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1 Executive  Summary  

 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) directed the three investor-owned utilities (IOUs) 

serving the San Joaquin Valley (SJV) (Southern California Gas Company [SoCalGas], Southern 

California Edison [SCE], and Pacific Gas and Electric [PG&E]) in Decision 18-12-015 (D.18-12-015) to 

implement pilot projects in SJV Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) in line with Assembly Bill (AB) 

2672.1  

1.1 Pilot Background  and Objectives  
The overall goal is to offer cleaner, more affordable energy 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.  

Eleven SJV communities were selected for pilot projects that were intended 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 

DACs. Figure 1 shows key activities and the process of the pilot.  

Figure 1: Key Activities and Processes 

 

The pilot relies on a number of organizations with varying roles to implement the program from 

the outreach through installation phases of the pilot: 

  

 

1 Assembly Bill 2672 (Perea) added 783.5 to the Public Utilities Code that defines DACs in the SJV. 
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Table 1: Pilot Team 

Role Description Organization 

Investor-Owned 

Utilities (IOUs) 

Each IOU is a Pilot Administrator for 

pilots in their service territories.  
SCE SoCalGas PG&E 

Pilot 

Administrator (PA) 

Organizations tasked with 

administering the pilots. 
SCE SoCalGas PG&E RHA 

Pilot Implementer 

(PI) 

Manages home assessment and 

measure installation. 
Proteus 

Staples 

Energy 
RHA 

Community 

Energy Navigator 

Program Manager 
(CPM) 

Responsible for initial outreach 

through application process with 

customers. Employs and manages 

Community Energy Navigators (CENs) 

and "Community" CENs, who are CENs 

who live in the targeted communities. 

Self Help Enterprises (SHE) 

 

Given the complexity of the implementation and the differences between each of the IOU pilots 

(shown in Table 2), this effort examined numerous steps and organizations (shown in Table 1) 

involved in the implementation processes.   

Table 2: Summary of Implementation Differences Across PA2 

  Natural Gas PA Electric PA 

PA   SoCalGas PG&E Richard Heath 

and Associates 

(RHA) 

SCE 

Served 

Customers 
Single community, 

California City 

All-electric homes are able to 

participate across selected 

communities 

Preexisting all-electric 

homes not able to 

participate across selected 

communities 

Propane Tank 

Removal 
No reimbursement for propane tank removal 

Infrastructure 

Upgrades 
Gas line extension Panel upgrade with possible need for transmission and 

distribution upgrades 

 

2 The electric PAs provided each participating home with a set of induction-ready cookware.  
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  Natural Gas PA Electric PA 

PA   SoCalGas PG&E Richard Heath 

and Associates 

(RHA) 

SCE 

Bill Protection $500 over three 

years 

20 percent monthly discount for five years followed by bill 

evaluation that can lead to continued bill discount or if no 

increase in energy costs, discount is reduced to 10 percent 

 

Three decisionsτD.18-12-015, D 18-08-01, and D. 17-05-014τoutline implementation 

requirements of the pilots including assessments expected to inform the potential expansion of 

the pilot to a full statewide program, including: 

¶ An initial Data Gathering Study was conducted to learn more about the San Joaquin Valley 

and its residents, what heating and cooking fuels they use, and interest in the services 

provided in the pilots. This was completed in August 2021. 

¶ The evaluation and results provided in this report examine pilot implementation processes 

of the PG&E, SCE, and SoCalGas pilots operationalized in 11 communities. 

¶ The individual pilots are expected to undergo Impact evaluations to examine energy 

savings and other non-energy benefits resulting from the pilots. 

