CBO . Mean Mean
.. . Disconnect . . Mean Mean
Participant Disconnect Pre Count | Disconnects | Disconnects
Post Arrears Pre | Arrears Post
Status Pre Post
Matched No No 153 0.00 0.00 $1,512 $1,742
;t;ne Yes 42 0.00 1.10 $1,419 $1,275
.. No 29 1.03 0.00 $1,842 $1,563
Participant Yes
Yes 14 1.07 1.36 $2,336 $2,742
No No 180 0.00 0.00 $1,458 $1,310
n Yes 28 0.00 1.07 $1,678 $1,346
Participant
Yes No 24 1.21 0.00 $2,271 $1,606
Yes 6 1.17 1.00 $3,333 $2,604

SDG&E (see Table 6-43) customers had far lower rates of disconnects in the pre-period compared to the
other two electric utilities. Both groups, however, exhibited large increases in disconnection events in the
CBO post-period, with pilot participants and the control accounts moving to 20% and 18%, respectively.

TABLE 6-43: SDG&E ARREARS SUMMARY BY DISCONNECTS AND CBO STATUS

CBO Disconnect Mean Mean Mean Mean
Participant Disconnect Pre Count | Disconnects | Disconnects Arrears
Post Arrears Post
Status Pre Post Pre
Matched No No 480 0.00 0.00 $1,223 $1,054
;tc‘;ne Yes 99 0.00 1.8 $1,594 $1,229
. No 17 1.12 0.00 $2,186 $1,386
Participant Yes
Yes 10 1.20 2.00 $1,803 $1,459
No No 468 0.00 0.00 $1,270 $1,145
L Yes 117 0.00 1.29 $1,527 $1,216
Participant
Yes No 16 1.06 0.00 $1,340 $1,559
Yes 5 1.00 1.40 $819 $730

These increases in disconnections are likely associated with factors unrelated to the pilot. To confirm that
the rise in disconnections was not related to the pilot, Verdant looked at the disconnection data provided
for all SDG&E CBO eligible accounts and there is a clear increase in disconnections. For 2024 and 2025,
the two years with a full 12 months of data, there were 864, and 1,975 disconnections, respectively, or an
increase of 229%. This is a smaller increase than we see for the pilot participants, but this group was
experiencing higher levels of arrearages, which would logically correspond to more disconnects. The
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control homes were selected to have similar attributes, which would support their higher level of
disconnects.

As shown in Table 6-44, SoCalGas had no accounts with a disconnection in the pre-period that were in the
final set of participants and matched non-participants, so the only disconnections occurred after pilot
enrollment. In the post-enrollment period, the rate of disconnections is lower for both groups compared
to the other I0Us, which is likely related to the more labor-intensive nature of disconnecting gas service,
which cannot be done remotely. The 5.7% rate of disconnection for participants is lower than the 7.6%
for the control group, but because there are no pre-enrollment disconnections, there is no way to assess
if the pilot has led to fewer disconnections.

TABLE 6-44: SOCALGAS ARREARS SUMMARY BY DISCONNECTS AND CBO STATUS

CBO . Mean Mean
.. . Disconnect . . Mean Mean
Participant | Disconnect Pre Count Disconnects | Disconnects
Post Arrears Pre | Arrears Post
Status Pre Post
Matched No 243 0.00 0.00 $895 $750
Non- No
Participant Yes 20 0.00 1.10 $1,349 $1,295
Participant No No 248 0.00 0.00 $892 $768
P Yes 15 0.00 1.07 $1,463 $1,690

Pilot Disconnection Impacts

For disconnects, the anticipated effect of the pilot is the opposite of other programs. Whereas one would
anticipate that participants would be more likely to enroll in CARE, AMP, or be funneled into ESA, with
disconnects the preferred outcome would be a reduction in disconnection events. Consequently, we
modeled pilot impacts on disconnections using the same logit model framework, with the dependent
variable indicating whether an account experienced fewer disconnections after pilot enrollment (i.e., the
dependent variable equals 1 if the home had fewer disconnections post and 0 otherwise).

The results of the logit models are presented in Table 6-45 through Table 6-47. For the three electric
utilities, the logit models all showed no statistically significant impact of the pilot on disconnections. There
are no logit results for SoCalGas, however. Because their customers had no disconnections in the pre-
period, there were no reductions in customer disconnections due to the pilot.

For PG&E, as seen in Table 6-45, the predicted probability of a pilot participant who was disconnected in
the pre-enrollment period seeing reduced disconnection events is 85.8%, but for the control group that
probability is a very similar 82.3%. The AME is essentially zero. This is consistent with both the previous
summary of disconnections by group and period as well as with the small and not statistically significant
coefficient.
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TABLE 6-45: PG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR FEWER DISCONNECTIONS BY CBO SCENARIO

CBO Participant Status Disconnected in Pre-Period Count | Predicted Disconnect Reduction Probability
No 1,715 0.0%
Matched Non-Participant -
atched Non-Participan Yes v 52.3%
. No 1,721 0.0%
Participant
Yes 141 85.8%

Impact Coefficient: 0.2624, Std. Error: 0.324, p-value: 0.4181
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0027

For SCE, as seen in Table 6-46, there is a larger difference in the predicted probabilities, with participants
being 83.3% likely to experience a decrease in disconnections compared to 69.8% for non-participants.
However, the coefficient for the impact is not significant, so the relationship between pilot participation

and any decline in disconnections is statistically insignificant and weak.

TABLE 6-46: SCE LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR FEWER DISCONNECTIONS BY CBO SCENARIO

CBO Participant Status Disconnected in Pre-Period Count | Predicted Disconnect Reduction Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 195 0.0%
P Yes 43 69.8%
Participant No 208 0.0%
P Yes 30 83.3%

Impact Coefficient: 0.7732, Std. Error: 0.592, p-value: 0.1914
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0208

Finally, for SDG&E we see results similar to SCE’s. As shown in Table 6-47, the pilot participants are nearly
10% more likely to experience a reduction in disconnections. However, the model did not result in a
significant coefficient. In the case of both SCE and SDG&E, the smaller number of accounts contributed to

the insignificant result.

TABLE 6-47: SDG&E LOGIT MODEL FINDINGS FOR FEWER DISCONNECTIONS BY CBO SCENARIO

CBO Participant Status Disconnected in Pre-Period Count | Predicted Disconnect Reduction Probability
Matched Non-Participant No 279 0.0%
Yes 27 66.7%
Participant No 285 0.0%
Yes 21 76.2%

Impact Coefficient: 0.4700, Std. Error: 0.655, p-value: 0.4731
Average Marginal Effect: 0.0038
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7 CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE

To complement the impact evaluation, the evaluation team conducted a survey to better understand the
participants’ experience with the pilot. Table 7-1 shows the total population and number of completes
from each IOU and CBO. In the results below, the CAPK (n=134) and MAAC (n=36) responses are generally
representative of the population of customers served by the CBO, but for the other CBOs there were not
enough responding participants (i.e., only 3-12 respondents per CBO) to represent each CBO. As such, SCE
and SoCalGas are combined (n=29) to show the directional nature of those participants not served by
CAPK or MAAC.

TABLE 7-1: OVERALL POPULATION AND NUMBER OF SURVEY COMPLETES FOR EACH 10U AND CBO

lou CBO Population Completes
PG&E CAPK 2,390 134
CAPSBC 335 12

SCE

UWTC 58 9

FTBMI 154 3
SoCalGas

SBX 133

SDG&E MAAC 704 36
Total 3,774 199

7.1 OVERALL SATISFACTION AND EXPERIENCE

Satisfaction with the pilot was good, but not universal. The majority (64%) indicated some level of
satisfaction; however, roughly one in five respondents were dissatisfied with their experience. This value
is largely driven by PG&E since roughly two-thirds of all respondents —and all participants in the pilot —
are PG&E (CAPK) participants. When looking across 10Us, satisfaction varies (Figure 7-1),3% and part of
the variation in satisfaction could be driven by respondents’ engagement with the pilot. Notably, ~80%
of respondents recalled signing up for the pilot with only 49% self-reporting they met with a case
manager (and some of these individuals actively chose to stop their participation early). This number may
seem low given the pilot was designed to provide case management to all participants. There are a few
important considerations to understand why only 49% self-reported meeting with a case manager:

34 See Appendix C for a breakdown of all survey questions and responses by 10U.
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Some case managers primarily communicated over email, text, or phone and while we worded the
guestion to encompass these kinds of communications, some individuals may have answered that
they didn’t meet with a case manager if they only received email or text communications.35

— Email, text, and phone case management could still be impactful and provide necessary
information to support participants getting into programs or combatting their debt (see Section
7.2 below for knowledge gained through the pilot — much of which was shared via email or text).

Participants may not have equated initial meetings with case management and/or may not have
expressed interest in follow-up case management. For example, one CBO did not pursue case
management meetings if a participant’s debt was eliminated with one LIHEAP payment.36

The high case manager to participant ratios of some CBOs (e.g., 300:1) may have made it challenging
to offer case management services/or to all participants.

Participants may not have responded to communications around scheduling case management touch
points. (Note that some of these may also have subsequently been removed from the pilot for their
inactivity; however, they are still considered participants in the pilot.)

For those who did engage with the pilot, 78% reported that they found their case manager helpful.

35 Question: Did you ever meet or communicate with a case manager about your past due utility bills? This may

have been by phone, video, in person, email, or text.

36 The CBO who did not pursue additional case management was CAPSBC and they were the only CBO to show

significant reduction in arrearages, suggesting multiple rounds of case management and interaction is not
always needed to support debt relief.
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FIGURE 7-1: SATISFACTION WITH THEIR EXPERIENCE WITH THE PILOT
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When asked what was most helpful about the pilot, respondents pointed to help with lowering bills (i.e.,
the intended outcome) and receiving assistance from a designated case manager. Overall, around 58% of
respondents believed that the pilot did help lower the amount they owed on their utility bill (Figure 7-2).

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Customer Experience | 75
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FIGURE 7-2: DID PARTICIPANTS BELIEVE THAT THE PILOT HELPED THEM LOWER THE AMOUNT THEY OWED
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Participants were also asked if there was anything about the pilot that was frustrating or did not work well
for them. Most participants (n = 137/199) indicated that there were no issues with the pilot. For those
who did respond, their main reasons were not being able to get the help they needed (e.g., they didn’t
qualify, their debt was too high) or difficulty connecting with a case manager (e.g., it took too much time
to connect with a case manager or the communication frequency wasn’t enough for the customer).

7.2 VALUE BEYOND DIRECT ENERGY SAVINGS

In addition to reducing arrearages, a core part of the pilot was to educate participants on different aspects
to support getting out of and staying out of debt. As such, we explored how participant knowledge
changed since starting the pilot. Participant knowledge varied by IOU, but overall participants seemed to
have gained knowledge by being in the pilot as 69% (n = 137) of respondents reported agreement to at
least one of the questions in Figure 7-3.

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Customer Experience | 76
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FIGURE 7-3: PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS THAT INDICATED AN INCREASE IN KNOWLEDGE FROM THE PILOT

| better understand what programs are available _
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*Participants were asked, “Compared to before you signed the agreement form, how much do you agree/disagree with the
following statements?”. The percentages represented in this figure are for those participants who indicated ‘Strongly Agree’ and
‘Agree’.

As shown in Figure 7-3, the top area where participants gained knowledge was in understanding what
programs are available to help with their bills. These survey results are reflected in the impact analysis on
other program participation (Section 6.3) which shows an increase in AMP and LIHEAP participation for
many of the IOUs.

For additional insights on customer experience, see Appendix C.
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8 CONCLUSIONS

8.1 PILOT COSTS VS. IMPACT

A key component of the impact evaluation was to determine if the pilot impacts — including both
guantitative impacts (changes in arrearages, program enrollment, etc.) and qualitative impacts (changes
in energy and financial education, etc.) - sufficiently outweigh the costs to implement the pilot and thus
support expansion of the pilot into a program. In this section we document the overall pilot
implementation costs, costs for utility standard engagement, and the overall quantitative impact of the
pilot to support our recommendation that the pilot should not be expanded.

The following information around pilot implementation costs and standard utility engagement is included
in response to requirements in D. 24-02-046, that stated, ‘The Large Utilities will report which actions
constitute standard utility engagement (for the control group) and the associated costs of standard utility
engagement’. The evaluation team was provided text and costs by each of the IOUs. The evaluation team
was not able to independently verify any of the costs provided below.

8.1.1  Pilot Implementation Costs

Budgets for the CBO Pilot were set by D. 24-02-046. Table 8-1 presents these original pilot budget
categories across the four I0Us. These budgets were set based on the original larger participation pool
that included additional zip codes and initial enrollment caps of 4,800 (PG&E), 4,800 (SCE and SoCalGas),
and 2,400 (SDG&E). The original budget assumed an average spending of $937 per participant.37 Given
limited CBO interest and participation in the pilot, the targeted zip codes and enrollment targets were
subsequently reduced.

37 Includes EM&YV costs to be comparable to 10U reported costs. $11,240,000/12,000 capped participants.
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TABLE 8-1: ORIGINAL CBO PILOT BUDGET

Budget Category PG&E SCE SoCalGas SDG&E Total

CBO Case Management

Planning and Overhea $80,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $200,000

CBO Outreach, Customer $1,100,000 $550,000 $550,000 $550,000 | $2,750,000

Enrollment, and Reporting

CBO Case Management $2,220,000 | $1,110,000 | $1,110,000 | $1,110,000 | $5,550,000

Services and Reporting

Total CBO Arrearage Case $3.400,000 | $1,700,000 | $1,700,000 | $1,700,000 | $8,500,000

Management

EM&Y $400,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 | $1,000,000

ME&O $185,000 $60,000 $60,000 $50,000 $355,000

10U Administration* $415,000 $450,000 $120,000 $400,000 | $1,385,000

Total IOU EM&V, ME&O,

ot Admiistration $1,000,000 $710,000 $380,000 $650,000 | $2,740,000

Grand Total $4.400,000 | $2,410,000 | $2,080,000 | $2,340,000 | $11,240,000
*Includes SPOC lines

Table 8-2 shows the costs to administer the pilot that were provided by each of the IOUs. These costs
reflect each I0Us actual expenditures associated with implementation of the CBO Pilot, including CBO
contracts, ME&O, EM&V,38 and administrative support provided through May 31, 2026. As shown in the
table below, the overall statewide cost to implement the pilot was $4,381,295, resulting in an average
statewide cost per pilot participant of $1,160. The implementation cost per participant differed by IOU
from a low of $873 for PG&E to a high of $1,864 for SoCalGas. It should be noted that the overall per
participant cost to implement the pilot as a full program would likely be lower as the pilot required
additional upfront costs to get up and running, establish operating protocols, create data collection
systems, and identify best practices to optimize future program implementation.

TABLE 8-2: OVERALL COST TO IMPLEMENT THE PILOT FOR EACH 10U

PG&E SCE SoCalGas SDG&E Total
Cost to Implement Pilot $2,088,294 $486,411 $534,950 | $1,271,640 | $4,381,295
Pilot Participants 2,392 393 287 704 3,776
Average Implementation Cost/Participant $873 $1,238 51,864 $1,806 $1,160

38 The EM&YV costs were allocated across that I0Us as follows: 40% for PG&E and 20% for each of the other three
I0Us (SCE, SoCalGas, and SDG&E).

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation
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8.1.2  Overall Program Impact

To determine whether the pilot should be expanded into a full-scale program, we evaluated the overall
impact of the pilot using both impact and customer experience data. Based on this review, we recommend
against expanding the pilot into a full-scale program, given the limited arrearage reduction relative to the
overall pilot cost and the low satisfaction reported by participants. While we note in Section 7.2 that 69%
of survey respondents reported gaining some level of knowledge, this is outweighed by the pilot’s limited
impact on arrearage reductions (only one CBO achieved a statistically significant effect) and the cost of
implementation, which was orders of magnitude greater than the arrearage reduction achieved. Together
these findings do not justify continuing this pilot as a program. Additional evidence supporting this
recommendation includes the following:

®  The overall cost to implement the pilot was $4,381,295, with an average cost of $1,160 per
participant. This is higher than the budgeted cost of $937 per enrolled participant, suggesting the pilot
was more costly to run than anticipated. It also exceeds the average arrearage reduction of $495 for
participants where a statistically significant impact was noted (CAPSBC).39

®  The total pilot-attributable impact on arrearages for SCE’s CAPSBC CBO participants (the only CBO
where a significant reduction in arrearages was observed) was $194,535. This is orders of magnitude
less than the overall cost to implement the pilot across all IOUs (>$4M) and less than the cost to
implement SCE’s portion of the pilot ($486,411).

B OQverall pilot satisfaction was 64%. Many programs set a threshold of 80% satisfaction as a benchmark
for success. Additionally, only 58% reported that the pilot helped lower their bills.

We reflect on other program models in section 8.2 that have had greater success with serving customers
with utility needs and suggest alternatives for combatting arrearages in CA.

8.1.3  The Cost of Standard Utility Engagement

For this study the 10Us defined standard utility engagement as the services and assistance they provide
to customers via their call centers. As described above, each 10U estimated the cost of providing standard
utility engagement services to their customers. It's important to note that the services provided by IOU
call centers are different from the services provided through the CBO Pilot and thus the costs of the two
types of services are not directly comparable. Table 8-3 shows the ways in which the two types of services
(those provided by call center vs. through the pilot) differ. The table below is illustrative and not an
analytical comparison.

The cost of standard utility engagement is included in this section only because it is required under D. 24-
02-046. Any evaluation of the IOU call centers is outside the scope of this evaluation; the information

39 As calculated by the 2sDiD models.
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below is simply provided to help show the point that the CBO Pilot and IOU call centers serve different
niches and warn against comparing the costs to implement the two.

TABLE 8-3: KEY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 10U CALL CENTER ENGAGEMENT AND THE CBO PILOT

Category 10U Call Center CBO Pilot

Outreach Mostly inbound, some outbound Outbound (calls, texts, emails, door to door,
community events)

Services Offered | Utility-focused Utility programs + wrap around services +
education

Assistance Can instantly enroll customers into utility | Work with customers to identify which

Approach programs; do not offer case management | programs they are eligible for, help customers
prepare applications, cannot enroll customers
into utility programs*

*While two CBOs were LIHEAP providers, LIHEAP is a federal program, not a utility program

To calculate the cost of standard utility engagement, each IOU took an approach that best matched the
services they provide to their customers. Below we share the documentation provided to us from each
IOU on how they calculated these costs:

®  PG&E: The cost of standard utility engagement represents the estimated annual cost of serving the
same (pilot enrolled) customers through traditional utility call center operations and was calculated
by multiplying 1) the average cost per customer call, 2) the number of calls received per customer on
an annual basis, and 3) the 2,400 pilot enrolled customers.

B  SCE: The cost of standard utility engagement represents an estimate of the cost to serve the same
customers through traditional utility call center operations. The estimate was calculated based on the
number of customers enrolled in the pilot, estimated customer touchpoints, the utility’s average call
handling time, and the utility’s average call center labor rate.

B SoCalGas: The cost of standard utility engagement represents the estimated cost of serving the same
customers through traditional utility call center operations and was calculated using customer
enrollment volumes, estimated customer touchpoints, average call handling time, and the utility's
average call center labor rate. The call center hourly rate used in the calculation is based on the rate
specified in SoCalGas's call center contract. This comparison provides context on the costs associated
with delivering customer engagement through community-based organizations versus traditional
utility customer service channels.

B SDG&E: The cost of standard utility engagement represents the estimated cost of providing the same
level of customer support through SDG&E's traditional customer service channels. This estimate was
developed using SDG&E call center data to determine the proportion of call center time dedicated to
credit-related customer interactions. To align with the pilot design, the analysis assumes four
customer touchpoints per participant, consistent with the four sessions delivered by the community-
based organization during the pilot. The estimated cost was calculated using the call center hourly
labor rate and the time required for each customer interaction.
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Table 8-4 shows the cost of providing Standard Utility Engagement services to pilot participants for each
of the four IOUs participating in the pilot.

TABLE 8-4: COSTS OF PROVIDING STANDARD UTILITY ENGAGEMENT TO PILOT PARTICIPANTS
PG&E | sce | socalGas | speaE | Total

$15,144 | $8,844 | $5,378 | $13,833 | $43,199

8.2 FINAL REFLECTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The CBO Pilot provided individualized case management services to help customers address their
arrearages. Only two of the participating CBOs were LIHEAP providers with the ability to directly assist in
reducing arrearages, and only one of these CBOs made LIHEAP its top priority within the pilot. This left
the remaining CBOs able only to share eligible utility programs (limited to low-income customers) and
provide education to participants. As the impact results show, these information-forward approaches had
no measurable effect on customer arrears. An impact was found only where LIHEAP was prioritized and
provided immediately to participants alongside in-person education. The ineffectiveness of information-
only approaches, combined with the pilot’s high implementation costs and low participation satisfaction,
suggests that it should not be expanded into a full-scale program.

California currently has other programs where similar case management activities occur without some of
the key challenges noted in this pilot. The best example is the Community Help and Awareness of Natural
Gas and Electricity Services (CHANGES) program, which uses a network of 25 CBOs to serve limited-English
speaking customers throughout the state. Many of the services offered through the CBO Pilot are also
supported by CHANGES, including LIHEAP and CARE/FERA enrollment support, payment plan negotiation,
and AMP enrollment. CHANGES also benefits from a standardized data collection system used across all
25 CBOs and an extensive training program to set caseworkers up for success. While CHANGES is not an
arrearage-focused program, its extensive LIHEAP and AMP enrollment support?® suggests it is likely
helping to combat arrearages for this population. Given the demonstrated success of the CHANGES
program and the limited impact of the CBO Pilot, we recommend that future pilot arrearage-focused
initiatives be modeled more closely on the CHANGES program approach.

We document additional findings and recommendations for the pilot below.

40 CHANGES Program Annual Report Program Year: July 1, 2024 — June 30", 2025.
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8.2.1  Program Impact Evaluation Findings and Recommendations

Findings

A time-series analysis of arrearages found that many CBO participants were able to reduce their
balances, though overall still 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]

When segmenting electric customers by NEM status, SCE’s non-NEM customers were the only
segment with a statistically significant decrease in arrears. All other segments showed no significant
decline [Section 6.2.2].

When looking at reductions in arrearages by customer unenrollment status, three customer segments
had statistically significant results: [Section 6.2.3]

— SCE participants who remained enrolled in the pilot had the largest statistically significant impact
on arrearages (a $359 reduction from the pre- to the post-period).

— PG&E participants who remained enrolled in the pilot had a small ($78) but statistically significant
increase in arrears.

— SDG&E participants who unenrolled from the pilot showed a statistically significant increase in
arrears ($162).

The CBO Pilot led to a statistically significant increase in other program participation, with the largest
marginal increase associated with LIHEAP enroliment for SCE’s participants served by 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.

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 within these populations[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.



VERDANT

— 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.

B Across utilities, enrollment in the CBO Pilot caused a statistically significant increase in AMP
enrollment [Section 6.3.2].

B SCE’s CAPSBC increased participants’ LIHEAP enrollment by over 50%, and this increase is likely
responsible for CAPSBC impact on arrears [Section 6.3.3].

B PG&E’s pilot participants saw a small but statistically significant increase in LIHEAP enrollment, with
an estimated marginal effect of 0.09 [Section 6.3.3].

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

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

®  PG&E’s CBO Pilot led to a small but statistically significant increase in REACH enrollment of
approximately 4 percentage points [Section 6.3.5].

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

B Participation in SoCalGas’s Pilot led to a 3.3 percentage-point increase in customers’ predicted
probability of enrolling in GAF [Section 6.3.5].

B Despite the significant increased enrollment in other utility programs, with the exception of LIHEAP
and 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].

B Participants and non-participants across utilities experienced an increase in disconnection events in
the post-period compared to the pre-period [Section 6.3.5].

®  The pilot had no statistically significant impact on customer disconnections [Section 6.3.5].
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Recommendations

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 enroliment will not show the full effect on
arrears until well after the pilot’s one year post-enrollment period is over.*! Extending the period of
observation for up to another year could determine whether enrollment in those other programs
results in an actual reduction of arrears.

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).

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.

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.

8.2.2  Customer Experience Findings

64% of respondents indicated some level of satisfaction, but one in five respondents were dissatisfied
with their experience. [Section 7.1]

58% of respondents believed the pilot helped them lower the amount they owed; 30% said it didn’t.
[Section 7.1]

69% of respondents indicated they learned something during the pilot. Respondents gained more
knowledge in the following areas: [Section 7.2]

— What programs were available to help lower bills

— Ways to save energy

— How to stay current on utility bills

— How to manage their utility bills

— How to budget

41 Ssome 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 participant customer enrolled in AMP in March 2026 and the analysis only includes data through
May 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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8.2.3 Pilot Cost Findings and Recommendations

Findings

The total cost to implement the CBO Pilot was $4,381,295 with an average cost per participant of
$1,160. [Section 8.1.1]

The total cost of standard utility engagement was $43,199. [Section 8.1.3]

The total pilot attributable impact on arrearages was $194,535 with an average arrearage reduction
of $495. This is significantly less than the cost to implement the pilot and the per participant cost
[Section 8.1.2]

Even just using SCE (as their CBO was the only one to have a significant impact on the pilot), the overall
cost to implement the pilot was $486,411 and the per participant cost was $1,238. [Section 8.1.1]

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

Given the costs to implement the pilot, the limited arrearage reduction impact, and the low customer
satisfaction with the pilot, we do not recommend the pilot be expanded into a program.

— Future arrearage pilots and efforts should consider following an established and successful case
management model, such as the CHANGES program.



VERDANT

APPENDIX A CBO PROCESS EVALUATION REPORT

Click on the link below to access the CBO Process Evaluation that was completed March 10, 2026.

PDF

CBO_Pilot_Process_E
valuation_FINAL_03_1

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Appendix A | 87
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APPENDIX B CBO PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS

Click on the link below to access the CBO process recommendations.

