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TheCalifornia Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) directed the three inv@stead utilities (IOUs)
serving the San Joaquin Vall8Jy)Southern California Gas Company [SoCalGas], Southern
California Edison [SCE], and Pacific Gas and Electric [PGa&q4}ion18-12-015(D.1812-015)to

implement pilot projects in SIMsadvantaged CommunitieBACSin line with Assembly Bill (AB)
26721

1.1 Pilot Background and Obijectives

The overall goal is to offer cleaner, more affordable energy options to reside™a®$ in the SJV,

where many households lack access to natural gas and rely on propane and wood for cooking and
heating

Eleven SJV communities were selected for pilot projectsviieaé intended toprovide cleaner,

more affordable energy options to proparand wood burnin@nd to gather real time data

needed to assess the economic feasibility of extending affordable energy options to all listed SJV
DACsFigure 1 shows key activities and the process of the pilot.

Figurel: Key Activities and Processes

Commission (CPUC) authorized pilot ¢ Program Implementer (PI) conducts initial home
program budgets and assessment
implementation plan * Pl develops home treatment plan, which is then

I0Us developed pilot offerings approved by Program Administrators (PAs)

Home e
Pilot Deglgn & Outr(_each & P Remediation &
Planning Application
Measures

Measure
Electrical Installation (PI1)
Upgrades

10Us share lists of eligible customers
Self Help staff (CPM) identifies and trains community energy *  Pls conduct home remediations consistent with the

navigators (CENs) to conduct outreach and to assist with procedures and materials developed by the PAs
application process

The pilot relies on a number ofganizations with varying rolés implement theprogram from
the outreach through installation phases of the pilot

1 Assembly Bill 2672 (Perea)ded783.5 to the Public Utilities Codleat defines DACs in the SJV.
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Tablel: Pilot Team

InvestorOwned Each 10Uk aPilot Administraor for SCE  SoCalGs PG&E

Utilities (OWk) pilots in theirserviceterritories.
Pilot Organizations tasked with

- - ) : E IGe PG&E RHA
Administrator (PA) administering thepilots. SC SoCalGe PG&
Pilot Implementer Manages_home gssessment and Proteus Staples RHA
(P measure installation Energy

Responsible foinitial outreach
Community through application process with
Energy Navigator customersEmploysandmanages
Program Manager Community Energy NavigataiGEN}
(CPN and"Community"CENswhoare CENS

who live in thetargeted communities

Self Help Enterprises (SHE)

Given the complexity of the implementation and the differences between each dfitbiilots
(shown inTable 2, this effort examined numerous steps and organizatich®ywn inTable )
involved in the implementation processes.

Table2: Summary of Implementation Differences AcrossPA

D A
o, A A

PA SoCalGas PG&E Richard Heath | SCE
and Associates
(RHA

clived Single community, | All-electric homes are able to Preexisting alelectric
e California City participateacross selected homes not able to
communities participateacross selected
communities
~ropane 13 No reimbursement for propane tank removal
Remova

UUERYURTER Gas line extension | Panel upgrade witpossible need for transmission and
Upgrades distribution upgrades

2The electric PAs provided each participating home with a set of indutiady cookware.

EVERGREENECONOMICS Page2
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CA A CA

PA SoCalGas PG&E Richard Heath | SCE
and Associates
(RHA
NI cIeifelsl $500 overthree 20 percentmonthly discount foffive years followed by bill
years evaluation that can lead to continued bill discount or if no
increase in energy costs, discount is reduced tpd@ent

Threedecisiong D.1812-015, D 1808-01, and D. 1°05-014t outline implementation
requirements of thepilots includingassessments expected to inform the potential expansibn
the pilot to a fullstatewide programincluding:

1 Aninitial Data Gatherin@tudywasconductedto learn more about the San Joaquin Valley
andits residents what heatingand cookingfuelsthey useand interest in the services
provided in the pilotsThis was completed in August 2021

1 The evaluatiorandresults provided in this report examine pilot implementation processes
of the PG&E, SC&hd SoCalGagilots operationalized in 11 communities

1 The individualpilots are expected taindergo Impact evaluati@to examine energy
savingsand othernon-energy benefitsesulting from the pilots.

1 An economic feasibility assessment is expected to be completed following the completion
of the broader data collection, thgilots,and the pilot evaluations. This will examine the
costs and potential value of expanding the pilots.

1.2 Evaluation Objectives

In addition to directing the 10Us to implement pilots in SJV DACs, CPU2D1B directed
SoCalGas to managerequest for proposaldFPfor an independent contractor to be selected by
the CPUC Energy Division (EDJonduct a process evaluation ofetpilots. The process
evaluationwasintended toexamine variousspects of themplementation processs in order to
identify ways tamprovethe overall effectiveness dhe pilot design andleliveryprocesses and
provide actionable recommendations fpilot improvements The process evaluation was also
intended to document barriers and determine the success ofRthet Administrators (PA&)
meeting their stated goals, and to help tPUCompare the performancenplementation
processe®f the PAsThs evaluationwasnot intended to evaluate cost effectiveness or to identify

EVERGREENECONOMICS Page3
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non-energy benefitstheseare typically features of an impact evaluati@mo(sideredo be
summative rather than formative)which is being conducted as part of a sepanagearch study.

1.3 Research Approach

The process evaluation included the following research tasks:

1 In-depth interviews with pilot staff

1 Surveys with participating and ngparticipatingpilot community resident¢a comination
of web, phone, and mailand

1 In-person field research in the SJV with Aalengs and group interviews

We used a combination of these research activities to meet the objectives of the evaluation. By
the end of 2021, pilot outreach stdffad reached 86 percent of all eligible households and
completed pilot applications for over half of those contacted. Over 250 homes have had pilot
measures installed, with another nearly 500 having completed dmoime assessment. SoCalGas
had nearly comieted its pilot installations, while the other PAs were still in the field with outreach
and installations in progress (as of May 2022).

The research wasonducted intwo phases The first phase (Phasesbught to provide early,
actionable insights tinform pilot changes. See Tal8dor asummary of primary research
completed.Phase Iwas designedo address outstanding questions from the first phasw to
develop process recommendations for the potential expansion of the pilots.

1.4 Results and Recommendations

1.4.1 Pilot Planning, Outreach , and Application Processes

As of December 31, 2024bout half(54%)of residents who had been contacted had completed

an applcation(seeTable3 below). The number of participants who had been contagted

completed applicationandassessmentsand ultimately installed measusevaried by PAAt the

time of data collection, the electric PAstreach and application efforts were still in progress
whereas SoCalGas was nearly complBerause the pilots are in various stages of

implementation, it is not possible to gauge if onéps approach is more successful than another.
We did hear about early issues in the pilot®r instance in California City, we heard it was

difficult to identify and hire CENs with local knowledge. We also heard that early in the electric
pilot, remediaton costs often exceeded the cap; both issues required involvement of both the PAs

3 TecMarket Works. 2004 (last updated 200B)e California Evaluation FramewoRcepared dr the California Public

Utilities Commission and the Project Advisory Grdufps://www.cpuc.ca.gov//media/cpuc

website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc_public website/content/utilities and industries/energy/energy programs/demand
side_management/ee_and energy savings assist/caatiahframework.pdf
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and CPM, and have largely been resohdatging the pilo@ccomplishments relative to gaab
not inthe scope of this studyWe identify best practices that pilot staff agree have measurable
impacts, and also produgecommendations.

Table3: Pilot Progress as of 12/31/21 (Number of Pilot Community Households)

Initial
Estimate of Pilot

Eligible Contacted Completed Completed Measure(s)
Pilot Administrator (PA)  Households by CEN Application Assessment Installed

PG&E 316 307 (97%) 211 (67%) 170 (54%) 43 (14%)
Richard Heath and

0, 0, (1) [0)
Associates (RHA) 914 814 (89%) 424 (46%) 387 (42%) 89 (10%)
SCE 449 290 (65%) 168 (37%) 105 (23%) 45 (10%)
SoCalGas 235 235 (100%) 93 (40%) 79 (34%) 77 (33%)

Pilot planning and design was found to be effectamed program staff were able to modifize
outreachprocess to account for interruptiordue to the COVI29 pandemic, referrals of
leveraged programs, and changesthie bill discountsas directed by the CPURIlot staffincluding
the PAs and CPMrgely feltoutreach coordinatiorwas improvingoetween theCPMand the PAs,
and respondentgboth participants and noparticipants)reported trustingCommunity Energy
Navigators CEN}pwas effective or improving

DuringPhase | and PhaseMA, PI, and CPtervieweesreportedthat given themultiple
organizationsnvolved in the implementation of the pilot including tiR& P and outreach
coordinator, it took time to iron out communication strategies and delineate roles in terms of
communicating to customers and to develop tracking and coordination sys#intisis point in
the pilot implementations, much of these issues have been resolititbugh we heard thahe
need for clear data ialways an active discussiofherefore, we recommend ongoinigta
refinementand discussion to

Develop a commourdata protocol includingormat and fields for recordinthe
@/% most critical information as defined jointly by the pilot program team, and to f

each of their needs, as well as the CPUC data fadsit this need often.

