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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents findings from Opinion Dynamics’ process evaluation of the Community Help and Awareness of
Natural Gas and Electricity Services Program (“CHANGES” or “Program”) during the 2019 to 2021 calendar years. The
CHANGES Program is implemented by Self-Help for the Elderly (SHE) through a network of 27 community-based
organizations (CBOs). The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) oversees the Program, which is funded through
a CARE (California Alternate Rates for Energy) charge to ratepayers collected by the four investor-owned utilities (I0OUs).
CHANGES aims to assist limited-English proficient (LEP) clients in managing their natural gas and electricity services
through individualized case assistance (needs assistance and dispute resolution), education, and outreach in the

client’s native language.

The study objectives for the CHANGES' process evaluation included five key areas, each of which is outlined in Table 1.

Table 1. Research Objectives with Associated Description and Icon

lcon Research
Objective

vz Overall

Vi Performance

Description

Assess overall program performance associated with anticipated needs of the target population.
This includes an examination of who is served, how relevant/sensitive the Program is to their
needs, and the relative benefits of each of the four functional areas: outreach activities,
educational activities, needs assistance activities, and dispute resolution activities in serving the
needs of the population.

Identify the extent to which the current program data collection efforts support an understanding
of the Program’s effectiveness and ongoing reporting for success. If not, determine what data
would be needed to do so.

Program Value

@ Data Collection

Identify duplicative services, if any, within the I0Us. To the extent duplicative services do exist,
determine what these services are and how they are being provided.

Document how the budget and program costs are allocated across services or functional areas,
Program Costs & . . . . . .
Funding the extent to which the budget is appropriate, and the appropriateness of the funding source in
relation to addressing the primary customer needs supported by CHANGES.
Examine the operational effectiveness of the administration of the Program. In particular, assess
Program . . . X .
/\ . the effectiveness of the implementation contractor’s role in, and management of, the Program,
'\{"C—}}/ Operations & S ) . ) .
Structure and identify potential ways to refine and improve the delivery and management structure of the

services CHANGES seeks to provide.




To address the study objectives, Opinion Dynamics utilized the following research approach, which is summarized in
Table 2:

Table 2. Research Approach

ACHED Participant
Secondary Stakeholder p
. . Survey
Data Review Interviews (n=221)
(n=17)
Task 1: Evaluability Assessment v v
Task 2: Assessment of Program Costs and Benefits v v v
Task 3: Spatiotemporal Distribution Analysis v v v

= Secondary Data Review: We reviewed CPUC Decisions related to the CHANGES Program, CHANGES annual reports,
CHANGES evaluation reports, CHANGES financial data including invoices, and program tracking data provided by
SHE.

= Program Stakeholder Interviews: We conducted a total of 17 in-depth interviews across four program stakeholder
groups: (1) CPUC staff overseeing CHANGES (n=1), (2) IOU administrators involved with CHANGES (n=4), (3) SHE
and Milestone Consulting implementer staff who manage the network of CBOs (n=2), and (4) CBOs working directly
with CHANGES participants (n=10). These interviews were conducted in August and September of 2022 and lasted
45 to 60 minutes each.

= Participant Survey: We conducted a mail survey with CHANGES participants who received individual case assistance
in the calendar year 2021 (n=3,659). The survey was offered in the five most common CHANGES languages:
Spanish, Cantonese, English, Korean, and Vietnamese. We offered a $25 gift card incentive to each respondent
who completed the survey. We received 221 completed surveys,! for a response rate of 8.8%. Given the typical
response rate for a mail survey (5%-10%) and the unique challenges of this survey (e.g., characteristics of the
population, available data, etc.), an 8.8% response rate is considered high. As such, survey results allow for
meaningful conclusions, representative of the CHANGES clients receiving case assistance in 2021.

= Task 1 - Evaluability Assessment: We developed a program theory logic model (PTLM) to codify the essential
program activities intended to have direct or indirect effects on producing desired outcomes (see Appendix B). We
then reviewed program data to see if program administrators had been tracking the data necessary to assess the
linkages between program activities and program outcomes. We also investigated whether additional metrics would
be valuable to demonstrate the Program’s value. Altogether, the Program’s theory of change, our review of data
tracked, and the in-depth interviews informed our assessment on what metrics are most important to
demonstrating the program’s activities and outcomes, as well as significant gaps in data tracked.

= Task 2 - Assessment of Program Costs and Benefits: We assessed program costs and determined resultant
benefits to ascertain how well the program is performing relative to its objectives. We leveraged secondary data
along with primary data to gain a holistic view of the costs of implementing the program and the needs and benefits
received by customers.

= Task 3 - Spatiotemporal Distribution Analysis: We conducted a spatiotemporal analysis to understand the
distribution of CBOs and CHANGES services throughout the state by leveraging both GIS software and census data.
Further, we compared the CBO coverage map we delivered to the presence of LEP households per county to identify
any coverage gaps.

11n total, 303 surveys were returned but only 221 were considered “completed surveys.” 82 of the survey respondents were screened out for not
having received an energy-related service. See Appendix B for more information.



Overall, our assessment indicates that the CHANGES Program is adhering to its core principles and serving the energy-
related needs of LEP customers within the IOU territories. We summarize the conclusions and recommendations from
the evaluation below.

Research Objective: Overall Performance

Conclusion: The CHANGES Program is conducting activities aligned with its four stated objectives through
program activities. An analysis of program activity in three programmatic areas (case assistance, outreach, and
education) indicates that the CHANGES Program is helping customers in the target population to: understand
their energy bills; resolve bill disputes, service issues, and avoid disconnection; increase awareness of financial
assistance and energy programs as well as support customer access to the programs; and learn about ways to
save energy. Throughout the evaluation period, the CBOs in the CHANGES network reported providing services
in 44 languages, served 10,831 unique clients through case assistance, held 5,431 educational events and
215 community outreach events, and conducted 113 media outreach placements.

Research Objectives: Data Collection and Overall Performance

Conclusion: Current data collection and tracking practices limit the ability of program implementers and
stakeholders to understand the full impact of the program on LEP customers. Additional variables are needed to
understand how key program activities are affecting those receiving services. For example, program staff
currently have no way of determining whether a given client received support multiple times or whether clients
are being effectively channeled from one program activity to another. Further, the current data tracking
structure does not allow SHE or participating CBOs to map an initial problem to a resolution, which is limiting
the ability of the program implementation team to understand how effectively the program is serving clients.

= Recommendation: The evaluation team recommends the CPUC work with SHE to improve the accessibility,
completeness, and quality of program tracking data. While some components of this recommendation may
require additional resources (e.g., budget, staff time, expertise) more and better data are needed to provide
a robust assessment of program performance for both internal and external audiences. The evaluation
team recommends investment in the following:

m Establish unique client identifiers: Assign unique ID numbers to each CBO client so that service delivery
is better understood and potential issues such as lack of issue resolution are more easily identified.

m Add data fields critical to program delivery. Efforts should be made to collect and track the following
data fields:

m  Specific referral source
m  Case resolution status

m  Review naming conventions and develop data dictionaries. Review current resolution naming
conventions to ensure each resolution type is mutually exclusive and is aligned with the actual
resolution and not the problem. Milestone Consulting and/or SHE should also create a data dictionary
so that each and every resolution has a detailed description, thus making these data more easily
understood across parties.

m Improve tracking database configuration: Given that switching to a different data tracking software is
unlikely, SHE should explore the feasibility of a few fixes within the current system. These include:

m  Allowing selection of only one customer problem at a time from the drop-down list and then
allowing for the list of resolutions to include primary resolution and secondary resolutions. The
CBO would then also be able to select a second and third customer problem, if needed.

Opinion Dynamics | 8



m  Configuring the system to allow CBO staff to pull reports that can be exported into the monthly
invoicing template.

m  Using field validation to reduce manual data entry errors.

m  Recommendation: As detailed within the report, the evaluation team recommends codifying metrics related
to program activities, client characteristics, program referrals, and assistance outcomes among other areas
(see Section 4.2.2).

Research Objective: Program Costs and Funding

= Conclusion: While there is no definitive evidence within this evaluation period to suggest that expanding funding

for the CHANGES Program is warranted, COVID-related budget impacts and demand fluctuations suggest that a
longer time horizon is needed to comprehensively assess the basis for funding expansion. The program budget

$ was underspent each year of the evaluation period; however, current invoices indicate this will not be the case
for 2023. Findings from interviewed CBO staff and surveyed CHANGES clients suggest that case assistance
services are the most valuable and beneficial to the program, and program tracking data indicate case
assistance is the largest share of annual program spending. Additionally, program data indicate that spending
on case assistance has been increasing year over year. The moratoriums on disconnections during COVID have
been lifted, and dispute resolution cases, which saw a decrease aligned with the moratoriums, are rebounding.
At the same time, CBOs incur case assistance costs associated with handling time-intensive bill disputes,
addressing multiple clients’ needs under one service/resolution, and helping clients in small multi-jurisdictional
utilities (SMJUs), which are not fully reimbursed through the program.

= Recommendation: The next evaluation should assess whether an increase in funding is warranted, using
data from 2022 and 2023 and pre-COVID data (which was outside the timeframe for this evaluation). This
assessment should also account for any CBOs added or removed from the network (one CBO left in 2022)
and budget estimates for expanding services into SMJUs and municipal utility territories.

s Recommendation: The CPUC should revisit the basis for the per unit cost established for case assistance
with SHE, examining how the current cost per unit was established and what updates should be made to
key assumptions. There is currently a misalignment between the reimbursement per service type for case
assistance and the manner in which the service is provided. For example, one case can result in multiple
resolutions. However, payment is limited to one resolution per case. On average there are 1.24 resolutions
completed per case. This means that when a CBO spends more time resolving multiple issues for a client,
that is not reflected in the reimbursement amount.

Research Objective: Program Costs and Funding

m  Conclusion: Program costs may not be fairly distributed across the 10Us, as indicated by the services provided in
their territories. Each I0U provides a set proportion of funding for the CHANGES Program that does not change
based on the number of services provided in its territory. However, based on available data from case
assistance services and community outreach events, SDG&E, SCG, and SCE may have overpaid during the
evaluation period based on program activity, while PG&E may have underpaid.

= Recommendation: The CPUC should work with SHE and the I0Us to understand the misalignment in service
provision in 10U territory and 10U funding. This may include:
m  Re-evaluating the traditional funding split of 30% PG&E, 30% SCE, 25% SCG, and 15% SDG&E

Research Objective: Program Operations and Structure

/‘\s Conclusion: From a participating client and CBO staff perspective, the CHANGES Program is effective in meeting
(:) customer needs. However, data on the distribution of CBOs and program activity indicates the current model
may have some weaknesses in ensuring adequate coverage in all areas of need. CBO clients report high levels
of satisfaction with the services provided through the program and participating CBOs report satisfaction with
Opinion Dynamics | 9



the implementation team (SHE and Milestone Consulting). While members of the implementation team are
located in opposite parts of the state (i.e., SHE is located in the North and Milestone Consulting in the South),
interview data suggest that they are working together to manage the CBO network and provide services
throughout the state. Census data combined with CBO coverage data suggest that LA county may be
underserved. Furthermore, the central valley is at risk of becoming underserved if it were to experience a loss of
coverage from a CBO. Additionally, there are underserved areas located within and outside of 10U territories. In
terms of the latter, CBOs report providing energy-related assistance to clients in SMJUs and other municipal
utilities, but are unable to seek reimbursement for these services, given the current program structure.

m  Recommendation: The CPUC should consider the benefits, drawbacks, and budget implications of
expanding CHANGES service delivery to areas served by SMJUs and other municipal utilities to meet the
needs of all LEP customers in California. While there are not currently data available from the CBOs to help
assess how large the need outside of IOU territories might be, looking at the percentage of LEP households
in those areas could help inform this estimation as could outreach directly to those other utilities.

s Recommendation: SHE should re-evaluate CBO coverage and potentially consider adding a few more CBOs
in unserved/underserved areas.

Research Objective: Program Costs and Funding

= Conclusion: Based on the services provided and the customers who benefit, funding the CHANGES Program
through the CARE budget is appropriate as compared to the general rate case (GRC). Aimost all CHANGES
participants are eligible for CARE (96%) and over three-quarters of eligible CARE participants are enrolled in that
$ program (88%). Furthermore, CARE is currently funded via a rate surcharge paid by all other utility customers,
excluding CARE customers.2 If the CHANGES program were to be funded through the GRC instead of CARE,
CHANGES clients would pay for the program via their rates. The current funding set up ensures that the costs
are recovered in rates to other non-low income customers, which is alighed with best practices.

2 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/electric-costs/care-fera-program
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2. INTRODUCTION
2 BACKGROUND

The CHANGES Program delivers in-language services to LEP customers of the four main 10Us in California. Started as a
pilot in 2011, CHANGES is now in its eleventh year, offering individualized case assistance (e.g., needs assistance and
dispute resolution), education, and outreach to help LEP customers manage their natural gas and electricity services.
The CHANGES program is implemented by SHE through a network of 27 participating CBOs. The objective of the
program is to improve client resolution efforts through the network of CBOs that are expected to be able to bridge
barriers and effectively communicate between the I0Us and the LEP clients.

The CPUC oversees the CHANGES Program. The Program is funded by a CARE charge to ratepayers that is collected by
the 10Us. CHANGES operated as a pilot program beginning in February 2011 with a budget of $500,000 in the first year
and was authorized as an ongoing program in December 2015 per D.15-12-047,3 with funding from the California
Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) budget at a level not to exceed $1,750,000. The budget has since been increased to
$1,752,502 annually for program years 2021 - 2026 via D.21-06-015.4 There are no formally established success
metrics tied to this budget and/or program as a whole.>

2. OVERVIEW OF STUDY

A statewide study team® selected Opinion Dynamics to conduct a process evaluation of the CHANGES Program for the
three-year period from 2019-2021. The purpose of the evaluation was to assess program delivery and effectiveness
across five key areas: Overall Performance, Data Collection, Program Value, Program Costs and Funding, and Program
Operations and Structure. This report is structured to show the evaluation approach Opinion Dynamics used assessing
these five key areas, as well as the respective findings and recommendations.” The evaluation objectives related to
each area are outlined below:

= Qverall Performance: Assess overall program performance associated with anticipated needs of the target
population. This includes an examination of who is served, how relevant/sensitive the program is to their needs,
and the relative benefits of each of the functional areas: outreach activities, educational activities, and 1:1 case
assistance activities in serving the needs of the population.