¶ An economic feasibility assessment is expected to be completed following the completion 

of the broader data collection, the pilots, 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 IOUs to implement pilots in SJV DACs, CPUC D.18-12-015 directed 

SoCalGas to manage a request for proposals (RFP) for an independent contractor to be selected by 

the CPUC Energy Division (ED) to conduct a process evaluation of the pilots. The process 

evaluation was intended to examine various aspects of the implementation processes in order to 

identify ways to improve the overall effectiveness of the pilot design and delivery processes and 

provide actionable recommendations for pilot improvements. The process evaluation was also 

intended to document barriers and determine the success of the Pilot Administrators (PAs) in 

meeting their stated goals, and to help the CPUC compare the performance implementation 

processes of the PAs. This evaluation was not intended to evaluate cost effectiveness or to identify 
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non-energy benefits; these are typically features of an impact evaluation (considered to be 

summative rather than formative),3 which is being conducted as part of a separate research study.  

1.3 Research Approach 
The process evaluation included the following research tasks: 

¶ In-depth interviews with pilot staff; 

¶ Surveys with participating and non-participating pilot community residents (a combination 

of web, phone, and mail); and  

¶ In-person field research in the SJV with ride-alongs 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 staff had 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 an in-home assessment. SoCalGas 

had nearly completed its pilot installations, while the other PAs were still in the field with outreach 

and installations in progress (as of May 2022).  

The research was conducted in two phases. The first phase (Phase I) sought to provide early, 

actionable insights to inform pilot changes. See Table 3 for a summary of primary research 

completed. Phase II was designed to address outstanding questions from the first phase and 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, 2021, about half (54%) of residents who had been contacted had completed 

an application (see Table 3 below). The number of participants who had been contacted, 

completed applications and assessments, and ultimately installed measures varied by PA. At the 

time of data collection, the electric PAs outreach and application efforts were still in progress 

whereas SoCalGas was nearly complete. Because the pilots are in various stages of 

implementation, it is not possible to gauge if one pilot's approach is more successful than another. 

We did hear about early issues in the pilotsτfor 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, remediation costs often exceeded the cap; both issues required involvement of both the PAs 

 

3 TecMarket Works. 2004 (last updated 2006). The California Evaluation Framework. Prepared for the California Public 

Utilities Commission and the Project Advisory Group. https://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 

https://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
https://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
https://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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and CPM, and have largely been resolved. Judging the pilotsΩ accomplishments relative to goals is 

not in the scope of this study. We identify best practices that pilot staff agree have measurable 

impacts, and also produce recommendations.  

Table 3: Pilot Progress as of 12/31/21 (Number of Pilot Community Households) 

Pilot Administrator (PA) 

Initial 

Estimate of 

Eligible 

Households 

Contacted 

by CEN 

Completed 

Application 

Completed 

Assessment 

Pilot 

Measure(s) 

Installed 

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

Richard Heath and 

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 effective, and program staff were able to modify the 

outreach process to account for interruptions due to the COVID-19 pandemic, referrals of 

leveraged programs, and changes to the bill discounts as directed by the CPUC. Pilot staff including 

the PAs and CPM largely felt outreach coordination was improving between the CPM and the PAs, 

and respondents (both participants and non-participants) reported trusting Community Energy 

Navigators (CENs) was effective or improving.  

During Phase I and Phase II, PA, PI, and CPM interviewees reported that given the multiple 

organizations involved in the implementation of the pilot including the PA, PI, 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 systems. At this point in 

the pilot implementations, much of these issues have been resolved, although we heard that the 

need for clear data is always an active discussion. Therefore, we recommend ongoing data 

refinement and discussion to:  

 

Develop a common data protocol including format and fields for recording the 

most critical information as defined jointly by the pilot program team, and to fill 

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

 

1.4.2 The Home Assessment 

Survey participants stated that the home assessment process was straightforward and easy to 

navigate (see Section 4.4 for discussion of the home assessment survey findings). SoCalGas 
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participants found the home assessment to be easier to understand when compared to 

participants from the other PAs; this may be due to the need for many electric pilot households to 

upgrade their electrical panels and/or local transmission and distribution (T&D) infrastructure with 

their electric utility. There were no other major differences in home assessments between electric 

and gas utilities. We discuss findings related to electric upgrades later in this section. 