PDF

CBO_Recommendati
ons_04_17_26.pdf

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Appendix B | 88
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APPENDIX C CBO PILOT SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS

Click on the link below to access the

PDF

2026_CBO_Pilot_Tota
I_vs_lOU_Summary_1

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation Appendix C | 89
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APPENDIX D PROGRAM CONTINGENCY TABLES

D.1 CARE CONTINGENCY TABLES

TABLE D-1: PG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO CARE IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to CARE in Post

Did not Move to CARE

Moved to CARE

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 1,290 (69.3%)
Expected: 1,188 (63.8%)

Observed: 572 (30.7%)
Expected: 674 (36.2%)

Participant

Observed: 1,086 (58.3%)
Expected: 1,188 (63.8%)

1x*=47.914, p = 0.0000, dof = 1, Cramérs V = 0.1134

Observed: 776 (41.7%)
Expected: 674 (36.2%)

TABLE D-2: SCE CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO CARE IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to CARE in Post

Did not Move to CARE

Moved to CARE

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 211 (88.7%)
Expected: 212 (89.3%)

Observed: 27 (11.3%)
Expected: 26 (10.7%)

Participant

Observed: 214 (89.9%)
Expected: 212 (89.3%)

1x%=0.088, p =0.7669, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0136

Observed: 24 (10.1%)
Expected: 26 (10.7%)

TABLE D-3: SDG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO CARE IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to CARE in Post

Did not Move to CARE

Moved to CARE

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 594 (98.0%)
Expected: 590 (97.4%)

Observed: 12 (2.0%)
Expected: 16 (2.6%)

Participant

Observed: 586 (96.7%)
Expected: 590 (97.4%)

1x*=1.573, p=0.2098, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0360

Observed: 20 (3.3%)
Expected: 16 (2.6%)
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TABLE D-4: SOCALGAS CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO CARE IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to CARE in Post

Did not Move to CARE

Moved to CARE

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 242 (92.0%)
Expected: 245 (93.2%)

Observed: 21 (8.0%)
Expected: 18 (6.8%)

Participant

Observed: 248 (94.3%)
Expected: 245 (93.2%)

1x2=0.745, p = 0.3879, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0376

D.2 AMP CONTINGENCY TABLES

Observed: 15 (5.7%)
Expected: 18 (6.8%)

TABLE D-5: PG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO AMP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to AMP in Post

Did not Move to AMP

Moved to AMP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 1,415 (76.0%)
Expected: 1,338 (71.9%)

Observed: 447 (24.0%)
Expected: 524 (28.1%)

Participant

Observed: 1,262 (67.8%)
Expected: 1,338 (71.9%)

1x%=30.697, p =0.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0908

Observed: 600 (32.2%)
Expected: 524 (28.1%)

TABLE D-6: SCE CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO AMP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to AMP in Post

Did not Move to AMP

Moved to AMP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 1,415 (76.0%)
Expected: 1,338 (71.9%)

Observed: 447 (24.0%)
Expected: 524 (28.1%)

Participant

Observed: 1,262 (67.8%)
Expected: 1,338 (71.9%)

1x2=7.912, p =0.0049, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.1289

Observed: 600 (32.2%)
Expected: 524 (28.1%)
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TABLE D-7: SDG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO AMP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to AMP in Post

Did not Move to AMP

Moved to AMP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 598 (98.7%)
Expected: 592 (97.7%)

Observed: 8 (1.3%)
Expected: 14 (2.3%)

Participant

Observed: 586 (96.7%)
Expected: 592 (97.7%)

1x2=4.424,p =0.0354, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0604

Observed: 20 (3.3%)
Expected: 14 (2.3%)

TABLE D-8: SOCALGAS CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO AMP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to AMP in Post

Did not Move to AMP

Moved to AMP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 233 (88.6%)
Expected: 222 (84.6%)

Observed: 30 (11.4%)
Expected: 40 (15.4%)

Participant

Observed: 212 (80.6%)
Expected: 222 (84.6%)

1x*=5.837,p=0.0157, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.1053

D.3 LIHEAP CONTINGENCY TABLES

Observed: 51 (19.4%)
Expected: 40 (15.4%)

TABLE D-9: PG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO LIHEAP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to LIHEAP in Post

Did not Move to LIHEAP

Moved to LIHEAP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 1,768 (95.0%)
Expected: 1,688 (90.6%)

Observed: 94 (5.0%)
Expected: 174 (9.4%)

Participant

Observed: 1,607 (86.3%)
Expected: 1,688 (90.6%)

1x%=80.938, p =0.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.1474

Observed: 255 (13.7%)
Expected: 174 (9.4%)
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TABLE D-10: SCE CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO LIHEAP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to LIHEAP in Post

Did not Move to LIHEAP

Moved to LIHEAP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 234 (98.3%)
Expected: 182 (76.3%)

Observed: 4 (1.7%)
Expected: 56 (23.7%)

Participant

Observed: 129 (54.2%)
Expected: 182 (76.3%)

1x%?=125.513, p = 0.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.5135

Observed: 109 (45.8%)
Expected: 56 (23.7%)

TABLE D-11: SDG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO LIHEAP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to LIHEAP in Post

Did not Move to LIHEAP

Moved to LIHEAP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 515 (85.0%)
Expected: 515 (85.0%)

Observed: 91 (15.0%)
Expected: 91 (15.0%)

Participant

Observed: 515 (85.0%)
Expected: 515 (85.0%)

1 x%=0.000, p = 1.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0000

Observed: 91 (15.0%)
Expected: 91 (15.0%)

TABLE D-12: SOCALGAS CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO LIHEAP IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to LIHEAP in Post

Did not Move to LIHEAP

Moved to LIHEAP

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 257 (97.7%)
Expected: 258 (97.9%)

Observed: 6 (2.3%)
Expected: 6 (2.1%)

Participant

Observed: 258 (98.1%)
Expected: 258 (97.9%)

1 x%=0.000, p = 1.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0000

Observed: 5 (1.9%)
Expected: 6 (2.1%)
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D.4 ESA CONTINGENCY TABLES

TABLE D-13: PG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO ESA IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to ESA in Post

Did not Move to ESA

Moved to ESA

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 1,701 (91.4%)
Expected: 1,660 (89.1%)

Observed: 161 (8.6%)
Expected: 202 (10.9%)

Participant

Observed: 1,618 (86.9%)
Expected: 1,660 (89.1%)

1x*=18.628, p =0.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0707

Observed: 244 (13.1%)
Expected: 202 (10.9%)

TABLE D-14: SCE CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO ESA IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to ESA in Post

Did not Move to ESA

Moved to ESA

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 225 (94.5%)
Expected: 224 (93.9%)

Observed: 13 (5.5%)
Expected: 14 (6.1%)

Participant

Observed: 222 (93.3%)
Expected: 224 (93.9%)

1x*=0.147, p = 0.7015, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0176

Observed: 16 (6.7%)
Expected: 14 (6.1%)

TABLE D-15: SDG&E CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO ESA IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to ESA in Post

Did not Move to ESA

Moved to ESA

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 596 (98.3%)
Expected: 594 (98.0%)

Observed: 10 (1.7%)
Expected: 12 (2.0%)

Participant

Observed: 592 (97.7%)
Expected: 594 (98.0%)

1x*=0.383, p=0.5362, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0178

Observed: 14 (2.3%)
Expected: 12 (2.0%)
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TABLE D-16: SOCALGAS CBO PILOT PARTICIPATION BY MOVE TO ESA IN POST CONTINGENCY TABLE

CBO Participant Status

Moved to ESA in Post

Did not Move to ESA

Moved to ESA

Matched Non-Participant

Observed: 258 (98.1%)
Expected: 258 (97.9%)

Observed: 5 (1.9%)
Expected: 6 (2.1%)

Participant

Observed: 257 (97.7%)
Expected: 258 (97.9%)

1 x2=0.000, p = 1.0000, dof = 1, Cramér's V = 0.0000

(BO Arrears Case Management Pilot Evaluation

Observed: 6 (2.3%)
Expected: 6 (2.1%)
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2026 CBO Pilot — Completed Surveys
Summary of Survey Results: Total vs. IOU Territory

Enrollment & Agreement Recall reflects All Surveys (n=246); all other sections reflect Completed thru E1 Surveys (n=199).

The tables below show Total results alongside each IOU territory (PG&E, SCE, SCG, SDG&E) for every survey question. Where several questions share a common lead-in (for
example, a battery of “How much do you agree...” statements), that shared wording is shown once above the table and each row below it shows only the item-specific text. Shaded
rows indicate a spread of 20 percentage points or more across 10U territories among reportable values. Bolded rows marked TOTAL are net (combined) measures. Small
subgroups (particularly SCE and SCG) should be interpreted as directional only. An em dash (—) indicates a base too small to report or 0% response.

Enrollment & Agreement Recall

All 246 survey respondents answered Al (do you remember signing the agreement form?). Those who said “No” or “I'm not sure” were shown an image of the agreement and
asked Checkl (does this look familiar?). Respondents who still did not recall it (Checkl = No) were then asked Check?2 (could someone else in the household have signed it?) as a
diagnostic question only — the survey ended for this group regardless of their Check2 answer. As a result, 199 of the 246 completed-survey respondents (81%) continued on to the
Sfull survey (A2 onward); the remaining 47 (19%) were screened out after Checkl.

Step / Response Total PG&E Ne Neole SDG&E
(n=246) (n=156) (n=26) (n=11) (n=53)
Starting sample (Completed Surveys) 246 156 26 11 53
Al: Remembered signing the agreement (Yes) 161 111 16 5 29
Check1: Recognized the form after seeing the image (Yes) 38 23 5 3 7
Completed survey (reached E1) 199 134 21 8 36
Screened out / survey ended (Checkl = No, regardless of Check2) 47 22 5 3 17

Note: SCE (n=26) and SCG (n=11) subgroups are small; branch-level counts for these territories should be read as directional only.

Case Manager Engagement

A2. When you signed the form, was it clear that the program expected you to meet with a case manager more than once (for
example, every couple of months)?

Measure PG&E SCE

(n=134) (n=21)
Yes 41% 40% 52% 50% 39%
No 36% 36% 38% 25% 36%
I'm not sure 23% 25% 10% 25% 25%

A3. When you signed the agreement, did you feel like you understood what the case manager could help you with?

Measure Total PG&E SCE SDG&E
(n=199) (n=134) (n=21) (n=36)
Yes, it was clear 50% 51% 52% 38% 47%
Somewhat - I wasn't sure what they could help me with 30% 31% 33% 38% 22%
No, I was confused about what they could help me with 20% 17% 14% 25% 31%

A4. Did you ever meet or communicate with a case manager about your past due utility bills? This may have been by phone,
video, in person, email, or text.

Measure PG&E

(n=134)
Yes 60% 63% 57% 50% 50%
No 27% 22% 33% 50% 33%
I'm not sure 14% 14% 10% — 17%

AS5. How did you communicate with your case manager?

Measure SDG&E
(n=18)

In-person meetings 14% 12% 50% — 6%
Phone calls 83% 86% 58% 100% 83%
Video calls 1% 1% — — —
Email 36% 41% 8% 25% 33%
Text messages 4% 2% — — 17%
Other — — — — —

A6. About how many times did you meet or communicate with your case manager?






Measure

1-2 times 65% 59% 83% 75% 78%
3-5 times 31% 35% 17% 25% 22%
6-9 times 4% 6% — — —
10 or more times — — — — —

A7. Did you choose to stop meeting or communicating with your case manager?

Measure
Yes 17% 19% 8% — 17%
No 83% 81% 92% 100% 83%

A8. Do you remember why you stopped meeting or communicating with your case manager?

Measure

I got the help I needed and didn't feel I needed to continue 35% 38% — — 33%
1 was too busy or had other priorities 20% 19% 100% — —
The program didn't work for my household 30% 19% 100% — 67%
I didn't hear from my case manager for a while and lost touch 10% 6% 100% — —
1 didn't feel comfortable sharing personal financial information 10% 13% — — —
The process felt too complicated or took too long 25% 31% — — —
I didn't understand what the program was offering 10% — 100% — 33%
Other 5% 6% — — —

Case Manager Experience & Ratings

B1. Overall, how would you describe working with your case manager?

Very helpful 48% 49% 42% 50% 44%
Somewhat helpful 29% 34% 25% 50% 6%

Not very helpful 18% 14% 25% — 39%
I'm not sure 4% 2% 8% — 11%

B2. How much do you agree with the following statements about your case manager?

Measure Total

(n=119)

B2 1. My case manager was easy to reach when I needed them (n=119)

Strongly agree 36% 38% 25% 50% 33%
Agree 25% 31% 8% 50% 6%
Neither agree nor disagree 21% 18% 42% — 28%
Disagree 7% 8% — — 6%
Strongly disagree 7% 5% 17% — 11%
Not applicable 4% 1% 8% — 17%
TOTAL AGREE 61% 68% 33% 100% 39%
TOTAL DISAGREE 13% 13% 17% — 17%
B2 2. My case manager seemed knowledgeable about programs and resources (n=119)
Strongly agree 45% 46% 33% 50% 44%
Agree 34% 39% 33% 25% 17%
Neither agree nor disagree 13% 9% 8% 25% 28%
Disagree 2% 1% — — 6%
Strongly disagree 6% 5% 25% — —
Not applicable 1% — — — 6%
TOTAL AGREE 79% 85% 67% 75% 61%
TOTAL DISAGREE 8% 6% 25% — 6%
B2_3. My case manager understood my situation (n=119)
Strongly agree 47% 49% 33% 50% 44%
32% 33% 33% 25% 28%

Agree






Measure SCE

(n=12)
Neither agree nor disagree 13% 11% 17% 25% 17%
Disagree 3% 2% — — 6%
Strongly disagree 4% 4% 17% — —
Not applicable 2% 1% — — 6%
TOTAL AGREE 79% 82% 67% 75% 72%
TOTAL DISAGREE 7% 6% 17% — 6%
B2 4. My case manager treated me with respect (n=119)
Strongly agree 61% 66% 42% 50% 56%
Agree 33% 33% 33% 50% 28%
Neither agree nor disagree 3% 1% 8% — 11%
Disagree — — — — —
Strongly disagree 2% — 17% — —
Not applicable 1% — — — 6%
TOTAL AGREE 94% 99% 75% 100% 83%
TOTAL DISAGREE 2% — 17% — —
B2 5. My case manager provided the support that I was expecting (n=119)
Strongly agree 46% 48% 33% 50% 44%
Agree 24% 26% 25% 25% 11%
Neither agree nor disagree 15% 13% 25% 25% 17%
Disagree 8% 5% — — 28%
Strongly disagree 7% 7% 17% — —
Not applicable 1% 1% — — —
TOTAL AGREE 70% 74% 58% 75% 56%
TOTAL DISAGREE 14% 12% 17% — 28%

Case Manager Support Provided

B4. Did your case manager do any of the following?

Measure Total

(m=119)
B4_1. Help you apply for programs like LIHEAP, CARE, or a payment plan (n=119)
Yes 67% 72% 58% 75% 50%
No 26% 24% 33% — 39%
Don't know 7% 5% 8% 25% 11%
B4 2. Help you understand your bill and what you owed (n=119)
Yes 74% 80% 50% 75% 61%
No 22% 18% 42% — 33%
Don't know 4% 2% 8% 25% 6%
B4 3. Give you tips about how to save energy (n=119)
Yes 63% 67% 67% 50% 44%
No 29% 26% 25% 50% 39%
Don't know 8% 7% 8% — 17%
B4 4. Teach or talk to you about budgeting for your bills (n=119)
Yes 45% 49% 33% 50% 33%
No 42% 39% 50% 50% 50%
Don't know 13% 12% 17% — 17%
B4 5. Give you referrals to other services (food assistance, rental help, job training, etc.) (n=119)
Yes 45% 45% 50% 50% 39%
No 45% 44% 50% 25% 50%
Don't know 11% 12% — 25% 11%
B4 6. Help you negotiate your bill or payment plan with the utility company (n=119)
Yes 46% 48% 42% 75% 33%
No 46% 42% 58% 25% 61%
Don't know 8% 9% — — 6%
B4 _7. Other support (n=119)
Yes 24% 24% 25% 50% 17%
No 49% 48% 58% 50% 44%






Measure

Don't know 28% 28% 17% — 39%

Program Outcomes & Confidence

C1. Do you think that the <PILOT NAME> helped you lower the amount you owed on your utility bill?

Measure PG&E SCE

(n=134) n=21)
Yes 58% 61% 52% 50% 50%
No 30% 30% 38% 25% 28%
I'm not sure 12% 9% 10% 25% 22%

C2. Compared to before you signed the agreement form, how much do you agree/disagree with the following statements?

Measure PG&E No

(n=134) (n=21)
C2_1.1 know more about how to manage my utility bills than I did before (n=199)
Strongly agree 21% 22% 19% 13% 19%
Agree 23% 26% 14% 13% 19%
Neither agree nor disagree 34% 33% 33% 50% 33%
Disagree 11% 8% 19% — 19%
Strongly disagree 8% 9% 14% — —
Not applicable 4% 1% — 25% 8%
TOTAL AGREE 44% 49% 33% 25% 39%
TOTAL DISAGREE 19% 17% 33% — 19%
C2_2.1 better understand what programs are available to help with my bills (n=199)
Strongly agree 25% 28% 14% 25% 19%
Agree 33% 36% 14% 13% 39%
Neither agree nor disagree 25% 23% 29% 38% 28%
Disagree 7% 4% 19% 13% 6%
Strongly disagree 7% 7% 19% — —
Not applicable 4% 1% 5% 13% 8%
TOTAL AGREE 58% 63% 29% 38% 58%
TOTAL DISAGREE 14% 12% 38% 13% 6%
C2_3.1 know more about ways to save energy at home (n=199)
Strongly agree 27% 30% 19% 13% 25%
Agree 24% 25% 19% 25% 22%
Neither agree nor disagree 29% 29% 24% 25% 31%
Disagree 13% 10% 29% 13% 14%
Strongly disagree 5% 5% 10% — —
Not applicable 3% 1% — 25% 8%
TOTAL AGREE 51% 54% 38% 38% 47%
TOTAL DISAGREE 18% 16% 38% 13% 14%
C2_4. 1 know more about how to budget (n=199)
Strongly agree 20% 21% 14% 13% 19%
Agree 23% 25% 5% 13% 28%
Neither agree nor disagree 36% 36% 52% 25% 28%
Disagree 13% 10% 19% 25% 17%
Strongly disagree 6% 7% 10% — —
Not applicable 4% 1% — 25% 8%
TOTAL AGREE 43% 46% 19% 25% 47%
TOTAL DISAGREE 18% 16% 29% 25% 17%
C2_5. 1 feel more confident that I can stay current on my utility bills going forward (n=199)
Strongly agree 22% 22% 19% 25% 25%
Agree 26% 27% 14% 13% 33%
Neither agree nor disagree 31% 34% 24% 38% 25%
Disagree 9% 10% 14% — 3%
Strongly disagree 7% 7% 24% — —
Not applicable 5% 1% 5% 25% 14%






Measure PG&E SCE

(n=134) (n=21)
TOTAL AGREE 48% 49% 33% 38% 58%
TOTAL DISAGREE 16% 16% 38% = 3%

Challenges Experienced

D1. Did you experience any of the following challenges?

Measure PG&E

(n=134)
I didn’t qualify for the assistance programs 18% 22% 10% 25% 6%
The paperwork or process was too complicated 12% 14% 10% 13% 3%
It took too long to get help 20% 20% 24% — 19%
I couldn’t get through to the utility company 7% 5% 14% — 8%
My bill was too high for any program to cover 13% 15% 14% 13% 6%
The help available didn’t match what I actually needed 8% 9% 10% — 6%
It was hard to make time for calls or appointments 8% 8% 14% 13% 3%
Other 12% 9% 14% 38% 14%
Did not experience any challenges 43% 43% 43% 13% 50%

Satisfaction & Future Participation

E1. Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience in this program?
Measure PG&E SCE

(n=134) (n=21)
Very satisfied 48% 50% 52% 38% 39%
Somewhat satisfied 16% 15% 5% 13% 25%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 17% 19% 10% 25% 11%
Somewhat dissatisfied 10% 7% 10% 13% 19%
Very dissatisfied 10% 8% 24% 13% 6%
TOTAL SATISFIED 63% 65% 57% 50% 64%
TOTAL DISSATISFIED 20% 16% 33% 25% 25%

E4. Which of the following would make you more likely to participate in the future:
Measure Total PG&E

(n=197) (n=133)
If the program offered a small reward, like a bill credit, for staying involved 51% 47% 62% 43% 58%
If there were programs for moderate income customers 37% 38% 29% — 44%
If T was offered one last chance to be put on a payment plan 31% 29% 38% 29% 33%
Nothing 12% 13% 5% 29% 8%
Other 12% 12% 24% 14% 6%

Respondent Demographics

F1. What is your age range?

Measure Total PG&E Ne
(n=196) (n=133) (n=20)

Under 25 2% 2% 5% — —

25-34 15% 19% 5% — 11%
35-44 36% 35% 40% 57% 31%
45-54 27% 27% 30% 29% 25%
55-64 14% 11% 10% 14% 28%
65 or older 5% 5% 10% — 3%
Prefer not to say 1% 1% — — 3%

F2. Which of the following best describes your household's current employment situation?
Measure PG&E

(n=132)

Employed full-time 44% 48% 25%

71%

34%






Measure

PG&E

(n=132)

Employed part-time 13% 12% 20% — 17%
Self-employed 6% 6% — — 11%
Unemployed / looking for work 11% 10% 20% 14% 11%
Retired 6% 6% 5% — 6%
Unable to work due to disability or health 12% 12% 15% — 11%
Prefer not to say 8% 6% 15% 14% 9%

F3. How many people, including yourself, live in your household?

Measure PG&E

(n=132)
1 10% 5% 15% 14% 25%
2 18% 14% 25% 29% 31%
34 43% 48% 30% 29% 31%
5 or more 29% 33% 30% 29% 14%

F4. Did your home have any major changes since January 2025 (for example changes in the number of people in your
household or changes in income)?

Measure
Yes 28% 28% 45% 14% 19%
No 72% 72% 55% 86% 81%

F5. What is the primary language spoken in your home?

Measure

English 92% 92% 100% 86% 86%
Spanish 6% 6% — 14% 8%
Other 2% 2% — — 6%
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] EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This interim process evaluation examines California's Community Based Organization (CBO) Arrears Case
Management Pilot Program (a.k.a. CBO pilot), which was launched in November 2024 to help residential
utility customers manage and eliminate utility bill arrearages (debts 90 days or older). This pilot was
required by D.22-04-037 (April 2022),1 in which the CPUC ordered that this CBO pilot 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 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. Pilot specifics were laid out in D.24-02-046.3

The impact of this pilot has yet to be determined. The evaluation team will conduct an impact evaluation
at the end of the pilot (in 2026) to determine if the pilot had the intended impact of reducing arrearages.
This report is an early process evaluation on outreach, enrollment, and case management services
through September 2025 (approximately 10 months into the pilot).

1.1 PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The CBO pilot was designed to test whether customized case management services provided by trusted
local organizations could effectively help residential customers reduce arrearages and avoid
disconnections. I0Us selected six organizations across the state, with varying experience in energy
assistance programs and community case management, to market and implement the pilot. (For more
information on the participating CBOs see Section 2.3.)

Key pilot parameters set by the CPUC include:

®  Three-tier case management service model: According to the CPUC, customers who enroll in the pilot
can receive up to 12 months of individualized case management services provided in a tiered format.
Tier 1 provides immediate relief through payment plan negotiation and enrollment in programs like
CARE/FERA, AMP, and LIHEAP; Tier 2 offers continued support through energy management programs
and beneficial rate plans; Tier 3 provides ongoing monitoring and support to maintain progress.
Customers did not need to move through the tiers sequentially to participate as not all customers
need all tiers. (For a full description see Section 3.3.1.)

®  Target population: Residential customers with arrearages 90 days or older, at risk of disconnection,
residing in selected zip codes across four investor-owned utility territories (PG&E, SCE, SCG, SDG&E),
regardless of income. (Additional details on the targeted population are in Section 2.2.)

®  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 IOUs and CBOs, the I0Us sought a lower target based on the zip code coverage

1 https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M468/K801/468801115.PDF
2pg. 34
3 https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M525/K668/525668769.PDF

4 Note that the original goals for the pilot were determined prior to releasing the RFP and selecting the CBOs.
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and capacity of the CBOs selected to implement the pilot. (For more information on enrollment
targets see Section 2.2.)

® Timeline: The enrollment period was scheduled to start by December 11" and officially end on July 9,
2025 (according to the D.24-02-046); case management services can continue through April 15, 2026.
(For more information on the timeline, and slight variations by IOU, see Section 2.1.)

D.24-02-046 included a suite of metrics to be used to evaluate the success of the pilot. The evaluation
team will report on all required metrics in detail in a separate document; however, this report provides
an overview of key metrics (as of September 2025) in Section 1.5 at the end of the Executive Summary.

1.2 KEY FINDINGS

Overall, the pilot achieved mixed enrollment results but saw strong participant satisfaction among those
enrolled. Findings on the program design and CBO selection; pilot outreach and enrollment; and early
delivery of case management are briefly summarized below and described in more detail in the body of
this report.

Program Design Framework and CBO Selection Challenges (Section 3.1)

The 10Us used the pilot design framework described in D.24-02-046 and leaned heavily on the CBOs’
expertise to define the marketing and implementation approach as the intent of the pilot was to allow
CBOs to draw on their unique strengths. However, the pilot experienced significant implementation
difficulties from the outset — some of which were out of the IOU’s control — including the following:

®  Limited CBO interest: CBO interest in implementing the pilot was lower than expected and some utility
service areas struggled to attract qualified bidders. Two I0OUs selected the only CBOs that bid (SCE,
SCG), and one 10U had to recruit heavily to generate any proposals (SDG&E).

B Compressed timelines: The fixed pilot launch date specified by the CPUC Decision, along with delays
in CBO selection and contracting, created an abbreviated onboarding period (October-December
2024) that coincided with the 2025 holiday season. The fixed end date for enrollment created an
enrollment window of less than one year which limited some CBO’s ability to enroll the desired
number of participants.

The pilot was able to recruit six CBOs that had some experience working with the IOUs (e.g., some with
raising awareness of new rates, some with programs). These CBOs offered different skillsets and
experiences (e.g., some were LIHEAP providers and some were not). Implementation challenges, as
expressed by the selected CBOs, included:

B |nsufficient training: While IOUs provided a joint 90-minute overview of statewide programs and
utility-specific trainings - as well as direct access to a project manager from the IOU both during
training and throughout the pilot - CBOs reported the initial training was too compressed and lacked
guidance on pilot implementation procedures. According to CBOs, training covered programs without
explaining how the pilot would work. IOUs also expressed that future efforts would benefit from
additional upfront training of CBOs.

®  No centralized data system: CBOs shared that unlike other utility programs of which they have been
a part, CBOs had to create their own data management systems from scratch for the pilot. These CBOs
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had capabilities ranging from basic Excel to sophisticated CRM platforms like Salesforce. CBOs
received a data collection template, but one stated that they did not receive this until August, a month
after enroliment ended.

Varied 10U support: While all IOUs met frequently with the CBOs in attempt to offer guidance and
support, the level of utility engagement varied significantly, with some CBOs receiving well-
coordinated support while others experienced frequent meetings but (according to the CBOs) limited
substantive guidance on implementation expectations.>

The six CBOs worked directly with four different I0Us, receiving different guidance and data. They also
brought to the pilot a variety of past experiences, service offerings, and staffing approaches. Findings
related to the program design framework and CBO selection and onboarding process is discussed in
further detail in Section 3.1.1.

Pilot Outreach and Enrollment (Section 3.2)

The pilot enrolled 3,813 participants (about 10% of the eligible population).® Key findings related to
outreach and enrollment as described below.

Overall enrollment: Across all CBOs, approximately 10% of the eligible population enrolled in the
pilot. Enroliment ranged from 4% to 7% of eligible households for most CBOs. However, one CBO was
able to enroll 20% of eligible households in the area that they served — nearly 2,400 participants.
Customers from this one CBO make up nearly two thirds of all participants (~2,400), with the other
five CBOs accounting for the remaining third (~1,400 in total).

Marketing efforts varied: All IOUs worked collaboratively so that they started with the same template
for cornerstone marketing materials (e.g., eligibility letters, factsheets, program webpages). Each IOU
revised the templates to meet the needs of their region with the final product varying across IOUs
(see Appendix | for an example). IOU marketing efforts varied significantly, with most providing limited
support beyond the cornerstone marketing materials and one 10U investing significantly more
resources to support CBO marketing, including utilizing a third-party, providing a phone script,
developing details of an automatic reply email, and meeting more frequently to discuss marketing
efforts. Overall, the marketing approach affected enrollment success.”