1.4.2 The Home Assessment

Survey p@rticipantsstated that the homeassessmenprocess was straightforward arehsyto
navigate(see Section 4.4 for discussion of the home assessment survey findogslGas
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participants found the home assessment to be easier to undesivhen compared to
participantsfrom the other PAs; this may be due to the need for many electric pilot households to
upgradetheir electrical panels and/or locédansmission and distribution (T&Djfrastructurewith
their electric utility Therewere no othermajor differences in home assessmefstween electric
and gas utilitiesWe discuss findings related to electric upgrades later in this section.

Interviewees including PAs, Pls, and the CPM indicated the $8ti@0pilot remediation capvas
sufficient formostelectric pilot participantswith the excepion of mobile hanesnot intrailer
parks.At the time ofthe Phase Il interviewshe CPM hadexuredadditionalfunding necessary to
address the remediation needs ofdbe eledtic pilot participants.

1.4.3 Drivers

Qustomeisreported thatparticipation wasdrivenprimarily by the opportunity to save energgnd
to make their home saferjncluding improvinghe air quality inthe home. While participantssaid
energy efficiency waan importantconsideration nonparticipantsdid not indicate a concern for
energy efficiency

Giventhat many pilot participants were renteyshe landlords playedraimportantrole inwhether
customers participateas well. The landlordsaid theywere motivated to participatén the pilots
primarily to improve the value of their property.

Customers were highly satisfied with their experience ovenalh 93 percentof participants
reportingthat they were somewhat, veryr extremely satisfieavith the pilot

1.4.4 Leveraged Programs

Most participantsreported leveraging at least one other progranentioned bythe CENThey
reported high awareness die Energy Savings AssistafE&Aprogram,with over a third
reportingthat they have participatedCENSs reported thas too complicated to try to explain the
pilot and all the other program$y evaluation ifperson observatiohn

All Plsreportedthat they were able to coordinate installations for prograsisch a££SA and the
pilot, althoughdelays in the piloffor electrical upgradeshade it challenging tcompleteESA
installations in the required amount of time.

Evergreen recommends th@ENSs record customer interest leaid possible

household barriers to leveraged programs to share with PAs, which can be us
engage the customer quickly and effectively across programs.

Cp\ The PAs should continue using Pls thatiayementers for other leveraged
programs to increase participation.
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;j";-ﬁ\-\ The PAs shoultbntinueusing Pls that are implementers for other leveraged

programs to increase participation.

[

1.4.5 Bulk Purchasing

PAs and Pls were directed by the Decisiolet@rage existing IOU supply chain approaches to
secure lower than market costisut the PIs did not always see the benefits of bulk purcha¥irfey.
heard from two Pls that the bulk purchasing agreemewtsenrequired, are ahinderance over a
benefitincreasing costs and time to acquire equipmeBuilk purchasing may not make sense as a
requirement, particularly for HYAC measures$ich are more customized per hous®d. This is
discussedn detailin S=ction4.6 below.

Cnp\ TheCPUGhouldconsider making bulk purchasing an option but not a requireme
) S as long aselative costinform purchasing desions.

s

_
5

1.4.6 Bill Protection

Although hll protection differs slightlyor naturalgas pilot participantgbill credit) compared to

the electricpilot participants(bill discoun}, overallit wasthe least understoodspectof the pilot
with 49 percentof participantsand26 percent of norparticipantsreporting it was extremely or
very easy to understandvioreover,66 percentof non-participantscited concerns aboupotential
bill increasess a barrier to participatiarParticipationmaybe improvedif bill protectionbenefits
were better communicatediuring outreach

We recommend th@Asreview thebill protectionofferingand consider
opportunities to reduce its complexiynd that the CPMdentify opportunities to

explainthe benefitmore clearlyto residents This could include considering
developing word of mouth/testimonials to share with prosipee participants.

1.4.7 Barriers
Electrical upgrades at the household and community levels caused installation delays.
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We recommend the CPM conduct outreach stagygeredtargeted manner and
consider the electric load required to senia@eted geographic area before
authorizing outreach in that location.

We recommend that the electric utilities create a batch process for Pls to sub
electric service panel requests and other ways to streamline and speed up the
household panalpgrade process.

Mobile homes presented unique challenges to the pilatludingpermitting requirementsof

the California Department of Housing af@@mmunityDevelopmen{HCD)whichthe CPM
worked directly with to streamlinéhat processMobile homes were generally privately owned
and on a parcel of land rather thawvithin a mobile community.

@s We recommend gathering additional data on mobile homesratatedissues to

see if there are opportunities to do advarmdanning.

PG&E most succdsily convined customers to complete an applicati@fter the CENvisit (69%),
followed by SCE (58%), RHA (52%), and SoCalGasRd@tal bill increasesere among the

most significant barrierto participationwith 66 percentof the non-participantsreporting
concerngregarding the potential bill increases post instatla. A CEN noted that it was critical to
AYTF2NY NBAARSyGa | o2dzi wail QifdinjaAlRrnae\RatesFalzy G a
Electricity CARIEDill discount and pilot bill discounts) and also noted that there has been a lack of
trust due toearlier experiences with utility programs, though this was only corroborated by 10
percent of nonparticipants.The second most frequently reported barrier wabelief that
participation would not actually be free. This was echoed by one CEN who natec#idents

often did not believe that new appliances were being offered for free through the pilot (reported
by 59% of nosparticipants).

The ranainderof this reportdescribeghese finding and the methods to develop them in greater
detail.
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2 Introduction

This is thdinal report for the process evaluatioof the San Joaquin Vall®jsadvantaged
Communities (SJV D&@ilot projects.

2.1 Regulatory Background

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) directed the three ingested utilities (IOUs)
serving the San Joaquin Valley (Southern California Gas CopfusiGas], Southern California
Edison [SCE], and Pacific Gas and Electric [P@G&E§cision 18.2-015 (.1812-015) to

implement pilot projects in SJV DACs in line with Assembly Bill (AB) 2672. The overall goal is to
offer cleaner, more affordable engy options to residents of DACs in the SJV, where many
households lack access to natural gas and rely on propane and wood for cooking and heating. The
first phase of the San Joaquin Val@gadvantaged Communities Pilot Projeeteceeding

identified 170DACs that met specific income, population size, and distance from natural gas
transmissiorpipelines criteria*

During the second phase of the proceeding, the CPUC approved the implementation of pilot
projects in December 2018 (D-12-015). Eleven SJ¥romunitieswere selected for pilot projects
that:

1 Replacd propane and wood burning appliances wih-electricappliances or natural gas
appliances (including line extensions) for nearly 2,000 homes.

1 Teskdcommunitybasedorganization (CBO) and locaki@ent outreach and engagement
strategies to educate and enroll participants in the pilot.

The CPUC also approved a data gathering plan in August of 2018@018). Together, the
information gathered on thd. 1 communitiestargeted by thepilots and the data gatheed on the
overall SIWACterritory plan are intended to:

1 Provide the CPUC with the data needed to assess the feasibility of extending affordable
energy options to the rest of the SJV DAL &

1 Support a third phase of thgroceeding that will evaluate the findings of the pilot projects
and the data gathering effort to support the economic feasibaitalysigequired by AB
2672.

41n Decision 1705-0140n May 2017, the CPUC adopted a methodolfmpyidentifyingeligible SJV communities
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2.2 Pilot Projects
The CPUC directed the three I0Us arnlira-party Pilot Administrator (Po convert households

within SJV pilot communities that rely on propane or wood burning appliances to either efficient

natural gas appliances (including line extensionslleglectricappliances. The CPUC allocated

over $50 million for pilots to provide aely 2,000 homes with appliance retrofits. This budget also

included funds for aCommunity Energy Navigator Program Manager (CRND) isresponsible for
outreach and enrollment activities.