= Data Collection: Identify the extent to which current program data collection supports an understanding of the
program’s effectiveness and ongoing reporting for success. If not, what data will be needed to do so?

3 All CPUC Decisions related to this program can be found at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/about-cpuc/divisions/news-and-public-information-
office/consumer-affairs-branch/team-and-changes-programs

4 |bid.

5 Per the 2018 CHANGES Evaluation Report written by Level 4 Ventures, Inc., page eight states that “...no formal critical success factors are
identified and used to measure program success.” The author of this report suggested that CHANGES stakeholders establish three to seven
success factors and measure the program against them.

6 The statewide study team included members from the CPUC, PG&E, SCE, SCG, and SDG&E. The core members were: CPUC - Ravinder Mangat
and Mia Hart; PG&E - Iris Cheung; SCE - Carol Edwards; SDG&E - Brenda Gettig; and SCG - Kevin Ehsani.

7 Public comments about the evaluation process were submitted by some CBOs in the CHANGES network for both the first and second public
comment periods. Some CBOs expressed concerns with a conflict of interest with 10U involvement, lack of transparency regarding vendor
selection, and findings being independent and valid. These comments and responses can be found at https://pda.energydataweb.com/#!/ . Use
the search bar to find “CHANGES.”
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= Program Value: Identify duplicative services, if any. To the extent they exist, what are these services and how are
they being provided?8

=  Program Costs & Funding: Document how the budget and program costs are allocated across services or functional
areas, the extent to which the budget is appropriate, and the appropriateness of the funding source in relation to
addressing the primary customer needs supported by CHANGES.

= Program Operations and Structure: Examine the operational effectiveness of the administration of the program. In
particular, assess the effectiveness of the implementation contractor’s role and management of the program, and
identify potential ways to refine and improve the delivery and management structure of the services CHANGES
seeks to provide.

To address the study’s objectives, the Opinion Dynamics’ evaluation team employed a mixed-methods research
approach that leveraged existing data sources and collected new primary data, detailed in the next section.

8 Note that the objectives related to this area of inquiry (“Program Value”) have been updated in coordination with the study team. Originally, the
objective here was to, “Examine net benefits of program in comparison to similar programs/services operated by I0Us or other entities across the
us.”
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J. METHODS

The evaluation team collected and analyzed both primary and secondary data to achieve the research objectives. Our
primary data collection activities comprised in-depth interviews with CPUC, CBOs, SHE, Milestone Consulting,® and 10U
program staff, as well as a mail survey of 2021 program participants. We also conducted a secondary data review to
inform the majority of our evaluation activities. Table 3 gives a brief overview of our research approach and we describe
these data collection activities and associated methods in the following sections. For specific research questions
related to the evaluation tasks, please see Appendix A.

Table 3. Research Approach

Program
Secondary Stakeh.older Participant
Data Review LRI Survey
(CPUC, CBOs,
SHE, I0Us)
Task 1: Evaluability Assessment 4 4
Task 2: Assessment of Program Costs and Benefits 4 4 4
Task 3: Spatiotemporal Distribution Analysis 4 4 v

3. SECONDARY DATA REVIEW

The evaluation team collaborated with SHE and the CPUC to obtain a variety of program-related materials from which to
extract data. A review of these documents and data sources supported the development of the PTLM in our evaluability
assessment, the assessment of program costs and benefits, as well as the spatiotemporal distribution analysis.

Reviewed materials included:

= CPUC Decisions Related to the CHANGES Program: We reviewed pertinent Decisions to inform our understanding of
the evolution of the program, its purposes, and funding mechanisms. These included Decision 15-12-047, adopted
in December of 2015; Decision 14-08-030, adopted in December 2014; and Decision 12-12-011, adopted in
December of 2012.

= Past CHANGES Evaluation Reports: We reviewed the CHANGES Evaluation Reports from 2012, 2014, and 2018.

=  CHANGES Annual Reports: We reviewed CHANGES annual reports prepared by the CPUC for program years 2017-
2018, 2018-2019, 2019-2020, and 2020-2021.

* Financial Data: We reviewed and analyzed invoices from SHE to the CPUC, and from the CPUC to the 10Us for the
years under study (2019-2021).

= CHANGES Program Tracking Data: We reviewed and analyzed program tracking data compiled by SHE, which
included details of various CBOs’ outreach activities, education workshops, and case assistance activities. Case
assistance includes the one-on-one activities of dispute resolution and needs assistance.

3.2 PROGRAM STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

The evaluation team conducted in-depth program stakeholder interviews in August and September of 2022. These
interviews spanned four program stakeholder types: (1) CPUC staff overseeing CHANGES; (2) IOU administrators
involved with CHANGES; (3) the SHE implementation team including their sub-contractor Milestone Consulting, who

9 Milestone Consulting is a subcontractor to SHE who helps manage the CBO network and program related activities.



manage the network of CBOs; and, (4) select CBOs working directly with CHANGES participants. We created an
interview guide for each program actor type based on the research questions for this study (refer to Appendix A for
details). Table 4 presents an overview of the stakeholder groups we completed in-depth interviews with and their role in
the program.

Table 4. Program Stakeholder Interview Details

Program Stakeholder Program Role Comp!eted
Interviews
CBO Staff Deliver services to LEP clients 10
Provide funding for the program through a CARE charge
IOU Staff collected from ratepayers, administer CHANGES help line 4
for CBOs to call when assisting CHANGES clients
CPUC Staff Provide program oversight 1
Administer the program and oversee CBOs; deliver
SHE Staff services to clients as a participating CBO 1
Milestone Consulting Staff | Train and support participating CBOs 1
Total 17

The evaluation team used a census approach for interviewing the 10U, CPUC, SHE, and Milestone Consulting staff. We
were successful in this approach and conducted interviews with all those organizations.

We used purposive sampling to select CBOs for the interviews. From 2019-2021, there were 27 CBOs providing energy-
related services through the CHANGES Program, including SHE who serves a dual role as both a CBO and the program
implementor. To create the purposive sample, we first categorized all 27 CBOs into Priority Groups.

We used several factors to rank and prioritize the CBOs into three Priority Groups. These factors included language(s)
the CBO offered services in, the number of languages the CBO offered services in, the number of customers served in
the program years under study, and the distribution of these customers across different utility territories. This approach
resulted in 10 CBOs included in Priority Group 1, 10 CBOs in Priority Group 2, and 7 in Priority Group 3.

More specifically, we first ranked the CBOs in order of the number of customers served, putting those with the fewest
customers at the bottom. We made sure our Priority Group 1 contained at least two CBOs that supported each of the
five key languages (Cantonese, English, Spanish, Viethamese and Korean). We also included some CBOs in Priority
Group 1 that provided services in other languages. Then, we adjusted our ranking to ensure that the Priority Group 1
included at least two CBOs that conducted a majority of their services in each utility territory. Finally, we incorporated an
even mix of CBOs that attended this evaluation study’s first public workshop in June of 2022 and those that did not for
Priority Groups 1 and 2.

We then invited all the CBOs in Priority Group 1 to participate in an interview. In cases where a prioritized CBO was
unresponsive or declined an interview, we sought to replace it with a similar CBO from the next priority group to keep
the distribution outlined above, working to maintain a balance in languages and locations. We continued this approach
until we reached our target of 10 completed CBO interviews.

The 10 interviewed CBOs offered services in the five most common program languages and served all four IOU
territories (Table 5). San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) was underrepresented and none of the interviewed CBOs
served more than 10% of their clients in SDG&E territory. This was not necessarily surprising, however, as this reflects
the number of CHANGES CBOs conducting work in SDG&E territory. Of the three CBOs who conduct the majority of their
work in SDG&E territory, one had only assisted 11 clients in the three program years under study and was in Priority
Group 3. The other two CBOs we invited for an interview but did not respond.



Table 5. Interviewed CBO Characteristics

Number of
Services Offered by... Interviewed CBOs
(n=10)

Language

English 10
Spanish 7
Vietnamese 4
Cantonese 4
Korean 3
PG&E 5
SCE 6
SCG 5
SDG&E 0

There are some limitations to this study from our use of interview data. First, interview data are self-report, which
means the evaluator cannot independently verify all information provided in the interviews. To minimize this limitation,
the evaluation team assured the respondent of their data’s confidentiality, which can put them at ease and improve the
likelihood they will provide honest and candid responses. A second limitation of this study stemming from the interviews
is that we were unable to survey a census of CBOs. Therefore, we cannot know how well our CBO interview sample
represents the CHANGES CBO population. As such, there may be experiences and opinions among the CHANGES CBOs
that are not captured in our interview data.

3.3 PARTICIPANT SURVEY

The evaluation team conducted a printed mail survey of CHANGES participants who received individual case assistance
in the calendar year 2021. The purpose of the survey was to explore: to what extent the program meets its stated
objectives in helping customers in the target population; the key benefits, limitations, and potential improvements of
the four primary program activities; and, the main participation barriers customers face. Given that the implementor,
SHE, was only able to provide customer mailing address and a manually created unique identifier to protect customer
privacy, we crafted a survey approach to maximize participation.

Participants were sent a paper survey instrument printed in one of the five most common languages for service delivery:
Spanish, Cantonese, English, Korean, and Viethamese10.11 (see Appendix F). We matched the specific language of the
survey instrument with the language in which the participant received services, as indicated in the program tracking
data. We also printed the survey invitation on letterhead provided by SHE, which was CHANGES-specific and included a
list of all the CBOs in the network to help build trust and legitimacy with the survey.

We provided participants with a pre-paid return envelope for mailing back the completed survey. We offered a $25 gift
card incentive to each participant who completed the survey. The evaluation team also included a toll-free number in
the survey invitation in case participants had questions. The toll-free line had a pre-recorded survey message in all five
languages asking participants to leave a message. The evaluation team called participants back in their preferred

10 These five groups comprised 89% of the total services provided and of the total number of unique participants in the calendar year of 2021.
One participant can receive multiple services or open multiple cases.

11 The evaluation team conducted a round of revisions to the survey translations to ensure that they used culturally relevant language. The
evaluation team received support from select CBOs and the study team to complete this step.

Opinion Dynamics | 15



language to answer any questions. Table 6 below describes our sample frame, sampling approach and the response
rate we obtained from the survey.

Table 6. Sample Frame Description

Population Description All customers who recgived case assistancg services in Spanish,
Cantonese, English, Viethamese or Korean in 2021

Population Size 3,659

Sample Size 3,659

Target of Completes 70

Sampling Method Census

Valid Completed Surveys 221

Table 7 shows the number of completed surveys across I0Us and the corresponding response rates.

Table 7. Survey Completes and Response Rates by IOU

10U ‘ Completed Surveys Response Rate12
PG&E 143 7.9%
SCG 17 11.1%
SCE 39 11.0%
SDG&E 37 11.6%
Overall* 221 8.8%

*This represents the total number of participants as opposed to the sum across this
column, because one participant can have more than one IOU associated to them in
program records.

CHANGES participants who received services in Cantonese yielded the highest response rate at 17%, followed by
English, Korean and Vietnamese, all at 11% (Table 8). The evaluation team believes that the reason for such high
response rate among the four languages is a combination of the attractiveness of the incentive, and for Cantonese,
Korean, and Viethamese speakers, the novelty of getting a survey in their own language. Spanish-speakers had the
lowest response rate at 4%, however, that response rate is aligned with what the evaluation team expected given
industry trends.

Table 8. Survey Completes and Response Rates by Language

Participant Language Completed Surveys Response Rate
Cantonese 117 17.0%
English 33 11.4%
Korean 12 11.4%
Vietnamese 14 11.3%
Spanish 45 4.1%

Total 221 8.8%

12 The calculation of the response rate excludes any undelivered mail as well as participants who were ineligible for the survey.



As the evaluation team did not have complete data on participants, limitations exist for the survey. First, without having
access to participant first and last name, surveys were addressed to “Current Resident.” If the CHANGES participant on
file no longer resided at the address in the program tracking data, then the new resident would have received the
survey. This is because United States Postal Service is unable to forward mail when it is only addressed to current
resident as they need a full name to link the old and new address. A portion of returned surveys indicated that no
energy-related services were received (82 of 303 returned surveys) and thus they were screened-out. As such, there is
the potential that non-CHANGES residents returned the survey, but we are unable to verify or quantify the extent to
which this may be the case. Additional information on participants who screened out is available in Appendix B.

3.4 TASK I: EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT

The first step of the evaluability assessment was developing a program theory logic model (PTLM) and metrics. The
PTLM codifies the essential program activities that program implementers think will have direct or indirect effects on
producing the desired outcomes (i.e., the theory of change). It includes: inputs, activities, and outputs; the sequence of
outcomes that follow; and, the linkages among these elements.

The evaluation team drafted a PTLM and shared it with the statewide study team to solicit feedback. We conducted a
facilitated discussion with the study team where we walked through the activities and causal linkages that lead to the
program outcomes. We took the feedback from this discussion and produced a revised logic model and distributed it for
a second round of feedback. This iterative feedback ensured that the final logic model accurately captured the design
and theory of change needed for a meaningful assessment of the CHANGES Program. Please see Appendix B for the
PTLM.

The second step of the evaluability assessment was to review program data sources to see if program administrators
had been tracking the data necessary to assess the linkages between program activities and program outcomes. Lastly,
we investigated whether metrics could be developed to better demonstrate the program’s value. Altogether, the
program’s theory of change, our review of tracked data, and information gained through in-depth interviews informed
our assessment of the most program-critical metrics for activities and outcomes, and gaps in data tracked.