Outreach attempts: Despite low enrollment for many CBOs, most CBOs did not attempt to reach out
to the full list of eligible customers. Four of the six CBOs attempted to contact roughly half of their
eligible list (52%) or less (32%-49%) within the enrollment period, with some CBOs indicating that this
was due to limited staff resources. We note that there were two CBOs that contacted 78% or more of
their list, but on average across all CBOs, outreach attempts were made to about 49% of the full
eligible population.

5 This is partly because the marketing and implementation approach was, by design, left up to the CBOs to enable them to draw

on their unique strengths.

6 Even if the pilot is found to significantly reduce arrearages for participants, the total percentage enrolled will affect the overall

impact that the pilot can have within the total eligible population.

7 The impact analysis will assess if this is also affected arrearage and disconnection reductions.
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Conversion challenges: Five of the six CBOs enrolled 5-19% of the customers that they attempted to
contact. CBOs indicated that they faced issues with staff resources, outdated contact information,
data quality problems, and customer confusion about program benefits. We note, however, that one
CBO enrolled 39% of the accounts that they attempted to contact.

Key reasons for enrollment challenges included:

Outreach barriers: Some CBOs (including those that could not directly enroll customers in LIHEAP)
described that they struggled with the absence of direct financial benefits to offer potential
participants. Unlike programs that provide immediate bill payment assistance, some CBOs expressed
that the CBO pilot offered only indirect benefits through referrals to other programs and services.

Staffing challenges and limited enrollment timeframe: The largest barriers to enrollment appeared
to be related to the CPUC stated deadline (i.e., the July 9 deadline imposed by the CPUC) in
combination with either the amount of time that it took for the CBOs to identify a successful method
of outreach or the lack of staff resources to conduct outreach.

Pilot outreach and enroliment key findings are discussed in further detail in Section 3.2.

Case Management Delivery (Section 3.3)

Despite enrollment challenges, participants who engaged with the pilot reported positive experiences and

aninterest in receiving the available services. Case Management related key findings (shown in the bullets
below) are discussed in further detail in Section 3.3.

Strong satisfaction: 72% of surveyed participants expressed satisfaction with the pilot. Primarily, they
appreciated help with utility bills and information about rate programs. Satisfaction with specific pilot
aspects ranged from 66-73%.

Perceived effectiveness: 87% of surveyed participants felt the pilot helped or could help reduce their
arrearages — the pilot's primary objective. Most CBOs achieved high rates (80-100%) of participants
indicating a likelihood of continuing engagement.

However, CBO and survey feedback indicated that there were areas where participants felt that the pilot
fell short.

Program qualification issues: Many participants did not qualify for programs they expected to access,
leading to frustration. The indirect nature of benefits (requiring enrollment in other programs
administered separately) also created confusion.

Unmet initial expectations: Despite relatively high satisfaction with initial interactions, only 55% of
the participants surveyed reported the pilot fully met their initial expectations (i.e., those formed
during the enrollment process). Twenty-two percent of respondents reported expectations were only
partially met, and another 22% felt expectations were not met. The primary disappointment with
initial interactions centered on the absence of bill payment assistance or debt forgiveness. (Note that
this is an area that will be revisited at the end of the evaluation period since it is possible that some
participant expectations may be met over the course of the full pilot effort.)

Based on a review of the tracking data, the evaluation also described key differences between CBOs that
could affect overall satisfaction with case management services.
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1.3

Varying service delivery: In alignment with the pilot design that was intended to leverage unique
aspects and approaches of participating CBOs (that is, CBOs could use different approaches), case
management action plans showed dramatic variation in the topics that were discussed. For example,
tracking data indicates that one CBO was able to sign up nearly all enrolled participants (who were
not already on CARE) for CARE, while another CBO does not appear to have signed up any enrolled
participants eligible for CARE. In addition, based on discussions with the CBOs, for some CBOs, the
CPUC's three-tier service model was unclear, leading to the CBOs creating their own definition of the
tiers. CBOs felt that the CPUC’s definition of the three tiers (provided to them by the I0Us) did not
align well with actual implementation and tracking efforts because some CBOs were reaching out
every couple of weeks with information and support for participants — offering partial support across
various tiers at multiple timepoints.

Staffing limitations: Case manager-to-participant ratios varied dramatically across CBOs, e.g., from
one case manager for 58 participants (1:58) at one CBO to 1:400 at another. This large difference in
the ratio of staff to participants may directly impact service frequency, personalization, and
participant satisfaction.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS AND DISPARITIES

Analysis reveals several factors that distinguished successful implementation efforts from struggling
implementation efforts:

I0U investment: One 10U’s ME&O budget was triple that of other utilities with better designed
materials that used accessible language to reach the targeted population (e.g., no jargon, clear calls
to action). This IOU also took a more hands-on approach to guiding the CBO’s marketing efforts,
meeting frequently to discuss marketing approaches with the CBO, providing scripts for recruitment
and a customer-facing name for the CBO to use in outreach, and talking through each step of the
process during the pilot launch. This I0U’s CBO achieved the highest levels of enroliment within the
enrollment timeframe (and only contacting around 50% of the eligible population).

CBO experience and capacity: CBOs with experience in implementing energy programs and sufficient
staff capacity demonstrated that the use of CBOs to provide case management can be successful.
Organizations with more experience had stronger case management infrastructure and more
intensive upfront planning. We note that the full CBO experience has yet to be determined and will
be revisited at the end of the pilot.

Data and technology capability: CBOs with experience utilizing sophisticated CRM systems adapted
more easily to data collection requirements, while those with basic tools or less experience struggled
to pivot when receiving late guidance. The most successful data collection instruments were
developed and in place by the beginning of enrollment in December 2024 and remained consistent
throughout the enrollment period — which made tracking of outreach, enrollment, and case
management over time easier. Some CBOs struggled to maintain thorough and fully vetted data
collection tools over time, leading to inconsistent monthly reporting — especially during early periods
of pilot enrollment.

Community alignment: Some CBOs’ LIHEAP service area did not align with the pilot zip codes (that is,
while they are a LIHEAP provider, they had to refer all pilot participants to a separate LIHEAP provider
since their LIHEAP area did not overlap with the pilot zip codes), undermining a theoretical advantage,
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e.g., being able to leverage a direct debt relief service to immediately bring down participant
arrearages in a streamlined manner.

The success of the CBO pilot will be determined by the ability to reduce arrearages (i.e., by the impact
analysis), but this interim evaluation report indicates that future success may depend on careful CBO
selection, comprehensive implementation support, realistic participant expectations, and sufficient
investment in infrastructure and marketing.

1.4 NEXT STEPS

This interim evaluation focuses on process and early outcomes through September 2025. Case
management services will continue through April 20268. The final evaluation will assess:

B Pilot impact on arrearages using a quasi-experimental design methodology with IOU baseline data

®  Participant arrearage outcomes, including how arrearages change for all groups including those who
withdrew or unenrolled from the pilot

®  Final recommendations for pilot refinement or expansion based on comprehensive impact data and
the full pilot experience

Early process-related recommendations are provided in Section 4.3.

1.5 OVERVIEW OF KEY CBO METRICS (THROUGH SEPTEMBER 2025)

A brief overview of ten (10) key CBO Metrics® as of September 2025 is provided in the tables below. These
are presented in the context of the data used for the process evaluation. We discuss this data in detail
(with reference to the individual CBO numbers) in the body of this report through an exploration of each
stage of the customer journey (shown in lefthand column of table).

The body of the report also discusses key data issues that led to missing or incomplete data. It is important
to note that any analysis of metric-related data is sometimes incomplete given the fact that the pilot
evaluation is still ongoing and the monthly data is still being collected. Some of the numbers and values
in these tables will change over the remainder of the pilot evaluation as enroliment, case management,
CBO, and IOU data are cleaned, processed, analyzed, and updated.

8 March 31, 2026 for PG&E as they began outreach in November 2024.

9 Metrics are defined in D. 24-02-046. We include a copy of these definitions in Appendix J.
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STAGE OF CUSTOMER  Status (including reference to Metric, where applicable) TOTAL Notes

JOURNEY TOTAL # OF ACCOUNTS ON TARGETED LIST, i.e. eligible 38129
customers— !
Number of customer accounts where the CBO Approximately 49% of all possible customers were contacted

18,734

attempted outreach by the CBOs.

OUTREACH Number of unique CBO outreach attempts made to On average, those who were contacted received 1.7 touches
potential pilot participants 32,501 by the CBOs. (We note that they also received a letter
(Metric 11)* and/or email from the 10U.)

ENROLLMENT Number of customer accounts on targeted pilot list with 19,600 51% of the list was not contacted at all by the CBOs

no outreach — not contacted

Number of customer accounts receiving pilot outreach

only 9,316 24% got outreach but did not sign up
129 t out h and got as f tarting th t
Number of attempted agreements (i.e., potential . 7% got outreach an go_ as ar.as starting the process .o
. . . sign an agreement but did not sign up. (We note that this
participants who began the intake process but did not 4,489
. . . N may be overstated as at least one CBO sent agreements to
sign an agreement to participate) (Metric 12) .
people who had not expressed interest.)
Number who were offered pilot services but declined to 1114 3% - a small percentage - were offered the pilot but declined
enroll (Metric 19)* ! to enroll
. The program was able to sign up 10% of all participants. The
Number of signed enrollment agreements 3,813 large majority of these, about 63%, came from one CBO.

(Metric 13)*

*Indicates that the official metric is “by month” but we show the aggregate value here for ease of interpretation.

Note that this represents 20% of those who were contacted.
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STAGE OF Status (including reference to Metric,
CUSTOMER JOURNEY where applicable)
TOTAL PARTICIPANTS

TOTAL
3,813 participants

Notes

Number and percentage of participants
with a case management action plan as
of end of September (Metric 15)*

2,523
(66% of participants)

Participants did not always immediately get a case
management action plan after enrolling.
Approximately three months after enrolling, one
third of all enrolled participants did not have a case
management actions plan

Percentage of pilot customers who are
enrolled in CARE, FERA, or other
programs (Metric 24 — see also below)

CARE

FERA

Percentage of pilot customers who

CASE enrolled in each assistance program**
MANAGEMENT offered through the pilot program
(Metric 20 — see also above)*

AMP
LIHEAP

ESA

MEDICAL BASELINE
Number and percentage of pilot
participants that completed each tier of
pilot case management services as of
end of July (Metric 4)

See below

BEFORE PILOT As of 9/25

2,355 824
(62% parts) (22% parts)

100 (3%) 15 (<1%)
See below

917 (25%) 725 (19%)

538 (14%) 591 (15%)

1,411 (37%) 148 (4%)

62 (2%) 4 (<1%)
See below

A large percentage of participants were signed up for
CARE before the pilot but the CBOs were able to sign
up another 22% of participants for a total of 84% on
CARE as of 9/25/25
The CBOs signed up a very small number (15) for
FERA — nearly all by one CBO

5 of 6 CBOs reported AMP data: The CBOs nearly
doubled the number in AMP

3 of 6 CBOs reported LIHEAP data: The CBOs more
than doubled the number in LIHEAP

3 of 6 CBOs reported ESA data: The CBOs signed a
much smaller number up for ESA

5 of 6 CBOs reported MBL data

Tier 1 — Immediate Asst.

Note that only 2 CBOs
provided data
so unable to determine a total

The data provided was inconsistent and generally did
not allow for reporting on Metric 4.
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STAGE OF Status (including reference to Metric, TOTAL
CUSTOMER JOURNEY where applicable) Notes
Note that only 2 CBOs
provided data.
Note that only 2 CBOs
provided data.

Tier 2 — Programs and Support

Tier 3 —Ongoing Support

* Indicates that the official metric is “by month” but we show the aggregate value here for ease of interpretation.
***NAs in the table are due to data issues, specifically that CBOs did not collect this information (either at all or in a way that allows quantitative assessment). See Section 3.1.3 for more details.

WITHDRAWN OR UNENROLLED

The data below are the numbers withdrawn or unenrolled as of September 2025.

SISCRION Metric from Decision
GUSTOMES (slightly re-worded for clarity) L Notes

JOURNEY
3,813 participants
WITHDRAW Number and percentage of pilot 82 Very few participants chose to withdraw (as of September
participants who withdrew (Metric 9)* (2% of parts) 2025).
The CBOs had started to unenroll some people who had
Number and percentage of customers 183 lled, generally due to the inability to get in contact with
UNENROLLED that were unenrolled (Metric 18 (5% of parts) enrofied, y ytog

the enrolled participant (after three or more attempts over

revised)*
several months)
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2 INTRODUCTION

2.1 CBO PILOT BACKGROUND

In D.22-04-037 (April 2022), the CPUC determined that a Community Based Organization (CBO) Pilot
Program was “necessary due to the utility bill debt crisis in California that predated the COVID 19
pandemic and has only been exacerbated by it.” The Decision stated that the pilot “is intended to serve
customers who would otherwise continue to face difficulty in resolving their utility bill debt once the
statewide relief distributed to utilities is applied to customer accounts.” The statewide CBO pilot seeks to
test whether customized case management services provided by local CBOs are effective at helping
residential customers reduce arrearages levels and disconnections.

In a follow up decision, D.24-02-046 (February 15, 2024) the CPUC approved the Community Based
Organization Arrears Case Management pilot program. Following this Decision, the IOUs each submitted
an |0U specific Advice Letter that served as the implementation plan for this effort.10

The CBO pilot was designed with the goal of helping residential customers in arrears pay off their existing
utility debts and better manage their utility bills going forward. It provides customers with multi-tiered
customized support including information on programs that offer immediate relief (AMP, LIHEAP, etc.)
and financial and energy education (such as programs and rates that can help them reduce their energy
bills). This pilot is unique as the support is provided by local CBOs for up to a year.

The CPUC specified the duration and timeline for the pilot, including the start and end date for the
enrollment period (i.e., pilot launch within 300 days of the Decision and enrollment period ending 510
days after the date of the Decision).

Given these restrictions, the key dates for this pilot are as follows:

®  The CBO pilot needed to be launched by December 11, 2024

" The enrollment period was required to end by July 9%, 2025

" The CBO pilot concludes (all case management ends) by April 15", 2026

2.2 CBO PILOT SERVICES AS DEFINED BY THE CPUC

In D.22-04-037 (April 2022), the CPUC provided the framework for the CBO pilot. The CPUC outlined the
program parameters, including that it would provide case management to enrolled pilot participants over

10 The Advice letters are used in this evaluation as a source of information on budgets, CBO selection process, caps, and case
management services. SDG&E Advice letter: blob:https://tariffsprd.sdge.com/3f75dec5-56e8-4077-89a4-2d71459853dc
PG&E Advice letter: https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/GAS 4643-G.pdf SCG Advice Letter:
blob:https://tariffsprd.SCG.com/858cdc2a-05e1-45d1-81f2-36810574863f We were unable to locate a public link for SCE’s
Advice Letter; SCE’s advice letter was provided directly to the evaluation team. We were unable to find a link to this
document.




https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/adviceletter/GAS_4643-G.pdf
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time until the customer’s arrearage is either eliminated or a concrete plan to eliminate the arrearage over
time is established, and the customer is able to execute the plan and manage current bills going forward.

According to the CPUC, customers who enroll in the pilot can receive up to 12 months of individualized
case management services provided in a tiered format. The services are offered on a rolling basis to
participants, but the services do not have to be provided in chronological order!! and not all participants
are expected to need three tiers of services. The three tiers of services are as follows:

®  Tier 1 provides assistance to remove the risk of disconnection through payment plan negotiation,
enrollment in programs that provide immediate relief (LIHEAP, CARE/FERA, AMP, etc.) and basic
energy and financial education.

®  Tier 2 provides continued support via additional education or payment plan renegotiation and
enrollment in energy management programs — Energy Efficiency (EE) or Demand Response (DR) — or
beneficial rate plans.

®  Tier 3 provides participants with ongoing support and monitoring of their progress to pay off their
arrearages, including revising the customer’s action plan based on changes to their circumstances.

In D.22-04-037, the CPUC stated that they “expected that approximately 12,000 customers would receive
services from the pilot” (D.22-04-037 pg. 2). This was presented as a cap for the program. This included
up to 4,800 participants in PG&E’s, 4,800 in SCE’s and SCG’ and 2,400 in SDG&E’s territories. Table 2-1
below presents the total eligible customer populations (see the second column) and the CPUC-stated
enrollment caps (see the second column from the right), by IOU. Note that these original caps for the pilot
were determined prior to releasing the RFP and selecting the CBOs.

Based on the zip codes served by the CBOs that were selected, this “expected” number of participating
customers was revised downward by the I0Us (see the far right hand column with the informally stated
participation targets or KPIs).

11 As stated here, Tier 3 would chronologically be after at least one interaction with the client since it is “ongoing”; however,
some CBOs did use slightly different definitions for these services (discussed later in this report).
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TABLE 2-1: CBO PILOT ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE CUSTOMERS, ENROLLMENT CAPS, AND ESTIMATED CUSTOMERS REACHED AT
THE DESIGN PHASE

Informal Participation
Eligible # of Zip Codes Revised Eligible Target
10U Customers CBOs in Pilot Customers™ Enrollment Cap or Key Performance
Indicator (KPI)
11,840
PG&E ’
G& 52,081 1 4 of 16 (31% of pop) 4,800 2,400
8,698
(7,385 for one CBO
SCE 32,762 2 5of14 | andi313forthe 1,200 each
second)
(23% of pop)
7,252%* 4,800
(4,687 for one CBO
and 2,565 for the
SCG 21,374 2 4 0f 14 second) 1,200 each
(19% of pop)
10,339
SDG&E 13,244 1 50f5 (26% of pop) 2,400 2,400
TOTAL 119,461 6 total 18 of 49 38,129 eligible 12,000 cap 7,200 target
total pop

*These numbers reflect the total, revised, and estimated number of customers as of the evaluation plan.
**These numbers are based on the eligible customer file provided to Verdant in March, 2025. SCG provided an updated file to its CBOs in May,
2025 and those numbers may be different than what is recorded here (Verdant does not have that file and cannot confirm).

As shown in the figure below, the total number of customers in need of services (across all zip codes) is
much higher than the total number that were eligible for the pilot given the limited number of zip codes
served by the six CBOs (18 of 49 zip codes were served). There was a total of 38,129 eligible customers in
the areas served by the selected CBOs.

In this report, we focus on comparing the number of participants to the informally stated 10U target of
7,200 (split between the utilities as shown in the table above).12 Reaching the participation targets shown
in the table above would have required the CBOs to enroll 18% of all participants (or given the 10U and
CBO specific lists, 14%-23% of eligible customers). Actual enroliment is discussed more in the sections
below.

12 These were the key performance indicators (KPIs) discussed with and sometimes including in the contracts with CBOs. To
confirm these numbers, the evaluation team presented this table to the I0Us on October 12, and each IOU confirmed that
these goals were the targeted goals.

(BO Arrears Pilot Process Evaluation Introduction | 12
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TABLE 2-2: ELIGIBLE POPULATION COMPARED TO PARTICIPANTS

119,461 Eligible Customers
(customers in need who meet the criteria)

Outer Ring

38,129 Revised Eligible Customers
Third Ring (those who reside in the 18 zip codes covered by
selected CBOs)

Up to 12,000 Participants
(original participation cap by CPUC)

Up to 7,200 Participants
Informal IOU Participation Target
(KPI for CBOs)

Note: This bullseye chart represents the progressive narrowing of customer participation from all eligible customers
to the revised participation target.

This report explores participants (i.e., those enrolled in the pilot), and non-participants (i.e., those who
did not enroll in the pilot), defined below.

®  Participant(s) in this report refers to anyone who signed the enrollment or participation agreement.
These are represented by the green ring in the figure above (although the figure above shows the
target not actuall3).

®  Non-participants are all customers in 18 targeted zip codes that meet the criteria to participate who
did not sign the enrollment form to participate in the program. These are represented by the yellow
and red rings in the figure above. (Non-participants in this report do not include the black outer ring.)

While households represented by the black area are also non-participants, they did not have any chance
of participating in the current pilot so for the purposes of this study, we refer to them as the larger eligible
population that were outside of the 18 zip codes included in the pilot.

The CBOs selected for this pilot are described in the table below.

23 CBO DESCRIPTIONS

The six CBOs selected to implement this pilot are described briefly in the table below. Note that four of
the CBOs have experience as LIHEAP providers, although two of the four did not provide LIHEAP services
in the geographic area targeted by the pilot.

13 The actual participation in the Pilot (i.e., 3,813 participants) is discussed later in this report. This section is about the CPUC
defined services.

(BO Arrears Pilot Process Evaluation Introduction | 13
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TABLE 2-3: CBOS SELECTED FOR CBO PILOT

[v]1] CBO Name Description
The Community Action Partnership of Kern (CAPK) is a non-profit organization
founded in 1965 that works to alleviate poverty and promote self-sufficiency in
Community Kern County, California. It is the federally designated anti-poverty agency for the
Action county, administering over a dozen programs that include food assistance,
PG&E Partnership — childcare, energy assistance, and tax help. CAPK provides a network of services to
Kern (CAPK) address the needs of children, families, and individuals through various initiatives
and a 24/7 information and referral service called 2-1-1 Kern.
CAPK is a LIHEAP provider.
The Community Action Partnership of San Bernardino County (CAPSB) is a
private, non-profit agency that works to fight poverty in San Bernardino County
CAP San by helping, changing, and empowering residents. Since its establishment in 1965,
Bernadino it has provided a range of services, including assistance with food, housing,
(CAPSB) utilities, tax preparation, and emergency aid. Its goal is to support residents in
achieving self-reliance and economic stability.
SCE CAPSB is a LIHEAP provider.
United Way of Tulare County is an organization that supports community health,
education, and financial stability through various programs. Its services include a
United Way — 24/7 help line for the community (i.e., the 211 Information and Referral Call
Tulare (UWTC) Center), initiatives focused on college access, and disaster response. The
organization's mission is to strengthen communities in Tulare County, California.
UWTC is a LIHEAP provider, but not in the zip codes targeted by the pilot.
Fernandefio FTBMI is a federally recognized sovereign nation located in Los Angeles
Tataviam Band County. Paseki Strategies Corporation is the name of a for-profit, Native
of Mission American-owned renewable energy company that operates as a component of
indians the FTBMI. Paseki specializes in engineering, procurement, and construction
(FTBMI)/Paseki (EPEZ) of solar arrays, electric vehicle charging stations, and energy storage
Strategies systems.
(Paseki) Paseki is not a LIHEAP provider.
SC6

SBX Youth and
Family Services
(SBX)

SBX Youth and Family Services is a non-profit organization serving the Inland
Empire that works to combat poverty and violence through community based
programs focused on youth and family empowerment. Its services include
mentoring, educational workshops, and assistance with basic needs like food and
housing, along with specific initiatives like the Fatherhood Program and Rapid
Rehousing. The organization aims to empower young people to become leaders
and change-makers in their communities.

SBX is not a LIHEAP provider.




https://www.google.com/search?rlz=1C1CHBF_enUS1090US1091&cs=0&sca_esv=14e63447f7ec96c7&sxsrf=AE3TifMCUEmcZ3rXewSKelLlWnC2VfMFKA%3A1760390922968&q=2-1-1+Kern&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjpp96cj6KQAxXoIjQIHfxHN4MQxccNegQIBhAB&mstk=AUtExfCd1zhh_FaXNXWm2idLAlih6jwPQqJgGAIudFxidfwW1TrCbRSI_-GH9ln4LZSv47SSreD9AMa1_kA3ucfZx71O8REU78-QpktGO6S--ptItEaIJjpuyksqSXK32Wo4F8gFzERviUA5B9pK5oCSRx3laSNHg8ry-aRMVr2Jhg8LvbI&csui=3
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[v]1]

CBO Name

Description

SDG&E

MAAC

MAAC energy programs provides assistance and resources for low-income
households to manage their energy costs. These programs include direct financial
aid for utility bills, help with energy efficiency upgrades, and weatherization
services to lower long-term energy consumption. MAAC also advocates for
policies that support energy affordability and access for vulnerable communities.

MAAC is a LIHEAP provider, but not in the zip codes targeted by the pilot.

24

METHODS

In support of this interim process evaluation, the Verdant team conducted the research activities shown
in Table 2-4 below.

(BO Arrears Pilot Process Evaluation

Introduction | 15
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TABLE 2-4: RESEARCH METHODS SUPPORTING EARLY PROCESS EVALUATION EFFORTS

Task Description Timing
The Verdant team interviewed the four IOUs
Interviews and ongoing overseeing CBOs for this pilot after the CBOs were February 2025 and

discussions with PAs

selected and onboarded. Verdant also frequently
met with the IOUs to discuss issues related to the
pilot.

ongoing

Early interviews with CBOs

The Verdant team interviewed all six CBOs to
understand issues with ramp up and early
enrollment.

March 2025 (5 CBOs)
May 2025 (1 CBO, MAAC)

Review of IOU and CBO
data

The Verdant team reviewed data from I0Us and
CBOs throughout the evaluation period. Final CBO
enrollment datasets for this report were delivered in
November 2025. These data sets represent
participation through July 2025 (i.e., the end of the
enrollment period) and case management through
September 2025.

CBO data in this report is
through September 2025

Review of program
materials

The Verdant team reviewed the 10U eligibility
letters (mail and email), the One Page FAQs, the
Agreement Forms, the case management action
plan templates, and example case management
action plans. The team also reviewed available
training materials (PPTs) and videos.

As available

Participant survey

This first participant survey gathered information on
the enrollment process and early participant
feedback about the pilot. The Verdant team began
fielding this survey in April 2025 to pilot participants
who had been signed up by CAPK in PG&E’s
territory. Due to the small number of participants
and data challenges, the remaining participant
surveys were fielded in Sept-October, after
enrollment was completed.

April 2025 (1 CBO, CAPK)
Sept-October 2025 (4
CBOs)

October 2025 (1 CBO,
MAAC)

Non-participant survey

The non-participant survey was fielded after all
enrollment was finalized (July 9) and CBO data was
available (after September 2025).

October-November 2025

Follow up interviews with
CBOs

The Verdant team interviewed all six CBOs prior to
this interim report to follow up on outreach,
enrollment, and case management processes.

November 2025

See Appendices for more detailed information about methods.

(BO Arrears Pilot Process Evaluation

Introduction | 16





VERDANT

3 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS

As of the close of the enrollment period, there were a total of 3,813 participants — slightly over half (53%)
of what was anticipated. Nearly two-thirds of these participants (63%) were recruited by CAPK in PG&E's
territory. The other five CBOs account for the remaining participants, with the next two highest being
MAAC, accounting for ~18% of participants, and CAPSB, accounting for ~9% of participants (as shown in
the far right column in the table below).

CAPK was able to reach approximately 100% of their revised participant target. The other IOUs and CBOs,
however, fell short, enrolling between 26% and 33% of their targets.

The sections below explore the reasons why CBOs fell short of their targets.