Eleven SJV communities were selected for pilot projects that wéeaded to provide cleaner,
more affordable energy options to propane and wood burning and to gather real time data

needed to assess the economic feasibility of extending affordable energy options to all listed SJV

DACsFigure hows key activities arthe process of the pilot.

Figure2: Key Activities and Processes

Commission (CPUC) authorized pilot ¢ Program Implementer (Pl) conducts initial home
program budgets and assessment
implementation plan * Pl develops home treatment plan, which is then

I0Us developed pilot offerings approved by Program Administrators (PAs)

Ve Home
Pilot Design & Outreach & Remediation &

3 catt Assessment for
Planning Application Measures

Measure
Electrical Installation (PI)

Upgrades

10Us share lists of eligible customers
Self Help staff (CPM) identifies and trains community energy Pls conduct home remediations consistent with the

navigators (CENs) to conduct outreach and to assist with procedures and materials developed by the PAs
application process

Additional pilot elements include

E Bill protection measures to ensure affordability for participants; and

E A split incentives agreement to ensure thahant-occupied householdwere able to
participate and do not suffer negative consequences.

Figure3 on the next page prades a map of the eleven pilot communities.
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Figure3: SJV DAC Pilot Communities

!rWost Goshen
Alpaugh Ducor

f+\
| Allensworth

Pilot Administrator

( California City* | ® PGAE
® ® RHA
® SCE
® SoCalGas

*Both SoCalGas and SCE are enrolling pilot participants in Californial€8CBa / | £ A fil& Wg fot includediithis
processevaluation due to timing

2.3 Study Objectives

In addition to directing thd”As to implement pilots in SJV DACs, CPUGI2-035 also directed
SoCalGas to managerequest for proposaldFRfor an independent pilot project process
evaluation contractor to b selected by the CPUC Energy Division (ED). The process evaduation
intended to determine the overall effectiveness of pilot design and processes and provide
actionable recommendations for improved pilot design and delivery. The process evaisaticm
intended to document barriers and determine the success ofRAsin meeting their stated goals
and to help theCPUQompare the performance of the PAs. Specific research objedftas
process evaluation addressed are listed below.
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1. Bvaluate the pilot design and implementation processes of the SV DACPAQRilots,

which includes:
@_
@_
©_
@_
@_
®_
@_
®_
@.
®_
®_

2. Bvaluate customer interest in and satisfaction with the SV DACPilots:

The design of pilot implementation plans and compliance with relevant CPUC
decisions and legidlation;

Marketing, education, and outreach efforts;

Hfortsto leverage existing programs (full list provided in Appendix B) to meet pilot
goals;

Bulk purchasing efforts;

Gontractor delivery / implementation approaches, including remediation work and
safety measures (between and across pilot administrators [PAS)]);

Workflow processes between PAs, pilot implementers (PI), the Community Energy
Navigator Program Manager (CPM), the Community Energy Navigators (CEN), and
community-based organizations (CBOs);

Filot tracking and data management;

Hfects of bill protection and split incentive approaches,
Workforce education and training efforts,

Barriers and obstacles to meeting pilot goals; and
Processes to collect, review, and report on pilot impact data.

Barriersto pilot participation, including non-participant feedback;
Qustomer interest and willingness to participate in the pilot;

Unique programmatic issues related to reaching specialty populations (e.g., high
usage customers, disabled customers, renters, etc.);

Qustomer satisfaction/ dissatisfaction; and;
Qustomer attitudes and behaviors towards energy savings.

P P9
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3 Methods

This section presents an overview of the study methods. See Appendix C for more detail on the
methods and Appendix D for evaluation research instruments.

3.1 Theory -Based Evaluation Approach

Per the 2004 Evaluation Framewgrgvaluationd NB Y SI yid (2 aR20dzyYSyid |y
SFFSOGA 2F F LINPINIYE FYyR (2 aKSf LI dzy RSNRUGI YR
AYLINE @S { Kv@nileLidhaBcHeNdluations are fased on documentation and

measuremeniand considered to bsummative) this evaluation focuses on processmentsthat

are focused on improving program processesnsidered to be formative)lo do that, this

evaluation was designed using a thedogsedevaluation framework guided by a logic model. The
framework facilitated identification of causal mechanisms and testing of hypotheses that the
successful implementation girojectactivities (often involving multiple actors) will lead to

expected outputsand that these in turn will eventually yield expected benefits. This theomen
approach relied on data collection that covgn®jectinputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes.

Appendix A presents the pilot logic model that Evergreen developed foevhisiation.

3.2 Phased Evaluation Approach

This study consisted of two phases, with Phase | providing early feedback to the CHRilGtand
Administrators PA3. Phase Il was intended to be a comprehensive process evaluation including
this final written report on pilot outcomes.

Phase tommenced in late 2020esearch included review of background documents and pilot
projectdata and development of a pilot lagmodel, program theory, and metrics. Primary
research for both phases includeddepth telephone interviews with pilot staff and customer
surveys. In June 2021, Evergreen conductgokirson field research as part of Phas& éible4 on
the next page summarizes the primary research.

5TecMarket Works. 2004 (last updated 200B)e California Evaluation FramewoBcepared for the California Public

Utilities Commission and the Project Advisory Grdutps://www.cpuc.ca.gov//media/cpuc

website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc public_website/content/utilities and industries/energy/energy programs/demand
side_management/ee _and energy savings assist/caevaluationframework.pdf
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Section3: Methods

Table4: Summary of Evaluation Research by Phase

Phase |
Research December 2020 June 2021 December 2021
el March 2021 April 2022
D 4
In-Depth 1 11 interviews with 22 pilot 1 11interviews with22
Interviews staff pilot staff
9 8 complete interviews
with participating
landlords and 1 partial
interview with a landlord
that had opted out
Phasel Total: 11interviews Phasell Total: 20
Interviews
CIEIIAN 1 Web/telephone survey with 1 Mail survey with103
Survey 66 participants who participants that received
completed a pilot appliances40 opt-outs,
application(and who and 73 non-participants
ultimately completed who were contacted by a
measure installation)8 opt- CEN
outs, and 11non-
participant$
Phasel Total: 85 Surveys Phasell Total: 216 Surveys
In-Person 1 5 group interviews with
Field 15 pilot staff, and 2
Research days of ridealongs
with 4 pilot staff in
PG&E and SCE pilot
communities

Note: More detailedinformation about the surveys completed is presented in Appendix C.

3.3 Customer Survey Analysis

Evergreen used chi-square goodnessf-fit test when comparing distributions of categorical
survey responses across segments, such as PAyensusrent, phase house type, and

6 Sixeen of these were contacted again in Phase Il (13 participants and-8uip} to gather additional information for
those that either continued further into the pilots and had measures installed or who had initially filled out an
application and ended uppting out of the program.
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participantversusnon-participant. The null hypothesis being tested is that the distribution of the
responses between segmeritnot different from the expected (hypothesized) vajaad the

alternative hypothesis is that at least onétbe segment probabilities is different from the

expected (hypothesized) value. We used a level of significarealp) greater than 0.05 as the

cut-off for these testsIn general, for a goodnessf-fit test, the potential for committing a Typé€’ Il

error is high if the number of records is small or the number of categories is large. Even if the
expected cell counts conform to our recommendations, the probability of a Type Il error could be
large.With this in mind the results of a chsquared goodnessf-fit test should be viewed
suspiciouslyone shoulchot automatically accept the null hypothesis as a fact given the null
hypothesis was not rejected.o avoid Type Il error, only segments with a numbeaeobrds

greater than 30 were evaluate@ome surveyategories were combined fanalysis taeduce the
number of categories that wereeing comparegfor examplethed SEGNBY St 8¢ YR a4 @
categoriesvere combinedaswered y 2 i | G | f  tegotiegfd® theratingiqedtions S¢ O
When statistically significant differences were found between segmémty are presented in

figures in this report. If no difference was found between segments or the number of records in

that segment was below 30, treegmented differencés not shown in the figureWe presened

very fewresults by PA in this report as we found that either there werearptsignificant

differences betweenPAs, orwe found the number of records by PA was too srn@akvaluate We

did find a few places where results differed éwyn versusrent, phase, house type, and participant
versusnon-participant those are presented in the findisgection below.