3.0 TASK 2: ASSESSMENT OF COSTS AND BENEFITS

The evaluation team assessed program costs and benefits to further inform a determination of how well the program is
performing relative to its objectives. We leveraged secondary data, along with primary data gathered through in-depth
interviews and participant surveys, to gain a holistic view of the costs associated with implementing the program and
the needs of and benefits received by customers. Secondary data reviewed for the assessment included program
tracking data, key CPUC Decisions, and financial data from SHE and the CPUC.

Table 9 outlines the specific criteria that the evaluation team assessed, along with the associated data source.
Table 9. Data Source of Benefits and Costs Criteria Assessed

Criteria ‘ Data Source
Benefits
Number of customers served (total and by I0U, CBO, and language) | Secondary data - Program Tracking Data

Number of services provided (by service type, 10U, CBO, language
etc.)

Percent of total services provided (by service type, 10U, CBO,
language etc.)

Perceived customer benefits Participant survey

Secondary data - Program Tracking Data

Secondary data - Program Tracking Data
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Criteria ‘ Data Source
Ability to meet customer needs Participant survey
Quality of service provided/customer satisfaction Participant survey

Costs

Total program budget Secondary data - CPUC Decisions/Invoices
Budget by 10U Secondary data - CPUC Decisions/Invoices
Cost per service provided (by service type, 10U, CBO, etc.) Secondary data - Invoices
Cost per unique case assistance client, case event, and resolution gii?sr;gr?;y data - Program tracking data, Invoices, CPUC

3.6 TASK 3: SPATIOTEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS

We conducted a spatiotemporal distribution analysis to understand the service coverage of CBOs and CHANGES service
provision throughout the state. In conducting this analysis, the evaluation team leveraged GIS software and updated
census data estimates from the American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Data that was released in mid-March
2022.13 Table 10 outlines the census data tables used to inform our analysis.

Table 10.Census Data Tables Used in Spatiotemporal Distribution Analysis

Census Data Table ‘ Table Notes ‘

# of limited English-speaking households. The table defines a "limited English-speaking
S1602 Limited English- household" as one in which no member 14 years old and over (1) speaks only English or (2)
Speaking Households speaks a non-English language and speaks English "very well." By definition, English-only
households cannot belong to this group.

S1601 Language Spoken at | # of households that speak a given language (roughly 38 different languages included in
Home this data table) for all households, regardless of English proficiency

People and families are classified as being in poverty if their income is less than their poverty
threshold. If their income is less than half their poverty threshold, they are below 50% of
poverty; less than the threshold itself, they are in poverty (below 100% of poverty); less than

C17002 Ratio of Income to
Poverty in the past 12

months 1.25 times the threshold, below 125% of poverty, and so on.

C16002 Household

Language by Household This table groups languages into four categories: Spanish, Other Indo-European, Asia and
Limited English-Speaking Pacific Island, and Other for households that are limited English-speaking.

Status

We used GIS to map the distribution of customers receiving case assistance through the CHANGES Program. First, we
took the physical address of program participants from 2019-2021 provided by SHE and geocoded to a census block.
We then overlayed this with additional census data on language, income, and other relevant demographics.

Additionally, we used GIS to map CHANGES affiliated CBO coverage across counties in California. To assess the optimal
distribution of CBOs, the CBO coverage map was compared to the percent of LEP households per county. The
evaluation team then estimated the number of LEP households in each county, by multiplying the total number of
households by the percent LEP and compared the estimated number of households to the number of CBOs covering the
area to identify relatively low and high coverage areas.

It should be noted that there are limitations to this approach. Although we are using CBO coverage as a proxy for
support, there are additional nuances to CBOs that may impact the available support. CBOs can have different levels of
capacity which can result in a different levels of support available. CBOs may also support multiple counties, diluting the
capacity between multiple regions, which results in an overestimation of available support. Additionally, there are

13 https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/news/data-releases/2020/release.htmI#ABC
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limitations to using LEP as a proxy for demand. Not every LEP household will require utility assistance, which may lead

to an overestimation of demand. Lastly, even though the CBO are able to provide service in-language, services may still
be provided in English (including Native American English and Sign Language). These households may not be included

in the percent LEP but do require CHANGES assistance which would lead to an underestimation of demand.

The resultant series of maps were delivered to the study team and are presented throughout the remainder of the
report.

. RESULTS

We have structured this section to align with the five key evaluation objectives outlined in the Introduction, but we begin
with a high-level participation summary to orient the reader. We then describe the program tracking data collected
before discussing overall performance and other evaluation objectives.

4 PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

The CHANGES Program offers individualized case assistance, education, and outreach to help LEP customers manage
their natural gas and electricity services. These three core functional areas and associated programmatic activities are
described in Table 11.

Table 11. CHANGES Program Functional Areas and Associated Programmatic Activities

Functional Areas ‘ Program Activity ‘ Share of Program Activity*

Needs Assistance, Dispute Resolution 2%

Case Assistance (also called Complaint Resolution)

Education Educational Workshops 27%
Outreach Community Outreach, Media Outreach 2%

*Does not equal 100% due to rounding. Share of Program Activity is calculated from the total number of events throughout the evaluation period,
detailed in Table 18.

Throughout the evaluation period, the CHANGES Program reached many LEP clients through its program activities.
Table 12 provides a high-level snapshot of this success.

Table 12. CHANGES Program Snapshot

Provided services in 44 languages across a network of 27 CBOs

Served 10,831 unique clients via case assistance4
= 14,558 assistance cases
= 18,033 disputes/complaints resolutions

Held 5,431 educational events reaching more than 80,000 clients

Held 215 community outreach events

Conducted 113 media outreach placements

14 If counting unique customers by year, this number is 12,613. However, when looking at the three evaluation years together, the number is
10,831, as 1,782 clients received services in multiple years, but no more than once per calendar year. For example, if a client received services
once in 2019 and once in 2021, they would be counted as a unique client per each calendar year. When summed across the years in a table, for
example, the sum would be 2, whereas counts looking for unique clients from 2019-2021 would equal 1.



4.2 DATA COLLEGTION AND TRACKING

We assessed the extent to which current program data collection supports an understanding of the program’s
effectiveness and ongoing reporting for success. In doing so, we identified data gaps and offer suggestions for
additional metrics to be tracked in the future.

42 CBO-LEVEL DATA COLLECTION, TRACKING, AND REPORTING

Participating CBOs collect and track a range of variables related to the services they provide through the CHANGES
Program. Broadly, the data tracked supports SHE’s understanding of the activities being conducted (e.g., type and
content shared), their location, target population, and the number of clients reached or engaged.

Given the nature of case assistance activities, CBOs track a wider range of data related to case assistance to inform the
assessment of program performance than they track with education and outreach activities. The data the CBO staff
collect and report for CHANGES allow them to track how many clients they served, what their issues were, and the
resolutions. Most CBO representatives did not have any misgivings with the required data elements for CHANGES.
Often, these data elements were pieces of information that CBOs normally collect from all their clients.

“Most of the data we have to enter is the information we need to get for the assistance we
help with. So we get [that] information anyway [and], without knowing [that] information, we
cannot really help them.” - CBO Interviewee

Due to this, attempting to allocate a portion of costs to CBO staff time recording data would be challenging and
potentially inaccurate. Data currently collected by CBO staff is an inherent part of delivering services and it is not
possible to break out data management costs, or more simply the cost to collect data. The exact data collected and
recorded differs by program activity. Yet, for each program activity, the data that is collected is intrinsic to rendering that
service. For example, counting the number of attendees at an education workshop or recording how many media
placements they have issued is not a separate activity to the extent that they can identify the time and costs allocated
to it. For one-on-one case assistance services, CBO staff must capture key datapoints to effectively assist the client or
resolve the issue including the customer’s demographic information, utility, and the nature of the issue. Therefore, the
data entry related to helping clients is part and parcel of rendering CHANGES services and would be collected no matter
what issue the customer arrived with at the CBO. However, adding data elements to collect, like customer contact
information for outreach, would present an additional cost in terms of staff time and database set up.

CASE ASSISTANCE

Despite CBO comfort with program data requirements, the data currently collected and reported for case assistance are
not sufficient to fully assess performance. Table 13 summarizes the key data items that CBOs collected, tracked, and
reported for case assistance.

Table 13. Data Tracked by CBOs for Case Assistance

Key Data Items ‘ Description
Unique ID ID number unique to a client
Cases ID ID number unigque to a case
Address Client street address
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Key Data Items ‘ Description
City Client city
State Client state
Zip code Client zip code
Household Household size (i.e., 1, 2, 3, ..., 15)
Age Group Flag for age over 65 (i.e., 65 and above, under 65)
gﬁgﬁf;'ouseho'd Flag if household qualifies for CARE
(Ezﬁff)E”: douseho'd Flag if household is enrolled in CARE
Income Level Income level of household ranging from $0 to $340,000
Name (Language) Language of assistance
CBO CBO conducting education activity

How the client learned of the CBO and offered services (e.g., referring program,

Referral Source friend or family, mass media, CHANGES workshop)

Name (I0U) I0U territory

Case Type Fuel type relevant to assistance (i.e., gas, electricity, both)

Request Type Need or dispute flag

Closed Date Date dispute/need was resolved

Resolution Solution to the case (e.g., CARE/FERA, Payment Extension, Level Pay Plan)
Customer Problem Issue/difficulty client experienced

The effectiveness of case assistance should be measured by the ability of that assistance to provide services that
resolve customer problems and meet customer needs. Current data includes which assistance services were provided
and who received the assistance, however, no unique IDs are created to identify the client. By tracking participation at
the unique customer level, program staff can identify repeat customers. Repeat customers could indicate that the
resolution service may need improvement to increase participant independence in the future. On the other hand, clients
who approach the CBO multiple times but receive different services may indicate successful channeling and
establishing a trusted relationship.

One limitation of the current data reported is that it does not contain any information on cases that were not resolved.
Understanding if customers sought case assistance and had problems that were not resolvable could help identify
expansion opportunities of the program. Furthermore, no data is available regarding time spent by the CBO resolving
the case. Some cases may be resolved fairly quickly while other may involve in-depth time consuming services.

Additionally, collecting satisfaction metrics from customers on the success of the assistance at meeting their needs
would also speak to the performance of the case assistance. If certain CBOs continually receive low satisfaction scores,
it may indicate the need for targeted training or resources.

Based on these issues, we recommend that SHE require tracking of the following additional datapoints for one-on-one
case assistance:

=  Whether a client receives a single service/resolution multiple times or a different service each time
= Status of case resolution (e.g. “resolved,” “ongoing,” or “unresolvable”)
= Customer satisfaction with services received

= How many hours the CBO staff person dedicated to resolving the case
OUTREACH AND EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES
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Overall, the data collected and reported for outreach and educational activities are not sufficient to fully assess
performance. CBOs are not currently required to collect participant information for outreach and educational events,
which limits the ability to assess performance. Despite this, we found some core data to be useful for tracking program
activity. Table 14 summarizes the data tracked across outreach and educational activities. We discuss key data gaps in
Section 4.2.4

Table 14 Summary of Data Points Tracked for Outreach and Education Activities

Community Name CBO conducting the activity v v v
Date Held Date of activity 4 4 v
Language Language(s) in which activities are conducted 4 4 v
Total No. of Participants rNet;rE:(gé of clients attending, participating or v v v
IOU Name IOU territory 4

Location Address of event v

Sponsor Organizations sponsoring the event 4

Materials Distributed Type of materials (e.g., flyers, brochures etc.) 4

'l\)ﬂ::aeill’lals Distributed Description of materials classified as “other” 4

Media Outlet Publication or broadcast medium v

Placement Type Newspaper, radio, etc. 4

Topics Focus of the _event - understanding your bill, v

safety, and high energy usage etc.
OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

The performance of CHANGES outreach activities should be measured based on the success that those activities have
in channeling customers into educational and needs/disputes activities. It is important to be able to track the impact of
outreach on attendance and participation. This information would reveal which events are most effective, how the
impact differs across client groups, and, potentially, if there are certain times of year where engagement is higher (such
as in peak summer when energy bills are generally highest).

It would be ideal to have the ability to link CHANGES clients who saw or heard CBO outreach messages directly to the
customer and education data. However, media outreach makes tracking specific customers challenging. The only way
to capture whether media outreach made a potential client aware of a CBO is if the CBO could report more specific
referral details in the customer data set. Currently, the customer data contain general information on referrals (ex.
“community-outreach”, “mass-media”, etc.), which allows for general tracking and performance across the two major
strategies but does not differentiate the individual events or channels. Collecting more specific information on the
referral source could help identify which materials, placements, etc. are most effective, which could differ by client
group and thus be optimized for each CBO and across different languages.

Additionally, reporting on the content of the media outreach and on the targeted community locations would add to the
understanding of effectiveness and coverage of the outreach. Currently collected data include an estimate for the
number of people that were reached but not where those people are located or what content they are receiving. As the
data are currently reported, there is no way to know where a newspaper is distributed or where the radio channel is
broadcast. It could be possible that the outreach is reaching the same people every time and providing the exact same
information which would impact effectiveness.



Based on these issues, we recommend that SHE require tracking of the following additional datapoints for outreach
activities:

= The name of the media placement or community outreach event that was the referral source for the one-on-one
case assistance.

= Content of the media placement or community outreach event (is it about understanding energy bills, energy safety,
payment assistance, rate plans, etc.)

EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES

Currently, CBOs do not report individual customers, their demographics, nor their referral source for educational events.
Attempting to track more specific information on the customers that attend educational events could help to identify
how effective different outreach channels are at directing customers to attend education events.