TABLE 3-1: PARTICIPATION (AS A PERCENTAGE OF TARGET AND TOTAL PARTICIPANT POPULATION)

Total . - Participants
N Participation Participants Participants | Participants as a % of
Eligible Enrolled Enrolled as asa % of
CBO . Target nrolle - Total
Population a % of Eligible ..
3,813 in Target Population Participants
total N=3,813
CAPK 11,840 2,400 2,398 100% 20% 62.9%
CAPSB 7,385 341 4.6% 8.9%
1,200 33%
UWTC 1,313 58 4.4% 1.5%
SBX 2,565 141 5.5% 3.7%
1,200 26%
FTBMI 4,687 170 3.6% 4.5%
MAAC 10,339 2,400 705 29% 6.8% 18.0%

For this report, we present information in chronological order, starting with the recruitment of CBOs
(starting in April 2024), through September 2025. It is important to note that this pilot is still in progress
(i.e., it will end no later than April 15, 2026). While all participants had to be recruited by July 9%, 2025
(the end of the enrollment period), the services for these participants are expected to continue for up to
12 months after enrollment (according to the CPUC description) or for those recruited in July 2025, up to
10 months.

Below we discuss the three stages of this process:

(1) Program design and selection of CBOs
(2) Outreach and enrollment of potential participants

(3) Case management delivery — early interactions

We conclude this section with overarching reflections and recommendations regarding program design
and CBO selection should this pilot be extended or expanded to a full-scale program.
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3.1 PROGRAM DESIGN FRAMEWORK AND CBO SELECTION - RECRUITMENT AND
CONTRACTING, TRAINING, DATA TRACKING, COMMUNICATIONS

The pilot experienced significant implementation difficulties from the outset, some of which were due to
pilot parameters set by the CPUC Decision. Implementation difficulties included: 1) limited CBO interest
in bidding on the pilot and compressed timelines, 2) insufficient CBO training, 3) no centralized data
system, and 4) 10U support that did not fully meet CBO needs (according to the CBOs). Each of these
challenges are described in sections 3.1.1-3.1.4. Recommendations based on this section are provided at
the end of this report.

3.1.1 CBO RECRUITMENT AND CONTRACTING

The assumption behind this pilot was that many CBOs would want to participate, allowing the I0Us to be
able to select from a variety of CBOs who have the required skill sets to implement this pilot and uniquely
serve customers in their geographic areas. Each IOU individually recruited CBOs for this pilot and their
experiences varied significantly across 10Us.

CBO Recruitment

Between March and May 2024, the IOUs posted a contract opportunity announcement to solicit bidders
to participate in the CBO pilot Request for Proposals (RFP) and released the RFPs. The purpose of the RFPs
was to seek CBO contractors to provide case management services to targeted customers. The Scope of
Work included in the RFP was outlined in D.24-02-046 and discussed in the CBO Pilot Working Group
meetings. According to IOU Advice Letters, the selection of the CBO includes three key criteria:14

(1) Proximity to the targeted communities,

(2) Ability to provide in-language support for customers, and

(3) Familiarity with energy programs and services.

The CBOs also had to have the ability to comply with customer data protection requirements.

Table 3-2 below details the CBO selection results for each of the four IOUs. According to discussions with
IOUs, common factors in CBO selection included LIHEAP experience, strong community presence and
trust, the ability to meet enrollment targets within budget constraints, and data tracking and case
management reporting capabilities according to the contents of their respective RFP bid submissions.

Interest in the CBO pilot opportunity varied across the state. While there was significant interest in at least
one service territory, the number of CBOs interested and bidding to participate was limited, as shown in
the table below.15

14 The wording in this paragraph is taken almost directly from PG&E’s Advice Letter. It is generalized to better fit all IOUs. All
I0Us included similar language under the section “CBO Selection”.

15 BO interest may have been limited due to tight timelines, unclear scope, staffing constraints or other circumstances. The
evaluation team did not explore why CBOs did not bid
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TABLE 3-2: CBO SELECTION RESULTS AND DRIVERS FOR EACH OF THE FOUR 10US

[[v]1] Selection Driver
Selected 1 CBO from 4 who attended a bidder conference and three that bid; 26 organizations
PG&E | expressed interested. Selection was based on the ability to provide customers with financial literacy
IT/reporting systems, and in-language support (primarily Spanish).
Chose the only 2 CBOs that applied. Both were LIHEAP providers; however, one did not provide LIHEAP
SCE services to the targeted zip codes. SCE reached out to 51 potential CBOs. 7 CBOs attended the pre-
bidders conference, but only 2 applied.
SCG Selected 2 CBOs from 2 bids. Note that 8 attended the bidding conference but most (6) did not bid.
After initially receiving no bids, SDG&E advertised 200 CBOs with 10 showing interest. They received 4
SDG&E | bids, and selected 1 CBO, valuing that the CBO had analogous implementation experience, the CBO’s
ability to extend service hours, projected full enrollment capacity, and strong project management.
Source: 10U Advice Letters from September 2024.

Notably, the Decision also stated that “CBOs should not receive double compensation to provide case
management services to a given customer through both CHANGES and the CBO pilot program” so 25
CHANGES CBOs were not able to be recruited for this effort. Many of these CBOs would have been a
strong fit for the pilot with some of the CHANGES CBOs sharing that they would have participated if they
had been allowed, so restrictions on their participation may have impacted overall CBO interest.

Additionally, as shown in Table 2-3, one of the most valuable skillsets (i.e., being able to serve LIHEAP
customers) was sometimes misaligned. Some CBOs that are LIHEAP providers are not the LIHEAP
providers specifically in the zip codes within the pilot.

Contracting and Procedural Delays

The challenges with identifying CBOs led to some delay in contracting. For some |0Us, there were also
additional procedural delays. For example, SCG encountered a delay due to needing to refile their Advice
Letter after SCE and SCG determined that they could not implement a joint effort.

3.1.2 CBO TRAINING

The pilot saw an abbreviated timeline to onboard CBOs to the pilot due to the delays with CBO selection
and contracting, along with a static deadline for pilot initiation set by the CPUC. Onboarding occurred
between October 2024 and December 2024. This included training and specifying data collection needs.

For CBOs, there was both a unified I0U approach to training about statewide programs and rates, and
IOU-specific training on their individual programs (described in bullets below). CBOs indicated that there
was no training on the pilot’s implementation and that the CPUC Decision only described it conceptually.
Since this pilot intended to draw on the strengths of the CBOs, the 10Us expected that the CBOs would
each develop their own approaches and procedures to implementing the pilot. However, this led to
challenges for the CBOs.
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CBO training included the following:

Joint 90-minute training (October 2024).16 The I0Us conducted a 90-minute joint training aiming to
educate CBOs on the available residential assistance programs. This training provided a quick
overview of eight programs that were available across the I0Us (i.e., CARE/FERA, ESA, Medical
Baseline, payment arrangements, AMP, DAC-SASH, LIHEAP, and LIWP).

Utility-specific training (Q4 2024). Each IOU also offered a follow-up utility-specific training on
programs that were only available through their IOU. In addition, each IOU met with the CBO to talk
about pilot requirements during the training period. The level of engagement varied significantly.
While one CBO described the training as well-coordinated with an in-depth approach to answering
questions, others described challenges. CBOs also described having frequent interactions with the
IOUs early in the process (at least weekly).

Avideo of the initial training and a PowerPoint presentation with information on the utility programs was
also available to CBOs.

Although the utilities indicated that the training was open to all CBO staff who wanted to attend, all CBOs
used a "train-the-trainer" model, training leadership and program managers who would then train
frontline staff.

Interviews with CBOs identified the following challenges with training:

The initial 90-minute training covered the available residential programs case managers could offer
to CBO pilot participants but was done too quickly to be absorbed and utilized fully by the CBOs.

The training did not cover the basic steps to implement the CBO pilot (e.g., how to recruit and specific
information about case management), which, while this was by design, caused confusion and
impacted early implementation. One CBO indicated that they did not receive any training for the CBO
pilot, but then corrected themselves to say “Yeah, they did have one thing online where it was just
kind of information dump about all the different programs that they have.” They also suggested that
“something a little more tailored to this pilot would be helpful.”17

As the pilot was set to launch in December, the holiday season made onboarding CBO staff
challenging.

One CBO faced early staffing changes (i.e., the person trained left the organization) causing delays
and setbacks in the pilot setup process.

In early discussions with the I0Us, several IOUs suggested that for the future, there is a need to build in
more time for training and better alignment in scope during the onboarding process. One IOU also
acknowledged that they took a very hands-off approach that may have been challenging for CBOs that

16 Note that the 10Us also conducted a 90 min training at the close of the enrollment period (on July 10th), Joint IOU CBO

Training for the CBO pilot to have (1) the CBOs share Case Management Best Practices and (2) have the IOU PM leads share
information about income qualified programs. This is not described in depth in this report.

17 Note that in follow up discussions, it was clear that PG&E did hold detailed discussions about each step in what they

referred to as the “process flow”
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prefer more structure and guidance, with an overall reflection that a future program would need to find
the right balance between providing structure and allowing flexibility for the CBOs to tailor the
implementation to their needs and capabilities.

3.1.3 PILOT TRACKING DATA

While the metrics (and required tracking) were stated in the Decisionl8, there were some elements of the
metrics that were unclear and left to interpretation. IOUs worked individually with the evaluation team
to support CBOs as they determined the best methods for data tracking®; however, each CBO developed
their own data tracking system. Some IOUs reported that the protracted process to finalize their metrics
reports delayed efforts to launch.

All CBOs recognized a clear need for a centralized data system in the future that would standardize data
collection requirements and processes. The CBOs reported the following:

® No centralized data system. According to the CBOs, this experience was different than other
programs they have implemented on behalf of the utilities or other organizations. Each CBO was
required to create their own data management system, though IT capabilities varied substantially. For
example, some CBOs collected data using Excel while other CBOs had access to more complex
customer relationship management (CRM) systems. All the CBOs commented on this challenge. Even
those with CRMs found it time consuming and challenging to build out a data tracking system for the
pilot.. The CBOs with less experience using these CRMs struggled to customize and track information.
For example, one CBO stated “We do a lot of different contracts and reporting. This was the first time
that we've had to really create from the ground up, a reporting system like this ...[typically] they are
kind of already done for us, and we just report the information in the format that's [given]. So that's
kind of been a learning curve.”

®  Delays in getting needed guidance. While all CBOs had challenges around collecting data for metric
assessment, some CBOs faced steeper barriers. The metrics stated in the Decision were difficult to
interpret, and often it was unclear whether the metrics were to be assessed by the CBOs or the IOUs.
Some CBOs felt that they did not receive much more guidance than what was included in the Decision
(which was the same language as in the Advice Letter and contract), despite the fact that the IOUs
and the evaluation team were meeting to discuss data requirements. For example, one CBO did not
receive a template for data collection until August —a month after enrollment had completed.

As feedback was provided to CBOs on their data collection practices, some CBOs found it easier to pivot
because of their IT capabilities or resource skills and capacity. Other CBOs felt their systems were
essentially ‘locked in” and they did not have much room to change or edit their systems once they had
been built out, impacting the type of data they were able to collect.

18 Some 10Us also stated that the data tracking requirements were in the CBO contracts. (Note that the evaluation team did
not have access to these contracts.)

19 Note that due to security requirements for one IOU, the evaluation team was not able coordinate with two CBOs on setting

up their pilot data tracking.
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Table 3-3 highlights the key challenges with CBO data collection and the resulting data limitations these
challenges created. Many of these challenges are products of the pilot having the CBOs design their own
data collection systems. Standardized data collection practices and a universal system with defined data
collection practices and support would likely resolve most of the issues presented here.

TABLE 3-3: CHALLENGES WITH DATA TRACKING AND COLLECTION
(based on a review of the databases and interactions with receiving data during the pilot period)

Inability to link
participants

®  Monthly outreach and enrollment reports were structured differently. Overall, this led to
significant challenges creating apples-to-apples comparisons of metrics across CBOs and
federalizing the data into one central database.

— Some CBO reports were multiple outputs from CRMs with different reporting
outputs that had to be cross-checked against one another.
— Some were monthly snapshots of data where it was difficult to compare outreach,
enrollment, and case management reports across time to better track the pilot
Structural customer journey.
challenges — Some maintained a single line item in reports for each customer and tracked
outreach, enrollment, and case management activities in wide form (across
multiple columns). Some maintained line-item entries for each outreach,
enrollment, and case management activity in long form.
— Some provided excel workbooks with manual data entry (i.e., one cell for
customers would contain all the dates of outreach — each formatted differently).
This required the evaluation team to post-code these entries to better reflect the
timing and count of unique outreach attempts.

®  Case management data and customer Tier information were missing from early reporting
for some CBOs, making it difficult and, at times, impossible to follow the participant’s
journey throughout the pilot.

®  Participant withdrawal and unenrollment information was sometimes lacking, making it

Missing data difficult to understand whether a participant was still active in the pilot.

B Self-reported household income for participants at the time of signing the pilot
participation agreement was missing for two CBOs, and where available from others, was
sometimes inconsistent (see final bullet below).

®  Given that many of the metrics are required monthly, having a reliable, standardized date
field — for outreach, signed enrollment forms, action plan completion, case management
calls —is critical to more accurately capture those activities across time. Date formatting
was a significant challenge for some CBOs, where many programming scripts were required

Missing date to standardize the date variables.
field ®  Forexample:
— 2CBOsdid not provide the date of participation, so it was not possible to determine
whether participants signed up for programs before or after participation.
— For 3 CBOs, unenrollment was tracked, but no date was furnished, so it is not
possible to determine the month in which the unenrollment occurred.
|

Some CBO reports lacked consistent account numbers or account numbers were lacking
altogether, requiring name and address matching to better capture and link a potential
pilot participant in the CBO data to the same customer in the 10U tracking databases.
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Inconsistent ®  Tracking variables like action plan completion date, customer withdrawal date, customer
tracking across unenrollment date, and outreach attempts was inconsistent across CBO.
CBOs

®  The data fields with the number of staff hours each CBO spent on providing pilot services
(Metric 25) varied significantly. For some CBOs, it is impossible to accurately account for

the total hours spent on those activities, based on the structure of the data.
— The evaluation team is currently working with I0Us to capture staff hours through

Inability 1 monthly invoices submitted by CBOs to alleviate this problem.
nability to
report on key ®  Household income of pilot customers (Metric 21), which is based on customer self-

metrics reporting at the time of signing the pilot participation agreement, varied across CBO and it
was sometimes difficult to discern if the reported income was monthly/annual or
something else altogether.
— The evaluation team worked with the IOUs to clean up these self-reported data but
significant gaps in data collection of this field for some CBOs preclude being able
to use it to provide valuable insights.

3.14 10U AND CBO COMMUNICATIONS

Each 10U provided some level of ongoing support through weekly or bi-weekly meetings. The 10Us
described that they all provided a standard base level of support that they, as a group, agreed upon. The
CBOs were appreciative of the support and discussions. However, despite frequent interactions, some
CBOs felt there was a lack of guidance they needed to effectively implement the pilot. The CBOs expressed
that there was a disconnect not only in how the pilot should be set up and structured, but in
communication around what was expected of the CBOs in terms of their implementation of outreach and
customer support. CBOs noted that what I0Us considered enrollment and case management were not
always equivalent to CBOs’ understanding of those terms and activities.

These challenges were partially due to the pilot being developed in parallel with implementation. I0Us
shared information with CBOs they thought was most relevant for data collection, outreach, and
enrollment; however, they sometimes failed to communicate other topics such as programmatic changes
with their CBOs. One CBO described that while the CBO was trained on AMP requirements, the AMP
program requirements changed during the recruitment period and these changes were not passed along
to the CBO. Another CBO described that while they were informed about the IOUs programs, the I0Us did
not make any substantial connections to the other programs20, which hampered case management
efforts. These types of communication issues speak to a need for IOUs to be more involved in making
connections between the CBOs in the CBO pilot and other CBOs or groups that are implementing programs
like LIHEAP, ESA, etc.

Note that the IOUs held multiple meetings with all CBOs so that the CBOs could share lessons learned with
each other. For example, on April 18™, 2025, four of the six CBOs met with the I0Us to share effective
marketing approaches and some of the challenges that they encountered.

20 We note that this was not required by the pilot but was noted by the CBO as a recommendation for the future.
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Table 4-2 at the end of the report summarizes the recommendations for a future full-scale program rollout
based on the program design and CBO findings in this section. The next section, Section 3.2, describes the
outreach and enrollment process.

3.2 CUSTOMER OUTREACH AND ENROLLMENT

Once CBOs were selected and trained, outreach and enrollment began in earnest. This section explores
the different approaches leveraged by CBOs. Findings related to customer outreach and enrollment are
described in detail in sections 3.2.1-3.2.4 below. Recommendations based on this section are provided at
the end of this report.

3.2.1 10U BUDGETS AND SUPPORT FOR ME&O

10U Budgets for ME&O

Each 10U had a Marketing, Education and Outreach (ME&O) budget for the pilot. These budgets varied by
IOU (Table 3-4). PG&E’s ME&O budget was more than triple the amount of the other IOUs.

TABLE 3-4: 10U ME&O BUDGETS

([v]1] ME&O Budget
PG&E $185,000
SCE $60,000

SCG $60,000
SDG&E $50,000

Working collaboratively with the other I0Us, PG&E took the lead and used their Solutions Marketing Lead
(and a third party) to create various program materials to support uniformity in pilot outreach and
implementation.?! These materials included:

®  Pilot Eligibility Letter/Email: A letter mailed or emailed to all eligible customers. It was designed to
notify customers of their eligibility to participate in the pilot, provide an overview of the pilot
offerings, instructions on how to enroll, and contact information for the participating CBO(s). Further
details on this letter/email are included below.

®  Pilot FAQ/Factsheet: Short document highlighting basic information for the pilot, often with
responses to frequently asked questions included.

®  Pilot Webpage: IOU hosted website with information on the pilot and how to participate.

®  Pilot Participation Agreement Form: Document for enrollment in the pilot.

All IOUs worked collaboratively so that they started with the same template for cornerstone marketing
materials (e.g., eligibility letters, factsheets, program webpages).

21 After alignment with the other IOUs on content, PG&E used a third party vendor to design the outreach materials.
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Each IOU revised the templates to best meet the needs of their region with the final product varying across
I0Us.22 PG&E was the only 10U to hire a 3™ party vendor to design their outreach materials.

SCE and SCG also developed a Pilot Overview Document that included key implementation dates, contact
information for the 10U, an overview of pre-launch activities and materials descriptions, and program
offerings. Table 3-5 indicates which materials each of the I0Us created and provided to their CBOs.

PG&E also provided additional support to CAPK during the marketing and outreach period, including
providing the following:

B PG&E connected a marketing specialist with the CBO (on multiple calls) to provide marketing support

B PG&E (both the PM and marketing specialist together) held multiple detailed discussions with the CBO
after the initial training to talk about each step in the program flow to support implementation

®  PG&E developed a written script which they provided to their CBO (CAPK) and worked closely with
CAPK to guide the marketing approach used by the CBO.

B PG&E supported the creation of an automatic reply email for interested customers emailing about
the pilot

B PG&E established a dedicated phone number for the pilot so interested customers didn’t have to
navigate CAPK’s broader program offerings

®  PG&E provided the CBO with marketing materials in English and in Spanish

TABLE 3-5: PROGRAM MATERIALS CREATED BY EACH 10U TO SUPPORT PILOT MARKETING AND IMPLEMENTATION
Material PG&E SCE SCG SDG&E

10U Program Eligibility Letter/Email X X X X
Program FAQ/Factsheet X X X X
Program Wehpage X X X X
Program Agreement Form X X X X
Pilot Overview and Programs Document X X

Program Script X

Initial 10U Program Eligibility Letter/Email

Outreach for the pilot began with each of the I0Us sending out an initial “eligibility letter” (item one in
Table 3-5) by mail and/or email to pilot eligible customers. This direct communication introduced the pilot,
laid out the pilot’s eligibility requirements, and strove to build awareness and provide credibility for the
pilot as a precursor to local outreach efforts by the CBO. CBOs felt that this type of introductory letter
sent by the IOU was a very important piece of program outreach especially given the number of scams
that households are exposed to. CBOs generally reported that the 10U letter was helpful in providing
legitimacy (if it arrived prior to their outreach), but some CBOs noted letter delivery was often sporadic

22 gee Appendix | for a comparison of marketing materials from two I0Us for how the same information could be presented in
different ways.
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and/or delayed and the information included within the letter led to several challenges?3 (described
below).

B SCE Letter: SCE sent a general letter that included contact information for both of SCE’s CBOs. This
caused confusion as UWTC and CAPSB needed to field calls for each other’s organization and re-direct
customers to the correct CBO for assistance. The letter was sent in two waves (on December 11 and
December 18™). The CBOs’ outbound outreach (calls) began prior to customers receiving the letter,
which led many customers to think the call was a scam.

B SCG Letter: Like SCE, SCG also included both of their CBOs’ contact information in the letter which
again caused confusion and required the CBOs to re-direct customers. SCG sent their letter in two
distinct waves (i.e., the first was 1 zip code per CBO to control the volume of calls going to the CBO,
and a second wave a few months later). There was also a third and final mailing at a much later period
to all non-enrolled customers. According to the CBO, SCG did not coordinate with their CBOs on when
or to whom the letter would be sent. As such, the CBO felt that they were unable to benefit from the
letter’s primary goal of providing legitimacy.

®  SDG&E Letter: SDG&E sent two waves of letters, each to different subsets of the eligible population.
The first wave of letters included the phone number for SDG&E’s call center as the CBO was unable
to use the number they had originally planned to use. While this was done to prevent the CBO’s main
office number from being overwhelmed with inbound calls, it did create a "break point" where the
SDG&E call center may have inadvertently handled some customer inquiries without routing them to
the CBO. Additionally, the first letter went out around the holidays (December 2024/January 2025
time period), which may have dampened the marketing effect. The second wave of letters was
delayed by SDG&E’s marketing department reportedly due to a miscommunication and bandwidth
constraints and thus didn’t go out until the end of May or early June.

3.2.2 LISTS OF POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS AND ATTEMPTED CONTACTS

The intent of the pilot was that participants would be recruited from a list of eligible customers sent from
the I0Us to the CBOs. The I0Us provided each of their CBOs with eligible customer lists containing contact
information, current program enrollment information, and arrearage status for all customers within their
designated zip codes.

The number of customers included in the eligible customer lists varied considerably by CBO. Both CAPK
and MAAC were provided with over 10,000 eligible customers (shown in green in the table below) while
UWTC, which focused on only one zip code, was provided with only 1,300 customer contacts (Table 3-6).

Notably, most CBOs did not reach out to the full list of eligible participants prior to the July 9*" enrollment
deadline. As shown in the far-right column of the table below, four of the six CBOs attempted to contact
roughly half of their eligible list (52%) or less (32%-49%) within the enrollment period. For CAPK, this was
because they met their pilot enroliment goal before contacting their full list. For the other three CBOs that

23 No significant challenges with the PG&E letter were identified.
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reached out to less than 50% of the eligible list — all of which fell significantly short of their targeted
enrollment targets — this was partly due to a lack of resources (discussed further in the next section).

The finding about the percentage of the list contacted (described above) is consistent with non-participant
customer responses, which indicated the majority (67%) had not heard about the pilot24. CAPK and CAPSB
had the highest level of non-participant awareness at 58% and 52% respectively (non-participant
awareness for the other CBOs ranged from 9% to 27%. (See Appendix X for additional details.)

TABLE 3-6: LISTS OF POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

Targeted List Households Where CBO Attempted Outreach
(Total Eligible Customers) Number of Households % of Targeted List
CAPK 11,840 6,132 52%
CAPSB 7,385 3,584 49%
UWTC 1,313 1,022 78%
SBX 2,565 2,770 108%*
FTBMI 4,687 1,511 32%
MAAC 10,339 3,714 36%

Green cells are over 10,000. The grey cell is the lowest.
*See discussion below regarding why this SBX number is greater than 100%.

The intention of providing CBOs with pilot eligible customer lists was to ensure that only those meeting
the pilot’s eligibility requirements would be enrolled in the pilot. However, there was some confusion
among some of the CBOs early on that being on the list was a requirement for participation.2> As such,
the two SCE CBOs initially conducted outreach and enrolled customers who were not on the eligible
customer list. Additionally, SCG provided updated eligible customer lists to their CBOs at the end of May
(five months after enroliment had already begun) that were different than the original lists. This resulted
in some participants who were later deemed in-eligible to be enrolled in the pilot. Table 3-7 shows the
breakdown of non-eligible customer outreach and enroliment for different CBOs because of these issues.

In addition, the evaluation team found that not all the customers included in the eligible customer lists
were truly eligible for the pilot. At least two I0Us (PG&E and SCE) included PIPP participants in their
eligible customer pool despite IOU marketing materials explicitly stating that customers enrolled in PIPP
could not participate in the CBO pilot.26 SCE also did not communicate what PIPP was or that PIPP
customers could not participate in the CBO pilot to their CBOs, resulting in one of their CBOs conducting
outreach to and enrolling non-eligible customers in the pilot.

24 We note that these individuals should have also received the 10U letter.

25 This was a requirement, but a couple of CBOs did not understand this at the beginning of the outreach and enroliment
process.

26 Al JOU websites and many of the materials included a statement that customers could not participate if they were a part of
PIPP, as the Decision stated that customers could not be enrolled or enroll in other pilots and participate in the CBO pilot at
the same time.
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TABLE 3-7: COUNT OF NON-ELIGIBLE CUSTOMERS* THAT ENROLLED OR RECEIVED OUTREACH

10U CBO Non-Eligible Participants Non-eligible Non-Participants*
PG&E CAPK 31 0**
CAPSB 5 2
SCE UWTC 0 5
FTBMI 12 212
S¢e SBX 8 48
SDG&E MAAC 0 0

*Non-eligible non-participants are defined as those that were not included in the eligible customer list (SCE), those that were originally in the
eligible customer list but later deemed ineligible in an eligible customer list update (SCG), or customers that were on PIPP (PG&E, SCE).
**PG&E removed all PIPP customers from the initial lists. The 31 were most likely individuals who signed up for PIPP after signing up for this
pilot.

CBOs reported experiencing issues with the eligible customer lists. For example, the customer contact
information (email or phone number) or account holder information included in the eligible customer lists
that were provided by the IOUs was outdated. These issues also contribute to the results in Table 3-7.
Updated versions of the list were supposed to be provided to CBOs each month to ensure the CBOs had
the most recent information to support enroliment and case management. However, some CBOs reported
that the I0Us did not provide monthly updated lists.

CBOs experience with being able to reach and enroll households varied. One CBO was able to enroll 39%
of households that they attempted to reach (Table 3-8). Other CBOs were able to convert closer to 5% of
those they reached. Their ability to convert “attempts” to enrollment in the program depended, in part,
on the outreach methods and messaging used by the CBO (discussed in the sections below).

TABLE 3-8: PERCENTAGE OF THOSE ATTEMPTED WHO ENROLLED

Households Where CBO Attempted Outreach
Number of Households Number Enrolled % of Those Attempted Who
Attempted Enrolled
CAPK 6,132 2,398 39.1%
CAPSB 3,584 341 9.5%
UWTC 1,022 58 5.6%
SBX 2,770 141 5.0%
FTBMI 1,511 170 11.3%
MAAC 3,714 705 19.0%

Green cells indicate highest levels. The grey cells are the lowest.

3.2.3 OUTREACH METHODS USED BY CBOS

Most IOUs were clear that they were “giving deference to the CBO” stating that the CBO can “choose how
to perform the outreach (e.g., calls, door knocking, etc.).” Each CBO designed an outreach approach that
they thought would best serve their assigned population, with many of the CBOs altering strategies as
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they learned more about what worked and what did not. We detail the different approaches used by the
CBOs below and the average number of CBO outreach attempts made using each of these methods in
Table 3-9. As this table shows, the frequency with which CBOs contacted potential participants ranged
from 1.2 outreach attempts per contacted household (mostly by phone) to over 3.5 attempts per
household. The number of attempts shown in the table, however, is dependent on the level of detail
recorded by the CBO. Some CBOs recorded every attempt made while others recorded only 1:1 attempts
and not mass emails or texts.