7A Type Il error is committed if we accept the null hypothesis when it is false and the rebgpathesis is trugor in
this caseaccepting thathe distribution of the responses between segments is not different from ttpeeted
(hypothesized) valuewvhen they areactually similarWe do not control for Type 1 eor because of the risk that it
becomes too hard to detect real differences, due to the alpha being much snidieisolution we used was to stick
with the usual alpha but restricted the analysis to customer segments that have a sample n large enough to be
defensible (we used n>30)
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4 Findings

This section presents the study findings. We include relevant input iintetviews, customer
surveysand field observationd\ote thatEvergreen conducted two phases of customer surveys
Duringthe first phasgconducted in early 2021bnlySoCalGas had any completed installations,
limiting the findings from customer surveys. During the second pfassducted in early 2022)
Evergreen was able to bring in more sample points@mtiuct analysis to compare customer
survey responsely:

1 Phaseof customer survey (early 2021 when the pilot was just getting starezdusearly
2022);

Pilot Administrator PA);
NaturalgasPAversuselectric PA
Homeownership (owrversusrent); and

= =4 4 4

Non-participant(Community Energy NavigatdZEN contacted or atempted to contact
but did not fill out a pilot applicationyersusopt-out (filled out a pilot application but
ultimately opted out)

Most customer survey resuligre presented by gas and electric WAere we found the most
consistentstatistically sigricant differences put we note in the reportany additionaktatisticaly
significan differences that wdound when comparing across the other groups. Note that the
overallsample sizevas still smalevencombiningboth phases of datdue to the relatively small
population of pilot communities, meaning that if we did not find statistical significahogay not
mean that there are no actual differences that might be observable with a larger set of customer
feedback We also did not test for significant differences if the sample sizes were too small.

In this section, we present results across the respondent gomgpalland show comparisons
across categories where we found statistically significant differencesld ttaat shows our
contextual differences between the pilots that may contribute to any statistical differences found
andthe findingsof the statistical testing of customer daisincluded in Appendi&.

4.1 Pilot Accomplishments

Outreach for the pilot practs began in early 2020able5 shows the initial estimates of eligible
households’ the number of households engaged by the CEN, and the number that have

8 For each community, thEPUC Decision 11&2-015initially estimated the total number of eligible households based
on geographic boundaries. However, eligibility is ultimately determined during enrollment. The actual number of
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progressed to each subsequent stage of pilot participation at the end of 2021. At the close of
2021, SoCalGas thaearly completed its pilot installations, while the other PAs were still in the
field with outreachand installationsn progress(asof May 2022).

As shown inrable5, by the end of 2021, pilot outreach staff reached 86 percent of all potential
households and completed pilot applications for over halhoke contacted. Over 250 homes
have had pilot measures installed, with another nearly 500 having completedraome
assessment. See Appendix B for a breakout of progress by community and PA.

Table5: Pilot Progress as of 12/31/2MNumber of Pilot Community Households)

Initial
Estimate of Pilot

Eligible Contacted Completed Completed Measure(s)
Pilot Administrator (PA)  Households by CEN Application Assessment Installed

PG&E 316 307(97%) 211(67%) 170(54%) 43 (14%)
RichardHeath and
0, () 0, 0,
Associates (RHA) 914 814(89%)  424(46%)  387(42%) 89 (10%)
SCE 449 290(65%)  168(37%)  105(23%) 45 (10%)
SoCalGas 235 235(100%)  93(40%) 79 (34%) 77 (33%)
Total (# of Households) 1,914 1,646 896 741 254
. )
Total (% of Potential 100% 86% 47% 39% 13%
Participants)
CPUC
Data Source Decision 18 Pilot 2022 Quarterly Progress Report (1/31/2022)
12-015

Note: PG&E servethree communitiesin this pilot RHA servefive, SCE servetiree, and SoCalGas servede. See
TablelOfor adetailedbreakdownby community.

Table6 presents the percendf applications that were completed out of thoségible residents
who hadbeen contacted by the CEN as of the end of 2@&ihut half of residents contacted
through the end of 2021 had completed a pilot applicatialthough at different rates by PAt
the time of thisreport, the electricpilot is stillbeing implementedwhile the gas pilot isearly
complete.Because outreach is underwatyis premature toconcluce that one PAis more
succeshll in achieving its goals

eligible households is likely much lower than the initial estimate based on a variety of reasons. For example, some
homes are found to be adilectric, already have natural gas appliances, are businessggmdments,or are vacant.
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Thus farthe electricpilot has had more uptake than the gas pilblowever the gaspilot included
California Citywhichis a large city where the CENere unfamiliarwith the community
compared to the other pilot communities that are smaléerd the CENs morfamiliar. Also,
California City has large multifamily buildings where the GfaMea harder time reaching
landlords a challengehat increasedduringthe early months of th&€OVIBL9 pandemic We
discuss other barrierthat affect compétion rateslater inthis report.

That being said he implementatiormodelsused by thePAs were fairly similar in terms of
outreachand assessment.he main differences we found Imow the pilot wasdesignedand

delivered across PAs (as described later in this section) is that the electric pilots had to assess the
need for electrical upgrades at the time of pilot treatment (e.g., at each household) whereas the
gas pilotdid not have such an assessment.

Laterin this report (Sectiod.9) we present the findings related to participatibarriersto help
understandreasons for not participating

Table6: Percent of Applications Completed of Those Contacted by the <GEENf 12/31/21

Percent of Applications

Contacted Completed Completed of Those

Pilot Administrator (PA) by CEN Application Contacted by the CESN
PG&E 307 211 69%
Richard Heath and Associates (RHA 814 424 52%
SCE 290 168 58%
SoCalGas 235 93 40%
Total (# of those contacted) 1,646 896 54%

4.2 Pilot Design and Planning

This section concerns pilot inputs and activities related to the design and initial planning
(specifically elements I1, A1, A2, and A3 in the pilot logic model, which is provided in Appendix A.)

4.2.1 Budgets and Program Implementation (11.1 10)

Evergreen hearffom PAs that they worked on an initial implementation plan based on the CPUC
Decision that authorized the pilots and received feedback from the CPUC regarding elements such

9 Note that the sam@ size of nofparticipants who were contacted by a CEN but chose not to fill out an application is
not large enough to support statistical testing by PA.
10The alphanumeric codes shown here refer to activities in the pilot logic model, which is providiggendix A.
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as the timeline. Two PAsreped(i K i G KA & & a gy I ¢ RyfiegtRar Of | LINE O
GAYLX SYSY(dlFdA2y w2F (GKS 5S0AaAz2yQa AyuSyae gl
and instructions to leverage programs. One PA specified that they went back to the Decision to
clarify if their implementation plan should involegfering the pilot to homes that were already

all-electric and ultimately read the decision as focusing on the transition from propane and wood.

Intervieweesreported that during the early stages of the piltdtere had been severaiemsthat
impacted he pilotimplementatia, including:

1 Bill discount.OneelectricPA reported that the bill discount was initially supposed to be
$500 over ahree-yearperiod (alignedvith the Decision)but this was then changed to a
20 percentmonthly bill discountfor 10 yearsDuring the process of the evaluation, the
implementation of the bill discount was still in questiddur understanding is that the gas
PA used a $500 bill credit over three years whereas the electrioffked a 20 percent
bill discount over fie years, to be reassessed thereafter.

1 COVID impact®One PA reportethat moving customers to the same phase (from
assessment to enrollmentor example) at the same tim@as notefficient given
limitations created byhe COVIBL9 pandemidor the contractors Also, COVID created
significantdelays in applications Q1 of 20200ne PA explained during Phase | interviews
that they expected applications to come in starting in Q1 of 2020 but did not receive them
until the end of July of thagear.

1 Understanding remediation need®nePilot Implemener (Pl highlighted during the field
work interview that as the project progressdtiey better understood how different needs
YR O0FNNASNR ¢2dzf R KIS RAFFSNBssin Ozada G2
AyaagrttriAazya 2F 61 GSNI KSFGSNAR GKIFG R2yQi
G adzLJLJ2 NI O 2 a,isay the 00 of A paneRuRgrade?

While some of thesehanges to the implementation plamere programmatic changes, some were
based orfeedbackirom Phase such aiow to share data between PAs, Pls, and CNish is
expected to occur as a nhew pilot proceeds

During followup interviews conducted in April 2022 with the PAs and Pls, they staatdhere

had been no formal changes to the implementation process after those discussed above, although
the implementation was going better. Both PA project managersbated this to the project

staff, including PAs,I® andCommunityEnergy Navigator PgpamManager CPM staff, gaining
experience in their roles and developiagobust understanding of the pilot and its impacts.