Interviewees including PAs, PIs, and the CPM indicated the initial $5,000 pilot remediation cap was  

sufficient for most electric pilot participants, with the exception of mobile homes not in trailer 

parks. At the time of the Phase II interviews, the CPM had secured additional funding necessary to 

address the remediation needs of these electric pilot participants. 

1.4.3 Drivers  

Customers reported that participation was driven primarily by the opportunity to save energy and 

to make their home safer, including improving the air quality in the home. While participants said 

energy efficiency was an important consideration, non-participants did not indicate a concern for 

energy efficiency.  

Given that many pilot participants were renters, the landlords played an important role in whether 

customers participated as well. The landlords said they were motivated to participate in the pilots 

primarily to improve the value of their property.  

Customers were highly satisfied with their experience overall, with 93 percent of participants 

reporting that they were somewhat, very, or extremely satisfied with the pilot.   

1.4.4 Leveraged Programs 

Most participants reported leveraging at least one other program mentioned by the CEN. They 

reported high awareness of the Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) program, with over a third 

reporting that they have participated. CENs reported that is too complicated to try to explain the 

pilot and all the other programs (by evaluation in-person observation). 

All PIs reported that they were able to coordinate installations for programs such as ESA and the 

pilot, although delays in the pilot (for electrical upgrades) made it challenging to complete ESA 

installations in the required amount of time.  

 

Evergreen recommends that CENs record customer interest levels and possible 

household barriers to leveraged programs to share with PAs, which can be used to 

engage the customer quickly and effectively across programs. 

 

The PAs should continue using PIs that are implementers for other leveraged 

programs to increase participation. 
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The PAs should continue using PIs that are implementers for other leveraged 

programs to increase participation. 

 

1.4.5 Bulk Purchasing  

PAs and PIs were directed by the Decision to leverage existing IOU supply chain approaches to 

secure lower than market costs, but the PIs did not always see the benefits of bulk purchasing. We 

heard from two PIs that the bulk purchasing agreements, when required, are a hinderance over a 

benefit increasing costs and time to acquire equipment. Bulk purchasing may not make sense as a 

requirement, particularly for HVAC measures, which are more customized per household. This is 

discussed in detail in Section 4.6 below. 

 

The CPUC should consider making bulk purchasing an option but not a requirement 

as long as relative costs inform purchasing decisions. 

 

1.4.6 Bill Protection  

Although bill protection differs slightly for natural gas pilot participants (bill credit) compared to 

the electric pilot participants (bill discount), overall it was the least understood aspect of the pilot 

with 49 percent of participants and 26 percent of non-participants reporting it was extremely or 

very easy to understand. Moreover, 66 percent of non-participants cited concerns about potential 

bill increases as a barrier to participation. Participation may be improved if bill protection benefits 

were better communicated during outreach.  

 

We recommend the PAs review the bill protection offering and consider 

opportunities to reduce its complexity and that the CPM identify opportunities to 

explain the benefit more clearly to residents. This could include considering 

developing word of mouth/testimonials to share with prospective 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 in a staggered targeted manner and 

consider the electric load required to serve a targeted geographic area before 

authorizing outreach in that location. 

We recommend that the electric utilities create a batch process for PIs to submit 

electric service panel requests and other ways to streamline and speed up the 

household panel upgrade process. 

 

Mobile homes presented unique challenges to the pilot, including permitting requirements of 

the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), which the CPM 

worked directly with to streamline that process. Mobile homes were generally privately owned 

and on a parcel of land rather than within a mobile community.  

 

We recommend gathering additional data on mobile homes and related issues to 

see if there are opportunities to do advance planning. 