TABLE 3-9: OUTREACH METHODS BY CBO

Average Number of CBO Outreach Attempts Per

CBO Outreach Method(s) Contacted Household
(primary methods as described by CBOs) (note that as shown earlier, several CBOs
contacted less than 50% of eligible list)
CAPK Phone calls 1.3
CAPSB Mini-call center, outreach to people they have 12

worked with first, phone calls
UWTC | QR code, phone calls 1.5
Initially mass emails but changed to phone calls and

FTBMI 3.5
text messages

SBX Mass email, mass text, phone call, door-to-door 2.6
Initially mass email but switched to phone calls and

MAAC | personalized emails, community events, 1.5%*
sweepstakes

**MAAC stated that this does not include the more than three mass email attempts made to all 10K on the list because they did not record
mass email attempts in their data. This number only reflects phone calls and direct email contacts.

All CBOs noted that I0U outreach letters (described in the earlier section) were a powerful marketing tool
— they built trust and legitimacy for the pilot while simultaneously sharing contact information and a call
to action for the eligible customers. Two CBOs were able to leverage the inbound leads generated by the
IOU letters for weeks after the enrollment period began. One CBO had the IOU include a QR code within
the 10U eligibility letter so that eligible customers could express interest in the program (even before
being enrolled).

CBOs reported trying numerous outreach approaches to enroll customers in the pilot. Core approaches
used included:

®  Phone Calls. CBOs reported phone calls were more effective than emailing and were the most
common method employed by CBOs. While this method led to greater enrollments than email
campaigns, it did take significantly longer to implement. Not only was there added time for calling
each lead and explaining the pilot, many phone calls were unanswered creating a ‘phone tag’
situation, lengthening the amount of time for customer enrollment (or decline). This approach was
noted by one CBO as being the most synonymous with fraud, which meant there was a greater
amount of distrust that had to be overcome. While some CBOs made outbound calls from the start,
other CBOs waited for inbound calls to slow first, and one CBO did not utilize phone calls until halfway
through the enrollment period.
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In-Person Events (with sweepstakes). One CBO (MAAC) did three in-person events where they invited
eligible customers to join them, learn about the pilot, and be eligible for participating in a pilot
enrollment sweepstakes where all eligible customers who enrolled by a specific date would be
entered to win a S50 gift card. This approach garnered a lot of interest and significantly boosted pilot
enrollment for this CBO. While this CBO did not hit their enrollment target, they felt that it could have
been achievable if they had a longer enrollment timeframe (they did not begin using the sweepstakes
until five months into the seven-month enrollment period).

Mass Emails. Several CBOs utilized mass emails to recruit customers, however most reported emails
were not very successful and thus usually transitioned to other more personal methods (like phone
calls). CBOs did not track all their email outreach and so it is not possible to determine its overall
effectiveness.

Door-to-Door Canvassing. For one CBO (SBX), they used door-to-door canvassing along with phone
calls. This CBO expressed that “canvassing was one of the biggest things for us... going canvassing and
actually knocking on the door and them seeing our face... enabled us to connect with them face to
face.” This CBO also reported leaving messages on doorbell cameras.

3.24 OUTREACH MESSAGING BY CBOS

Many CBOs reported facing difficulties with pilot messaging. These difficulties included:

Pilot Naming. While this was a statewide pilot, there was no standardization regarding what this pilot
would be called. PG&E’s Solutions Marketing Lead drew on customer insights to identify a name for
the pilot that they hoped would be understandable and accessible by a large share of pilot eligible
customers. This research led to them having CAPK refer to the pilot as the “Past Due Bill Assistance
Program.” Other CBOs referred to the CBO pilot as an Arrears Case Management Program (for
example, CAPSB referred to the pilot as the “SCE Arrears Program”), but found this name was often
inaccessible to the general public (e.g., ‘arrears’ is jargon with no marketing value). Other CBOs
referred to the pilot as some form of a bill assistance program (rather than the CBO arrears case
management program) which was more accessible. However, one CBO stated that they were not
comfortable using this name as they felt that they were unable to provide assistance with customer
bills (this CBO was not a LIHEAP provider for their respective zip codes). Some CBOs changed the name
of the pilot they used for marketing from the beginning (e.g., FTBMI), whereas others changed it after
realizing their outreach was significantly hampered by the original name provided to them (MAAC).

Communicating Pilot Benefits. One of the biggest outreach challenges CBOs faced was how to
effectively craft an engaging message for the pilot. The CBO that was most successful with
communicating the pilot benefits (CAPK) received support from PG&E’s marketing department. This,
along with the ability to provide what customers expected to get out of the pilot (i.e., immediate debt
relief assistance or avoiding disconnection because the), allowed CAPK to present benefits that
appealed to customers. Non-LIHEAP providing CBOs reported struggling with their outreach
messaging because they did not feel they had a sufficient ‘carrot’ to provide to customers. Even as of
April 2025 (4-5 months into recruiting) some CBOs reported that they “didn’t know how to sell this
offer” and that the name of the pilot that they were using at the time was not enticing. Because most
customers thought the pilot would provide immediate debt relief or protect them from
disconnections, the CBOs that could not provide this immediate assistance felt they lacked a means
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to drive enrollment. At least one of these CBOs noted that it took months for them to tweak their
script to handle the expectations of customers while simultaneously driving enrollment. To address
these barriers, these CBOs employed unique outreach strategies (like sweepstakes and door-to-door
outreach) to increase their enrollment numbers. They also leveraged urgency such as pointing out
pilot enrollment deadlines or emphasizing that LIHEAP funds run out quickly to encourage customer
enrollment.

3.2.5 CUSTOMER FEEDBACK ON OUTREACH

Participants reported they most frequently learned about the pilot via letters or emails sent by their utility
(44%) or outreach from a CBO or local organization (34%) (Table 3-10). Some participants reporting
hearing about the program via social media2’ or events (8% and 5%, respectively) which could have been
CBO programming, but we are unable to determine definitively based on the survey data collected. As
Table 3-11 below shows, two-thirds of those who heard about the pilot from a CBO said they were
contacted via the phone (65%).

TABLE 3-10: HOW PARTICIPANTS HEARD ABOUT THE PILOT (N=241, Q5)

%
Customer letter or email from utility 44%
Outreach from CBO or local organization 34%
Social media 8%
Event or other in-person meeting or workshop 5%
Other (specifics mentioned by respondents: welfare, 11%
word of mouth/friend, 211)
Do not recall 9%

TABLE 3-11: TYPE OUTREACH FROM THE CBO (N=385, Q6)

Of the 85 who received outreach from CBO or local %
organization, methods included (multiple response)
Phone call 65%
Email 44%
Text 12%
Mailing 9%
Event or other in-person meeting or workshop 8%

Motivations for Participating

Participants were provided a list of potentially motivational factors for participating in the pilot and were
asked to report if the factors were very motivational, that is, whether it had “A lot” or “A little” influence

27 None of the CBOs specifically mentioned using social media for customer outreach for this pilot, however we know based
on other program evaluations that it is a frequently used communication channel for CBOs. We note, however, that since
this pilot had specific eligibility requirements (and lists from which they could enrolled) social media is not expected to be a
good method for this effort. As such, we did not explore this futher.
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on their decision to participate. As shown in Figure 3-1 below, the three factors reported most frequently
by participants as very motivational were lowering or getting rid of past due energy bills (93% reported
this as a lot or a little influential), because it was “free” (89%), or to be able to talk 1:1 with someone about
their past due bills (88%). As shown in the figure below, all the potential factors were influential. Survey
results also revealed that the endorsement by a customer’s utility was more influential than an
endorsement from the CBO (66% indicated that the utility had a lot of influence on their decision to
participate versus 55% who said that the CBO had a lot of influence).

FIGURE 3-1: MOTIVATIONS FOR PARTICIPATION (@7, 222 PARTICIPANTS)

Promise to help lower or get rid of past due energy bills 13%
Free 75% 14%
Ability to talk 1:1 about your past due energy bills 21%

Endorsement from utility 21%

S tand b d bills (e.g. housing, food,

upport and resources beyond energy ills (e.g. housing, foo 27%

or family assistance)

Endorsement from CBO 27%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9S0%

HA lot A little

Note that survey respondents were asked how much influence each of the factors had on their decision to participate in the pilot. “A lot” of
influence corresponds to a high level of influence while “a little” is a lower level of influence.

When asked (open-ended) what specifically influenced their decision, responses revealed that
participants were primarily influenced by urgent financial need (referring to “desperation” “struggling” or
“poverty”) manifesting as past-due balances, high bills, and an inability to pay. A secondary theme was
about the quality of assistance offered related to the ease of enrollment, payment flexibility, one-on-one
support, and helpful staff. For example, “The agent was extremely patient, and | didn't feel like | was being
sold anything.”

Interest in Services Offered

Participants and non-participants expressed interest in the offerings of the CBO pilot (when asked about
the services in the survey). Non-participants were particularly interested in help signing up for CARE, FERA
and immediate energy bill assistance (Table 3-12). There is also significant interest in energy-related
programs that could help lower bills (like ESA).
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TABLE 3-12: NON-PARTICIPANT INTEREST IN CBO OFFERINGS (Q3)

Pilot offering Somewhat Very I(:‘/Li;e;:)e:
Interested Interested

somewhat)
Interest in signing up for the CARE or FERA programs that
provide 18-35% discounts on your electric and/or gas bills 18% 72% 90%
(n=326)
Interested in immediate energy bill assistance (n=326) 19% 67% 86%
Interest in information about energy-related programs that
could help lower your energy bills (e.g., energy efficiency 18% 63% 91%
rebates or demand response programs) (n=329)
Interest in setting up a bill payment plan (n=322) 24% 57% 82%
I(:t_esrzezsl;ced in home’s energy use and ways to save energy 38% 43% 81%
Interest in other resources to help your household NOT
related to energy bills (e.g., housing, food, or family 27% 47% 74%
assistance) (n=316)
Interested in financial or budget counseling (n=302) 29% 38% 67%

The table above show interest from non-participants. Similar to the non-participant data shown in the
table above, the participant survey also showed that participants are very interested in the pilot offerings
listed above?8. Based on the participant survey, participant interest was 87% or higher for all the offerings
listed above. The participant data is not provided in the table above since all numbers were over 87%,
indicating very high interest in all of the offerings.

3.2.6 ENROLLMENT TRACKING DATA

Enrollment numbers are one indicator that reflects the effectiveness of the CBO’s marketing initiatives
and support. CBOs used various methods of enrollment (although all participants were required to sign
an enrollment or participation agreement). For example, one CBO required people to come to their office
in person, while most others allowed for electronic signatures or emailing signed forms.

As shown in Figure 3-2 and Table 3-13 below, enrollment of participants over the specified period varied.

B CAPK began enrolling large numbers (>200/month) of participants starting in January (i.e., early in the
enrollment period) and continued to increase enrollment numbers over the coming months (hitting
their maximum in April), which allowed them to reach their goal.

® CAPSB enrolled 133 participants by the end of January, but monthly enrollments then slowed over
the following months. The initial uptick may have been due to responses to the 10U letter.

B UWTC saw limited success (58 participants total), the majority of which enrolled in the first couple of
months and in the final month. In February-May, they signed up between one and four households

28 We note that some participants received these services and some did not.
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per month. Discussions with UWTC found the number of participants enrolled was aligned with what
they felt their single case manager could handle.

B SBX began enrolling participants in January and peaked in February (42). Enrollment began to taper
off throughout the rest of the enrollment period.

®  FTBMI/Paseki did not enroll any households in the first three months, however starting in March they
enrolled between 23 and 46 participants a month through June (the last full month of the pilot).

B MAAC’s enrollment of participants started slowly but increased during the May to June period after
they began leveraging in-person events and sweepstakes.

FIGURE 3-2: CUMULATIVE ENROLLMENT OF PARTICIPANTS FOR EACH OF THE CBOS
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TABLE 3-13: MONTHLY ENROLLMENT NUMBERS FOR EACH 10U

Month CAPK CAPSB UWTC SBX FTBMI MAAC Total
December 12 12 14 0 0 5 265
January 222 121 12 26 0 17 399
February 310 66 1 42 0 5 424
March 434 47 2 28 46 30 587
April 498 46 2 15 43 54 658
May 381 12 4 13 23 157 590
June 372 27 18 11 41 381 850
July 7 11 5 6 17 56 102
Total 2398* 341* 58 141 170 705 3813*

*Total row does not always equal the sum of monthly enrollment as the CBO recorded people returning after withdrawing or unenrolling as a
unique enrollment event.

Some CBOs had households that declined the offer, but this appears to represent between 1% and 5% of
the total eligible population. There were also multiple people where the CBO attempted to have them
sign, but they did not respond (not officially declining). Together, 2% to 11% of those eligible did not sign
the agreement even though it was provided to them. The one exception was CAPK, where 30% of the
eligible list was provided the participation agreement but either did not sign or declined. (Data on the
percentage that declined are shown in the summary table in the Executive Summary.)

The approach that each CBO took to get the participation agreement signed affected both the number of
agreements, the number who declined, and ultimately the percentage of enrollment agreements that
resulted in a case management action plan (discussed in Section 4. Case Management Delivery).

A full-scale roll out of a future program would likely not have a deadline for enrollment and based on the
numbers in this report, several of the CBOs would likely be able to recruit a larger percentage of the
eligible list (the roughly 20% needed to reach goals) based on the percentages of those contacted who
enrolled,?® and the fact that the CBOs did not contact the full list of participants within the timeframe
specified.

3.2.7 NON-PARTICIPANT BARRIERS TO ENROLLMENT

The largest barrier to enrollment for non-participants was that they were not aware of the offering (67%
were not aware); however, among those who were aware, many thought that they were already
participating in other assistance programs (42%). While this did not preclude enroliment, the non-
participants gave this as their reason for not enrolling, indicating that they perceived that the pilot would
not offer additional support.

We asked CBOs what barriers non-participants faced to enrollment and the two most common responses
were: 1) customers thought the program was a scam, and 2) customers weren’t interested once they
found out the pilot could not directly help them reduce their utility debt. Despite CBOs attempting to

29 CAPK was able to recruit 39% of the people that they contacted (with only a couple of attempts). This first group may have
been more likely to sign up because CAPK prioritized households that they were currently serving. The CAPK findings show
that there is interest among participants and that households can be enrolled in large numbers.
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highlight other offerings or assistance through the pilot, potential customers (non-participants) primarily
wanted some type of direct debt relief or disconnection protection rather than information about what
other program could benefit them.

While not as common, we also heard from CBOs that some eligible customers were not even aware they
had an outstanding bill, or they did not see themselves as being in debt and needing assistance. The non-
participant survey, however, found that most non-participants (83%) acknowledged that they had
experienced one or more past-due energy bills since the beginning of the year. The remainder (17%) were
not aware that they had a past due energy bill and thus were less likely to be interested in the CBO pilot.

Detailed reasons for non-participants who were aware but did not sign up (112 aware non-participants,
multiple response39), include:

B Already participating in other assistance programs to help reduce past due energy bills (42%)
B Lack of information (14%)

B Skepticism about program effectiveness (14%)
— "Didn't think the program would help" (10%)
— "Didn't trust the information provided" (4%)

B Lack of familiarity with the CBO (13%)

®  Did not want or need help (9%)

Table 4-3 at the end of this report summarizes the recommendations for a future full-scale program rollout
based on the customer outreach and enrollment findings. The next section, Section 3.3, describe the case
management delivery through September 2025.

3.3 CASE MANAGEMENT DELIVERY — EARLY INTERACTIONS

Across the CBOs, there was no standardized approach to case management (by design). Every CBO had a
different idea of what case management entails and the ability to develop case management action plans
for participants also differed across CBOs. Through September 2025, approximately 66% of enrolled
participants had received a case management action plan, with rates varying from 33% to 88% across
CBOs. CBOs had also begun unenrolling participants whom they could not reach after at least three
additional contact attempts post enrollment in alignment with unenrollment definitions set by the
Decision. Most of these had enrolled but did not yet have case management action plans.

Findings about the percentage of participants with a case management action plan, and what case
management entailed, are discussed in detail in sections 3.3.1-3.3.4 below.

30 @8in non-part survey.
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DESCRIPTION OF CASE MANAGEMENT

3.3.1

Development of a Case Management Action Plan

Based on the data available through September 2025, one-third of participants who had signed the
enrollment form (i.e., enrolled) did not yet have a case management action plan. By CBO, the percentage

of enrolled customers without a case management plan ranged from 33% and 88%. While some CBOs are
still working on connecting with households that enrolled, at least one CBO has started to unenroll
households that they have been unable to reach since they signed the enrollment form (discussed further

below).

Each CBO described “case management” differently. The column on the right highlights key points made
by each CBO when describing their case management approach to the evaluation team.

TABLE 3-14: CASE MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN DEVELOPMENT AND DESCRIPTIONS BY CBOS

Case
) Management
Enf‘:)gl?r::nt Action Plan
CBO Form Developed CBO Case Ma.nag'ement App.roach (as described by the CBO)
[METRIC [METRIC 15] Bold indicates key differences between CBOs
% of those
13]
# who
signed

Works with clients to help them set household goals, identify
barriers to paying their utility bills, and access over 20 supportive

CAPK 2398 1478 62% services (such as buc'lgeting 'assistance and program re'ferrals). Case
managers connect clients with resources at CAPK and in the
community through their client support, 3-way calls, advocacy, and
referrals.
Focus is on directly providing LIHEAP services and getting clients

CAPSB 341 301 88% out of debt. All part.icipants attend a 30-minute energy-related
workshop and receive program referrals, advocacy, and support
wherever needed (such as help filling out applications).
Primarily waits for LIHEAP funding to become available, then
notifies clients promptly since the funds run out quickly. They also

UWTC 58 6 79% proyide information or? gther program offerings. They dfescribe
their approach as providing as-needed support and reminders,
rather than long-term financial management or EE program
guidance.
Educates participants about available resources and helps clients
enroll/find programs (first focus is CARE/HEAP/ Gas Assistance
Fund) and then continued support. Every month they attempt to
contact clients three times to help them enroll in programs. They

SBX 141 47 33% adjusted the depth of case management based on the client’s level
of engagement: some clients want information and immediate
help, while others maintain longer connections for continued
support and follow-up.
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Main focus is on sending customers to Maravilla Foundation, a
LIHEAP provider, for LIHEAP assistance. They help clients navigate
FTBMI 170 68 40% LIHEAP paperwork and also help them participate in other programs,
conducting follow-ups and troubleshooting other problems, as
needed.

Focus on immediate aid programs (if eligible) to start and then send
emails about available programs and next steps. This can include 3-
way calls to advocate for clients and educational videos emailed out
for continuing support.

MAAC 705 583 83%

Total 3,813 2,523 66%

Service Tiers and Topics Discussed with CBO Staff

As described in the introduction, the CPUC envisioned three tiers of services; however, the description of
these tiers was not clear. Tiers 1 and 2 are described by their services (e.g., “enrollment in programs that
provide immediate relief”) and Tiers 2 and 3 include a temporal element of “continued support” or
“ongoing support and monitoring”, thus indirectly indicating that you couldn’t start with Tiers 2 and 3
even though the CPUC acknowledged that not all customers would need or qualify for Tier 1 services. The
CPUC description of the tiers is as follows:

®  Tier 1 provides assistance to remove the risk of disconnection through payment plan negotiation,
enrollment in programs that provide immediate relief (LIHEAP, CARE/FERA, AMP, etc.) and basic
energy and financial education.

®  Tier 2 provides continued support via additional education or payment plan renegotiation and
enrollment in energy management programs (EE, DR) or beneficial rate plans.

B Tier 3 provides participants with ongoing support and monitoring of their progress to pay off their
arrearages, including revising the customer’s action plan based on changes to their circumstances.

The detailed description of the tiers was not consistent across all CBOs (see appendix for how they were
defined in the various case management action plan templates). Based on interviews with the CBOs, some
CBOs used the tiers to track the number of interactions (with the first interaction focusing on immediate
bill assistance). Other CBOs — especially those who interact with participants frequently — defined the tiers
by services. Still others have yet to provide any tracking by tiers31. As such, the tier-related data cannot
provide any meaningful insights into case management, but there is some information available about the
topics discussed by the CBOs.

As shown in Figure 3-3 below, most participants reported discussing with their CBO case manager ways
to reduce their bill (such as through immediate bill assistance, HEAP or AMP, 70%), ways to save energy
in their home (68%), getting on a rate CARE or FERA (if not already on the rate, 67%), and setting up a
payment plan with their utility (62%).

31 5ee metrics table in Section 1.5 with NAs indicating which CBOs have still not provided tier information, either at all orin a
quantifiable way.
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FIGURE 3-3: TOPICS DISCUSSED WITH PILOT REPRESENTATIVE (N=210)

Immediate energy bill assistance (e.g., HEAP, AMP)
Information about home's energy use/how to save...
CARE/FERA
Setting up a bill payment plan with utility
Information about EE rebates or DR programs
Resources to help your household NOT related to...
Financial and/or budget counseling
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M Discussed Did not discuss Don't know

Some respondents also mentioned discussing other things with the pilot representatives, including water
bills, windows, rates, temporary assistance for needy families, welfare benefits, food assistance, medical
assistance, and other financial information to avoid getting further into debt.

The program data also provides an indication of what was discussed — and how the potential participants
may have been different. Based on the data, some CBOs, like CAPK, CAPSB and UWTC focused on signing
up all customers who had not already enrolled in CARE up for the CARE rate. For MAAC, nearly all eligible
customers (92%) were already on CARE (so MAAC did not need to help participants get the CARE rate).

The data shown in the “ADDITIONAL % SIGNED UP AFTER ENROL. IN PILOT” enrollment columns in Table
3-15 show the percentage of participants who were signed up for programs after they enrolled in the
pilot. Notably, CAPSB, a LIHEAP provider, was able to sign 82% of their participants up for LIHEAP, while
others (like UWTC) may have only signed up 1 or 2 households. Interestingly, even though CAPK is a LIHEAP
provider, their efforts seemed to focus on enrolling participants in CARE and other programs like AMP.
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TABLE 3-15: PROGRAM DATA — IMMEDIATE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Program
Participation CAPK CAPSB UWTC SBX FTBMI MAAC

2,398 participants 341 participants 58 participants 141 participants 170 participants 705 participants
Number and See below See below See below See below See below See below
percentage of % SIGNED ADDITIONAL % SIGNED ADDITIONAL % SIGNED  ADDITIONAL % SIGNED  ADDITIONAL % SIGNED ADDITIONAL % SIGNED  ADDITIONAL

. UPBEFORE  %SIGNED UP  UPBEFORE % SIGNED UP  UPBEFORE  %SIGNED  UPBEFORE  %SIGNEDUP  UP BEFORE % SIGNED UP  UP BEFORE % SIGNED UP

pilot customers PART. IN AFTER PART. IN AFTER PART. IN UP AFTER PART. IN AFTER PART. IN AFTER PART. IN AFTER
who are enrolled PILOT ENROL. IN PILOT ENROL. IN PILOT ENROL. IN PILOT ENROL. IN PILOT ENROL. IN PILOT ENROL. IN
in CARE, FERA, o PILOT PILOT PILOT PILOT PILOT PILOT
other programs
(Metric 24 — see
also below)
CARE 58% 32% 84% 11% 83% 12% 25% 3% 22% 0% 92% 0%
FERA 3% 0% 1% 0% 3% 2% 4% 0%
Number and See below See below See below See below See below See below
percentage of
pilot customers
who enrolled in
each assistance
program offered
through the pilot
program (Metric
20 —see also
above)
AMP 40% 28% 2% 14% 3% 19% 38% 8% 38% 0% NA NA
LIHEAP 22% 13% 5% 82% 9% 2% No ability to determine since date of NA NA
ESA 55% 6% 26% 0% 17% 3% participation in program not available NA NA
MEDICAL 3% 0%
BASELINE 10% 1% 12% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Note: Adding the two columns under each CBO provides the total enrolled in the program as of September 2025 (e.g., 58% of all CAPK participants enrolled in CARE prior to the pilot and an additional
32% signed up after enrolling in the pilot for a total of 90% of all pilot participants enrolled in CARE as of September 2025. It is unknown whether the remaining participants qualified for CARE.
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In addition to these statewide programs, CBOs were trained to refer customers to other IOU-specific
programs. Table 3-16 below shares a list of programs each IOU had listed on either their case management
action plans (see Appendix for examples for each I0U) or advice letters.

While data are available for many of the key programs shared in Table 3-15, neither the CBO case action
plan data nor the 10U program data have been provided at a level of granularity which would allow for
guantification of enrollment for the programs listed in Table 3-16. As a result, we note that, Metric 20 (as
requested by the CPUC): “Number and percentage of pilot customers who enrolled through the pilot in
each assistance program offered through the pilot program each month” is not fully available.

TABLE 3-16: PROGRAM DATA — OTHER ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS32 (DESCRIBED IN ADVICE LETTERS (AL) AND CASE
MANAGEMENT ACTION PLANS OR CONFIRMATION FROM PM (PM))

Program PG&E SCE SCG SDG&E
Relief for Energy Assistance through
. AL
Community Help
Budget Billing/Level Pay Plan AL AL Pilot AL
& & y Resource
Payment Arrangements/Renegotiation of AL AL Pilot AL
payment plans Resource
Self-Generation Incentive Program AL Pilot
Resource
WattSaver (PG&E only) AL
Power Saver Rewards AL AL AL
Pay for Home Intel AL
Residential Energy Advisor Home Energy
AL
Checkups
Continuous Energy Feedback Program AL
Residential Energy Efficiency/Residential AL AL
Energy Solutions Program
Match My Payment PM
Energy Assistance Fund (EAF) (SCE only) AL
Summer Discount Plan (SCE Only) AL
Smart Energy Program (SEP)/AC Saver —
AL AL
Smart Programmable Thermostats
Disadvantaged Communities — Single Family
Solar Homes (DAC- SASH) Al Al Al
Pilot
Gas Assistance Fund (GAF) o
Resource
San Diego Solar Equity Program AL
Neighbor to Neighbor AL
Home Energy Report Program AL

Note that this table shows the programs presented by each IOU. These are the utility-specific programs (although there are some programs that
are offered by multiple I0Us). Grey cell indicates that it is not applicable to the IOU.

32 Many of these programs are 10U-specific
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3.3.2 PARTICIPANT FEEDBACK

The participant survey found generally positive feedback on the CBO pilot but also revealed significant
operational challenges, particularly around communication and follow-through at certain CBOs.

Satisfaction

Nearly three-quarters (72%) of participants reported they were very (59%) or somewhat (14%) satisfied
with the CBO pilot (a few customers did not provide their satisfaction with the pilot, Figure 3-4). These

respondents were appreciative of their case worker, were generally grateful for the support and help with
their bills or mentioned the flexibility and ease of participation (Table 3-17).