4.3 Pilot Outreach and Application Proces s
This section addressdégland A5 in the pilot logic mode| which is provided idppendix A.
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4.3.1 CPM Conducts Targeted Outreach to Community Leaders and
Establishes Network of CENs ( A4.1 and A4.211)

During Phase I field visits and intervielsgergreen interviewed the CPM and CENSs fgatiHelp
Enterprises (SHE), the organization hired to conduct outreach for the,m®isell ag CEN from

the Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountabilitgxéernal organization that has been

active in the pilot proceeding3he CPMtold us that the majority of CENs were existing employees
supplemented witmew staff that SHE brought on to conduct outreach. These CENs were selected
for their experience workig in disadvantaged communities and their involvement with the SJV
DAC proceeding. When possible, the CPM attempted to hire CENs that are from the pilot
communities. The CPM highlighted that these local CENs are trusted, local leaders from the
community andare very effective for pilot outreach. This was corroborated by results from the
customer surveyRigure6) with 9 percent of participants an@8 percent of norparticipants
NELR2NIAY3I GKFEG GKS /9b &aSSYFBure®)OSNEE 2NJ a SEG N

Aswill be mentioned in Sectiod.8, whenasked about the training provided to CENs, the CPM
describeda comprehensive, twalay training session they provided to all CENs covering an
overview ofthe pilots (including legislative and regulatory background), the role of the IOUs and
PAsandoutreach best practicegrainees als@racticedmock outreach calls. The CPM was able to
hold in-person trainings prior to the COVI® pandemic bulater offered the training remotely

The CPM believed that these training sessions were very beneficial for s} followup
interviews the CPM stated they continue to use the taay training session to train all new CENSs.

When asked about the effectivenegbthe (M model, two PAs indicated that they were unsure if
the CPMoutreachmodel was more effectivéhan outreach methods used by similar programs
such as the Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) progndena thirdPA believed that the CPM

local knowlelgeandassociatedenefits to outreach outweighed thadditionalcoordination

burden required tacoordinate between the PA, Pl, and CPM.

However,duringPhase | field visits, théEN felt that they were not able to fully leverage their
knowledge of local communities and that all decisions were ultimately at the discretion of the PAs.
TheCEN believed that the PAs had too much involvement in directing the outreach plans and that
the pilot was not fully benefiting from utilizing local, communibgsed organization€CBOs)o

educate residents. They believed that there was a disconnect in cultural understanding of the
communities between the PAs and CENSs.

Survey results show botbarticipantsand non-participantshad a high degree of trust in the CEN,
as mentioned previously.

11 The alphanumeric codes shown here refer to activities in the pilot logic model, which is provided in Appendix A.
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4.3.2 CEN Conducts Community Outreach (A4.3 0 A4.5)

The CPMileveloped outreach and engagement plans including strategies to meet the specific

needs of each community, informedé (G KS /t aQad8 SELISNASYOS 62NJAY
communities and more generally in the San Joaquin Valley. HowtbeeC PMstatedthat they did

not have experience in California City, which is larger than other pilot commuities.

respondent saidhis had made outreach in California City less efficient and effective.

During Phase | field visitqd CPM and afbur interviewedCENS believed that phone outreach
was not as effective as-person outreach. They describddficulties reaching residents (due to
incorrect phone numbers or difficulties during dagne hours) and adequately expressing the
benefits of participation. The CENs were able to resunenson outreach in July of 2020, once
state restrictions had baeloosened. The CPM was given discretion to resume outreach in a
manner that was safe for residents and staff, but one CEN believed that there was not enough
consideration given to community health and preventing the spread of GO¥ifath the
resumptionof in-person outreach. All four CENs believed that it was very effective to leverage
trusted leaders and members of the community to conduct outreach (i.e., enlisting ther@ B8l

or for outreach assistance, mentioning support during outreach). The Cé&fdsstill able to

contact 60 percent of estimated eligible households and complete pilot applications for 39 percent
of those households contacted.

During Phase Il intervieywthe CPM stated that it continued to be important to leveragBOsnd

allow them to lead the way. They believed that they were not able to fully leverage their
knowledge of local communities and that all decisions were ultimately at the discretion of the PAs.
In Phase Istaff from the Leadershigounsefor Justice and\ccountabiliy, a SJvhasedCBQthat

works with locacommunitymembersto advocatefor policies to fight climate changanexample

was given of trying to cater outreach materials to each community, which would have to go
through the PA approval proceda.particular the CPMbelieved that the PAs had too much
involvement in directing the outreach plans and that the pilot was not fully benefiting from

utilizing local CBOd0 educate residents.

During Phaséandll interviews, tvo PA and two Pl interviewees statdtht an additionalparty
conducting outreach, in this case the CRiihdered the projed® successA PAstatedthat the

CPMdid nothave the experience necessary to successfully conduct outreach. They thiattéake

PA had to step in to assiSHEwith outreach and project enrollmentteveragngti KS t ! & Q
community relationships and awarenegsiother PA was more neutral, atltbught that while

there were issues, the CPM relationship should be used going forward, although refined,
suggesting a nogontractual partnership going forward. One PA interviewee said the CPM did not
have basic business processes in place, which hinderelility o effectively conduct outreach.

During Phase Il intervieywe discussed the gas pilot and additional early screenorglucted to
identify eligible customes neardistribution-level gasnfrastructure Multiple interviewees
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believed this was ciital to drivingrelativelower costs of the remediation of the gas pilot.
Evergreen also concludes that tipioximity to gasnfrastructureand therelativelylittle

remediation in the homeesulted in increasedatisfaction(particularly because customers were
more likely toreportthatt y SEG &GS 6SNB Of SINE | yR (GKI
LINE O daithiregglrds ¢o project outreadtbetween the gas and electric pildthe Pl stated if
this approach had been used fthre electric pilof the significant and unanticipated costs to
upgrade infrastructure to the participarfhiomes would have been anticipated and could have
beenreduced, albeit not eliminatedue tothe electric panel upgrades necessary for almost all
homes(gas participants often require no remediation

As shown irFigure4, residentsof SoCalGasgand RHAQ serviceterritories heard about thepilot

most often frompilot project staff 69%and 50%r respectively, while residentsof PG&E @nd
SCRa a femtiesb&rd about the program most often fromflyer left at their home 43%
and 38%respectively). The distribution differences betwedre PAswere statistically significant
suggesting that door to door pilot staduitreachand flyer distribution was the most effective form
of outreach

In Phase, Iresidents heard about thpilot most often frompilot project staff 68%), followed by
flyer,ameeting,afriend, andanad 2%, 12%8%,3%, respectively). Phase Il residents heard
about thepilot most often from a flyer43%), followed bypilot project staff,a friend, a meeting,
andanad @7%, Z%,26%,5%, respectivly). The distribution differences between Phase | and
Phase Il were statistically significawhich may be due to the impacts tife COVIBL9 pandemic
and the restructuring of outreach approaches

Note thatEvergreen combined survey data from two phasksustomer survey research for the
customer survey charts in this report. As mentioned previously in the introduction to this section,
we tested for statistical significance across several categameswhere we found significant
differences we note them in the textor present them in the exhibits
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Figure4: Survey Responses by RAVhere Do YouRemember tg¢aring about the SJV Energy
Affordability Project?

60% -

| wascontacted by A flyer wasleft at | attended a From a friend or Adinthe
project staff my home meetingin my neighbor newspaper / radio
(phone/inperson) community
m SOG (n=56) RHA (n=96) m PG&E (n=67) m SCE(n=65)

Note: Multiple responses were allowe®ercentage distributions showrereare statistically significantly different by
PA.SeeSection3.3for details on thesurveyanalysiamethods.

As shown below ifrigure5, participating residents reported that they understood the various

aspects of the pilot. The exceptiovasthe bill protection offering, witlonly 49 percent of

participantsNB L2 NI Ay 3 GKF G GKA& TSI (G daBerstahdiTheselic i NB Y S
PAs offer bill protectionof 20 percent for the first fivgears with a different discount method for

the second five years. SoCalGas provides a flat annual discount for three years that is prorated for
winter months (to account for heatinglNo statsticaly significandifferences were foungvhen
comparingthesedistributions acros®As andbetween electric and gas PAw in the case of bill

protection, the number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences
betweenelectricandgas PAs
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Figureb: ParticipantSurvey ResponsesHow Easy Wast to Understand theFollowing?