The performance of CHANGES educational activities should be measured based on the success that those activities
have on educating customers on various CHANGES topics. Customer contact information for those who participate in
educational events is missing from the program tracking data. Tracking specific customers who are attending
educational events will help to understand if customers are attending multiple events that cover the same topic.
Additionally, tracking specific customers would provide insight into how different educational workshops channel clients
into assistance services. Alternatively, this could be tracked on the case assistance side when reporting referral source.
Currently, collected customer data contain general information on referrals but it does not differentiate among the
topics of the referring educational workshops. Collecting more specific information could help identify workshops that
are most effective at channeling. Some CBOs already collect this customer contact information at educational events
and some outreach events, however, it is not always feasible for them to enter these data into an existing database
because of staff constraints and legibility of the information collected.

We understand why a CBO may be reluctant to ask for an individual’s identifying information. In these cases, the CBOs
might implement a post-workshop survey to measure knowledge gained, the effectiveness of the educational activity,
and additional resource or informational needs. Review of CHANGES invoices along with the existence of pre-test/post-
tests on various educational topics suggests that educational activities are being monitored, however, it is unclear
where this information is reported and what is done with it. Reporting and analyzing the evaluation results could help
inform future educational activities. This information can then be used to identify the topics that are getting repeat
customers or where the content could be improved. It would also allow for identifying the optimal number of
participants, i.e., if smaller or larger educational groups are more effective.

Based on these issues, we recommend that SHE require tracking of the following additional datapoints for educational
workshops:

= Areferral source (e.g., media outreach, community outreach, case assistance)

= Measures of knowledge learned from workshop (potentially using a pre/post test)

= |f conducting a pre/post test, include a question in the post test asking what additional information or resources the
clients desire, if any, to identify gaps in the workshops.

422  LOGIC MODEL AND PRIORITIZED METRIGS

Figure 1 shows the CHANGES’ PTLM. We describe the barriers to why LEP clients may not be able to effectively resolve
energy-related problems on their own and the program’s objective. A key input in the program is the CHANGES network
of CBOs that act as a trusted resource in their communities. Boxes A, B, C, and D represent the Program’s four main
activities. The reader can follow the arrows to see what short-, medium-, and long-term goals are expected to accrue
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from program activity. Appendix B contains the explanation of linkages (the numbered lines) and what metrics may
support measurement of those linkages. We also tie the prioritized program metrics in Table 15 to the boxes and links
in the logic model.



Barriers

Program
Objective

Inputs
and
Influences

Activity Type Group/community activities

CBO Activities

Outputs

Short-term
Outcomes
(1 day
-- 1 month)

Medium-term
Qutcomes
{1 month
-- 1 year)

Long-term
Outcomes
(6 months
-- 1+ years)

Figure 1. Program Theory and Logic Model

Barriers to clients resolving energy issues independently include challenges interacting with call center staff,
uncertainty around how to resolve issue, inability to access utility services due to illiteracy, physical or mental

disabilities, fear of potential repurcussions, or lack of trust in their utility.

The CHANGES program objective is to improve client resolution efforts through the network of CBOs that are
expected to be able to bridge barriers and effectively communicate between the I0Us and the LEP clients.

Inputs: A network of accesible CBOs acting as a trusted resource in their communities, supported by 10U
funding, managed by SHE and Milestone Consulting, and coordinating with IOUs and the CPUC through
quarterly stakeholder meetings.
Influences: 10U call center staff, call center wait times, CBO staff time and administrative capacities (including
database inputs and management).
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Table 15 shows a consolidated list of prioritized metrics that the evaluation team suggests should be collected and
reported on for the CHANGES Program. The following metrics are appropriate and viable to assess the success of the
CHANGES Program. There is a column that indicates the source of the data for the metric, and whether CBOs are
already collecting and reporting upon it. There are additional metrics included in Appendix B in the linkage explanation
of the logic model. We would like to bring the reader’s attention to the metrics associated with Boxes N and O in the
logic model, as they are particularly suited for measuring the program’s medium- and long-term outcomes. These
metrics generally count the number of CHANGES clients who received a CHANGES service and sought no additional
services within one year, two years, or ever.

Category

Table 15. Suggested Prioritized Metrics for CHANGES Program

Prioritized Metrics

Data Source

Already
Tracked?

PTLM
Reference

Counts of activities performed (community

community outreach events

CBO Activities outreach, media outreach, educational CBO tracking data Yes Boxes A, B, C, D
workshops, and case assistance)
Activity Details Tppl_cs, Ianguages, # of people reached, # .Of CBO tracking data Yes Boxes A, B, C, D
distinct resolutions, total # of each resolution
Client Details Ba§|c information about the clients served, such CBO tracking data Yes and no Boxes A, B, C, D
as income, language, and referral source
Statistics about the specific types of CHANGES
Detailed Referrals outreach or educational events that lead client CBO tracking data No Links 2, 9
to seek case assistance
Statistics about number of customers referred .
CBO tracking data or .
Program Referrals | to other programs (payment plans, rate plans, that prosram's data Yes Link 10
LIHEAP, AMP) Prog
Assistance Sta_\tlstlcs about payment assistance (bill CBO tracking data or
. adjustment, one-time payment, payment plans, No Boxes L, M
Provided I0U data
successfully pay off arrearages)
Impact of Statistics about repeat visits or lack of repeat Data tracked,
p. . P ; . . P CBO tracking data | but not reported Box O
Assistance visits (for same service or different service) . .
in this way
Case Resolution Count of resolved, ongoing, and unresolved
Status cases (including categorical reason case was CBO tracking data Yes and no Box O
unresolved)
Measures of knowledge following an activity or
Assistance of clients applying knowledge learned, and for Evaluation data or Yes, by some Box |
Outcomes CBOs conducting post tests, additional CBO research CBOs
information or resources the client desired
Avoided Problems Counts of avoided safety issues, disconnections, Evaluation No Box N
scams
CBO Performance Measures of client satisfaction Evaluation or CBO No Box O
research
Outreach Content Statistics about content of media and CBO tracking data No Box F, Link 9

423

DATAREPORTED TO 10US

The CHANGES Program data reported to the IOUs is too high-level to be useful to the 10U staff. While the CBOs collect
detailed notes about each one-on-one case assistance service they provide, including details about all services
provided under one case, that level of detail is not reported to the 10Us. The I0Us report receiving a list that summarizes
the total number of services rendered for a specific resolution category. IOU representatives note that the categories



reported to them were not that useful because they lacked specific details about the precise issue that was resolved. If
they had a one-sentence description with information on the specific issue, the IOUs may be able to improve the
services they offer and avoid customers needing to contact the CBO.

In addition, it can be difficult to tell whether a resolution falls into the category of “needs assistance” or “dispute
resolution.” For example, two data tracking resolution types include reference to both “needs assistance” and “dispute
resolution” (and appear to be duplicative): “AMP Billing or Enroliment Problem” and “AMP Enrollment or Billing
Problem.” One would assume an enroliment problem requires needs assistance services while a billing problem
requires dispute resolution services.

Figure 2 is a screenshot of a table titled “CHANGES Disputes Resolutions...” that was shared with IOU staff by CHANGES
program staff. |IOU staff were unclear on why some of these services were classified as disputes, such as “set up new
account” or “Energy Audit” for example. In these instances, 10U staff wondered whether the client had an issue with an
energy audit that was performed at their home, or did they have another problem for which an energy audit was
suggested to identify home improvements? Others, such as REACH, are available to customers in only one 10U service
territory and staff at other IOUs may not be aware of what the program does. The evaluation team believes this lack of
transparency is a naming convention issue, described in the next section, and not an indication that all listed items are
disputes. I0U staff also noted that the reporting of numbers only obscures any information about recurrence (i.e., if the
same client received the same service more than once). Additionally, IOU staff questioned whether an issue was
actually resolved, or if a customer was repeatedly calling with the same issue. The reported metrics would be more
helpful to 10U staff if they had insight into the disputes and how they were resolved.
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Figure 2. Screen Shot of CHANGES Program Report Provided to I0Us

Table 2.7.1.1
CHANGES Disputes Resolution — January through C >
Arrearage Management Plan 13
Assisted Client with Making a Payment 2
Bill Adjustment 11
CARE/FERA 8
CARE High Energy User Document Submission 3
CARE Recertification/Audit 2
Changed Consumer Information on Account 3
ESA Program 1
Electricity Agagregation 255
Energy Audit 10
Enroll in Energy Assistance Programs 81
Enroll in Medical Baseline 10
Gas Aggregation 248
_LIHEAP - 50
Meter Service or Testing 5
Other Payment Assistance (private, faith based, etc.) 8
Payment Plan 2
REACH 1
Report Scam B 2
Scheduled Customer Service Visit 1
Set Up New Account 2
Set Up Online Access 2|
Solar 10
Third Party Notification 9
Total 739

Note: The total number of services may exceed the total number of cases because some

cases will include more than one sefvice provided. Support for dispute resolutions was provided in the
following languages: Cambodian, Cantonese, Dari, English, English — Native American, Farsi, Hmong,
Korean, Mandarin, Pashto, Portuguese, Spanish, Urdu, and Vietnamese.

424 ACCURAGY, RELIABILITY, AND COMPLETENESS OF DATA COLLECTED

The CHANGES database is outdated and creates inefficiencies in both implementing the program and measuring
performance. The CPUC has already worked with SHE and their subcontractor to make some improvements to the
database. However, there is still room for improvement. The evaluation team identified a few issues with the way the
data were organized or recorded that make it challenging to accurately understand client situations or services
rendered, or reliably pull program data from the existing database. These eight issues included:

1. Needs Assistance vs Dispute Resolution: The way in which data are recorded in the software makes it difficult to
accurately assess the counts of “needs assistance” versus “dispute resolution.” The tracking software allows multiple
selections to be made for the “Customer need/problem” as well as multiple selections for the “Solution.” Therefore,
depending upon how a report is pulled (based on customer problem or solution), the resulting counts for cases and
solutions/resolutions vary and may not be reliable or complete. This issue is amplified due to the lack of unique IDs
associated with each CHANGES client. The current structure also does not allow for mapping the initial problem to
the resolution(s) or assigning a unique ID to the client. This means that the program is essentially unable to easily
track the progression of an individual case from start to finish.

a. To further highlight this point, SHE had to manually assign unique IDs and pull cases based on problem vs
resolution, creating time and budget delays. These stem from database inefficiencies and issues which can
impact the completeness and accuracy of the data.

2. Naming Conventions: There are also multiple naming conventions that can further cause confusion. Specifically, the
invoices call dispute resolution “complaint resolution” and, the software reports on “Solutions,” but these “Solutions”
are also called “Resolutions” among program staff and within reports.
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a. Further, some of the names of the resolutions are duplicative, but named differently, which results in the same
service being coded under different resolutions. For example, there is both: “AMP Billing or Enroliment Problem”
and “AMP Enrollment or Billing Problem.” The program does not need both of these resolutions and they add to
the already long list of resolutions a CBO representative must scroll through when inputting data.

3. Too Many Options: The list of needs and resolutions could use refinement as there are many activity options to select
from. Staff members from two CBOs noted that the long list of activities and options to choose from underneath the
program’s core categories creates an arduous search and selection process.

4. Unnecessary Repetition: It was reported that some data entry fields needed to be entered more than once throughout
a case. Three representatives mentioned that the required information can be “tedious” and “repetitive” and creates
“double-work,” given that in a lot of cases, the information has already been collected and reported in their own
databases. One CBO representative mentioned that the database requires them to input zip codes more than once
or select certain options more than once to move on to the next set of input fields.

5. Language Categorization: There are two separate categories for English. This creates the potential for inconsistent
reporting. A more consistent approach would be to have English as a higher-level category which, when selected,
additional options are made available to select from such as (English or Native American English). Additionally, there
is another category for American Sign Language, which may sometimes be erroneously tracked as English.

6. Field Validation: It does not appear that the software currently uses field validation, which often is used for data such
as zip code, phone number, email address, and household size. Field validation is a common tool used to decrease
data entry errors. As an example, with data validation, a zip code would be restricted to five numerical characters.
Upon receiving the first dataset, the evaluation team found values for the number of individuals in a household that
appeared to be account numbers or phone numbers. The field for “number of household members” should not allow
more than a 2-digit number, and in most situations, any number over 15 is likely an error.15 Employing field validation
in the software would improve the accuracy of the data.

7. Reporting: The CBOs are not able to pull reports that directly feed into their monthly invoicing. Interviewed CBO staff
said they can input information into the database but cannot export summary reports of that information. They said
the system has the functionality to run summary reports, but CBO staff are not authorized to use it. The “Reports” tab
in the database is a secure page that requires a login, and CBO staff said that their login information does not meet
the proper credentials. Due to this, staff from at least two CBOs reported they are manually copying and pasting
information from the database into an Excel document, so that they can have a monthly summary or use the data for
their own report templates. Representatives from these two CBOs were concerned that this manual process may
introduce error.

8. Case Notes: Some CBO staff enter detailed case notes into the database. Four CBO staff members reported in the
interviews that they enter in detailed case notes about the client situation, what they found, and the steps to resolve
it. Other CBO staff echoed this sentiment, saying that the amount of information they collect and track is adequate
because it has demographic details about the client, the situation the client was in, and the steps taken to resolve
the issue. The case notes data, however, does not appear to be used for reporting, even though 10Us may find this
information useful for program optimization.

4.3 OVERALL PERFORMANGE

In this section, we address the evaluation objective of overall program performance associated with anticipated needs
of the target population. This includes an examination of who is served, how relevant/sensitive the program is to their
needs, and relative benefits of each of the three functional areas: outreach activities, educational activities, and case
assistance activities in serving the needs of the population. Overall, this section answers how well the program is
meeting its objectives.

15 For the purposes of the final dataset, SHE deleted any household size that was larger than 15 members and replaced with a null value.



431 PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

There are no established program metrics to assess overall program performancelé. However, analysis of program
activity in three programmatic areas (case assistance, outreach, and education) suggests the CHANGES Program is
conducting activities aligned with its four stated objectives.