FIGURE 3-4: SATISFACTION WITH THE CBO PILOT OVERALL (@12, N=191)

m Very Satisfied
Somewhat Satisfied
Neutral

m Somewhat Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

TABLE 3-17: POSITIVE REASONS FOR SATISFACTION

You said you were satisfied with program overall. What specifically did you like about it? (selected quotes)

Customer
Service &
Support

Very helpful, friendly, and kind staff

Patient and caring approach

Good communication and responsiveness

Clear explanations of the program

Proactive outreach and persistent follow-ups

Knowledgeable case managers

Financial Relief

Help paying off past due bills

Lower monthly bills and payments

Affordable payment plans

Bill matching when payments are made

Getting bills completely paid off or cleared

Avoiding utility shutoffs

"Breathing room" and more time to catch up

Peace of mind knowing utilities won't be shut off
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Fresh start opportunity

Hope and relief during difficult times

Connection to Connection to additional resources and other eligible programs
Programs

Help getting enrolled in CARE and AMP programs

Information about energy usage and bill breakdowns

Bringing awareness to available assistance

Connection to additional resources and other eligible programs

Accessibility Easy and simple enrollment process

Quick process and immediate action

Easy to understand program details

When asked about satisfaction with various aspects of the pilot, participants reported being most satisfied
with the sign-up process (73% very or somewhat satisfied), interactions with their CBO (72%), and
information they received about programs or services that could benefit them (71%) (Figure 3-5).
Participants were least satisfied with information they received on utility rates (67%) and the information
on the next steps in the pilot (i.e., support over the next six months, 66%), although these were still high.

FIGURE 3-5: SATISFACTION BY AREA (@12, N=191)

100%
20% 73% 72% 71% 67% 66%
(o]
0 11% 13% e
60% 16% 13%
40%
62%
20%
0%
Sign up process Interactions with CBO Information on Information to Information about
programs/ services understand rates support over next 6
months

B Very Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied

Overall, as shown in Figure 3-4 above, 12% were not satisfied with the pilot. Respondents who indicated
that they were dissatisfied with the pilot overall (or some aspect of it) were asked a follow up question
regarding their reason(s) for dissatisfaction. As shown in Table 3-18, most indicated that they were
dissatisfied because they either did not get help or did not qualify for pilot offerings.
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TABLE 3-18: TOP REASONS FOR DISSATISFACTION WITH THE PILOT

Why were you dissatisfied?

Lack of
Communication/
Responsiveness

No one contacted them or followed up

Never received responses to emails or calls

Long wait times (mentioned waiting 6+ months, signed up in April with no follow-up)

Hard to reach representatives during business hours

Case managers never contacted them despite promises

Denied or Didn't
Receive Help

Did not qualify for programs

Were denied assistance

Never received the support they were hoping for

Didn't get help lowering or eliminating past due bills as promised

No actual help with bills or reducing overcharges

Process Issues

Difficult and lengthy sign-up process

Asked to redo applications multiple times

Hard to get in touch with representatives

Missed deadlines (e.g., submitting paystubs) and became ineligible

Confusing or ineffective enrollment

Perceptions of the Ability to Reduce Bills (and Arrearages)

Most participants (87%) felt that the CBO pilot helped or has the potential to help them reduce the
amount of money their household owes to the utility (arrearages), which is the primary goal of the pilot

(Figure 3-6).

FIGURE 3-6: PILOT’S ABILITY TO HELP REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF MONEY OWED (Q17, N=194)

13%

39%

m Yes, already helped Yes, has the potential to help (but hasn't yet) No

Those who reported the pilot has not (or most likely will not) help them reduce their arrearages were
asked what other support they needed. Some mentioned the services provided by the pilot such as “help

paying bills” or “payment plan forgiveness.” Others mentioned things like home weatherization, lower
rates, or specific items such as having someone come to inspect the lights in the hallway which are
connected to their account.
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Participant Expectations of the Case Management Process

For more than half (55%) of participants, the CBO pilot has met their expectations (Figure 3-7). Of the
remaining participants, 22% indicated that it partially met their expectations and 22% felt that it did not
meet their expectations. The reasons they provided for the pilot not meeting their expectations are listed
in Table 3-19 below.

FIGURE 3-7: PROGRAM’S ABILITY TO MEET PARTICIPANT EXPECTATIONS (Q15, N=197)

22%

22%

m Met expectations Partially No

TABLE 3-19: HELP THAT PARTICIPANTS WERE EXPECTING (IF EXPECTATIONS NOT FULLY MET)

Why expectations were not met

Expected help paying bills, but didn't get it

Wanted bill paid off or forgiven, but only got enrolled in community programs

Expected assistance with past due bills (5244 mentioned as "a lot" when they had zero
income)

Expected Financial | Expected immediate financial assistance

Assistance but
Didn't Receive It

Wanted partial payment assistance at minimum

Expected help reducing or lowering bills

Told they didn't qualify but given no alternatives

Expected to be set up on the program but wasn't

Expected approval but were denied

Expected to be kept informed about qualification status

Wanted more consistent and personalized communication

Communication

Failures Never heard from anyone after applying

Expected at least a phone call

Program purpose not clearly communicated (worried it was a scam)
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Expected more rapid/immediate response

Told that someone would call the next week but never did

‘ Expected Expected one-on-one or face-to-face counseling
Personalized

Service

Wanted more personalized service

Note that these verbatims were provided by the respondent in an online survey. No additional information is available.

3.3.3 ONGOING CASE MANAGEMENT

At the time of the survey, most participants reported they were very or somewhat likely to continue to
meet with the CBO representative (83%). The remainder of participant respondents (17%) indicated that
they are unlikely to continue to meet with the CBO (i.e., participate in the pilot). Those who were unlikely
to continue to participate in the pilot reported this was because they “didn’t qualify” for some element
of the pilot (note these are CBO pilot participants and so likely didn’t qualify for various types of assistance,
e.g., they may not qualify for LIHEAP payments or CARE if their income was too high) while others felt that
they did not benefit from the interaction.

TABLE 3-20: LIKELIHOOD THAT THE PARTICIPANT WILL CONTINUE TO MEET WITH CBO

Total
Percent
Total likely 83%
Very likely | 57%
Somewhat likely | 26%
Total unlikely 17%
Somewhat unlikely | 8%
Very unlikely | 9%

Those who successfully received help and were likely to continue praised the friendly, knowledgeable staff
and appreciated the financial relief and reduced stress from bill payment assistance.

Those who were unlikely to continue expressed dissatisfaction with the pilot primarily due to
communication breakdowns and unmet expectations for financial assistance. As noted above, a
substantial number of respondents reported never being contacted despite multiple attempts to reach
case managers, waiting months without responses to emails or calls, and ultimately receiving no
assistance after sharing personal information.

Common complaints included that the pilot couldn’t help (due to not qualifying or no available programs
to meet their needs), lengthy and confusing enrollment processes, lack of follow-up after initial contact,
and discovering that promised assistance consisted only of referrals back to their utility or programs that
they already knew about rather than the direct bill payment help they expected. Specific CBOs were
frequently cited for poor responsiveness, and several participants described being told they qualified but
subsequently received no actual support, leading many to conclude the pilot was ineffective, poorly
managed, and not worth continuing or recommending to others.
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Based on the CPUC Decision, “Participants may voluntarily unenroll [“withdraw”] from the CBO pilot by
notifying their contracted CBO. Enrolled customers who are unresponsive to repeated CBO interventions
shall be unenrolled after not responding to three communication attempts within a 60-day period.
These customers will be flagged as unenrolled in the CBO’s monthly report.” As of the writing of this
report, CBOs have started to unenroll customers. The majority of this was reported to be due to non-
response after signing the enroliment form. However, at least some were unenrolled “due to loss of IOU
service” or the “bill no longer being in the customer’s name.”

3.3.4 OTHER ELEMENTS OF CASE MANAGEMENT

Staffing

There were significant differences in case manager-to-participant ratios across CBOs. For example, UWTC
has one case manager for 58 participants while CAPK has six case managers for nearly 2,400 participants
(or more realistically, the ~1,800 with action plans, for a case manager to participant ratio of about 1:300
or 1:400 compared to UWTC's 1:58).

The varied ratios across CBOs directly influence participant experience as follows:

B UWTC, with one case manager for 58 clients, allows for more frequent and personalized engagement
(85% satisfaction).

B CAPK, with six case managers for 1,800-2,400 participants, results in less frequent communication
and lower participant satisfaction (65%).33

Specifically, this ratio affects what services they can provide and how frequently. Some CBOs reported
following up weekly or even twice a week, others had customized schedules based on the needs of the
client (e.g., when a program would reopen and be available for that client), while others (like CAPK) are
quarterly. This likely affects participant satisfaction.

Note that the CBOs are collecting data on the number of hours spent providing pilot services and the IOUs
are required to report on this monthly (Metric 25: The number of staff hours each CBO spent on providing
pilot services for each month of the pilot). However, at the time of this process evaluation report, this
information was not available to the evaluation team.34

Direct Benefits vs. Referral-Only Models

Several CBOs (that were not a LIHEAP provider to their CBO pilot targeted customers) expressed
frustration that the pilot does not confer tangible “benefits” such as streamlined processes, preferred
status, or policy flexibility. Direct benefits and in-house services from CBOs are highly valued by
participants, versus basic referrals.

33 we present these two CBOs because these were the two known extremes of the ratio of staff:customers.

34 As of March 2026, the PAs had provided quarterly totals.
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®  (CBOs with direct services (e.g., CAPSB with financial workshops and LIHEAP offerings or CAPK with
multiple offerings) deliver greater immediate value and meet participant expectations more
effectively.

®  (CBOs limited to referrals only provide a less impactful experience, sometimes unable to do more than
guide and support, without direct arrearage reduction benefits.

For the CBOs that are primarily referring to other programs, the case managers are essentially acting as
navigators, helping clients understand their options, determine eligibility, complete applications, and
make phone calls to IOUs to enroll in various assistance programs.

Single Point of Contact (SPOC)

CBOs experience with being able to effectively refer participants to the IOU or other organizations also
varied because some CBOs were provided with a Single Point of Contact (SPOC) at the IOU who could help
participants navigate the utility programs or rates, while others did not have this service.

According to the Community-Based Organization Arrears Case Management Pilot Proposal in Compliance
with D.22-04-037,35 all CBOs were supposed to have access to a SPOC3®, For example, SCE’s Advice Letter
stated that, “SCE will establish a Single Point of Contact (SPOC) service to assist CBOs with specific
customer account resolution issues. Only CBOs who have contracted with SCE will have access to a
dedicated 1-800 number, which they can call during standard business hours (i.e., Monday — Friday,
8:00am — 5:00pm) to connect with an SCE energy advisor. This advisor will be equipped to help the
contracted CBOs, acting on behalf of the Pilot participants, to address issues related to payment
arrangements, enrollment in SCE programs, and customer billing information.”

SPOC systems (that is, a centralized direct phone number to a designated contacts) are beneficial where
used — providing some form of “additional level of service” from the CBO but were not consistently
implemented across I0Us.

®  Two CBOs had a SPOC and felt that it provided a direct participant benefit (that is, a benefit not
otherwise available to all customers)

®  One CBO had a SPOC but did not utilize it

B Three CBOs did not have a SPOC37

While some CBOs reported that SPOC did provide benefits, CBOs mentioned that they still lacked the
authority to negotiate solutions or expedite services on behalf of the customer (discussed next).

35 Filed by PG&E on behalf of the Pilot Working Group on August 29, 2022, p. 29.

36 SDG&E's understanding of the Decision's stated CBO access to a SPOC was that a SPOC was for a CBO's benefit, to assist in
resolving CBO-related issues of implementation, as opposed to help enrolled customers directly.

37 These CBOs did have a contact at the IOU (the program administrators) who was able to help get questions answered by
reaching out to other I0U staff, but they were not able to directly resolve issues or sign people up for new rates or
programs.
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Lack of Negotiation Power and Flexible Policies

CBOs wanted more flexible utility policies that allow for tailored assistance or secondary interventions for
participants who may have defaulted on payment plans previously (income thresholds and strict
requirements exclude many interested customers). While expressed by the CBOs, this may not be
something that would be possible from the IOUs. We note that the evaluation did not explore barriers to
the CBOs suggestion, but based on interviews with the CBOs:

B (CBOs expressed that they did not have sufficient negotiation power, preferred status, or access to
flexible utility policies to advocate successfully for participants’ needs after default or enroliment
complications.

B (CBOs expressed that the absence of “preferred status” or special authority for CBOs undermined their
advocacy efforts and increases participant churn.

B (CBOs expressed concern that they could not negotiate directly or offer participants exception
handling, even when they are highly engaged.

According to the CBOs, streamlining the CBO’s role—so that they are empowered to enroll, advocate, and
follow up efficiently—would maximize the pilot’s impact.

Table 4-4 at the end of this report summarizes recommendations for a potential future full-scale rollout
of the program based on the case management findings through September 2025. The next section,
Section 4, provides overall reflections from the evaluation team, followed by the recommendations from
this early process evaluation effort.
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4 OVERARCHING REFLECTIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 REFLECTIONS ON THE PILOT THEORY
The CPUC proposed a CBO pilot, under the theory that:

e CBOs would want to conduct this work
CBOs have unique characteristics that would allow them to reach targeted participants

Targeted populations would be interested both in the CBO Case Management services and in

the residential program offerings promoted by the pilot
e The pilot offerings would lead to a reduction in participating customer arrearages

As shown in Table 4-1 below, some of these assumptions were not fully realized.
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TABLE 4-1: THEORY VERSUS PRACTICE

Key parts of the
theory tested

Relevant Qutput

Data Source

Reflections

If the 10Us put out an
RFP for CBOs to
implement the CBO
pilot, CBOs will be
interested and bid

CBOs have unique
characteristics of their
organization — and/or
unique connections to
their target populations
(i.e., outreach approach)
— that enable them to
engage the targeted
populations

The targeted
populations will (be
interested enough to)
enroll in the CBO pilot —
i.e., the CBOs will be
able to recruit
participants

Pilot participants will
be interested in the
programs (and rates)
offered by the 10Us and
others (through the CBO
pilot)

Engagement with the
CBO and participation in
programs/rates will
lead to reductions in
arrearages

# CBOs bidding

Enrollment
(participation)

Enrollment
(participation)

Participation in IOU
rates and programs

like

LIHEAP/LIWP/FERA

Reduction in
arrearages

Review of
Decisions and
Advice Letters
10U Interviews
Eligible lists

10U interviews
CBO interviews
Participant and
non-participant
surveys
Participation
data

CBO interviews
Participation
data through
September 2025

Survey data
Participation
data through
September 2025

TBD (arrearage
data)

CBO interest was limited. Note that one IOU did not get any bids and therefore needed to recruit
CBOs. Others received only one bid. Limited interest (and the inability for CHANGES CBOs to
participate) meant that fewer CBOs bid than anticipated. The result was that the targeted eligible
population was much smaller than originally anticipated by the CPUC (19%-31% as shown in Table
2-1 above).

The CBOs did bring unique characteristics. They are very different (with different experiences),
which has led to different approaches in outreach and case management. Some prominent
differences were between:
e  (CBOs that are also LIHEAP providers in their targeted zip codes (versus those that are not-
LIHEAP providers for their targeted zip codes)
e  (CBOs with experience promoting similar energy programs in the past (versus those that
are not as familiar with programs)
e  CBOs with experience managing similar types of IOU contracts that require detailed data
collection (versus those that do not have this experience)
CBO characteristics (or strengths) seem to be more fully realized in the case management approach
than in the outreach stage. In addition, we note that based on survey data and CBO discussions,
participants were motivated by (and trusted) 10U information more than the CBO name or brand.
One CBO was able to meet enrollment targets using only part of the eligible list. CAPK was able to
sign up 20% of the eligible population (using only half of their list), and another (MAAC) was able to
find a way to enroll large numbers in the last two months of the pilot, indicating that the targeted
population is interested. Enroliment, however, appears to depend heavily on the outreach
message, method of enrollment, and resources devoted to enrollment. Most CBOs only signed up
4-7% of the eligible population in their area and did not have the resources to reach out to all of
those on the eligible list. The enrollment end date (set by the Decision) significantly affected this
parameter.

The targeted population did appear to be interested. Survey data from both participants and non-
participants demonstrated high interest in the services offered.

No determination of impacts at this time. The evaluation team will look at reductions in arrearages
over time (through the impact analysis).
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4.2 REFLECTIONS ON PILOT IMPLEMENTATION

When case management is the chosen approach, success of any arrearage reduction program can hinge
on the right organization managing cases. Use of CBOs that already interact with those most likely to be
in arrears (e.g., renters, People of Color, located in extreme weather geography),38 can be an effective
approach for any arrearage reduction program. This assumes that the CBO’s experience and staff allow
for the delivery of case management and that the organization can also handle the additional work
required to implement services and activities aimed at customer arrearage reduction. Often CBOs focus
on specific social needs (e.g., job training, mental health services, senior services, housing, financial
literacy, etc.) with staff that are skilled at providing the necessary services. Because of this, staff at CBOs
work with their clients in different ways and while some offer case management services, staff within
other CBOs have skills that are more aligned with outreach to connect with the community, providing
workshops or skill building classes, creating and facilitating community events, or providing referrals to
other programs or organizations. It is important to partner with a CBO who is familiar with case
management, has a structure in place that supports the data requirements often required within an
arrearage reduction program, and can work with the targeted population. However, it is also critical that
they have a deep understanding of the offerings that can reduce arrearages and that the CBOs have the
ability to sign up, negotiate on behalf of, or enable the participant to resolve their issues.

The data gathered by this evaluation shows that case management can work well (e.g., CAPSB) but that
this pilot struggled with inconsistent delivery. The evaluation revealed several factors that distinguished
successful- from struggling- implementation. This included:

® |OU investment: PG&E's ME&O budget was triple that of other utilities, and their territory achieved
the only enrollment success. This investment enabled the development of comprehensive outreach
materials and stronger CBO support.

B CBO experience and capacity: CAPSB3? (achieving 85% satisfaction and 96% reporting that the
program helped or will help reduce bills) demonstrated that comprehensive implementation works.
This organization had stronger case management infrastructure and more intensive upfront planning.

®  Data and technology capability: CBOs with experience in utilizing sophisticated CRM systems adapted
more easily to data collection requirements, while those with basic tools or less experience struggled
to pivot when receiving late guidance.

®  Community alignment: Some CBOs' LIHEAP service areas did not align with their pilot zip codes.

Significant variation in CBO performance and enrollment results indicate the model requires substantial
refinement before broader deployment. Success depends on careful CBO selection, comprehensive
implementation support, realistic participant expectations, and sufficient investment in both
infrastructure and marketing. A summary of the recommendations based on the findings in this report is
presented in Section 4.3 below.

38 Assessing demographic vulnerability and weather impacts on utility disconnections in California. 2024.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-53913-y

39 Note that this is based off of 26 CAPSB participants who responded to the survey.
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4.3 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Below we present recommendations based on the findings in each of the three main sections of the
report:

(1) Program design and selection of CBOs

(2) Outreach and enrollment of potential participants

(3) Case management delivery — early interactions

The recommendations are based on the lessons learned from this pilot, including efforts that worked
exceptionally well and where things could be improved.
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4.3.2 PROGRAM DESIGN AND CBO SELECTION

The table below summarizes the recommendations for a future full-scale program rollout based on
findings in the program design and CBO section. The supporting subsection is shown in the left-hand
column. Not all subsections resulted in a recommendation for a potential future rollout.

TABLE 4-2: LESSONS LEARNED - PROGRAM DESIGN AND CBO SELECTION

Topical Area Recommendations for a Potential Future Program Rollout

B Consider a statewide approach with a single 10U lead to help consolidate and
strengthen CBO selection. To recruit (and onboard) CBOs, consider a coordinated
statewide structure (run by a single entity) — rather than an IOU specific approach. For
example, the CHANGES Program coordinates with over 20 CBOs across the state and
could provide a strong foundation for any future effort.

Section 3.1.1:
CBO Recruitment

®  Enhance training approach (including data requirements). Offer training not only on
external programs but also on how the implementation of the CBO effort should be
conducted. Encourage all relevant staff expected to work on the pilot to attend, not just a
single supervisor, to ensure continuity if staff leave or change roles. The training should
be provided at an appropriate pace (and include written materials that can be referenced
later) to ensure a complete understanding of relevant program details. Training should
include information on the program’s data requirements including data reporting
templates and how to track the information needed to report out on progress to ensure
all CBOs are collecting the necessary data elements from program launch and can report
it out as needed. (Note that some of these things were done in the implementation of
the pilot and are included here to help with potential future programs.)

Section 3.1.2:
CBO Training

B Establish a centralized data system. Simplify data collection by creating a centralized
data tracking system or alternatively, a rulebook for data collection. CBOs recommended
providing all agencies with a unified, standardized data management or tracking system.
Allowing each CBO to create their own data tracking method increased administrative
burden and made comparisons across CBOs and reporting less effective. (Note that this
could be managed by a single non-I0OU entity coordinating the CBO effort, which would
need to have third party security (privacy) agreements with each I0U). Alternatively, a
centralized rulebook with data collection protocols could be shared.

Section 3.1.3:
Pilot Data
Tracking

®  Enhance communication and technical support processes. Enhance communication
from I0Us, especially about program changes (e.g., AMP updates), reporting
requirements, and expectations so CBOs and participants are not surprised by
Section 3.1.4: unannounced changes (e.g., AMP changes) or delayed/unclear communication (like not
10U and CBO providing data collection information and templates until enroliment is almost complete).

Communications 'm  Eqgter early and ongoing collaboration between CBOs, utilities, and other assistance

programs (like LIHEAP, AMP, ESA) to ensure all partners understand referral flows and
prepare for increased participant volume or alternatively, that these other organizations
can prioritize customers who have committed to ongoing case management.
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4.3.3 OUTREACH AND ENROLLMENT

Table 4-3 below summarizes the recommendations for a future full-scale program rollout based on the
findings in the outreach and enrollment section. The supporting subsection is shown in the left-hand
column. Not all subsections resulted in a recommendation for a potential future rollout.

TABLE 4-3: LESSONS LEARNED - OUTREACH AND ENROLLMENT

Topical Area

Recommendations for a Potential Future Program Rollout

Section 3.2.1:
10U Budgets
and Support

Section 3.2.2
Customer
Data

Section 3.2.3:
CBO Outreach

Section 3.2.4:
Messaging

Increase and standardize ME&O investment: Use trusted IOU letters and emails to make the
program widely known and trusted within targeted neighborhoods, distinguishing legitimate
outreach from scams since this was successfully done by the pilot. Provide standardized
outreach tools (and messaging) for use by CBOs.

Leverage co-branding: Create materials jointly branded by utilities and CBOs to build trust,
recognizing that participants are motivated more by 10U involvement than CBO brand alone
(as was done by the pilot).

Coordinate utility and CBO outreach: Time 10U eligibility letters to arrive shortly before CBO
outreach to establish program legitimacy and credibility.

Provide updated participant lists throughout the process: Supply CBOs with monthly
refreshed participant and eligible non-participant data (perhaps through a centralized
platform) to ensure CBOs have “near real-time” information to enable effective ongoing
outreach and enrollment efforts (for eligible non-participants) and case management
activities (for participants).

Build on outreach methods that show the potential to be effective, like phone calls and
sweepstakes: Initial pilot data indicate telephone outreach (which was used by CBOs in the
pilot) has been an effective means of informing and educating eligible customers about the
pilot and enrolling them in the pilot. Sweepstakes (such as the sweepstakes used by MAAC
during enrollment) also showed promise; however, methods that provide incentives outside
of the program offerings should be carefully reviewed to ensure participation continues
beyond partaking in the sweepstakes (i.e., that customers are interested in the program
offering not just enrolling due to the allure of the sweepstakes). If using incentives, additional
incentives may be needed at multiple stages in the case management process.

Use accessible, benefit-focused messaging and a clear program name: Ensure messaging
and program names are straightforward and accessible

to targeted communities. Clear program messaging that accurately

conveys program benefits and limitations can help set realistic participant expectations,
minimizing dropout and customer confusion. Offering tangible benefits to participants
upon enrollment (such as immediate financial relief or enrollment in other programs) could
improve participant engagement by meeting their initial expectations of the program.
However, if the program is primarily educational or navigational services where benefits
often take longer to manifest, then the messaging should make that clear to potential
participants.
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4.3.4 CASE MANAGEMENT DELIVERY

Table 4-4 below summarizes recommendations for a potential future full-scale rollout of the program
based on findings in the case management delivery section. The supporting subsection is shown in the
left-hand column. Not all subsections resulted in a recommendation for a potential future rollout.

TABLE 4-4: LESSONS LEARNED - CASE MANANGEMENT

Topical Area Recommendations for a Potential Future Program Rollout

Section 3.3.1: m
Development of

Case Management
Action Plans

Standardize case management protocols: The pilot was designed to allow for each CBO
to use a unique approach, but the wide variation in service delivery demonstrates the
need for minimum service standards and formalized protocols. Formalized protocols
(for a potential future effort) can be beneficial to make sure that the effort builds on the
successes found in this pilot. To do this, the CPUC or PAs may want to leverage a working
group to develop state-wide protocols to ensure alignment in service delivery standards
and baseline services throughout the state.

®  Acknowledge the need for staff resources: According to CBOs, the staff time/effort
required for case management was higher than expected by most CBOs.40 Future
efforts — especially if the effort can have a standardized protocol — should be able to
provide a rough estimate of the staff resources that would be needed to support
marketing and case management.

B Streamline participation in programs: Participants repeatedly suggested reducing the
number of separate utility assistance programs and making participation requirements
simpler and more uniform. Too many discrete programs with similar but separate
requirements were seen as confusing and burdensome for clients. Having a system
where clients apply once and are enrolled in every program they qualify for would
dramatically improve customer experience and potentially program impact. A future
effort could also consider a coordinated SPOC to help streamline program enrollment.

®  Learn from high performers: CAPSB achieved 85% satisfaction with 96% of survey
respondents reporting that the program helped or will help reduce bills. Other
respondents also expressed high levels of satisfaction with SBX (very high but
small sample size) and MAAC (75%). Future programs should build on the successes
documented in this report, such as offering customized case
management services that draw on both immediate access to LIHEAP as well as a
range of services including assistance with food, housing, and other emergency aid.

Section 3.3.2: ®  Increase direct financial assistance: Many participants noted that the biggest
Participant motivator for enrollment was direct financial relief; they recommended developing
Feedback programs that could provide more immediate monetary help for clients in need.

B Set realistic participant expectations: Clearly communicate the services provided by
the future program. If future CBOs cannot provide direct relief (because they are not
LIHEAP providers), clearly communicate that the program provides navigation and
enrollment assistance rather than direct bill payment. This would help bridge the
disconnect between participant expectations and program offerings.

40 Note that this is as reported by the CBOs since the data on staffing were not available at the time of this report.
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Section 3.3.4:
Other

Allow for more flexible utility policies that allow for tailored assistance or secondary
interventions for participants who may have defaulted on payment plans previously:
Income thresholds and strict requirements (for some programs) exclude many
interested customers who could significantly benefit from 10U offerings. While
flexibility was not possible within the pilot, if this effort is rolled out to a full-scale
program — with the intent of helping reduce arrearages for eligible customers — there
may be more of a need for flexibility in current restrictions for enrolled customers,
such as about how many times a participant can be offered a payment plan.
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5 NEXT STEPS

The Verdant team has other concurrent efforts that will inform the future of the program. In Q1 2026, the
evaluation team will deliver the following:

B |nitial Metrics Assessment: Appendix A of Decision 24-02-046 details 25 metrics the utilities must
report to the pilot evaluation contractor and the Pilot Implementation Working Group at two times —
1) within 30 days after the pilot has enrolled participants for 12 months and within 30 days after the
pilot has concluded. (The initial metrics assessment memo was delivered to the IOUs on January 12,
2026.)