Participants |

The project (n=100)
Appliances offered (n=153)

Bill protection (n=69) 35%

0% 100%

" Extremely/Very ]l Somewhat A little/Not at all

Note: Distributions shown in this figure are not statistically significantly different bypiPA the case of
bill protection the number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across
PAs SeeSection3.3for details on the survey analis methods.

In both phasesPA and CPM stafffoted ongoing challenges with bill protectigpecifically the

ability to accurately calculate the net costs associated with participating in the pilot.
Representatives from the PAdsPand the CPM stated it remains difficult to effectively
communicate the value of thgilot as participants see increased electricity bills or new natural gas
bills. A PA noted that one challengehat participants did not necessarily track their ppéot

propane costs accurately, making it difficult to determine net costs of project participation. Both
the PAs and thelB reported in April of 2022 that they found it challenging to express the value of
the bill protection elements of the project to eillje participants.

As shown irFigure6, a vastmajority of participating residentsesponded positively regardirthe
various aspects of the pilg@rojectoutreach The number of responses was too small to test for
statistically significant differences across PAs (even when combining PG&E and RHA), so the
electric PAs were combined to test for significant differen&®n after this, oly the last two
guestions show in Figure6 had enough responses to test for statistical differendsth of those
guestions werdoundto have statistically significalythigher percerdagesof SoCalGas
respondents who reported that thewered S NE ¢ 2NJ a SEGNBYSt eé¢ Of SI NJ
comfortable with precautionsvhen compared to thosenderthe electric PAdn Phase Il of the
survey, residents were first asked if they rememdxkworking with a CEN beforgeing askedf

the CEN was trustworthy anfithe CEN answered the questions they had aboutgiggect (In
Phase Iresidentswere notfirst askedif they remembered working with a CENI) Phase |l
residents werealso asked if they thought the CEN was knowledgeiitey remembeed

working withone. Of the Phase 1l responden®3 percent rememberedvorking with a CEN and
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13 percent of norparticipants remembereavorking with one Although theoutreach wasrery
well regarded, lhe two aspects thatnay have some room for improvementeehow clearly the

project and processesere explained andhe communications about the next steps of the project
(especially for the electric PASX residentswho rated the trustworthiness of the CEM followup

questionwas askedi / | 'y &2dz &l &8 @K@ RefSdintstdsgoRedithkconiments: G A y 3

about how clearly they communicatedndthat they were knowledgeable, informative, kind, and

professionalOne resident also noted that thagusted the CEN because thkgewthem from
their community

Figure6: Participant Survey Response£xperience with theProject Outreach

| Total [(n=151) | [ElecPAs(n=106)| [SoCalGas (n=45) |
Was the CEM trustworthy? (n=79)
Was the CEN knowledgable? (n=39)
How well did the CEN answer guestions? (n=79)
Was the process clearly explained? (n=99)
Were the next steps clear? (n=151) % -5!& -
Were you comfortable w/ precautions? (n=132) - _
0% 1005 0% 1005 0% 100%

. Extremely/Very . Somewhat A little/Mot at all

Note: Distributions shown in this figut®y electricand gas PA argtatistically significantly differenDistributions

that are not showrby electric and gas PA had too few resporsegst SeeSection3.3for details on the survey

analysis methods.

Non-participating residents reported the various aspects of the @id SAy3 G SEGNB Y ST
GOSNER¢ Slkae (2 dzyRSNA ing rgsklents/S vas refle€iéd& partidigamtsy

the bill protection offering reportedlyvasalsothe least understoocspect for norparticipants

(Figure7). The nunber of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences

across PAs
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Figure7: NonParticipant Survey ResponseHow Easy Was to Understandthe Following?

Non-Participants |

The project (n=70) 26%
Appliances offered (n=90) 23%
Bill protection (n=23) 65%
0% 100%

I Extremely/Very | Somewhat A little/Not at all

Note: The number of responses was temall to test for statistically significant differences across
PAs SeeSection3.3for details on the survey analysis methods.

Most non-participating residentsespondedpositively regarding the various aspects of the pilot
projectoutreach however,the percenage2 ¥ NB aA RSy da NI GAy3a GKS |
were around 2(ercentlower for each aspeavhen compared to participantsigainalthough

the outreach was well regarded, the two aspects that may have some room for improvement are
how clearly the project and processesre explained and the communications about the next
steps of the projec{Figure8). The number of responses was too small to test for statistically
significant differences across PAs
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Figure8: Non-Participant Survey Responsesxperience with theProject Outreach

| Mon-Participants I

Was the CEM trustworthy? (n=23)

Was the CEN knowledgable? (n=15)

How well did the CEN answer guestions? [n=23)
Was the process clearly explained? (n=71)
‘Were the next steps clear? (n=83)

Were you comfortable w/ precautions? (n=60)

0% 100%

B extremely/very ] Somewhat A little/Mot at all

Note: The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs. See
Section3.3for details on the stvey analysis methods.

While participants ratedheir experience with the CENs as positsemnePAswere unsureabout
the CPMmodel During Phase | interviewsvo PAs indicated during the first phase of research
that they were unsure if the CPModel was more effective or efficient than outreach methods
used by similar programs such as the ESA program.

During Phase Il intervieywthree PA interviewees statetthat the CPM community outreach model

had not worked as well as other outreach effortsimilar pilots or programs. Two PAs stated the
communities were not as familiar with the CPMtlasgy were with theutility. One PA said they
resolved this issue in their last community engagement by sending a letter to customers before
the CPM conductedhe outreach. The letter informed residents that the CPM organization would
be knocking on their door soon. The PA stated this worked well. They did indicate some additional
challenges in one community as the CPM was least familiar wilatba.ln an inerview during

Phase Il,ie CPM also observed some challenges as this communitgwsidetheir normal

coverage area.

WhenSoCalGagarticipantsg SNBE | a1 SR ALISOAFTAOIff &Y a¢KS LINEG:
total over three years to help withour monthly natural gas bill. Do you recall hearing about

0 KA & K44percénydf garticipants said they recalled hearing about fiiigect aspect

(Figure9). The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences
between electricand gas PAsKA & ljdzSadAz2zy ¢l a F2ff26SR dzL) 6@
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GKA& |Y2dzyd 0SS (2 &igpdrdeht Kfdalrkigakteespenbed that these/tBl (i &
ONBRAGA ¢62dzZ R 0S8 &S Eiging0y $He duinbed dildespadiseddas tooksiBdll LIT dz
to test for statisticallysignificant differences between electric and d¢&5s.

Figure9: Survey ResponsesSoCalGas OnlyDid you hear the project giveparticipants $500
overthree years to help with gas bill3

Participant (n=45) |

Did you hear the project gives
$500 over three years to help 44% _
with gas bills?
0% 100%

Yes I No

Note: SeeSection3.3for details on the survey analysis methods.

FigurelO: Survey ResponsesSoCalGas OnlyHow helpful would bll credits of this amount be
to your househol®

Participant (n=46)

How helpful would bill
credits of this amount be
to your household?

0% 100%

[ Extremely/Very [l Somewhat

Note: The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences
betweenelectric and gas PASeeSection3.3for details on the survey analysis methods.

In June 2021Evergreerconducted ridealong field visitsDuring the two days of outreach
conducted in the DACof Le Grand and DucgEvergreerobserved that the bill discount was
often a point of emphasis with prospective pilot participants. CENs shared three reasons why
residents may respond differently to the kppitotectioninformation:

1 A CEN noted that respondents are used to seeing a nhpethactric bill and can more
easily imagine that bill being high compared to propane bills that while high, are not as
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consistent. The CEN noted that two residents have optedbttie pilot (after completing
an applicationpecause they fear their elet bill will be too high.

1 Another CEN noted that respondents who have recently moved to the area are more likely
to consider propane costs to be high because they are not used to having propane bills.

1 A CEN noted that some residents do not think theislate too high and do not think it is
worth the time to participate in thgroject

The ide-alongs allowed Evergreen to observe and hear from CENs and Community &2iehis
the outreach process and effectiveness.