In general, goals and expectations for the program are in alignment across CBOs, the CPUC, SHE, I0Us, and
implementer staff. However, some differences exist between CBO and non-CBO staff in terms of how they conceptualize
the overall program goals.

The overarching goal of the CHANGES Program is to provide services to LEP consumers who need help with energy
issues. 17 Supporting this goal are four main program objectives:18

= Help customers in the target population understand their energy bills;
= Resolve bill disputes, service issues, and avoid disconnection;

= |ncrease customer awareness of assistance and energy programs as well as support customer access to the
programs; and,

= Teach customers about ways to save energy.

All 10 interviewed CBO representatives reported the main goal of the CHANGES Program is to provide support and
assistance with energy services to LEP clients, especially low-income seniors. According to three CBOs and one non-
CBO interviewee, another perceived goal of the CHANGES Program is to give clients the tools and assistance they need
to handle their energy-related responsibilities independently.

Figure 3 summarizes the CHANGES Program goals mentioned by interviewed CBO staff, broken down into three
categories of action: educate, advocate, and empower. Each goal is explained in more detail after the figure.

Figure 3. CHANGES Program Goal Framework as Defined Through CBO Interviews

= Educate: Six CBOs mentioned a primary goal of the CHANGES Program is to educate their clients on how to
understand their energy bills. By doing so, customers will be engaged in their energy services and feel confident to
handle issues on their own. For instance, clients will be more likely to catch potential errors on their bill, avoid
overcharges, and prevent missed payments. In addition, the CBOs aim to educate clients about enrollment in other

16 Although there are no set metrics, the Program reports periodically on the number of case assistance services (broken down by type of service
and language), number of those attending education session (by topic and language) and number of potential clients reached by community
events, media, and social media. Section 4.2 discusses this in more detail.

17 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/about-cpuc/divisions/news-and-public-information-office/consumer-affairs-branch/team-and-changes-programs

18 Objectives stated in original SOW for this evaluation. There is no mention of objectives in the CHANGES annual reports.
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energy assistance programs like LIHEAP and CARE so clients can save as much as possible on their monthly energy
bills.

I believe [CHANGES] is a preventative program for people that don’t know how to read bills,
or contracts too. So, we are here to help to lower the bills and prevent them from getting
charges that they didn't want or they didn't need. - CBO Interviewee

= Advocate: Three CBOs mentioned a primary goal of the CHANGES Program is to advocate for their clients, usually by
calling a client’s utility company to resolve a dispute on their behalf, asking clarifying questions about their clients’
bills, or rectifying information or errors associated with their account. These CBOs thought clients greatly benefit
from having someone guide them through the process when, otherwise, they probably would not have been able to
do it on their own.

=  Empower: Three CBOs mentioned a primary goal of the CHANGES Program is to empower their clients through
education so that the clients will eventually be able to handle energy bills on their own. While many CBOs discussed
that some clients frequently return for assistance, they envision clients will eventually be comfortable enough to
handle issues themselves before coming to the CBO for help.

The interviewed utility, CPUC, and implementation staff viewed the Program’s goals as helping LEP customers in IOU
service territories with energy-related needs such as bill payments, dispute resolution, general information sharing and
education, and translation services. Two organizations provided a bit more nuance in talking about the program goals.
In particular, they mentioned CHANGES' role in:

= Providing energy services to LEP customers who are low-income, many of whom are seniors; and,

= (Creating a trusted place for customers to go to for energy-related assistance.

432  PROGRAMACTIVITY

Below we present key information about program activity by language, 10U, and year from the program tracking data
provided by SHE. This provides the foundation to understand performance and effectiveness. In 2019-2021, CBOs
provided the most services, including outreach and education activities, in Spanish, Cantonese, English, Vietnamese,
Korean and Armenian. CBOs provide more than twice as many services in Spanish than the next most-common
language. During this time, CBOs that provided CHANGES services provided at least one service in 44 different
languages across the three program activity types. Table 16 displays the number of cases by language across all
program activity types for the top 12 languages.

Table 16. CHANGES Program Activity Type by Language

Case Assistance Education Outreach Overall
Language Case Assistance Education Community Media Outreach Total a}c.rc_)ss all
Events (n = Workshops Outreach Events Events (n=113) activities

N R o s (n=20,440%)
Spanish 41% 29% 29% 24% 38%
Cantonese 18% 10% 12% 12% 16%
English** 12% 19% 20% 1% 14%
Viethamese 10% 8% 11% 16% 9%




Case Assistance Education Outreach Overall

Case Assistance Education Communit . Total across all
Language Events (n = Workshops Outreach Eve)ll’lts @::Afs(z:g;ig; activities
14,558) (n=5,431) (n=338%*) (n=20,440%*)
Korean 5% 6% 1% 20% 5%
Armenian 4% 6% 1% 8% 4%
Dari 3% 5% 1% 4% 3%
Mandarin 1% 4% 12% 5% 2%
Arabic 0% 4% 1% 0% 2%
Cambodian 2% 1% 1% 0% 1%
Hmong 1% 0% 2% 3% 1%
Portuguese 1% 1% 1% 6% 1%
All other languages 2% 7% 8% 1% 3%
Total by Activity** 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* One outreach event could cover multiple languages. Therefore the “Total by Activity” amount for Community Outreach Events does not
equal 215, as it does in other tables, nor does the overall n across all activities match other tables.

** “Native American English” and “American Sign Language” are reported separately and grouped here in “all other languages.” However,
it is unclear if all CBOs distinguish between “English,” “Native American English,” and “Sign Language.”

The statewide network of CBOs provided services across all four I0U territories. Given that one CBO could provide
services in multiple territories, a CBO event could not be expressly linked to an I0U unless specified in the program
tracking data. For case assistance (heeds assistance and dispute resolution) and community outreach events, the
CBOs reported the relevant IOU in the program tracking data but did not report it for educational events or media
outreach events. As such, we are unable to report IOU counts for educational events or media outreach.

Table 17 outlines case assistance and community outreach events by IOU. Overall, CBOs provided the majority of case
assistance services in PG&E territory. CBOs delivered a slight majority of all community outreach events across SCE and
SCG territory, but we were unable to break out their specific percentages due to overlapping territories.

Table 17. CHANGES Case Assistance and Community Outreach Events by 10U (2019 - 2021)

(o]} ‘ Case Assistance Events Community Outreach Events \
PG&E 9,365 64% 88 41%
SCE 2,210 15%
110 51%
SCG 2,117 15%
SDG&E 866 6% 17 8%
Total 14,558 100% 215 100%

When looking separately at each evaluation year, CBOs consistently provided more case assistance services in PG&E
territory in each year of the evaluation period (see Appendix D). Later in this report (Section 4.6.3), we discuss the 10U
breakdown of program activities in relation to funding and draw further conclusions about what this breakdown means
in terms of CBO activity and funding.

Over the evaluation period, CBOs assisted with 14,558 cases, held 5,431 educational events, and conducted 328
outreach events (including community outreach and media placements), per the program tracking data (Table 18). As
illustrated in the table, case assistance services have increased over time whereas the number of community outreach
events dropped significantly after 2019 likely as a result of the COVID pandemic and associated restrictions. Like
outreach, the number of education opportunities dropped in 2020 and had not rebounded to 2019 levels in 2021.



Table 18. CHANGES Program Activity by Type (2019 - 2021)

Number of Events

Activity Type
Percent of Total
Case Assistance Events 3,960 4,646 5,952 14,558 2%
Education 2,584 1,299 1,548 5,431 27%
Community Outreach 168 31 16 215 1%
Media Outreach 35 46 32 113 >1%
Total 8,766 8,042 9,569 20,317 100%

Even with the drop in outreach events held in 2020, the number of people reached through these events increased, as
shown in Table 18.1° Although media outreach events increased at a smaller rate than community outreach decreased,
the media events reached more people per event than community outreach.

Table 19 also shows that the number of clients who attended an education event decreased by half from 2019 to
2020, while the number of clients seeking case assistance increased. This decline corresponds to the drop in events
that is likely attributed to the pandemic. Educational opportunities may have been limited due to social distancing
guidelines and decreased customer interest. This decrease persisted with a slight bounce back in 2021, but with still

significantly fewer customers attending educational events compared to 2019.

Table 19. Number of CHANGES Clients Served by Activity Type (2019 - 2021)

Activity Type

Number of Clients

2020

2021

Media Outreach 1,757,700 2,591,106 1,421,899 5,770,705
Community Outreach 699,251 41,909 16,430 757,590
Educational Workshop 39,314 19,758 23,818 82,890
Case Assistance Clients 3,515 4,121 4,977 10,831*

*Not equal to the sum of the columns due to clients participating across multiple years

CASE ASSISTANGE SERVICES

Almost 11,000 unique clients were served through one-on-one case assistance during the evaluation period, many
receiving services more than once. Case assistance services include needs assistance and dispute resolution activities.
Needs assistance includes services such as helping a client sign up for programs such as LIHEAP or CARE, or assisting
with changes to their accounts. Dispute resolution services include helping clients work with the 10U to resolve an
existing billing issue and/or correct errors.

For CHANGES database purposes, the distinction between “needs assistance” and “dispute resolution” is made at the
time of the request for services. The customer problem or request type is flagged as either a dispute or a need.
However, the resolutions, or the services that the client ultimately received, is not flagged as either dispute or need, but
rather all grouped together as a “Resolution.” The resolution does not always match the customer problem. For
example, a client may come in with what they believe is a billing error, but upon a CBO representative reviewing the

19 The people reached through community outreach is based on the total attendance for the community event (reported by the event
sponsor/host), the people reached through media outreach is based on the estimated viewers/readers/listeners (reported by the media outlet)
and the people reached through case assistance or education is based on the people that attended the workshop or received the service.



charges with them and explaining their rate structure, identifies that no error occurred and helps them instead apply for
financial assistance programs. Given this data structure, we report on resolutions, which are not tied to any needs or
dispute flag in the CHANGES database.

There are three different levels of observations for case assistance services:

= Number of unique clients that received assistance services20

= Number of cases that were resolved, as one client could receive assistance across multiple different cases if they
received services at different times

= Number of resolutions per case, as one case could have multiple resolutions.

CBOs provided case assistance services to 10,831 unique clients from 2019 through 2021. Some of these participants
received assistance multiple times through multiple case events, and others received multiple resolutions during one
case assistance event. There was a total of 14,558 case events and 18,033 resolutions over the evaluation period.
Table 20 shows the relationship between unique clients, unique cases, and resolution activities. Of unique clients, 77%
only participated in one case assistance event and less than 3% participated in more than four case assistance events.
One client received assistance 34 times.

Table 20. Case Assistance Relationships Between Cases, Clients, and Resolutions

Mean Median Min Max
Case assistance event per client 1.3 1 1 34
Resolutions per case assistance event 1.2 1 1 6
Resolutions per client 1.7 1 1 34

All 27 CBOs that participated in the CHANGES Program provided at least one case assistance service over the three
years in this study. One CBO conducted only one instance of case assistance while another conducted over 2,000. Over
the three years, most CBOs’ case assistance services have held steady if not increased. See Appendix D for a
breakdown of the number of clients, cases, and resolutions provided by CBO by year.

REASONS CLIENTS SEEK ASSISTANGE

Clients seek assistance for reasons aligned with the program objectives, which are to improve client resolution efforts
through CBOs that can effectively communicate between the I0Us and the LEP clients. The primary reason clients seek
support from the CBOs is financial assistance with high energy bills or soliciting advice on how to save on their energy
bills (9 of 10). According to CBO interviews, common reasons clients seek energy-related assistance from CBOs include
the following:

=  Enrollment in energy-bill assistance programs, such as AMP and CARE
= One-time financial assistance to pay energy bills, such as LiIHEAP

= Help with disconnection notices and other disputes

= Assistance with understanding gas aggregation charges

= Assistance with general understanding of energy bills and charges

20 This number can be counted as 1) unique customers across the evaluation period n = 10,831 or 2) unique client by year, which then when
summed for 2019, 2020, and 2021 is higher than the evaluation period (n = 12,613). The first is a more accurate representation, for the overall
evaluation purposes, but we do report out at times by calendar year.
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CBO staff felt challenged when asked to put numbers on what percent of CHANGES clients seek energy-related services
versus the staff identifying an energy need. One interviewed CBO staff member shared, “l would say nine out of ten
times, they're seeking it [energy-related help] versus me doing outreach or offering it to them.” A different CBO staff
member reported, “help with paying off their bills - that’'s the number one major thing [they come to us for].” Others
said that CHANGES clients “mostly” or “usually” seek financial help with their energy bills. There was only one
interviewed CBO who reported that, “Most of them come in for something else [other than energy assistance].”

Nevertheless, there are clients who go to the CBOs for reasons other than energy assistance. For example, a client may
schedule an appointment to apply for a rental assistance program. During that time, a case manager may then
recognize they qualify for other services, such as low-income energy assistance programs. Some of the non-CHANGES
services clients look for typically include:

= Job placement

= Housing and/or rental assistance

= General translation and interpretation services

= Medical care such as behavioral health, primary care, and dental care

Findings from surveyed CHANGES clients echo these results. Figure 4 shows that nearly three-quarters (73%) of survey
participants reported receiving help in applying for assistance programs like LIHEAP or CARE. The next most common
service they received was help understanding their utility bills and teaching them about topics like how to save energy
or avoid safety issues. This indicates that the program is intervening to help clients address bill issues and correct
them, so they avoid getting to the point where they receive a disconnection notice.