 

PG&E most successfully convinced customers to complete an application after the CEN visit (69%), 

followed by SCE (58%), RHA (52%), and SoCalGas (40%). Potential bill increases were among the 

most significant barriers to participation with 66 percent of the non-participants reporting 

concerns regarding the potential bill increases post installation. A CEN noted that it was critical to 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ΨǎǘŀŎƪƛƴƎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳƴǘǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ California Alternate Rates for 

Electricity (CARE) bill discount and pilot bill discounts) and also noted that there has been a lack of 

trust due to earlier experiences with utility programs, though this was only corroborated by 10 

percent of non-participants. The second most frequently reported barrier was a belief that 

participation would not actually be free. This was echoed by one CEN who noted that residents 

often did not believe that new appliances were being offered for free through the pilot (reported 

by 59% of non-participants). 

The remainder of this report describes these findings and the methods to develop them in greater 

detail. 
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2 Introduction  

 

This is the final report for the process evaluation of the San Joaquin Valley Disadvantaged 

Communities (SJV DACs) pilot projects.  

2.1 Regulatory Background  
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) directed the three investor-owned utilities (IOUs) 

serving the San Joaquin Valley (Southern California Gas Company [SoCalGas], Southern California 

Edison [SCE], and Pacific Gas and Electric [PG&E]), in Decision 18-12-015 (D.18-12-015) to 

implement pilot projects in SJV DACs in line with Assembly Bill (AB) 2672. The overall goal is to 

offer cleaner, more affordable energy 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 Valley Disadvantaged Communities Pilot Projects Proceeding 

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

transmission pipelines criteria.4  

During the second phase of the proceeding, the CPUC approved the implementation of pilot 

projects in December 2018 (D.18-12-015). Eleven SJV communities were selected for pilot projects 

that: 

¶ Replaced propane and wood burning appliances with all-electric appliances or natural gas 

appliances (including line extensions) for nearly 2,000 homes. 

¶ Tested community-based organization (CBO) and local resident outreach and engagement 

strategies to educate and enroll participants in the pilot. 

 
The CPUC also approved a data gathering plan in August of 2018 (D.18-08-019). Together, the 
information gathered on the 11 communities targeted by the pilots and the data gathered on the 
overall SJV DAC territory plan are intended to:  

¶ Provide the CPUC with the data needed to assess the feasibility of extending affordable 

energy options to the rest of the SJV DACs; and 

¶ Support a third phase of the proceeding that will evaluate the findings of the pilot projects 

and the data gathering effort to support the economic feasibility analysis required by AB 

2672. 

  

 

4 In Decision 17-05-014 on May 2017, the CPUC adopted a methodology for identifying eligible SJV communities. 
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2.2 Pilot Projects  
The CPUC directed the three IOUs and a third-party Pilot Administrator (PA) to convert households 

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

natural gas appliances (including line extensions) or all-electric appliances. The CPUC allocated 

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

included funds for a Community Energy Navigator Program Manager (CPM), who is responsible for 

outreach and enrollment activities.  

Eleven SJV communities were selected for pilot projects that were intended 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 

DACs. Figure 2 shows key activities and the process of the pilot.  

Figure 2: Key Activities and Processes 

 

Additional pilot elements included: 

È Bill protection measures to ensure affordability for participants; and 

È A split incentives agreement to ensure that tenant-occupied households were able to 

participate and do not suffer negative consequences. 

Figure 3 on the next page provides a map of the eleven pilot communities. 
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Figure 3: SJV DAC Pilot Communities 

 

*Both SoCalGas and SCE are enrolling pilot participants in California City, but SCEΩǎ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ /ƛǘȅ pilot was not included in this 

process evaluation due to timing. 