1 Inthe field, thereare alwaystwo CEN, with one of the two designateas aCommunity
CEN. Outreach appeared to béna-person job so that one person could track outreach
efforts, complete paperwork andifilg, and conduct follow up, and another could be in the
community so people could ask about theoject, establish trust, and share their
knowledge of the residents.

1 COVIBL9 put an end to irperson large gatherings for outreach, though CENs and
CommunityCENSs did go door to door. While dgordoor outreach was much slower, it
did allow for conversations with people outside of their homes, as they would drive by and
stop to say hi or ask a question of the Community CEN or of the CEN approaching their
homeor the home of a family member.

1 CENSs reported a second wave of enroliments beyond the initial outreach dask fiue
to residents seeing Pl trucks in the neighborhood and hearing from neighbors who had
work done.

1 Community CENs become the face of phejectin their communities including when
things are slow or when there is not enough information about project status. One CEN
expressed frustration about the delays that participants ask about shrase delaysare
out of her control.

CENs and Commiiyy CENs were very cognizant of the situations and needs of the local residents
to whom they were reaching out, and we observed that they seemed adept at knowing the right
amount of information to share or when to stop pushiiyergreen saw two instancesé this

during the ridealong in Le Grand:

1 One visit was the third or fourth time that the CEN or the Community CEN had spoken with
a resident who was still deciding if they wanted to enroll. This person was very insistent
that they keep their currenévaporative cooler rather than receive the heat pump air

12 CommunityCENSs are selected for the role based on their leadeiistipe community. This is intended to help
customers entrusthe pilotand to have information distributed by someone who is already well connected with
residents.
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conditioning system, and the outreach staff member acknowledged this rather than push
them since they worried it might make them decide not to participate at all. This strategy
worked, and the residerdgreed to enroll in the pilot before the end of the visit.

1 Another person did not want the CENitspectthe outside of their mobile home for their
decal forthe Department of Housing and Community Development (HOBY) though the
CEN had let them knowa phone that they would be visiting that day. The resident noted
that they were working on fixing their AC, which was a high priority given that
temperatures were over 100 degrees. This exemplifies that even when HVAC is a priority
for the resident, andven though theprojectwould have helped the resident get a new AC
unit, the need for residents to immediately address barriers and issues of concern may
sometimes hinder them from timely participation in the pilot. The CEN did not press the
resident desfie having made the trip to their home.

4.3.3 CEN Assists Residents with Application (A5.1)

After making initial contact with potential participants, the CENs attempt to assist residents in
completing a pilot application. The CENSs interviewed noted that thedbvaries, including in
person, over the phone, or the CEN leaving a paper copy of the application at the home. During
the COVIEL9 stayat-home orders, a majority of applications were completed over the phone or
were dropped off for residents to compket When asked about the most effective way to
complete applications, three CENs expressed that it worked best to complete the application with
potential participants in person, so they are able to ask questions and walk them through each
step.When asked laout the potential to have residents complete an application online, one CEN
believed that this would be useful for some residents but may pose a barrier for others, such as
those that lack internet access. The CEN also believed that you would loseubardl

knowledge of the CEN role with a transition to ontordy applicationsSixtytwo percent of
surveyedapplicants noted that they completed the applicationp@rson, 21 percent completed it
over the phoneand 17 percent completed it by maillhe number of responses was too small to
test for statistically significant differences across PAs (even when combining PG&E and RHA), so
the electric PAs were combined to test for significant differenbisstatistically ginificant
differences were found when comparingetdistribution for electricversus gas PAB Phasdl,

the percentageof applications completed #persondecreasedfrom 74% to 57%and the number
completed by maiincreasedfrom 9% to 21%)This findng was statistically gnificant.Seventysix
percent of participating residents remembered getting help filling out their application from
projectstaff, while only 26 percent of opiuts remembeed getting help with their application.

The number of respnses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs.

When asked about difficulties in the application process, two CENs noted that residents do not
always have access to their electric account numbers, and it can be tridkyeforto trackthis
informationdown. In addition, two CENSs identified that residents often do not retain receipts from
their monthly expendituresor propane and woodthough receipts are not required per the
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CPUC). However, they did believe that the eates residents provided when receipts were not
available were fairly accurate, becaubese costare a large monthly expense for participating
householdsSurvey responses fromapticipating residentsgree with thigFigurell). A majority
of the participatingresidentsreported that they used propane or wood prior to participation
(84%);however, relatively few of themstated thatthey keeptheir receipts (32% keegll receipts,
and 10% keep receipts sometimegahda vast majority of those who keep receipts repathat
they werewilling to share them (88%Jhenumber of responses was too small to test for
statistically signifiant differences across PAs.

Figurell: Participant Survey Responsedropane and Wood Use

| Participants
Used propane/wood prior to participation (n=95)
Keep receipts from propane/wood purchases (n=78) 10%
Willing to share receipts with the program (n=41)
0% 100%

M ves M Mo Sometimes

Note: The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs. See
Section3.3for details on the survey analysis mettsd

Figurel2 summarizes the customer survey responses fromlihé participating residents that

had completed a pilot application. Among these residents, a verygegtentage responded that

the application process was a relatively easy process,84ifhercent of respondents reporting

GKFGO GKS FLILX AOFGAZ2Y AYyailuNHzOUA2Y 483p8ddlE G OSNE ¢
reporting that the requiredh Y F 2 N G A2y 61 & & OSNE ¢, amd85pér&mt i NBSY S
2F NBYUGUSNB NBLRNIAY3I GKFEG A0 ¢ &4 cappdvdlEhe 2NJ aS
number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differencessaess (even

when combining PG&E and RHA), so the electric PAs were combined to test for significant
differences.

When the electric PAs were collapsed and compared ag&oGalGathere was a significant
differencefound between the two groups on if theext steps were cleg64% of participants of

electric PAsrespondeil K I i G KS ySEG adGSLla 6SNB aJ8NEE 2 NJ 6
participants of SoCalGa3he CENs used the samygproach to describing pilot steps to eligible
households acrasall pilots. Howevegs we discuss later, many electric househdidd electrical

EVERGREENECONOMICS Page31



Sectiord: Findings

EVERGREEN
ECONOMICS

upgrades to be assessed and possibly gleted at the household and also potentially the
neighborhood. On the natural gas side, the pilot was different and did not regleécdric upgrade
assessments andork done.

Figurel2: Participant Survey Responsedxperience with theApplication

Participants

Was it easy to understand? (n=147)
Was it easy to collect info? (n=144)

Was it easy to fill out? (n=93) 1%

Were the next steps clear? (n=146) 11%

Was it clear where to direct questions? (n=93) 18%
Was it time consuming? (n=9&) 47%
Was it easy to get landlord approval? (n=39) 10%
0% 100%

. Extremely/Very . Somewhat Alittle/Mot at all

Note: The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs (even

when combining PG&E and RHA), so the electric PAs were combined to test for significant differences. When

the electric PAs wereombinedand compared gainst SoCalGas, there wage significant difference found

between the two groups on if the next steps were clear (64% of participants of electric PAs responded that the
YySEG adGSLA 6SNB aOBSNEBé 2N aSEGNBYSt &8a. S&Sebtion8REforO2 Y LI N
details on the survey analysis methods

Figurel3 summarizes the customer survey responses froma@eaon-participating residents that

had completed a pilot applicatidmefore opting out of the pilot at a later tim@5 from electric

PAs and 4 from SoCalGas)majority of heseresidentsreportedthat the application process was
relatively easy, witl®9 percent of respondents reporting that the application instructions were
GISNEE¢ 2NJ aSEiGNBY F0peréentSepattiag thatthe degfuiRed Niarinatigh Rvas
GOSNBESE@NBYSE &¢ S163aS NICS y@i2 t2(FS NSy (SN NB LI2 NI A Y
GSEGNBYSt eé¢ S| & & afpovathfhdughittiisSvas\e? delcegiie pontddrver

than theparticipant group) The number of responses was too small ta fes statistically

significant differences across PAs.
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Figurel3: Non-Participant Survey Response£xperience with theApplication

Opt-Outs

Was it easy to understand? (n=29) 10%
Was it easy to collect info? (n=33)
Was it easy to fill out? (n=29)
Were the next steps clear? (n=29) 21%
Was it clear where to direct questions? (n=27) %
Was it time consuming? (n=32) 34%

Was it easy to get landlord approval? (n=16) 5%

0% 100%

B extremely/very ] Somewhat Alittle/Mot at all

Note: The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differacimss PAs. See
Section3.3for details on the survey analysis methods.