Figure 4. CBO Energy-Related Services Provided to Survey Participants (n=216)

Apply for and/or get information on assistance programs

a,
available to me like LIHEAP/HEAP, AMP, CARE, ESA, etc. 73%

Understand my bills 26%

Get information on topics like how to save energy, or electric - 0%
and gas safety °
Fix bill issues like overcharging - 17%
Communicate with my utility about my bills or electric/gas - 16%
service N
Set up or manage my account - 15%
Get a payment extension or a payment plan for my bills - 14%

With other energy services 9%

Stop disconnection or reconnect electricity/gas services - 8%

None of the above I 2%

According to program data, over a third of CHANGES Program clients who received case assistance were referred by a
friend or family member (36%). Mass media and community outreach accounted for 14% of referrals, while other
programs and CHANGES workshops account for 15% and 13% of case assistance referrals, respectively (Table 21).
Since 2019, referrals from mass media have increased, at the same time referrals from community outreach events
have decreased.



Table 21. CHANGES Program Case Assistance Referral Sources (2019 - 2021)

Referral Source 2019 | 2020 2021 ‘ E";‘L‘:f;f" T;e(;gr";lz'

Friend or Family 1,151 1,525 2,093 4,769 36%
Another Program 458 494 976 1,928 15%
Community Outreach 717 645 502 1,864 14%
Mass Media 237 512 1,045 1,794 14%
CHANGES Workshop 618 658 400 1,676 13%
Another CBO 335 184 145 664 5%

Special Outreach Project 14 209 77 300 2%

Received TEAM 129 25 30 184 1%

Total Referrals 3,659 4,252 5,268 13,179 100%

We examined the most common case resolutions reported in the program tracking data to better understand the
clients’ needs and to assess alignment with what the CBOs reported. Fifty-nine resolution types existed between 2019
- 2021. Resolutions are not easily categorized into needs assistance or dispute resolution, given the current system
set-up and existing naming conventions. Therefore, we are unable to categorize the common resolutions into those
categories in the following table.

Table 22 shows the number of case assistance events that were provided by the top 20 most common resolution types
from 2019 - 2021. The most common resolution provided across the three years was Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Program (LIHEAP) support, with six times more cases reported than the resolution type with the second most
reported cases, electricity aggregation (see Appendix D). The top resolutions align with the reasons CBOs offered for
why clients are seeking help.

Table 22. Case Assistance Events by Resolution Type (2019 - 2021)

e 2019 2020 2021 Total
Cases Cases Cases Cases
LIHEAP 1,531 1,947 2,709 6,187
Electricity Aggregation 365 403 259 1,027
Assist with Changes to Account 291 418 183 892
Gas Assistance Fund (So Cal Gas Only) 158 453 265 876
Payment Plan (Not AMP) 428 220 168 816
New Arrearage Management Plan (AMP) 0 0 802 802
Gas Aggregation 130 253 275 658
REACH (PG&E Only) 48 249 349 646
CARE/FERA 63 165 318 546
Changed Bill Language 137 208 179 524
Medical Baseline Application Assistance 176 202 146 524
Neighbor to Neighbor (SDG&E Only) 99 290 111 500
Payment Extension 215 151 113 479
Refer to Energy Assistance Programs 212 201 52 465
Stop Disconnection 347 104 10 461




: 2019 2020 2021 Total
Resolution Type

Cases Cases Cases Cases
ESA Program 134 128 133 395
Changed Third-Party Company 232 19 8 259
Energy Assistance Fund (So Cal Edison Only) 43 115 94 252
Medical Baseline 5 2 210 217
Set Up New Account 45 45 59 149
Other Resolutions (not top 20) 237 270 851 1358

Some CBO clients needed assistance more than once for the same energy-related issue. Those returning clients are
largely in need of some sort of financial assistance. The resolution types with the highest average frequency by unique
customers were related to payment and financial assistance issues (e.g., “Assisted Client with Making a Payment,”
“LIHEAP,” “Gas Assistance Fund,” and “Energy Assistance Fund”) (Table 23).

Table 23. CHANGES’ Repeat Case Assistance Clients by Resolution Type

Resolution Type partcipants | Resolution
Assisted Client with Making a Payment 34 21 1.62
LIHEAP 6187 5095 1.21
Gas Assistance Fund (So Cal Gas Only) 876 722 1.21
Energy Assistance Fund (So Cal Edison Only) 252 218 1.16
REACH (PG&E Only) 646 574 1.13
Payment Extension 479 428 1.12
Assist with Changes to Account 892 809 1.10
Arrearage Management Plan - Follow-Up 72 67 1.07
ESA Program 395 371 1.06
Payment Plan (Not AMP) 816 767 1.06
Assist w/ CARE Recertification/Audit 85 80 1.06
Energy Audit 35 33 1.06
Assisted with Closing Account 18 17 1.06
Gas Aggregation 658 622 1.06
Set Up New Account 149 141 1.06
Changed Consumer Information on Account 104 99 1.05
Changed Bill Language 524 500 1.05
Neighbor to Neighbor (SDG&E Only) 500 482 1.04
Assisted with CARE Certification/Audit 28 27 1.04
Stop Disconnection 461 446 1.03
New Arrearage Management Plan (AMP) 802 776 1.03
Medical Baseline 217 210 1.03
CARE/FERA 546 529 1.03
S T
Medical Baseline Application Assistance 524 509 1.03
Changed Third-Party Company 259 252 1.03
Refer to Energy Assistance Programs 465 454 1.02




Unique Repeats by

Resolution Type ‘

Participants Resolution
COVID-19 Emergency Utility Payment 100 98 1.02
Rate Plan Selection Assistance 101 99 1.02
Electricity Aggregation 1027 1007 1.02
Energy Efficiency Tool 110 108 1.02
Solar 74 73 1.01
Bill Amount Adjusted 110 109 1.01

OUTREAGH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

CBOs conduct community outreach at public events such as farmers markets, parades, and cultural events. Media
outreach includes advertising placements in channels such as radio, TV, and newspapers. Additionally, they provide
education through workshops.

Please note that the estimated numbers of people reached from community events and media placements is reported
by the event host or the media outlet, not the CBO. The number of people reached through community outreach events
is based on the total attendance for the community event; it is not based on visits to a CBO or CHANGES table. For
media outreach, it is similarly based on the total estimated listeners, viewers, or readers. The reach of the educational
workshops, on the other hand, is reported by the CBOs and is based on the number of signatures collected on sign-in
sheets at each individual workshop.

Below, we provide a snapshot of these activities. See Appendix D for detailed tables on each activity.

COMMUNITY QUTREACH

CBOs held 215 community outreach events over the evaluation period. Table 24 provides a snapshot of this activity.

Table 24. Snapshot of Community Outreach Activity

Key Outreach Event Metrics Results

Range of Outreach Events Hosted per CBOs Min: O, Max: 34

Number of Events 215

Number of Clients Reached/Engaged Approx. 757,590

Range of Clients per Outreach Min: 50, Max: 500,000
Majority Languages Spanish, English, Cantonese
Number of CBOs That Hosted Outreach 23

Number of Languages 21

Some examples of outreach events are a Japanese New Year Celebration in Little Tokyo in 2020 that reached ~10,000
people, a Wellness Health Fair which reached 300 people, and a “Tacos and Taxes” event which reached 50 people.
Most events reached 750 people or less, although one reported to have reached 500,000 people. The number of
people reached through community outreach are estimates and not exact counts.

Materials were provided at these outreach events, which primarily (77%) included brochures and flyers. In the
interviews with CBO staff, they reported that these materials were designed to entice visitors to talk with the CBO staff,
educate clients, or otherwise remind clients about the CBO and their services. Figure 5 shows the distribution of
materials provided across all events.



Figure 5. Materials Provided at CHANGES Community Outreach Events (n=215)
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Overall, survey participants found the printed materials they received to be informative and easy to understand (Figure
6). Nearly two-thirds of survey participants (62%) indicated they had received some materials, though 16% did not
recall. Of those who received materials, nearly all (95%) agreed that the materials increased their awareness of energy-
related topics, while a large majority (87%) agreed that the information was easy to understand.

Figure 6. CBO Client Perceptions of Printed Materials
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MEDIA OUTREACH

CBOs conducted 113 media placements over the evaluation period. Table 25 provides a snapshot of this activity.

Table 25. Snapshot of Community Outreach Through Media Placement Activity

Key Media Placement Metrics Results

Range of Media Placements per CBOs Min: O, Max: 14

Number of Placements 113

Number of Clients Reached/Engaged Approx: 5,770,705

Range of Clients per Outreach Min 5,000, Max > 2 million
Majority Languages Spanish, English, Cantonese
Number of CBOs Who Hosted Outreach 19

Number of Languages 11




CBOs conducted media outreach via three main channels: newspaper, radio, and TV. Figure 7 depicts the breakdown of
people reached and media placements by channel. The CBOs submitted 113 media placements, reaching 5,770,705
people over the three years. Fifty of the placements were in the newspaper (45%) but these only represented 22% of
people reached. While 33% of media placements went through radio, they accounted for 61% of people reached. CBOs
conducted the least amount of outreach via TV, which represented 22% of events and 17% of people reached.

Figure 7. Breakdown of CHANGES-related Media Placements and People Reached by Channel
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EDUCATIONAL WORKSHOPS

All of the CBOs participating in the CHANGES Program conducted educational workshops focusing on issues ranging
from understanding utility bills to assistance programs and energy conservation. Table 26 provides a shapshot of
activity in this programmatic area over the study period.

Table 26. Snapshot of Educational Workshop Activity

Key Workshop Metrics Results ‘
Range of Workshops Hosted per CBOs Min: 20, Max: 456
Number of Events 5,431
Number of Clients Reached/Engaged >80,000
Majority Languages Spanish, English, Cantonese
Average Event Size 15 participants
Number of CBOs who hosted Educational Events 27

Educational events comprised eight topics, as shown in Table 27. The most common was “Understanding your Bill” with
other common topics including “CARE & FERA/Other Assistance Programs,” and “Avoiding disconnection/ Payment
Options/Billing Cycle.” The least popular educational event was “Level Pay Plan”, based on both the number of events
held and the number of participants who attended. The number of educational events dropped in 2020 on all topics
likely due to the COVID-19 pandemic.



Table 27. CHANGES Educational Workshops Held by Topic

Total

Topics Participants Total Events
Understanding your Bill 21,498 1,683
CARE & FERA/ Other Assistance Programs 17,620 1,049
Avoiding Disconnection/ Payment Options/ Billing Cycle 10,817 641
Energy Conservation 7,843 498
High Energy Usage 7,676 472
Safety 7,102 414
Gas Aggregation 5,677 373
Level Pay Plan 4,657 301
Total 82,890 5,431

COVID-RELATED IMPACTS

COVID-19 impacted all three functional areas but has had a more lasting impact on offering outreach and educational
activities to the target population. Many outreach events that were previously conducted in-person were cancelled or
scaled back. Educational workshops were also cancelled if they could not be effectively transitioned to a virtual setting.
However, CBO representatives mentioned that virtual events were not as effective as in-person events since many
seniors did not have a way to attend these online gatherings. Additionally, during COVID, there was a moratorium on
shut-offs, which likely led to a decrease in the need for dispute resolution.

“Before the pandemic, we did lots of outreach and lots of education. And during this time we have
reduced a tremendous amount of outreaches and education. We have not been doing much
education because of how we don't have enough space for the six feet to mask wearing and all
that. And people don't feel comfortable coming out as much so that the education has decreased
tremendously” — CBO Interviewee

“During the pandemic, | probably saw no more than 20 clients over the phone. They never know
how to use Zoom or anything like that. So everything we had to do in-person.” - CBO Interviewee

“Most of the seniors, they don’t know how to scan a bill, or show an e-bill... [we] reopened right
after the close-down, lockdown.” - CBO Interviewee

The COVID-19 pandemic forced many CBOs to switch from primarily in-person assistance to mostly virtual services while
mandated lockdowns were in place; however, most CBOs have transitioned back to majority in-person assistance. Case
assistance, as described earlier, has increased year over year, indicating that the pandemic did not decrease activity in

that area, but perhaps instead has fueled an increase.

Opinion Dynamics | 41



Table 28 details the number of CBOs interviewed who offered in-person, virtual, or hybrid services before and during the
COVID-19 pandemic, as well as at the time of the interview in September 2022. Half of the CBOs switched to virtual
services during the height of the pandemic, and five remained open for in-person services. As of September 2022,
seven CBOs offered mostly in-person services and three offered hybrid services.

Table 28. Service Delivery Format to Clients

Format Pre-COVID-19 During COVID-  As of Sept.

19 2022,
In-Person 9 5+ 7
Virtual* 0 5 0
Hybrid** 1 0 3

*"Virtual” refers to most services being offered on-line versus in-person.
**"Hybrid” refers to 50% of services being offered in-person and 50% virtually.

+0ne CBO briefly offered only virtual services, but quickly reopened to mostly in-person
two months later.

While the pandemic affected how CBOs delivered services to their clients, a few CBO representatives emphasized that
assisting their clients, especially low-income seniors, could not have possibly taken place in a purely virtual capacity.
Many seniors are not capable of receiving assistance online since their limited digital skills prevent them from using
virtual meeting platforms or sharing important documents over email.

In addition, a few CBO representatives mentioned that they either had to significantly scale back outreach and
education events, switch them all to virtual platforms, or cancel them altogether. However, most of those events, just
like client services, have transitioned back to being in-person as of the time of interviews (September 2022).

While the pandemic undoubtedly affected all areas of life, interview data indicate that the CBOs and SHE/Milestone
were flexible and adapted as best they could given the circumstances. Demand for case assistance services increased,
while understandably so, outreach and education declined.

433  PERCEIVED VALUE AND BENEFITS OF PROGRAM AGTIVITIES

Across both participating CBOs and clients, case assistance activities and their associated benefits were viewed as the
most important and valuable aspect of the CHANGES Program. From the CBO perspective, these services were seen as
critical to ensuring that clients receive support and assistance to which they are entitled and that billing or other
service-related errors are fixed.