B Quasi Experimental Design (QED) methodology for impact work, which will include baseline 10U
arrearage data.

Finally, this is an ongoing evaluation effort throughout the course of the CBO pilot, which is expected to
end in mid-2026. As part of our 2026 evaluation work, the Verdant team will be conducting the following:

®  Participant survey (including those who have withdrawn or unenrolled)

®  End of pilot interviews of utilities and CBOs
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APPENDIX A PILOT ELIGIBLE ZIP CODES

A participating customer must reside in one of the pilot zip codes, by CBO, in Table A-1.

TABLE A-1: ZIP CODES SERVED BY EACH CBO.

iou CBO Zip Codes Served
PG&E CAPK 93304, 93305, 93306, 93307

CAPSB 92399, 92404, 92407, 92410
SCE

UWTC 93292

SBX 92557, 92223
SoCalGas

FTBMI 93535, 90022

92102, 92104, 92105, 92115,

SDG&E MAAC 97116
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APPENDIX B METHODS — SURVEY FIELDING

B.1.1  Participant Survey

This first participant survey gathers information on the enrollment process and early participant feedback
about the Pilot. The Verdant team began fielding this survey in April-May 2025 to Pilot participants who
had been signed up by CAPK in PG&E’s territory. Once other CBOs had accumulated enough participants,
surveys were also fielded to SCE and SoCalGas participants (Sept-October 2025) and SDG&E’s MAAC
participants (October 2025).

Surveys were coded up in Qualtrics, and emails were sent out to participants with valid email addresses.
Participants were offered a $20 gift card for survey completion and each participant who did not complete
the survey received two reminders. Table B-1 below shows the breakdown of participants enrolled in the
pilot, how many had valid emails, and survey demographics (bounce backs, response rates, etc.).

TABLE B-1: PARTICIPANT SURVEY

wv = % @ ) =

& =5 El=22= = | = 2 . =

=€£s|es. g |58 | 2| 2 Z e e

2S5 |£5%5 s | E2<Ssc| e8| 25 ]a_2E=

EE2|s2gEl ¢ |sE22E| 5| EE|EeE|EEs

PR 2|E2f8 & |85 a|l 388 =E2sES
PG&E CAPK 2,398 1,139 20 1,119 23 1,096 106 9.67%
SCE CAPSB 341 306 17 289 28 261 38 14.56%
SCE UWTC 58 81 16 65 1 64 12 18.75%
SoCalGas SBX 141 131 24 107 8 99 17 17.17%
SoCalGas FTBMI 170 179 17 162 6 156 29 18.59%
SDG&E MAAC 705 426%* 3 423 13 410 115 28.04%

*Total participants at time of sampling is a reflection of the data that were provided to the evaluation team. The evaluation team
were told there were issues with the MAAC data and the PM for that CBO held the data back until the issues were resolved. The
evaluation team was provided the data version with 705 participants in October of 2025; months after surveys had been fielded.
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B.1.2  Non-Participant Survey

The non-participant survey was fielded in October-November 2025 after all enrollment was finalized (July
9) to correctly identify non-participants in the pilot. The primary objective of the survey was to gather
insights into why eligible individuals didn't participate in the pilot despite their financial need.

Surveys were coded up in Qualtrics, and emails were sent out to non-participants with valid email
addresses. Non-participants were offered a $20 gift card for survey completion and each non-participant
who did not complete the survey received two reminders. Table B-2 below shows the breakdown of non-
participants, how many had valid emails, and survey demographics (bounce backs, response rates, etc.).

TABLE B-2: NON-PART SURVEY

Sample (after removing
(Total Completes/Total
Final in the Sample)

those without email

(as of end of enrollment
contact)**

period)
population at time of

NON PARTS

Total NON Parts in the
sampling*

NON Parts w/o email
Total NON Parts in
Bounce hacks
Total Final Sample
Total NON PART
Completes

% RR

O
%]

8.34%

=
N
o
o
(o)}
=

PG&E CAPK 9,442 9,589 1,147 1,139

5.81%

N
N

SCE CAPSB | 7,215 7,050 | 1,075 1,400 126 | 1,274

SCE UWTC 1,172 1,255 177 1,078 92 986 61 6.19%

SoCalGas | SBX 2,224 2,327 3 1,400 133 1,267 58 4.58%

SoCalGas | FTBMI 4,629 1,925 4 1,400 171 1,229 71 5.78%

SDG&E MAAC 9,634 9,914 822 1,500 129 | 1,371 100 7.29%

*These numbers are slightly different than final non-participants due to data issues (e.g., duplicates, how to identify the non-
participant — email, account, address having varied or missing data making it hard to find a distinct level and clean the data)
**This is a random subset pulled to create the sample for the CBOs where there was a large enough population. All UWTCs were
contacted since the non-participant population was not robust enough to allow for random sampling.
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APPENDIX C PARTICIPANT SURVEY RESULTS

TABLE C-1: CBO PILOT PARTICIPANT SURVEY RESULTS

United

FTBMI/

DECISION FACTORS (n=222)
(influenced "A lot")

Total CAPK CAPSB Way Paseki SBX MAAC
PG&E SCE SCG SDG&E
pose) (s b oG (S€G)  (speaE)
TOTAL RESPONDENTS n=318 n=106 n=38 n=12 n=30 n=17 n=115
LOW RESPONSE QUESTIONS n=70 n=26 n=5 n=13 n=8 n=72
PROGRAM AWARENESS
Heard about program 72% 84% 63% 73% 67% 76% 65%
Familiar with CBO before contact 46% 62% 63% 71% 10% 8% 38%
HOW HEARD ABOUT PROGRAM
Utility letter/email 44% 38% 44% 50% 50% 23% 53%
CBO outreach 34% 39% 28% 25% 17% 54% 31%
Social media 8% 10% 0% 0% 0% 8% 12%
OUTREACH TYPE (from CBO, n=85)
Phone call from CBO 65% 68% 56% 100% 83% 57% 63%
Email 44% 32% 56% 0% 17% 14% 79%
Text message 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 71% 17%

TOPICS DISCUSSED (n=210)

Help with past due bills 80% 73% 94% 67% 75% 73% 85%
No cost offering 75% 73% 90% 67% 63% 64% 76%
One-on-one support 67% 63% 84% 50% 56% 91% 64%
Utility sponsorship 66% 68% 87% 67% 56% 45% 61%
Community resources 59% 58% 74% 67% 69% 55% 53%
CBO endorsement 55% 63% 77% 33% 25% 55% 46%

INTEREST IN SUPPORT TOPICS (n=200)

Immediate bill assistance 70% 72% 81% 67% 43% 73% 70%
CARE/FERA signup 67% 69% 81% 17% 43% 73% 68%
Payment plan setup 62% 71% 78% 33% 36% 64% 56%
Energy use information 59% 68% 63% 50% 50% 73% 48%
Energy programs info 53% 64% 56% 17% 21% 64% 49%
Financial/budget counseling 48% 60% 41% 33% 43% 55% 40%
Non-energy resources 41% 51% 59% 17% 7% 36% 34%

SATISFACTION (Total Satisfied) (n=188)

Immediate assistance (total interested) 98% 97% 100% 100% 100% 100% 96%
Energy programs (total interested) 97% 97% 100% 100% 100% 100% 95%
Energy use info (total interested) 94% 99% 100% 60% 100% 89% 89%
CARE/FERA (total interested) 93% 94% 92% 75% 92% 100% 93%
Non-energy resources (total interested) 90% 90% 89% 75% 100% 100% 88%
Payment plan (total interested) 89% 91% 92% 80% 93% 80% 88%
Financial counseling (total interested) 87% 90% 96% 40% 86% 80% 85%
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United  FTBMI/

Total Way Paseki
(PG&E) (SCE) (SCE) (SCG)

CAPK CAPSB

SBX MAAC
(SCG)  (SDG&E)

Overall program

Sign-up process 73% 66% 88% 60% 62% 78% 76%
Interactions with CBO 72% 69% 89% 60% 64% 100% 70%
Information provided 71% 67% 92% 50% 55% 86% 70%
Understanding utility rate 67% 66% 70% 67% 58% 56% 70%
Future support info* 66% 68% 65% 60% 50% 75% 65%

PROGRAM IMPACT (n=194)

Received expected support (Yes) 55% 58% 85% 20% 31% 63% 48%
Program helped/will help reduce bills 87% 87% 96% 100% 69% 100% 85%
Likely to continue with CBO 83% 80% 96% 60% 85% 100% 81%

CBO Pilot Participant Survey Results: CBO Comparison
Key Observations by CBO:

Below we provide findings by CBO, however, in many cases, the sample sizes are small and may not be
fully representative of the participant experience. This survey saw challenges in fielding given the small
number of participants for some CBOs.

CAPK (PG&E)

®  Highest program awareness at 84%

®  Strong prior familiarity with CBO (62% familiar before contact)

B Leads in financial counseling discussions (60%)

B Highest rate of discussing payment plans (71%)

B Lower satisfaction scores compared to CAPSB and SBX (65% overall satisfaction)

B 20% unlikely to continue with CBO - highest among all groups

CAPSB (SCE, note the small number of respondents n=26)

®  Highest satisfaction: 85% overall, 89% with CBO interactions
B Best support delivery: 85% received expected support

B Most comprehensive service discussions across all topics

B 96% likely to continue and believe program helped/will help

United Way (SCE, note the small number of respondents n=11 and in some cases 5)
B Low 60% satisfaction and likelihood scores among CBOs
B Lowest rates of “receiving expected support” (only 20% said yes)

B Lowest discussion rates across most service topics

(BO Arrears Pilot Process Evaluation Appendix C: Participant Survey Results | 63





VERDANT

FTBMI/Paseki (SCG, note the small number of respondents n=13)

Lowest brand recognition: 70% had never heard of CBO, only 10% familiar before contact
Lowest CBO endorsement influence (25% a lot) and lowest satisfaction (54% overall)

Low discussion rates for most services, especially non-energy resources (7%)

Low rate of receiving expected support (31%)

46% did not receive expected support - highest dissatisfaction rate

Despite challenges, 85% likely to continue

SBX (SCG, note the small number of respondents n=10)

Highest one-on-one support influence (91% influenced a lot)

Strong service discussions across energy topics (73% energy use, 73% programs)
Perfect satisfaction scores: 100% overall satisfaction and CBO interactions

All participants (100%) believe program helps and will continue

Despite lowest recognition (only 8% familiar before), achieved highest satisfaction

Highest text message outreach (71%) - significantly above others

MAAC (SDG&E)

Highest group of participants who were influenced by the program’s ability to help with past due bills

influence (85% a lot)
Strong satisfaction across most metrics (70-76% range)
Low rate of receiving expected support - only 48% said yes

81% likely to continue despite lower expectations being met
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APPENDIX D NON-PARTICIPANT SURVEY RESULTS

TABLE D-1: SURVEY RESULTS FROM NOVEMBER 2025
United FTBMI/Pa SBX MAAC
(PG&E) (SCE) (SCE) (SCG) (SCG) (SDG&E)

| SAMPLESIZE | n=457 | n=71 [ n=57 | n=49 | n=50 [ n=35 | n-82 |

CAP-K CAPSB

Metric Way seki

PAST DUE AWARENESS
Has past due bills (aware) 83% 73% 91% 87% 87% 91% 78%
Not aware of past due bills 17% 27% 9% 13% 13% 9% 22%
REASONS FOR PAST DUE
Forgot to pay 4% 5% 4% 4% 2% 5% 7%
Long-term employment issue 20% 14% 14% 27% 32% 16% 17%
Temporary income situation 29% 23% 23% 22% 28% 37% 39%
Seasonal high bills 22% 34% 28% 27% 15% 19% 8%
Rising rates/bills 13% 5% 16% 10% 19% 0% 24%
Other 12% 19% 16% 10% 4% 23% 6%
PROGRAM AWARENESS
Had heard about program 83% 58% 9% 27% 52% 20% 24%
Had not heard about program 50% 42% 91% 73% 48% 80% 76%
Y
HOW HEARD ABOUT PROGRAM
Utility letter/email 21% 24% 0% 0% 19% 43% 30%
Local organization outreach 6% 2% 0% 15% 4% 0% 15%
In-person home visit 4% 0% 0% 8% 12% 0% 5%
Event/workshop 23% 17% 0% 38% 31% 29% 20%

REASONS FOR NOT SIGNING UP

Don't want/need help 9% 17% 0% 8% 4% 0% 5%
Don't have enough info 14% 12% 40% 15% 19% 14% 5%
Didn't think it would help 10% 15% 0% 0% 8% 0% 15%
Don't trust the info 4% 2% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0%
Not familiar with CBO 12% 12% 20% 8% 15% 14% 10%
Cun't get to CBO office 5% 7% 0% 8% 0% 0% 10%
Already in other programs 42% 41% 20% 38% 42% 43% 50%
Other 20% 12% 20% 23% 19% 29% 30%

ACTIONS TAKEN SINCE JAN 2025

Changed rate 10% 10% 9% 12% 8% 3% 13%
Signed up for payment plan 50% 46% 60% 35% 40% 49% 61%
Participated in energy assistance 27% 28% 26% 10% 20% 31% 40%
No actions taken 34% 39% 28% 49% 40% 37% 18%

INTEREST: FINANCIAL/BUDGET

COUNSELING

Very interested 38% 45% 42% 37% 47% 28% 30%
Somewhat interested 29% 25% 35% 20% 24% 28% 37%
Not at all interested 33% 30% 23% 43% 29% 45% 33%

INTEREST: HOME ENERGY USE INFO
Very interested 43% 47% 45% 33% 43% 39% 44%
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United FTBMI/Pa

CAP-K CAPSB

SBX MAAC

Somewhat interested

39%

(PG&E)
35%

(SCE)
38%

Way
(SCE)
44%

seki
(SCG)
43%

(S€6)

52%

(SDG&E)

32%

INTEREST: NON-ENERGY RESOURCES

Not at all interested 19% 18% 16% 22% 15% 9% 24%
INTEREST: IMMEDIATE BILL

ASSISTANCE

Very interested 67% 64% 76% 63% 65% 56% 73%
Somewhat interested 19% 12% 19% 17% 25% 25% 21%
Not at all interested 14% 24% 6% 21% 10% 19% 6%
INTEREST: PAYMENT PLANS

Very interested 57% 51% 72% 58% 54% 45% 56%
Somewhat interested 25% 18% 21% 25% 28% 33% 31%
Not at all interested 18% 31% 8% 17% 17% 21% 13%
INTEREST: CARE PROGRAM

Very interested 72% 58% 82% 73% 72% 78% 74%
Somewhat interested 18% 24% 15% 18% 21% 9% 19%
Not at all interested 10% 18% 4% 9% 6% 13% 8%

INTEREST: INFO TO LOWER BILLS

Very interested 47% 39% 56% 36% 57% 44% 51%
Somewhat interested 27% 27% 31% 30% 30% 19% 23%
Not at all interested 26% 34% 13% 34% 13% 38% 27%

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Very interested 63% 59% 74% 55% 65% 52% 68%
Somewhat interested 27% 24% 19% 36% 27% 36% 27%
Not at all interested 9% 17% 7% 9% 8% 12% 5%

Mean household size

INCOME VS CARE THRESHOLD

3.81

4.14

4.08

2.63

Below CARE threshold

79%

75%

82%

78%

98%

79%

68%

Above CARE threshold

21%

25%

18%

22%

2%

21%

32%

Key Observations by CBO:

CAP-K (PG&E)

B Highest program awareness at 58%, but also highest rate of not being aware of past due bills (27%)
B Seasonal high bills are the top reason for past due (34%)

B Lowest interest in CARE program (58% very interested vs. 72%+ for others)

®  Highest "don't want/need help" response (17%) among those who heard about program

CAPSB (SCE)

®  Lowest program awareness at just 9%

B Highest interest in payment plans (72% very interested)
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®  Highest rate of signing up for payment plans (60%)
B Highest interest in CARE program (82% very interested)

B 40% cited "don't have enough info" as barrier - highest among CBOs

United Way (SCE)

B Long-term employment issues cited most frequently (27%)

B Lowest participation in energy assistance programs since Jan 2025 (10%)
B Highest rate of taking no actions (49%)

B Lowest interest in budget counseling (43% not interested)

FTBMI/Paseki (SCG)

B Second highest program awareness at 52%

B Highest rate of long-term employment issues (32%)

®  Highest percentage below CARE income threshold (98%)

®  Highest interest in budget counseling (47% very interested)

®  Highest interest in non-energy resources (57% very interested)

B Highest trust concerns (12% don't trust the information)

SBX (SCG)

B Largest average household size at 5.26 people (26% have 7+ people)
®  Highest temporary income situation (37%) and "other" reasons (23%)
B Lowest interest in budget counseling (45% not interested)

®  Lowest interest in immediate bill assistance among SCG CBOs

®  Lowest interest in non-energy resources (38% not interested)

MAAC (SDG&E)

B Smallest average household size at 2.63 people

B Lowest percentage below CARE threshold (68% vs. 75%+ for others)

B Highest rate of temporary income situations (39%)

B Rising rates/bills most cited as reason for past due (24%)

®  Highest rate of already being in other programs (50%)

®  Highest participation in energy assistance (40%) and payment plans (61%)

B Lowest rate of taking no actions (18%)
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APPENDIX E 10U INTERVIEW METHODS & GUIDE

The evaluation team interviewed each of the four I0Us early in the implementation period. We provide
the core questions that were planned for the interview noting that not all questions were asked and
guestions were adapted based on each I0U’s unique situation or previous responses.

E.1 INTERVIEW

Can you provide a brief overview of the status of the pilot (and the CBO or CBOs efforts)?
To date, what are the successes? What has gone well?

To date, what challenges have you encountered (with implementing the pilot)?

Ll .

Can you give a brief description of the one or two CBOs that you selected? What organizational
characteristics make them the right organization for this effort?

5. What aspects of the CBO’s case management approach (if any), do you believe, would be
effective in reducing arrearages?

6. Please describe the onboarding process for your CBOs. What training did they receive
(content/to whom)? What information did you provide in advance? How many discussions and
what types of discussions have you had with them (generally)?

7. What continued training or support is available to CBOs as the Pilot progresses?
8. Are there any specific areas where additional training or support is needed?
9. Are there any specific areas where the onboarding process could be improved?

10. Did your utility send out an introductory letter to potential pilot participants? Are there any
other marketing efforts that the IOU has or intends to undertake (e.g., did you develop any
materials, any emails, etc.)? If so, are IOU marketing materials distributed to pilot participants
via CBOs?

11. Is the utility involved in reviewing or coordinating with the CBO on any other marketing
efforts (e.g., is there any effort to make marketing consistent or is it just left to the CBO)?

12. (Eligible for service tiers, CPUC-required metric 14) A few of the CPUC-required metrics refer to
the number of “enrolled participants who are eligible for each service level tier”. What does it
mean to be eligible for each service level tier and is this information that you give to the CBO or
that you think the CBO would track?

13. What other types of coordination do you have (or are you anticipating) with the CBOs? Do you
have regular check ins? Are you meeting on an ad hoc basis to answer questions? Are they
reaching out to you with questions about programs?

14. Can you describe any guidance that you have given the CBO on their data tracking (corrections
or improvements), if any?

15. Which CCAs overlap with your Pilot zip codes and what is their role with respect to Pilot
implementation?
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16. [IF CCAs] Are they playing an active role?

17. [IF CCAs] Do CCA customers who do not pay their bills default back to their original utility? How
are payments made to decrease arrearages by CCA customers allocated to the IOU and CCA?
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APPENDIX F CBO INTERVIEW METHODS & GUIDES

The evaluation team interviewed each of the six CBOs twice: once early in the implementation period and
once at the end of the enrollment period. We provide the core questions that were planned for the two
interviews noting that not all questions were asked and questions were adapted based on each CBO’s

unique situation or previous responses.

F.1

E

o N o wu

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

INTERVIEW 1

Can you describe your organization and the specific communities that you serve?
What strengths does your organization bring to the task of supporting the pilot participants?

Can you describe the onboarding process you received from the IOUs? What training did you
receive?

How satisfied were you with the IOUs onboarding process and training?
What was done well and what recommendations do you have to improve this process?
Did your organization encounter any difficulties with the eligible customer list?

To date has most of your organization’s interactions with customers been inbound or
outbound?

Can you describe the process of interacting with a potential participant starting
with initial outreach to enroll a customer?

What types of outreach are you using? What has been effective and what has not worked?
Please describe the customer enrollment process for the Pilot?

How much time elapses between enrollment and the creation of the case management action
plan?

What is the process to create customer case management action plans?
Are they created collaboratively with the potential participant or by the CBO only?

What data do you collect prior to creating the plan? Is any information
about available programs or rates shared during this process? If so, what types of information?

What services have you offered?

How frequently are you planning to interact with enrolled participants? What happens after the
development of the plan?

What aspects of your CBO’s case management approach (if any), do you believe are effective in
reducing arrearages?

What challenges have you encountered to date? Are there certain things that you tried in terms
of enrollment or working with the participants on the case management action plan that were
not effective or did not work in the way you had hoped (i.e., any lessons learned to date)?
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F.2

20.

21.

10.

11.
12.

Do you have any regular ongoing interaction with the IOUs? Do you feel supported by the IOUs
when you have issues or Pilot customers need support your organization is unable to provide?

Do you have any other top of mind recommendations for the program (at this time)?

INTERVIEW 2

Last time we talked, you had about # people and now you have over #. Can you talk about which
outreach methods were most/least effective? Now that enrollment is over, what do you think
were the main barriers to enrollment?

It looks like the rough eligible population on the list that [IOU] gave you is #. Does that sound
about right? Did you have enrollment goals (internal or external)?

(Confirm outreach data #s) Can you help us understand the outreach data that you collected
and/or whether we might be looking at the data incorrectly?

Can you describe the case management process?

Are you still getting updated customer lists of who is enrolled in programs like CARE, FERA,
etc. so that you know how to best serve them?

As of end of July, it looks like [XX% of participants] had case management plans. How long does
it typically take between enrollment and creating a case management plan? How frequently do
you interact (or plan to interact) with enrolled participants?

What aspects of your case management approach do you believe are most effective in
reducing arrearages?

Do you have a dedicated line that you call? Was the SPOC helpful?

Why do you think the case management to date is falling short of expectations? What
challenges have you encountered with providing case management? What strategies or
tactics didn't work as expected? Any lessons learned?

Have you had a lot of people withdrawing or unenrolling since they signed up? Can you talk
about what you have seen and why you think people are withdrawing/unenrolling?

Why has the data collection been so hard?

Do you have any other top-of-mind suggestions for program improvement?
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APPENDIX G CASE MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN TEMPLATES

G.1 PG&E COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION ARREARS CASE MANAGEMENT
PILOT ACTION PLAN

Case Manager: Start date:

End date:

Customer Contact Information:

Customer Name

Address

Phone Number

PG&E Account Number

Not all customers will need the support of all tiers of service but may receive support from any of the
support levels once the need has been identified.

Tier 1:

Provide immediate relief and assistance to remove the risk of disconnections, including, but not limited
to:

1. oN/A

2. 0O Basic energy education

3. o Budget Counseling

4. 0 Training

5. 0O Energy Savings best practices

6. O Immediate program relief
®  PG&E and non-PG&E programs including LIHEAP, AMP, CARE, FERA and REACH
®  Payment arrangements

®  Negotiation of payment plans

B Refine and continue customer assessment and action plan
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Tier 2:

Continued supportive customer relief:

1.

2.

Tier 3:

o N/A

O Basic energy education

O Budget Counseling

O Energy Savings best practices

O Enrollment in additional IOUs and non-IOUs programs to make the customer’s home more
energy efficient as well as the most beneficial rate plan options.

O Renegotiation of payment plans and disconnection status, as necessary.

Ongoing monitoring and support:

1.

2.

o N/A
O Evaluation of the customer’s progress out of utility debt

0O Consideration of any changes in circumstances, impacts on the action plan and necessary
revisions

O Reinforce energy education

0 Reinforce budget counseling

O Appropriate energy usage behavior at home

O Monitor at an agreed-to frequency based on customer-specific situation.

0 Wrap-around services and connection to local organization that can
provide additional resources to support the customer in getting out of utility (PG&E) debt.
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QUARTERLY STATUS CHECK-INS:

Participation in the quarterly status check-ins is based on the level of support needed and stated in the
action plan above.

O First Quarter Comments

Date
0 Second Quarter Comments Date
0 Third Quarter Comments Date
O Fourth Quarter Comments Date
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6.2 SCE COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION ARREARS CASE MANAGEMENT
PILOT ACTION PLAN

Case Manager: Date:

Customer Contact Information:
Customer Name
Address
Phone Number
SCE Account Number
Amount Owed ($):
Annual Gross Household
Income ($):

*Customer must have completed and signed a pilot participation agreement form prior to receiving
any case management services.

Briefly summarize the challenges the customer is experiencing.

Briefly describe the assistance to be provided to the customer and check the applicable tiered services
below.

Tier 1:
Provide immediate enrollment assistance to prevent service disconnection and/or lower the customer’s
monthly energy bill through various programs including, but not limited to:

o N/A
O California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE)

0O Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA)

O Arrearage Management Plan (AMP)

0 SCE Payment Plan

0 Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)
0 Medical Baseline (MBL)

O Energy Savings Assistance (ESA)

0 Energy Assistance Fund (EAF)

o Other Program(s):

Tier 2:

Provide information and enrollment assistance for Tier 2 Priority Programs (if applicable). Offer basic
energy efficiency and financial tips and share details about SCE’s rate comparison tool to help the
customer find the best rate plan for their needs.

o N/A
0 Summer Discount Plan (SDP)
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O Smart Energy Program (SEP)

O Power Saver Rewards (PSR)

O Disadvantaged Communities — Single Family Solar Homes (DAC-SASH)
O Renegotiation of existing payment plans, as necessary.

O Provide basic energy efficiency tips

0O Provide basic financial tips

O Provide an overview of SCE’s rate comparison tool

Tier 3:
All applicable programs have been identified and offered to the customer.

o N/A
0 Monitor of the customer’s progress out of utility debt

0O Consideration of any changes in circumstances, impacts on the action plan and necessary revisions

o Other:

QUARTERLY CHECK-INS:
O First Quarter Comments

o Second Quarter Comments

o Third Quarter Comments

o Fourth Quarter Comments

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:
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G.3 SOCALGAS CASE MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN

SoCalGas Community Organization Case Management Pilot Program

CASE MANAGER ACTION PLAN

Case Manager: Jasmine Start date:
End date:

Customer Contact Information:

Customer Name
Customer Address
Customer Phone
Number

SoCalGas Account
Number

Mote: Mot all customers will need the support of all tiers of service but may receive support
from any of the support levels once the need has been identified.

Tier1:
Provide immediate relief and assistance to remove the risk of disconnections, including,
but not limited to:
1. ON/A
O Basic energy education
O Budget Counseling
O Training
O Energy Savings best practices
O Immediate program relief
s S5SpCalGas and non-SoCalGas programs including but not limited to:
o Low-lncome Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAPR)
o Arrearage Management Plan (AMP)
o California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE)
o (Gas Assistance Fund (GAF) If available
* Payment arrangements
 Megotiation of payment plans
# Refine and continue customer assessment and action plan

[ T4 3 Y N T I K

Tier 2:
Continued supportive customer relief:
1. ON/A
2. OBasic energy education
3. 0OBudget Counseling
4. [ Energy Savings best practices
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5. OEnrollment in additional Investor-Owned Utilities (10Us) and non-10Us programs

to make the customer's home more energy efficient as well as the most beneficial
rate plan optinns. (i.a. Flactric Provider Programs)

6. [ Renegotiation of payment plans and disconnection status, as necessary.