Figureld shows thesurvey responses faesidentswho went through the application process but
then opted out of the prgect. Only 34 percent of these residem&anembeled hearing back on
their projed eligibility. Thirty-eightpercent of thosevho remembeled hearing baclsaid their
application was not approvediowever, the other 62 perceneported that they were eligibléut
opted out of theprojectfor another reasonThe number of responses wasotsmall to test for
statistically significant differences across PMest of those who noted that they did not
understand the reason why they did not qualify reported not knowing about the pilot project or
had not heard back on their eligibility status yet.
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Figurel4: Opt-Out Survey ResponsesConmunication on Eligibility

Opt-Outs |

Have you heard back about your eligibility for the project? (n=35) 34%

Was your application approved? (n=26) 62%

Did the reason(s) you did not qualify for the project make sense to you? (n=11) | 18%

0% 100%

Yes I No

Note: The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs. See
Section3.3for details o the survey analysis methods.

Surveyed residents were asked who tleentactedwhen they had questions about thlot.

Most participants and noarticipants noted that they eithedid nothave any questions or they
listed a person they reached out torfquestions 83%for both). The otherl7 percentof residents
noted that they did not know who toeach out to with their questionslhe number of responses
was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs.

4.3.4 CEN Assists Residents with Enrollment in Leveraged Programs (A5.2)

During the application process, the CEN is tasked with educating and providing access to existing
utility low-A y 02 YS | yR Of Sty SySNH@& LINEINI Yhdestor¢ KSaS a
owned utility (IOU), and the full list can be fourkelow.

Pilot Administrator Leveraged Existing Programs

Energy Savings Assistance Program (ESA), Comprehensive
Manufactured/Mobile Home Program (CMHBEIfGeneration
Incentive Program (SGIBisadvantaged Communities Green Tariff
PG&E & RHA (DACGGT), Solar Green Td@(CSGT), Singfamily Affordable Solar
Homes (SASH and DABSH), California Alternate Rates for Energy
Program (CARE), Family Electric Rate Assistance (RERAgtric
Baseline, Medical Baseline, WatterSaver! Progfam

RHA ESACSIThermal, DAGT, CSGT, DSASH, SGIP

13 As of October 9, 2020, WatterSaver! has not begun implementation.
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Pilot Administrator Leveraged Existing Programs

SCE ESA, SASH, DSBSH, DAC Community Solar (CS)Tt&sainal All-
HectricBaseline, CARE, FERA,BACCSGT

SoCalGas ESA., C—S1hermal, SCE low income or cealving programs (CARE,
Medical Baselinegtc.)

The CEN educates residents about leveraged programs and then the PI confirms eligibility and
completes the necessary documentation during the home assessment. When asked about this
process, three CENtescribed difficulties explaining all leveragerograms to residents. After

learning that CENs were not fully educating customers on all leveraged programs, the PAs pushed
the CPM to develop a leveraged programs flyer. The CPM developed the leveraged programs flyer
five months into outreach with PAsaistance and input. Two CENSs believed that this was very
effective and presented all information on leveraged programs in a consolidaseher One CEN
(working with a different IOU) believed that there was not a clear understanding of what programs
wereintended to be leveraged and what the role of each pilot entity (e.g., PAh&U)d haven

that process. These difficulties were corroborated by two PAs. OrsaidAhat each leveraged
program is so different that it is difficult to fully rely on tl#EN to try to sign up residents.

About halfof the surveyedresidentsreportedlearning about at leasbne program(52% of
participants and 43% of ngparticipants)from the CENand more than half ofurveyedresidents
reported that theyare enrolled in at leastne of the utility progransthat the survey question
asked abou{70% of participants and 46% of nparticipants)

Figurel5shows the percent cdurveyedparticipantswho are enrolled, were already awaoé
each offering and heard about these programs from the C&lthough102surveyedparticipants
were asked about thee programs, onlythe programs that applied teach participantvere asked
about on the surveyfFifty-sevenpercent of @rticipantsreported that theywere alreadyaware of
CARBprograms and 43 percent were already aware of E8Ajuarter to a third of participants
heard abouthe ESAFamily Electric Rate AssistalE&RM Singlefamily Affordable Solar Homes
(SASH andCommunitySolar Green TariffSG)programs from the CENhe number of
responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs.
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Figurel5: Participant Survey ResponsesAre you awareof or enrolledin the following
programs?

Participants (n=102) ]

California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE)
Energy Savings Assistance (ESA)
Comprehensive Mobile Home Program (CMHP)
Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA)
Single-family Affordable Solar Homes (SASH)
Solar Green Tariff (CS-GT)

Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP)
Wattersaver!

Medical Baseline

All Electric Baseline

CSI Thermal

0% 100%

B Enrolled Was already aware B Heard about it from CEN

Note: Although 102 surveyed pécipants were asked about these programs, only the programs that applied to
each participant were asked about on the survElge number of responses was too small to test for
statistically significant differences across PAs. Sstion3.3for details on the survey analysis methods.

When asked about the referral process to direct install programs, one Pl described complications
with ESA in particular. They explaghthat with ESA, there is an internal (IOU) guidance to install
measures 90 days after the initial home inspection. It was originally planned for the ESA home
assessment to take place at the same time as the pilot assessment. However, given pilot
complicdions, the Pl is not able to guarantee that measures will be installed within 90 days, so
home assessments have been delayed.

One CEN noted that many residents were wary about participating in anyretdéed programs,
such as DAGT, CSGand SASH. &y explained that there has been a history of solar predatory
f SYRAY3 GKIFIG KFra O2y(iNAROGdziSR (G2 NBaARSydGaqQ
not fully understand the benefits of solar projects (at the community or home $paald needed
more education from the IOUs.

Phasdl field workincluded the following
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1 An Evergreen staff member observed a CEN bringing an application for the Medical
Baseline rate offered by the 10U to a pitrtrolled household. This was an example of how
the CENs share information abdateraged programsCENSs reported that most people
they come across are already on CARE/FERA but noted that they get more interest in the
Medical Baseline rate since it is not as well known.

1 Presentation of leveraged progran8HEstaff reported that it would be helpful to have a
leveraged programs flyér K 4 & dzYYlF NAT S& LINRPIAINI Ya Ay {/ 9C
2yS GKSe KIFI@S F2NI tD39Qa ASNWAOS GSNNRG2NE
have preprinted program applications to share with customers for CARElreniledical
Baselinerate rather than the versions they print from the 10U website.

During Phase Il interviewthe CPM representativeeportedthat it can be challenging to walk
customers through each of the leveraged program options but did share a flyer that they leave
with customers with information on other programs. During our field vigtsergreen witnessed
first-hand the difficulty that field staff fronsHEhad in getting information about the pil@nd
leveraged programs to customers, as the pilot itself already sektm be a lot for a customer to
digest based on the numerodsllow-up questions Evergreen heard.

4.3.5 CEN Completes Split Incentives Agreement (A5.3)

The pilot requires that participatingenters and their landlorslsign a split incentive agreement

that provides the tenant with protections against significant rent increases or being unfairly

evicted due to pilot participation. It is the role of the CEN to identify property landlords and

explain this agreement to therand gather the appropriate signatures. When asked how landlords

are identified, one CEN explained that they conduct a title search on the prospective properties

and compare the results to IOU customer data. In addition, they sometimes gather this

information when first making contact with prospective participating renters. They found that it

was most effective to first make contact with the resident and then the landlord. Two CENs
mentioned that once landlords (or property managers) were identified, theylevdefer to the
NEaARSY(iQa LINBFSNNBR YSGK2R 2F O2yil Ot ¢KSe
agreement to their landlord themselves. However, the two CENs noted that often they would

conduct outreach to landlords (including letters and callgjather signatures for the split

incentive agreementEightyfive percent ofparticipatingrenters(n=39)NJS LJ2 NIi SR G KF G A
2NJ G SEGNBYStee¢ Slhae G2 3SG FLIWINBJIE FTNRBY (KSA
pilot (Figurel?2).

The CPM described extensive issues completing split incentive agreements for rental properties in
California City. Thegttributed this to California City being a much biggemmunity, with many

rental homes managed by large property management companies (rather than individuals). These
property management companies were not in their offices during the initial COQYHKbayat-

home orders and were difficult to reach. In additito difficulties contacting property

management companies, the PA noted that the property management companies acted as
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