In interviews, CBO representatives ranked the value of CHANGES services to their clients (Table 29). CBO
representatives said the dispute resolution service had the highest value because their clients had urgent issues with
potentially serious consequences that they were unable to resolve on their own. Needs assistance was also rated as
extremely valuable to clients. Although it could be perceived as less urgent than dispute resolutions, it is still something
the client needed solved for them. Educational workshops and outreach were rated the lowest, but the rating was still
quite high, with the lowest average value of 4.0 out 5.0 for outreach.



Table 29. Perceived CBO Value of Client Services (n=8)

Service Average Value*
Dispute Resolution 5.0
Needs Assistance 5.0
Educational Workshops 4.6
Outreach 4.0

* Ranking using a scale where 1.0 was “not at all
valuable” and 5.0 was “extremely valuable”

One of the interviewed implementation staff shared their perspective of the program’s value and benefits:

“Imagine that you're stuck with something that you didn't do and now you have to pay for
something that you shouldn't, and then you don't have anybody else to go to. That's where
we come from and we make sure that people are being treated right and [that] they have a

voice.” - CBO Interviewee

CBOs also highlighted the following benefits of case assistance services for their clients:

= Accessing different utility rates and payment plans. Through the CBOs, clients can access favorable rate plans
that lower their monthly bills, such as CARE or medical baseline. Clients can also lower their monthly amount on
a payment plan or avoid a deposit that is requested. For low-income families, the monetary assistance can
make a big impact in their monthly budget, helping them to afford other necessities.

= Avoiding disconnection. Disconnections are very disruptive to clients, their households, and their quality of life.
When the CBO staff are able to successfully keep a client’s energy connected, it is a big relief to those
households. Despite the moratorium on shutoffs during COVID, CBO staff reported that clients still approached
them with disconnection notices.

= Advocacy for disadvantaged clients. Seniors with limited abilities, or those who are sick often do not have the
energy or ability to dispute and defend their argument to a utility representative. When the CBO staff, who are
better resourced and abled, can contact a utility representative, it is a big help to senior clients.

Interviewed CBO staff described the program as “vital,” “critical,” “invaluable,” and “high-value.” Without the program,
CBO representatives would not be able to provide the indispensable assistance their clients heavily rely on.

“I think it's a program that definitely provided great assistance, that without it, a lot of these
folks wouldn't know where to go to get the assistance and would fall behind or get
disconnection notices.” — CBO Interviewee

These sentiments were echoed by clients, who cited the ability of the CHANGES Program to connect them with critical
financial assistance as a key benefit (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. CBO Services that Survey Participants Find Most Helpful (n=212)
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Given the relative level of programmatic activity across the functional areas, the evaluation team and CBO
representatives did not discuss the benefits of outreach activities and educational workshops in-depth. In general, the
anticipated benefits of educational workshops include clients having a better understanding of their energy bills such
that they can identify issues on their own or safely use their electricity and gas services.21 The anticipated benefits of
community and media outreach are spreading awareness of CHANGES CBOs and the energy-services they offer so that
clients access any support they may need. While formal outreach drives fewer new clients to CHANGES than word-of-
mouth activities, driving participation in the program is still a benefit of that activity.

Survey responses of CHANGES clients corroborated the sentiment that outreach was not a primary driver in connecting
clients to the CBOs, but it did account for a sizeable minority of clients learning that the CBO provides energy-related
services (Figure 9). While over half (54%) said they learned about energy-related help at the CBO from a friend or family
member, about one-fifth (21%) of clients heard it from a media advertisement.

21 The benefits of educational workshops were not explored through the participant survey, because we surveyed CHANGES clients who received
one-on-one case assistance services.



Figure 9. How CHANGES'’ Clients Heard About Energy-Related Services Offered by CBOs (n=214)
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CUSTOMER SATISFACTION

Nearly all surveyed CHANGES clients were satisfied with the services they received at the CBO, based on their overall
experience (Figure 10), with over three-quarters (78%) being “extremely satisfied” or “very satisfied.” Fewer than 1%
were “not at all satisfied” with the services they received.

Figure 10. Client Satisfaction with CBO Services (n=213)
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When asked to provide feedback about their last interaction with a CHANGES CBO (Figure 11), nearly all (97%) clients
surveyed reported they would return to the CBO again if they had another energy-related issue. A similar proportion
(92%) said that the CBO explained information in a way that they could understand; while others said that the CBO staff
assisted them in ways they could not manage on their own (89%) and that they now have a better understanding of
their bills and how to save energy (87%). A minority of surveyed CHANGES clients said the CBO did not address their
main issue, had to return to the CBO a second time for resolution, or felt that the distance traveled was not worth the
services received.



Figure 11. Client Feedback on Overall Experience with CBO
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Consistent with the CHANGES Program’s word-of-mouth referrals and high levels of satisfaction among participants,
most (83%) surveyed clients were “extremely likely” or “very likely” to recommend the CBO and its energy-related
services to a friend, family member or coworker (Figure 12). Only two survey participants reported they were “not at all
likely” to recommend the CBO.

Figure 12. Likelihood to Recommend CBO and Its Energy-Related Services (n=211)
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434  PERCEIVED BARRIERS TO AGHIEVING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

We explored to what extent the program is meeting its objectives through staff interviews, as well as the barriers CBO
staff face. We found that all CBOs are working towards meeting the program’s four objectives, however there are some
barriers to meeting them.

One challenge to meeting LEP client needs was when clients who resided outside of 10U territories approached CBOs
for energy-related help. The CBOs are not reimbursed for assisting clients who reside outside of the four IOU territories,
and, unless they can use other funding to support those clients, some CBOs could not provide energy-related services
to those individuals. Some CBO representatives wished they could assist clients who are served SMJUs or municipal



electric companies, including those in Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) territory. For one CBO,
about 10% of their clients come from these non-lI0OU electric utilities.

“Each city, Colton or Riverside Public Utility, they have their own utility company, and we
cannot assist them because it's not under CHANGES. So we try to help as much we can, but
there are some barriers because, like I have clients that come from Colton, and then we do

the application and stuff, but we can't bill for it.” - CBO Interviewee

A few CBO representatives mentioned that some of the education and outreach materials, such as the informational
brochures and fact sheet flyers provided by SHE or the CPUC, could benefit from improved English-to-non-English
translations and should be updated more frequently.

“Most of the materials are kind of outdated...] would say, at least a majority of them are at
least maybe five to seven years old. | think it would be nice if we were able to get regular
flyers sent over... that are most relevant to our population.” - CBO Interviewee

Lastly, CBO representatives also mentioned their delivery of needs assistance could be improved by equipping CBOs
with the ability to provide ad hoc emergency bill payments to clients who are in immediate financial need. One CBO
reported the available funds are “first come first serve” and are exhausted before they can help everyone in need.

The interviewed non-CBO representatives had limited insight on whether the program was meeting its stated objectives
because most of them had not seen metrics that would demonstrate attainment of objectives. As mentioned previously,
this may be in part because there are no established program metrics to assess overall program performance towards
objectives, and no objectives or performance goals stated in CHANGES annual reports.

The few non-CBO representatives who did offer opinions suggested that the program was working as intended. One 10U
staff member mentioned that the program was “doing what it is intended to do,” which is to help LEP customers in their
service territory. Another non-CBO staff member said that some CBOs are doing a great job at assisting customers, but
others have some room for improvement. They also mentioned an uptick in education and outreach efforts following
the restrictions of the COVID-19 pandemic, which they were happy about.

44 UNIQUE PROGRAM VALUE

To understand the unique value of the CHANGES Program, the evaluation team examined the extent to which the
Program is duplicative and/or the key gaps the program fills. We explored whether program duplication exists by
speaking with 10U and CBO representatives, as well as surveying CBO clients who received case assistance in 2021.

From the interviews and survey data, we found that the CHANGES Program, as a whole, provides a valued service to
LEP communities. While some of the outcomes of the CHANGES Program are duplicative of 10U services, the approach
is different and fills a key gap for culturally sensitive language services related to energy needs.

In-language customer support is available to LEP consumers through the 10Us and the CHANGES Program. Both
channels aim to help consumers resolve late bills or other disputes, enroll in payment plans, and get answers to energy-
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related questions. The I0Us largely address these customer needs through their call center while the CHANGES
Program provides hands-on, in-person support to individuals in need.

= |OU Services: The primary way the 10Us provide non-English services to LEP customers is through their call center,
on what they describe as a “language line.” Customers can call a toll-free number, and request to speak to
someone in a non-English language. The customer is connected with a translator who translates what they say to
the English-speaking call center staff. In addition, each IOU operates, or has operated, a CHANGES-specific help line
for use by CBOs. This line varies by 10U, but the underlying premise is that CBOs can directly call an 10U
representative that is familiar with the CHANGES Program and/or has additional understanding or training on the
issues LEP customers face.

= CBO Services: The primary way the CBOs provide non-English services to LEP customers is through their staff, many
of whom are native speakers of the language in which services are offered.

Three of the four I0Us said that services provided through the CHANGES Program were duplicative to services the 10Us
already offer, specifically in-language and translation services for activities such as handling a late bill, enrolling in a
payment plan, answering general questions and inquiries, or handling other disputes or energy-related matters.
Additionally, IOU representatives noted that some low-income programs such as CARE/FERA also conduct outreach in
languages other than English. A fourth 10U representative viewed the CHANGES Program as an “additional channel” for
customers to access assistance rather than it being a purely duplicative service.

CBO representatives were unanimous in their opinion that the services they provide through the CHANGES Program are
not duplicative to IOU services offered to LEP customers. All interviewed CBO staff felt that the I0Us’ language lines
were inadequate to meet the needs of LEP customers. They also emphasized several unique characteristics of the
services CBOs provide to clients that are missing from the 10U language line, including:

= Cultural sensitivity. CBOs stressed that their clients, especially low-income seniors and first-generation immigrants,
seek out their services because they do not feel comfortable talking to the utility themselves. Reportedly, LEP
clients often feel more comfortable talking to someone who is a member of their community and has a deeper
understanding of their situation, which is often missing from the in-language services the 10Us provide.

“If you can have someone from your community who you can have a relationship with a
little bit and feel a little bit more comfortable... that makes a huge difference.” - CBO
Interviewee

= Advocacy. CBO staff emphasized their role as an advocate for CHANGES clients. For instance, in the matter of a
dispute resolution, CBO case managers can directly assist or handle disputes on behalf of their clients to resolve
problems like overcharges or failed payments. IOU interpreters through the language line are not allowed to
advocate; they are only allowed to translate what they heard. Many LEP customers have trouble communicating
what help they need and are unlikely to challenge the authority of the utility representative, making simple
translation inadequate to resolving their disputes.
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= Trust. By providing a culturally sensitive environment, CBOs can foster a strong sense of trust between themselves
and the clients they serve. This trust makes clients comfortable and willing to approach the CBO with their energy

“We do have some undocumented clients. They are just very wary of who they can trust.
[We have] been a very trusted community here..., we're very well known. People come to us
for so many services that we don't even provide, but because they trust us. So I think trust is

one big thing of why they choose to come to us.” - CBO Interviewee

needs and concerns. In addition, some clients are undocumented and are extra cautious about trusting anyone with
personal information, such as citizenship status.

e Holistic case management. Unlike the 10Us, the CBOs can help their clients holistically. For instance, if a LEP client
comes in for rental assistance, case managers can recognize when CHANGES services would benefit them, or vice
versa. This identification and recognition of energy needs means that clients are getting help when they might not
have even realized they needed help.

In terms of the direct communication lines established by the I0Us for CBOs serving LEP customers through CHANGES,
the CBOs interviewed generally like having access to the CHANGES lines, although the lines do not always work as
intended. CBO representatives reported that sometimes no one picks up and the call is re-routed to the general call
center, or the representative who answers is not familiar with CHANGES. Nonetheless, given that CBOs are not
reimbursed for actual time spent resolving a dispute or assisting with a need, having a direct line with shorter wait
times and a representative who is knowledgeable about CHANGES is beneficial to the CBOs and clients.

“Many of the customers [feel] intimidated by the utility reps. Many of them [feel] that they
weren't getting their questions answered of they were not getting assistance. And so once
we became involved, then we became their voice not just to handle that matter, but to
teach them to be self-advocates.” - CBO Interviewee

Complementing the perspective shared by CBO representatives, CBO clients also indicated the unique value of the
CHANGES Program through multiple survey questions.

All surveyed CHANGES clients received energy-related case assistance from a CBO in 2021, per program tracking data.
As reported earlier in the customer satisfaction section of this report (4.3.3), the majority of survey participants (89%)
said that CBO staff assisted them in ways they could not manage on their own.

To understand the difficulty that clients had resolving issues with their energy bill, account, or utility within the last two
years we asked survey participants to report the number of times they had difficulty resolving energy-related issues.
More than half of surveyed CHANGES clients reported having difficulty resolving energy-related issues with their energy
bill, account, or utility within the last two years (Figure 13). Forty-two percent reported they did not have difficulty
resolving energy-related issues, indicating that their issue or need was resolved easily. Some clients experienced
difficulty resolving their issues multiple times, though this was a minority.
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Figure 13. Frequency of Difficulty Resolving Energy-Related Issues (n=198)
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We then asked all survey participants about language barriers. For nearly two-thirds (63%) of non-English speakers
(those survey participants who completed the survey in Spanish, Cantonese, Vietnamese or Korean), language barriers
contributed to the difficulty in resolving their energy-related issues (Figure 14). One-quarter (25%) said that either
“most” or “all” of their difficulty resolving their energy issue was due to language barriers. Those speaking Cantonese
and Korean reported the strongest language barriers, as 29% of Cantonese (18 of 61) and 50% (4 of 8) of Korean
speakers reported “all” or “most” of the barrier is from language barriers.22 Other than English speakers, Spanish
speakers were the least likely to report that language was a barrier to resolving their energy issues with 65% stating
that “none” of the difficulty was due to language. Overall, 38% of non-English speakers reported that “none” of the
difficulty they faced when resolving an energy-related issue was due to a language barrier. It is unclear whether these
customers turned to the CBOs for other non-language related reasons (computer literacy/online
applications/comprehension of energy-related concepts), if the CBO is already bridging the language barrier for them,
and thus, the difficulty solving energy-related issues lies elsewhere (even with the CBO’s help), or some other reason.