2.3 Study Objectives  
In addition to directing the PAs to implement pilots in SJV DACs, CPUC D.18-12-015 also directed 

SoCalGas to manage a request for proposals (RFP) for an independent pilot project process 

evaluation contractor to be selected by the CPUC Energy Division (ED). The process evaluation is 

intended to determine the overall effectiveness of pilot design and processes and provide 

actionable recommendations for improved pilot design and delivery. The process evaluation is also 

intended to document barriers and determine the success of the PAs in meeting their stated goals 

and to help the CPUC compare the performance of the PAs. Specific research objectives of the 

process evaluation addressed are listed below. 
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1. Evaluate the pilot design and implementation processes of the SJV DAC PAΩs Pilots, 
which includes:

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

Marketing, education, and outreach efforts;

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

Bulk purchasing efforts;

Contractor 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);

Pilot tracking and data management;

Effects 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. 

b

a

c

d

e

f

g

h

i

j

k

2. Evaluate customer interest in and satisfaction with the SJV DAC Pilots:

b

a

c

d

e

Barriers to pilot participation, including non-participant feedback;

Customer 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.);

Customer satisfaction/dissatisfaction; and;

Customer attitudes and behaviors towards energy savings.
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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 Framework,5 evaluations ŀǊŜ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ άŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ άƘŜƭǇ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ 

ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦέ While impact evaluations are focused on documentation and 

measurement (and considered to be summative), this evaluation focuses on process elements that 

are focused on improving program processes (considered to be formative). To do that, this 

evaluation was designed using a theory-based evaluation framework guided by a logic model. The 

framework facilitated identification of causal mechanisms and testing of hypotheses that the 

successful implementation of project activities (often involving multiple actors) will lead to 

expected outputs, and that these in turn will eventually yield expected benefits. This theory-driven 

approach relied on data collection that covers project inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes. 

Appendix A presents the pilot logic model that Evergreen developed for this evaluation. 

3.2 Phased Evaluation Approach  
This study consisted of two phases, with Phase I providing early feedback to the CPUC and Pilot 

Administrators (PAs). Phase II was intended to be a comprehensive process evaluation including 

this final written report on pilot outcomes.   

Phase I commenced in late 2020; research included review of background documents and pilot 

project data and development of a pilot logic model, program theory, and metrics. Primary 

research for both phases included in-depth telephone interviews with pilot staff and customer 

surveys. In June 2021, Evergreen conducted in-person field research as part of Phase II. Table 4 on 

the next page summarizes the primary research. 

  

 

5 TecMarket Works. 2004 (last updated 2006). The California Evaluation Framework. Prepared for the California Public 

Utilities Commission and the Project Advisory Group. https://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 

https://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
https://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
https://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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Table 4: Summary of Evaluation Research by Phase 

  Phase I Phase II 

Research 

Mode   
December 2020 -  

March 2021 
June 2021 

December 2021 -  

April 2022 

In-Depth 

Interviews 
¶ 11 interviews with 22 pilot 

staff  

 ¶ 11 interviews with 22 

pilot staff 

¶ 8 complete interviews 

with participating 

landlords and 1 partial 

interview with a landlord 

that had opted out  

Phase I Total: 11 Interviews  Phase II Total: 20 

Interviews 

Customer 

Survey 

¶ Web/telephone survey with 

66 participants who 

completed a pilot 

application (and who 

ultimately completed 

measure installation), 8 opt-

outs, and 11 non-

participants6  

 ¶ Mail survey with 103 

participants that received 

appliances, 40 opt-outs, 

and 73 non-participants 

who were contacted by a 

CEN 

Phase I Total: 85 Surveys  Phase II Total: 216 Surveys 

In-Person 

Field 

Research 

 ¶ 5 group interviews with 

15 pilot staff, and 2 

days of ride-alongs 

with 4 pilot staff in 

PG&E and SCE pilot 

communities 

 

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

3.3 Customer Survey Analysis  
Evergreen used a chi-square goodness-of-fit test when comparing distributions of categorical 

survey responses across segments, such as PA, own versus rent, phase, house type, and 

 

6 Sixteen of these were contacted again in Phase II (13 participants and 3 opt-outs) 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 up opting out of the program.  