Tier 3:
Ongoing monitoring and support:
1. O N/
2. O Evaluation of the customer’s progress out of utility debt
3. OConsideration of any changes in circumstances, impacts on the action plan and
necessary revisions
4. O Reinforce energy education
5. OReinforce budget counseling
6. O Appropriate energy usage behavior at home
7. OMonitor at an agreed-to frequency based on customer-specific situation.
8. OWrap-around services and connection to local organization that can provide
additional resources to support the customer in getting out of utility (SoCalGas)
debt.

QUARTERLY STATUS CHECK-INS:
Participation in the gquarterly status check-ins is based on the level of support needed and
stated in the action plan above.

[ First Quarter Comments | Date
O Second Quarter Comments | Date
O Third Quarter Comments | Date
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[ Fourth Quarter Comments
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G.4 SDG&E MAAC PILOT PROGRAM CASE MANAGEMENT CLIENT ACTION PLAN

Client Action Plan Checklist. The Case Managers will fill out this Checklist.
CBO Pilot Case Manager: NAME

Start date: 02/20/2025 End date:

Participant Name: xxxxxxx Phone #: xxxxx

SDG&E Account #: xxxxxxx__ Preferred Language: __ English

Household size: _1 Household Income: _$1,217.00 Arrearages: $534.00 and $161.00

By signing the CBO Pilot Participation Agreement, you are taking a proactive step toward the financial
resolution of your Energy consumption. We are here to help! Your Case Manager will support and guide
you in planning a series of steps needed to reach your goals. As a CBO Pilot program participant, you
must meet certain exceptions to maintain eligibility and receive program services, and benefits.

e (CBO Pilot Participation Agreement
e Eligibility review (checkboxes)
o Must be a residential SDG&E customer
o Reside in specific zip codes. The California Public Utility CPUC (CPUC) has identified the
following zip codes: 92102, 92104, 92105, 92115, 92116
o Have outstanding electric or gas bills at least 90 days past due and may be at risk for
disconnection (received a past-due or disconnection notice)
o Must not be enrolled in the Percentage of Payment Income Plan (PIPP) pilot.
e Program Engagement

You will work with a Case Manager from MAAC at least once every quarter throughout the pilot. At each
meeting, you can engage in one-on-one support to discuss progress and help connect you with
resources and tools, including financial education, enrollment in assistance programs, or negotiation of
payment plans.

As a CBO Pilot participant, you are committed to following all the rules and expectations of the program
to ensure my overall success. Commitment reminders:

e Agree to keep constant communication with my Case Manager to ensure success.

e Agree to meet with your Case Manager in person, by phone, or via an internet meeting platform
like “Zoom” or “Teams”.

e Communicate attendance or absences for 1onl sessions, workshops, and training.

e Strive to reply to communication in a timely fashion.

* Agree to update contact information as needed.

* Notifying the Case Manager of any information received that may be pertinent to reducing utility
arrearages.
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Case Management customization services:

Tier 1: Provide immediate relief and assistance to remove the risk of disconnections, including, but not

limited to:
1. Basic energy education, financial education, training, and best practices;
2. Immediate program relief. SDG&E program availability:
e San Diego Solar Equity Program,
e Neighbor to Neighbor,
e Arrearage Management Payment (AMP) Plan,
e Power Savers Rewards Program,
e Residential Energy Solutions (RES) Program,
e Home Energy Report Program,
e California Alternative Rate for Energy (CARE),
e Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA),
e Energy Savings Assistance Program (ESA), and
e Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP).
3. Negotiation of payment plans; and
4. Refine and continue customer assessment and action plan.

Tier 2: Continued supportive customer relief:

Continued energy and financial education, and best practices;

Enrollment in additional IOUs and non-I0OUs programs to make the customer’s home more
energy efficient as well as the most beneficial rate plan; and

Renegotiation of payment plans and disconnection status, as necessary.

Tier 3: Ongoing monitoring and support:

1.
2.

4.

Evaluation of the customer’s progress out of utility debt;

Consideration of any changes in circumstances, impacts on the action plan, and necessary
revisions;

Reinforced energy education, sound financial practices, and appropriate energy usage behavior
at home;

Monitor at an agreed-to frequency based on customer-specific situation; and

Wrap-around services and connection to local organizations that can provide additional
resources to support the customer in getting out of debt.

NOTES / FOLLOW-UP ON CLIENT ENGAGEMENT

TIER 1: (1-3 months)

Relocated to a new address, but has an outstanding debt of $534.00, we are focusing on this
one. Eventually, we can assist them with the current bill.

The client states that he has hidden charges in his energy bill (fees and taxes). We need to call
client assistance from SDG&E.

The Participant is currently enrolled in CARE.
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e | will call back to assist you in enrolling in the AMP program if participant agrees to it.
e Email the participant the "CBO Pilot - Energy Efficiency, Saving, Consumption Tips" sheet.
e Email the participant the "CBO Pilot - Financial Tips, Reducing Expenses, Building Stability" sheet.

TIER 2: (4-6 months)

TIER 3: (7-9 months)

CONCLUSION SUMMARY: (10-12 months)
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APPENDIX H EVALUATOR REFLECTIONS ON CASE MANAGEMENT

Table H-1 shows five different barriers to helping clients reduce arrearages, how those barriers may be seen, and potential approaches that a
program could use to overcome the barriers.

TABLE H-1: TYPICAL BARRIERS TO ACCESSING HELP FOR UTILITY ARREARAGES

Barrier How the barrier may manifest Potential approaches to overcome barrier
Access and e Unaware that assistance programs exist e General marketing campaign
Awareness or don't know how to access them e Adding new information to
e Limited internet access or digital literacy interactions that are already occurring
can prevent online applications with clients for a different reason
e Lack of transportation to reach e  Working with households to directly
assistance offices fill in any needed application,
e Irregular or nontraditional work especially outside of non-traditional
schedules that conflict with office hours office hours

for programs that could help with
arrearages

Psychological and

Pride or reluctance to ask for help

Use of known, trusted agents to help

Social e Distrust of institutions, particularly with issues
among communities that have
experienced discrimination
e Previous negative experiences with
utility services
Practical and e Competing financial priorities (food, e Help includes ways to address
Economic housing, medical needs) multiple financial priorities
e Arrearages that are too large for e Adjust program designs

available assistance to cover

83





VERDANT

Barrier How the barrier may manifest Potential approaches to overcome barrier
e Ineligibility for certain programs due to
income thresholds that don't reflect
actual financial strain
e Temporary income fluctuations that
disqualify households when they still
need help
Communication e Language barriers for non-English e Use non-English marketing through
speaking households multiple avenues (e.g., flyers, social
« Difficulty reaching households due to media, etc.) that is culturally
disconnected phones or unstable appropriate
housing e Have non-English speakers on staff
e Communications that are difficult to e Ensure staff can clarify complex issues
understand for their clients
Administrative e Complex, lengthy application processes e Perform research with targeted

and Process

requiring extensive documentation for
programs that could help with payments
Frequent need to reapply or recertify o
for ongoing programs o

Fragmented systems requiring

separate applications to multiple

agencies

population to elicit how processes
could be simplified

Adjust program designs

Multi-agency collaboration

Programs that seek to overcome these barriers can take different approaches, from simply seeking to increase awareness of available programs
through marketing efforts to a holistic wrap-around approach that seeks to address multiple barriers. Highly intractable barriers are ones such as
the reluctance to ask for help or competing financial priorities as these barriers are specific to a household and can lead to difficult-to-overcome
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attitudes towards arrearage payments that simply knowing of the availability of help does not address. Case management can be a style that helps
to address these difficult barriers as it allows interventions specific to a household and can help with multiple financial issues.

Within case management, organizations can approach how they manage cases differently. Depending on the model used, clients need a low to
high level of commitment while staff require at least a moderate level of expertise. Table H-2 shows five case management models and the

estimated levels of client commitment and staff expertise for each.

TABLE H-2. CASE MANAGEMENT MODELS AND LEVEL OF CLIENT COMMITMENT AND STAFF EXPERTISE

Case
L Level of Client Level of Staff
Management Description X i
Commitment Expertise
Model
Brokerage The case manager acts as a coordinator or Low to Moderate Moderate

navigator, connecting clients with existing
community resources and services. The focus is on

(clients need to follow

(strong knowledge of

linking rather than providing direct services. This through independently)  community resources)
works well when there are adequate community
resources available.
Role-Based/Task- Focuses on specific, concrete tasks and short-term Low to Moderate Moderate
Centered goals. The case manager and client work
collaboratively on defined objectives with clear (time-limited (ability to break down
timelines. engagement) complex problems
into manageable
steps)
Generalist Case managers handle all aspects of service Moderate Moderate
delivery - assessment, planning, linking, monitoring,
and advocacy. This is common in settings with (regular check-ins and (broad knowledge of
limited specialized resources. follow ups) multiple service
systems)

Strengths-Based

This approach focuses on client capabilities, assets,
and resilience rather than deficits. Case managers
help clients identify and build on their existing

Moderate to High

(collaboration essential)

Moderate to High
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Case . Level of Client Level of Staff
Management Description X i
Commitment Expertise
Model
strengths to achieve their goals. It's particularly (cultural competency
popular in recovery-oriented services. and respect for client
self-determination)
Intensive Provides more frequent contact and smaller Moderate to high High
caseloads than traditional case management. Case
managers take a more hands-on approach and may (frequent contact, (advanced
provide some direct services alongside coordination.  engagement in multiple assessment and
service areas) intervention skills)
Clinical/ Case managers provide both direct therapeutic High High
Rehabilitation services and coordinate care. This model
emphasizes therapeutic relationships and often (clients have regular (advanced clinical

involves counseling, skill-building, and rehabilitation
alongside resource coordination. It's commonly
used in mental health and substance abuse
services.

sessions with long term
engagement often
needed)

training needed, often
with licensure)

86





VERDANT

APPENDIX1 COMPARISON OF MARKETING MATERIALS

The evaluation team reviewed the IOU materials (pilot eligibility letter/email, pilot FAQ/fact sheet, etc.)
to compare if there were differences in how the information was presented. We provide two examples of
these materials below and highlight key differences in factors that could impact enrollment in the pilot
including accessibility and engagement. We focus on a few metrics including:

®  Plain language standards and readability

— All materials should follow CA’s Plain Language Equity Standard and be at an 8" grade reading
level at a minimum, but best practice is often 4" grade when low-income populations are
included in the sample

— Materials should be simple; dense and wordy paragraphs or explanations with jargon violate
plain language standards

®  Engagement principles
— Clear information
— Information presented in small, easily processed, and action-forward chunks

— Use of color, bolding, or sizing to visually break information up and make identifying key pieces
of information easier

®  Marketing principles

— Clear calls to action (‘Join for help with paying your bills!” Vs. ‘If you choose to participate, you
will receive personalized support from a dedicated CBO case manager authorized by 10U to
assist you with:’)

— Creating ethical urgency (‘Join by X date to participate!’)
— Images that match the messaging for greater impact and conveyance of information

— Personalization (“We can help you!’ vs. ‘This is offered to residential customers’)

87





VERDANT

Less Accessible and
Engaging

COMMUNITY-BASED
ORGANIZATION i
(CBO) ARREARS
CASE MANAGEMENT '
PILOT PROGRAM -

Image doesn’texpress
what the pilot is about

Program name uses jargon
(arrears) and confusing
terminology like ‘pilot program’
and unfamiliar terms like ‘case
management’ that make it unclear
what this pilot (?) program (?) does

Purpose

The purpose of this free pilot program, authorized by the California Public Utilities Commission,
is to help residential customers reduce their past due energy bills. Participation is limited to the
first 4,800 customers.

Dense read, does not follow plain
language principles, notengaging, buries
the lead, no bolding or indication of key
information (e.g., free, dates), includes
information that doesn’t sparkurgency or
feel pertinentto the future participant
(e.g., 4,800 limitation, ‘residential
customer’), is not personalor directed at
an individual (general ‘residential
customer’ instead of ‘you’)

Services Offered

If you choose to participate, you will receive personalized support from a dedicated CBO case manager
authorized by Southern California Edison (SCE) to assist you with:

+ Creating an action plan to reduce your past due energy bills and prevent service disconnection

* Enrolling in SCE assistance programs

+ Setting up payment plans with SCE

+ Learning basic energy management and cost-savings tips

Dense and wordy, adds in unhelpfuland
unengaging terms, ‘creating an action
plan’ vs. ‘Help reducing past due bills’,
does notfollow plain language standards

(BO Arrears Pilot Process Evaluation

More Accessible and
Engaging

Past Due Bill Assistance Program

Very clear program
name makes it easy to
understand whatthe
program does + image
matchesthe program
offering

Pacific Gas and Electric Company [PG&E] is offering a FREE program to help
customers who are struggling with unpaid energy bills.

We can help you lower or get rid of your past due energy bills if you join before July 9, 2025.

Simple language, easy to understand offer, use of
boldingand capitalization to highlight key information,
clear call to action and use of standard marketing
principles (e.g., settinga deadline to join to support
ethical urgency)

Join today to receive

sAcC ar age your energy costs and avoid service disconnection

Focuseson what the customerwill gain,
‘Join todayto receive’ vs. ‘Services
offered’, plain language and easy to
understand, to the point.
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APPENDIX J METRICS DEFINITIONS

®  Number of customers and dollar amount of arrears of all customers facing arrears (excluding pilot
accounts) per target zip code at the end of each month

®  Number of customers and dollar amount of arrears of enrolled pilot accounts facing arrears per target
zip code, including: (a) arrearages at the time of signed participation agreement, (b) arrearages at the
end of each month, and (c) percentage of customers each month with the same, higher, or reduced
arrearages compared with arrearages at the time of the signed participation agreement

®  Number and percentage of pilot accounts that eliminated all arrearages within 12 months of pilot
enrollment

®  Number and percentage of pilot accounts that completed all three tiers of pilot case management
services

®  Number and percentage of pilot accounts that successfully remained current on energy bills, 12
months and 24 months after pilot enroliment

®  Number and dollar amount of current and former pilot accounts in arrears, 12 months and 24 months
after pilot enrollment

®  Number and percentage of pilot customers who successfully reduced arrearages but did not eliminate
all debt, 12 months after pilot enroliment

®  Number and percentage of pilot customers who have no change in arrearages or increased arrearage,
12 months after pilot enrollment

®  Number and percentage of pilot customers who withdrew from the pilot each month
®  Number of participants in the treatment group versus each control group each month
®  Number of unique outreach attempts made to pilot participants each month

®  Number of attempted agreements (i.e., potential participants who began the intake process but did
not sign an agreement to participate) each month

®  Number of sighed customer participation agreements each month

®  Number and percentage of enrolled participants who are eligible for each service level tier each
month

®  Number and percentage of participants who completed a case management action plan each month

®  Number of customers who completed the first six months and first twelve months of the case
management program, stratified by their eligibility, each month

®  Number of disconnections from pilot program enrolled and unenrolled customers each month

B Percentage of customers that unenrolled at each service tier and, if feasible, why they left the
program, each month

®  Number of customers who were offered pilot services but declined to enroll, and the total arrearages
for these customers at the time of declining service compared to subsequent arrearages by each
month-end
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®  Number and percentage of pilot customers who enrolled through the pilot in each assistance program
offered through the pilot program each month

®  Household income of pilot customers based on customer self-reporting at the time of signing the pilot
participation agreement

®  Pilot participants’ average energy bill amounts by zip code each month
B Average LIHEAP Cash Relief per pilot participant
®  Number and percentage of pilot customers who are enrolled in CARE, FERA, or other programs

®  The number of staff hours each CBO spent on providing pilot services for each month of the pilot
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APPENDIX K KEY METRICS TABLE BY CBO

iﬂﬁ?ﬁﬂn :‘:ﬁ;’;;;"r’;“w"oer:::"f‘or dlarity) PGRE: CAPK SCE: CAPSB SCE: UWTC SCG: SBX SCG: FTBMI  SDGRE: MAAC
JOURNEY TOTAL # OF ACCOUNTS ON 11,840 7,385 1,313 2,565 4,687 10,339
TARGETED LIST, i.e. eligible
customers—>
OUTREACH Number of (customer accounts 6,132 accounts 3,585 accounts 1,022 accounts 2,770 1,511 accounts 3,714 accounts
and) unique CBO outreach 7,719 attempts 4,394 attempts 1,509 attempts accounts™ 3,876 attempts 5,412 attempts
attempts made to potential pilot 9,591 attempts
participants (Metric 11)*
ENROLLMENT Number of customer accounts on 5,708 accounts 3,800 accounts 291 accounts 0 accounts 3,176 accounts 6,625 accounts
(i.e., status as targeted pilot list with no outreach (48% of list) (51% of list) (22% of list) (0% of list) (68% of list) (64% of list)
;;:;;ﬂember — not contacted

Number of customer accounts

115 outreach

2,714 outreach

807 outreach

2,585 outreach

1,222 outreach

1,873 outreach

receiving pilot outreach only only only only only only only
(1% of list) (37% of list) (61% of list) (100% of list) (26% of list) (18% of list)

Number of attempted agreements 3,490 did not 185 did not 150 did not 17 did not sign 71 did not sign 576 did not

(i.e., potential participants who sign sign sign (1% of list) (2% of list) sign

began the intake process but did (29% of list) (3% of list) (11% of list) (6% of list)

not sign an agreement to

participate) (Metric 12)*

Number who were offered pilot 129 declined 343 declined 7 declined 27 declined 48 declined 560 declined

services but declined to enroll (1% of list) (5% of list) (1% of list) (1% of list) (1% of list) (5% of list)

(Metric 19)*

Number of signed enrollment 2,398 341 58 participants 141 170 705

agreements (Metric 13)* participants participants (4% of list) participants participants participants
(20% of list) (5% of list) (6% of list) (4% of list) (7% of list)

* Indicates that the official metric is “by month” but we show the aggregate value here for ease of interpretation.
™ The report discusses why this number (2,770) is greater than the total list of eligible customers (accounts) on the targeted list (2,565).
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SISCRION Metric from Decision
CUSTOMER . . CAPK CAPSB UWTC SBX FTBMI MAAC
JOURNEY (slightly re-worded for clarity)

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 2,398 participants | 341 participants 58 participants 141 participants 170 participants 705 participants
CASE Number and percentage of 1,478 301 46 47 68 583
MANAGEMENT o rticipants with a case (62% of (88% of (79% of (33% of (40% of (83% of

management action plan as
of end of September (Metric
15)*

participants)

participants)

participants)

participants)

participants)

participants)

Percentage of pilot See below See below See below See below See below See below
customers who are enrolled
in CARE, FERA, or other
programs (Metric 24 — see
also below)
BEFORE As of BEFORE As of BEFORE As of BEFORE As of BEFORE As of BEFORE As of
PILOT 9/25 PILOT 9/25 PILOT 9/25 PILOT 9/25 PILOT 9/25 PILOT 9/25
CARE 58% 90% 84% 95% 83% 95% 25% 28% 22% 22% 92% 92%
FERA 3% 4% 1% 1% 3% 2% 4% 1%
Percentage of pilot See below See below See below See below See below See below
customers who enrolled in
each assistance program**
offered through the pilot
program (Metric 20 — see
also above)*
AMP 40% 68% 2% 15% 3% 22% 38% 46% 38% 38%
LIHEAP No ability to determine since date of participation of
22% 35% 5% 87% 9% 11% latest payment in program not available
ESA 55% 61% 26% 26% 17% 20%
MEDICAL BASELINE 10% 11% 12% 12% 1% 1% 0% 0% 3% 3%
Number and percentage of See below See below See below See below See below See below
pilot participants that
completed each tier of pilot
case management services
as of end of July (Metric 4)
Tier 1 —Immediate Asst. 257 (11%) *EENA 46 (78%) NA NA NA
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SILdets el Metric from Decision

CUSTOMER (slightly re-wordedfor darity) CAPK CAPSB UWTC SBX FTBMI MAAC

JOURNEY
Tier 2 —Programs and 166 (7%) NA 27 (38%) NA NA NA
Support
Tier 3 —Ongoing Support 4 (0.2%) NA 6 (10%) NA NA NA

* Indicates that the official metric is “by month” but we show the aggregate value here for ease of interpretation.
***NAs in the table are due to data issues, specifically that CBOs did not collect this information (either at all or in a way that allows quantitative assessment). See Section 3.1.3 for more details.

WITHDRAWN OR UNENROLLED

The data below are the numbers withdrawn or unenrolled as of September 2025.

STAGE OF Metric from Decision

CUSTOMER (slightly re-worded for clarity) CAPK CAPSB UWTC SBX FTBMI MAAC

JOURNEY
TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 2,398 participants 341 participants 58 participants 141 participants 170 participants 705 participants
WITHDRAW Number and percentage of 19 52 1 1 1 8
pilot participants who (0.8% of parts) (15% of parts) (2% of parts) (1% of parts) (1% of parts) (1% of parts)
withdrew (Metric 9)*
UNENROLLED Number and percentage of 125 4 1 17 6 30
customers that were (5% of parts) (1% of parts) (2% of parts) (12% of parts) (4% of parts) (4% of parts)
unenrolled (Metric 18
revised)*
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Recommendations

These are the recommendations that go beyond the suggestions in the interim process evaluation report.

These recommendations were suggested by the CBOs in the March/April 2026 interviews.

1. Identifying the Best Point of Intervention

In our interview, we heard suggestions about how to make the program more impactful, including reviewing the
timing and extent of the offering, as well as a suggestion for how the offering could be better integrated into a
utility’s day-to-day activities.

Begin outreach much earlier in the delinquency cycle. CAPSB recommended initiating engagement
at 30 days past due rather than 90, drawing an analogy to early medical intervention: earlier contact
keeps more program options on the table, prevents balances from compounding, and avoids the point
where no single tool can resolve the debt. [CAPSB]

Formally designate CBOs as an extension of the utility’s customer education function. CAPSB
proposed that CBOs be officially positioned to receive direct customer referrals from the utility for bill
explanation, usage coaching, and simultaneous screening for LIHEAP and other assistance; essentially
integrating the CBO into the utility’s customer service pathway rather than running a parallel program.
[CAPSB]

Expand eligibility beyond a fixed utility-generated list. Two CBOs encountered situations where
community members who heard about the program from participants could not be enrolled because
they were not on the pre-identified list. Recommendations included zip-code or neighborhood-level
targeting to enable door-to-door and community-event outreach, and open eligibility for any household
in a defined community with arrears above a threshold. [CAPK, SBX].

2. Streamlining First Engagement

We also heard suggestions related to the first engagement with a potential customer, and how the process
could be streamlined.

Remove agreement form to simplify and streamline the path from initial contact to confirmed
assistance. FTBMI identified that needing to sign the CBO customer agreement form prior to assisting
customers with applying for LIHEAP through a secondary point of contact (the Maravilla Foundation)
caused delays of up to a month and generated participant confusion. [FTBMI]

Conduct first session as a substantive face-to-face or video session. SBX recommended that the
first meaningful contact be in-person through a home visit, community site meeting, or video call with
cameras on to understand each household’s full situation and establish the trust needed for a tailored
follow-up plan. Subsequent contact frequency should be set collaboratively at that session. [SBX]

3. Overcoming Ineligibility

Several CBOs encountered households that were ineligible during the initial engagement process. As a result,
they offered suggestions that could better serve these ineligible households.

Offer a “last-chance” payment plan or traffic-school incentive model for otherwise ineligible
households. A meaningful share of participants enrolled specifically hoping for one final payment plan
opportunity. CAPK estimated roughly 20% of their cohort fell in this category. A structured incentive
such as payment plan access, extended discount eligibility, or bill flexibility that is conditional on
completing financial and energy education could retain this group. [CAPK]

Develop assistance options for moderate-income households who fall above low-income
thresholds. Households described as “middle-income by qualification but financially burdened” through
situations like high rent, medical costs, or childcare routinely failed income tests for all existing





programs yet had genuine hardship. CBOs called for a FERA-like discount tier for gas, AMP-style
forgiveness provisions with documented hardship, and payment arrangements tailored to this
population. [CAPK, SBX, CAPSB]

4. Offering Flexible Engagement

CBOs also made suggestions about the offering itself — specifically elements that could increase interest and
better serve the targeted audience.

Provide both a light touch and deep touch level of engagement based on household complexity.
CBOs recommended a flexible approach: lighter-touch check-ins for households where a single
program resolves the issue, and high-touch, longer-arc case management for complex households with
layered needs (energy, housing, employment, health) that could be extended out to a full year of
support. This would also help with the staffing to caseload ratio (allowing more support where needed).
[MAAC, SBX, UWTC, CAPK]

5. Keeping Households Engaged

For those who might not be generally inclined towards continued engagement, the CBOs offered suggestions
for keeping participants engaged.

Offer tangible financial benefits for continued program engagement. CBOs recommended
conditional benefits tied to completing defined case management activities (e.g., three or more hours of
counseling): bill credits, payment flexibility, or debt reduction. This would align participant expectations
with program structure and sustain motivation. [CAPK, MAAC, CAPSB]

Provide videos with short, plain-language information tailored to this population. CBOs asked for
utility-produced content especially a concise video explaining bills, time-of-use pricing, and energy
behaviors with concrete dollar examples of specific behavior changes (e.g., shifting laundry off-peak,
thermostat adjustments). This content should be deployable by CBOs in workshops, one-on-one
sessions, and utility digital outreach. [CAPSB, FTBMI]

Anchor follow-up outreach to new opportunities (rather than routine check-ins). SBX found that
outreach tied to a concrete new benefit such as the launch of the Gas Assistance Fund dramatically re-
activated previously unresponsive participants, far outperforming generic status-update calls. Program
design should build in scheduled benefit moments or milestone anchors throughout the engagement
period. [SBX]

Use low-friction “call to action” messaging to improve two-way communication. SBX’s use of
prompted responses in texts and emails (“Reply 1 if you have questions, 2 if everything’s good”)
significantly increased response rates compared to open-ended check-ins. This approach reduces
participant effort and helps case managers identify issues earlier. [SBX]

6. Follow Up and Follow Through

In addition, to help with engagement and longer-term support, several IOUs mentioned the need for feedback
loops to be able to follow up with participants with applicable messaging at the right time for the participant.

Provide CBOs with account data (on balances and utility participation) to replace reliance on
participant self-reporting. Without direct visibility into account balances and payment postings, case
managers could not verify progress, confirm that referrals resulted in credits, or adjust action plans in a
timely way. Secure, limited data-sharing between utilities and enrolled CBOs would improve advocacy
precision and program measurement. [MAAC, UWTC]

Ensure closed-loop referral tracking to confirm outcomes of non-energy referrals. CBOs noted
that referrals to workforce, food, housing, and other agencies (that were outside of their organization)
generated no feedback on whether participants were helped, denied, or pending. A trackable referral
system — such as FindHelp.org or a Smart Referral Network — would allow non-monetary program
components to be quantified and refined, helping the CBO to ensure follow through and/or follow up
with the household. [UWTC, CAPSB]
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