Figure 14. Language Barriers for Non-English Speakers (n=96)

How much of the difficulty resolving energy-related issues
is due to language barriers?

14% 11% 15%

mAll of it B Most of it ESome of it B A little of it None of it

When asked if they contact their utility directly when they have an energy-related issue, nearly two-thirds of CBO clients
(63%) reported “always” or “sometimes” contacting their utility. There is almost an even split between the percentage
that “always” contact the utility directly (40%) and those who do not contact the utility directly at all when they have an
issue (37%).

22 We caution the reader in interpreting these figures, as the sample size of Koreans is particularly small (n=8).
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Figure 15. Percent of Clients Who Contact their Utility Directly When Having an Energy-Related Issue (n=104)

mYes, always
BmYes, sometimes

= No

Contact their utility directly

Among the 38 survey participants who reported not contacting their utility directly when they have an issue, reasons
why they do not connect centered around challenges using the IOU’s call center and reaching a customer service
representative (Figure 16). Nearly half mentioned that the wait times are too long, while more than one-third found it
difficult to talk with a human representative. Consistent with an earlier finding, language barriers were a challenge for
one-quarter of participants. Not understanding the pre-recorded instructions or language challenges with the
instructions or representative were reported by 24% of participants. Notably, cultural issues, trust, and fear of
consequences were not main reasons for not contacting their utility. Only 5% of participants stated that the utility
representative may not understand their culture and only two respondents (3%) cited lack of trust or fear of
consequences which prevented them from calling the utility directly.
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Figure 16. Reasons Why Survey Participants Do Not Contact Utility Directly (n=38)

45%

The wait times are too long

It is difficult to reach a human representative 37%

I don't know what number to call _ 32%
The representative does not speak my language 24%
The instructions are not in my primary language 24%
| do not understand the pre-recorded instructions 24%

I don't fully understand the issue or have trouble describing it 16%

| have a physical or mental disability and it is difficult for me to
call

8%

5%

The utility representative may not understand my culture
I'm scared of the consequences if | call I 3%

I don't trust the utility representatives I 3%

Not sure 21%

Note: Multiple responses allowed

Most of those who reported they contact their utility directly were able to get assistance in their language during their
last interaction with their utility (84%, 38 of 45). Of these participants, 29% (11 of 38) were English speakers, while the
rest spoke Cantonese (37%, 14 of 38), Spanish (32%, 12 of 38), or Korean (3%, 1 of 38). The majority were also able to
get their issue resolved (81%, 35 of 43), though half (51%, 18 of 35) reported their interaction with the representative
was unpleasant (Figure 17). We also see a majority of those who indicated contacting their utility directly reporting that
the wait times are long (70%, 35 of 50) and it was difficult to reach a human representative in their last interaction with
the utility (70%, 32 of 46).



Figure 17. Feedback on Last Interaction with Utility*

The representative spoke my language

0,
The representative spent sufficient time helping me
understand and resolve the energy related issue _ 82%
(n=39)
The representative resolved the energy related issue
_ 81%
(n=43)
The pre-recorded instructions were in my primary language
- 80%
(n=39)
The wait times were too long 0
It was difficult to reach a human representative
_ 70%
(n=46)
The pre-recorded instructions were easy to understand o
(n=39) 67%

The interaction with the representative was unpleasant

0,
(n=35) 51%

*Survey participants were asked if they agreed with each of the statements and instructed to mark “Yes” or “No.” Additionally, they were instructed
to not answer if a statement did not apply to them, therefore the ‘n’ differs for each statement.

Expanding upon earlier points, while a minority of survey participants (40%) indicated they always contact their utility
directly when having an energy-related issue, it should be noted that that all surveyed participants received 1:1 case
assistance through CHANGES in 2021. It is not known if they learned how to resolve their issues through CBO case
assistance first and now contact the utility directly, if they always first attempt to call their utility and then turn to the
CBO, or any other sequences of events. Of the surveyed CHANGES clients who provided feedback on their last
interaction with their utility, many reported they were able to get their issue resolved. Half reported this experience to be
unpleasant. Challenges such as it being difficult to reach a human representative and wait times being too long were
reported by both those who contact their utility directly and those who prefer not to. The CBOs appear to be more
effective at serving the needs of LEP clients, as survey participants reported high levels of satisfaction with the services
they received and 89% of survey participants reported that the CBO staff assisted them in ways they could not manage
on their own. The CBOs offer unique services which include having an advocate that is easily accessible and
knowledgeable. This is not the same as making someone available by phone that speaks your language.

In sum, from the interviews and survey data, we found that the CHANGES Program, as a whole, provides a valued
service to LEP communities and fills a key gap for culturally sensitive language services related to energy needs. Some
of the outcomes of the CHANGES Program are duplicative of I0OU services, especially for English-speakers. Although
some outcomes may be similar, the approach is different and focuses on cultural sensitivity, advocacy, fostering trust,
and offering holistic case management services. This finding aligns with Decision D.15.12-047,23 which states that the
“CHANGES Program is not a duplication of, nor a replacement for, the services provided through the IOUs [or the]
Commission ....”

Given limitations to the evaluation scope, the evaluation team was unable to compare all program offerings at the I0Us
and other organizations across CA to fully assess and document where overlap exists for case assistance, education,

23 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/about-cpuc/divisions/news-and-public-information-office/consumer-affairs-branch/team-and-changes-programs



and outreach. Additionally, the program tracking data indicate that English was one of the top languages in which case
assistance, education, and outreach services were provided. This language group is not in need of language services
but receives services from the CHANGES Program. Future research could assess whether there is a disproportionately
high level of duplication of services for English speaking clients. Furthermore, future research could inform
improvements to I0OU service delivery and help identify additional ways for I0Us to improve their language offerings,
especially for services that are duplicative.

4.3 PROGRAM OPERATIONS AND STRUGTURE

In this section, we address the evaluation objective of understanding program operations and structure. This includes
an examination of the effectiveness of SHE, discussing the distribution and coverage of the CBO network, and
identifying potential ways to refine and improve the delivery and management structure of the services CHANGES seeks
to provide.

45.1  GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE CBOS AND CLIENTS SERVED

Understanding the distribution of participating CBOs throughout the state and the clients served is foundational to
assessing the effectiveness of program structure and operations. Twenty-seven CBOs participated in the CHANGES
Program from 2019 to 2021. These same CBOs also serve the Telecommunications Education and Assistance in
Multiple-Languages (TEAM) Program. This shared CBO network between programs is intended to provide “consumers a
‘one-stop shop’ for education and assistance on telecommunications and energy services.”24 The CBOs that make up
the network were not recruited based on geography, but instead on a set of CBO characteristics including, but not
limited to, having an organizational mission that includes serving immigrant or LEP community, being fluent in
languages they provide core services in, being culturally competent, and being able to blend TEAM and CHANGES
services.

While SHE has not previously recruited based on geography, CPUC staff reported that in the last contract with SHE,
(2019) it is now listed that any replacement CBO should be identified in an underserved area. As such, identifying
underserved areas is important for any replacement CBOs. Figure 18 shows the location of each of these CBOs on a
map of California, along with the 10U territories. The CBOs are represented by dots while the color shading of each
county represents the number of CBOs serving that county. The 10U boundaries are outlined. See Appendix C for a
zoomed-in version of the map highlighting the Bay Area and Southern California as well as Appendix E for a table of all
CBOs and the counties they serve.

24 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/about-cpuc/divisions/news-and-public-information-office/consumer-affairs-branch/team-and-changes-programs
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Figure 18. CBO Location by County
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In general, the CHANGES network of CBOs has good coverage throughout the state. There are three main
concentrations made up of 27 CBOs that participate in the CHANGES Program. Ten of these CBOs are in and around
the Bay Area, four CBOs are in Central California and 13 CBOs are in Southern California. Within Southern California,
there are two CBO clusters in Los Angeles and in San Diego. CBOs can serve multiple counties and, conversely, counties
can be served by multiple CBOs. The counties served at the highest rates include Alameda and Los Angeles, which are
both served by 7-8 CBOs. San Bernardino, Santa Clara, and San Francisco are also served by many CBOs (5-6). Many
other counties are served by less than four CBOs, and some are only served by one CBO or none.

While the CBO mapping provides useful information for understanding the distribution of CBO coverage within the
network, there are a few limitations:
= Information on counties served is self-reported by CBOs, which may introduce error and potential bias into the map.

= The map shows coverage at the county level. This provides a high-level view of geographical coverage, but coverage
may not be uniform within the counties.

We explored potential CBO resource constraints to better understand the dynamics of a changing CBO network.
According to staff interviews, it would be challenging to accommodate new CBOs in the network due to resource
constraints. Any expansion of the program to include new CBOs or serve more clients would need to also provide for
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more implementer staff. The implementer staff serve as a critical resource for the CBOs to train them, to provide
ongoing support for difficult client situations, and oversee their monthly reporting and invoicing.

LEVEL OF GBO ACTIVITY

The level of activity across CBOs varied dramatically. Five CBOs each conducted over 1,000 activities during the study
period while the remaining 22 CBOs conducted between 33 and 900 activities (Table 30). The types of activities that
CBOs conducted also varied. Consistent with findings presented earlier in the report, community and media outreach
accounted for a very small proportion of activity, anywhere between 0% and 5% of all activities for each CBO.

Table 30. CHANGES Program Activity by CBO

Case Community Media

i Education
Assistance Outreach Outreach Total
Workshops
Event Events Placements

110 7 5|[12292
CBO 2 s 230 2 11 (4630
CBO 3 Y 10560 424 9 4[4 o3
CBO 4 Y 10590 365 0 42428
CBO 5 N e72@ 456 3 o[ 1140
CBO 6 o 71l 188 27 o[l oe6
CBO 7 M se0lf 329 a4 o o902
CBO 8 N 7es|l 88| 18 1B 873
CBO 9 . 7oz 123 13 1B 839
CBO 10 e 724l 83| 16 1088 830
CBO 11 M ses|f 227 5 3@ so0o
CBO 12 0 e2sll 155 11 5 799
CBO 13 1 131|088 652 0 o[ 783
CBO 14 N 403 282 6 50 696
CBO 15 B 362 235 34 1488 645
CBO 16 L] ass| 141 12 3 644
CBO 17 L] 430/l 109 12 o[ 551
CBO 18 || 386 139 14 1 540
CBO 19 N 423l 102 1 s 534
CBO 20 ] 304| 102 0 ol 406
CBO 21 ] 206 | 102 0 o[ 398
CBO 22 }» 30 323 1 ol 327
CBO 23 [] 242}1 71 7 6l 326
CBO 24 }» 18 203 7 78 218
CBO 25 I 133F 64 2 7[R 206
CBO 26 s|l 107 3 oll 118
CBO 27 11 21 1 o| 33

Note: Case assistance “events” refers to unique cases across the three years, not individual clients, or resolutions. One case
assistance event could contain multiple resolutions and one client could be served through multiple cases.

The CHANGES Program served clients distributed throughout the 10U service territories with few pockets of limited
activity. As illustrated in Figure 19, case assistance activity is spread throughout the state. However, there has been
little to no case assistance activity in portions of PG&E’s northern territory and the central coast, SCE’s northeastern



territory, and SCG’s southeastern territory. As described in section 4.5.2, the lack of participants does not necessarily
equate to a lack of services needed.

Figure 19. CHANGES Case Assistance Clients by County
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To understand the potential scope of geographic barriers to accessing program services, we asked survey participants
questions about difficulty connecting with a representative from their CBO, how they connected (in-person, phone, etc.),
and how far they traveled, if they went in-person. For a majority of surveyed CHANGES clients (74%), it was easy to

connect with someone from the CBO in their area when they needed help (Figure 20). Very few clients (7%) reported
difficulty connecting with a CBO representative.

Figure 20. Ease or Difficulty Connecting with Someone from a CBO (n=214)

How easy or difficult is it to connect with someone from o y o 9
the CBO in your area when you need help? 40% 0% e

mVeryeasy mSomewhateasy — ®mNeither difficult nor easy

= Somewhat difficult Very difficult

Surveyed CHANGES clients were most likely to have contacted a CBO representative in-person at the CBO offices (60%),
though nearly half called the CBO (44%, Figure 21). Very few clients used other communication methods (5%).
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Figure 21. How CHANGES Clients Contacted the CBO (n=212)
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Note: Multiple responses allowed

Geographic proximity to a local CBO was not an immediate barrier for most CHANGES participants. Most surveyed
CHANGES clients do not have to travel far to reach their local CBO, if they were to visit in person (Figure 22). Fewer than
one-quarter of clients (22%) had to travel “very far” or “somewhat far” to get to the CBO.

Figure 22. Distance Clients Traveled to Get to CBO

How far respondents travel to get from home to
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mVery far m Somewhat far m Slightly far m Not at all far

Given the location of participating CBOs, most clients are able to utilize public transportation to access in-person
services (Figure 23). Fewer drive themselves or have a friend or family member drive them there.

Figure 23. How CHANGES Clients Get to a CBO (n=124)
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452  CBONETWORK OPTIMIZATION

The optimal distribution of CBOs in the network throughout California involves balancing the support provided by CBOs
with the demand for their services. To assess this optimal distribution, the evaluation team used CBO-serviced counties
as a proxy for support provided and LEP households as a proxy for demand. This approach allows for a high-level visual
review of coverage as it relates to customer needs across the state. Figure 24 shows two maps side-by-side, the left
map shows the CBO distribution and counties served and the map on the right illustrates the percent LEP households
across California. Counties with low to no CBO coverage that have a relatively high percent of LEP households are

circled in red.
Figure 24. Potential Unmet Needs for CBO Coverage
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While this visual approach is helpful to identify general areas, the population density of counties also must be
considered when identifying the optimal network. Regions with s