Section 3: Methods 

EVERGREEN ECONOMICS  Page 15 

participant versus non-participant. The null hypothesis being tested is that the distribution of the 

responses between segments is not different from the expected (hypothesized) value, and the 

alternative hypothesis is that at least one of the segment probabilities is different from the 

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

cut-off for these tests. In general, for a goodness-of-fit test, the potential for committing a Type II7 

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 II error could be 

large. With this in mind, the results of a chi-squared goodness-of-fit test should be viewed 

suspiciously; one should not automatically accept the null hypothesis as a fact given the null 

hypothesis was not rejected. To avoid Type II error, only segments with a number of records 

greater than 30 were evaluated. Some survey categories were combined for analysis to reduce the 

number of categories that were being compared; for example, the άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ŀƴŘ άǾŜǊȅέ 

categories were combined, as were άƴƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭέ ŀƴŘ άŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜέ Ŏŀtegories for the rating questions. 

When statistically significant differences were found between segments, they 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, the segmented difference is not shown in the figure. We presented 

very few results by PA in this report as we found that either there were not any significant 

differences between PAs, or we found the number of records by PA was too small to evaluate. We 

did find a few places where results differed by own versus rent, phase, house type, and participant 

versus non-participant; those are presented in the findings section below.  

 

 

 

 

7 A Type II error is committed if we accept the null hypothesis when it is false and the research hypothesis is true, or in 

this case, accepting that the distribution of the responses between segments is not different from the expected 

(hypothesized) value, when they are actually similar. We do not control for Type 1 error because of the risk that it 

becomes too hard to detect real differences, due to the alpha being much smaller. The solution 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 from interviews, customer 

surveys, and field observations. Note that Evergreen conducted two phases of customer surveys. 

During the first phase (conducted in early 2021), only SoCalGas had any completed installations, 

limiting the findings from customer surveys. During the second phase (conducted in early 2022), 

Evergreen was able to bring in more sample points and conduct analysis to compare customer 

survey responses by: 

¶ Phase of customer survey (early 2021 when the pilot was just getting started versus early 

2022); 

¶ Pilot Administrator (PA);  

¶ Natural gas PA versus electric PA; 

¶ Home ownership (own versus rent); and 

¶ Non-participant (Community Energy Navigator [CEN] contacted or attempted to contact 

but did not fill out a pilot application) versus opt-out (filled out a pilot application but 

ultimately opted out).  

Most customer survey results are presented by gas and electric PA where we found the most 

consistent statistically significant differences, but we note in the report any additional statistically 

significant differences that we found when comparing across the other groups. Note that the 

overall sample size was still small even combining both phases of data due to the relatively small 

population of pilot communities, meaning that if we did not find statistical significance, it may 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 group overall and show comparisons 

across categories where we found statistically significant differences. A table that shows our 

contextual differences between the pilots that may contribute to any statistical differences found 

and the findings of the statistical testing of customer data is included in Appendix C.  

4.1 Pilot Accomplishments  
Outreach for the pilot projects began in early 2020. Table 5 shows the initial estimates of eligible 

households,8 the number of households engaged by the CEN, and the number that have 

 

8 For each community, the CPUC Decision 18-12-015 initially estimated the total number of eligible households based 

on geographic boundaries. However, eligibility is ultimately determined during enrollment. The actual number of 

 



Section 4: Findings 

EVERGREEN ECONOMICS  Page 17 

progressed to each subsequent stage of pilot participation at the end of 2021. At the close of 

2021, SoCalGas had nearly completed its pilot installations, while the other PAs were still in the 

field with outreach and installations in progress (as of May 2022).  

As shown in Table 5, by the end of 2021, pilot outreach staff reached 86 percent of all potential 

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 an in-home 

assessment. See Appendix B for a breakout of progress by community and PA. 

Table 5: Pilot Progress as of 12/31/21 (Number of Pilot Community Households) 

Pilot Administrator (PA) 

Initial 

Estimate of 

Eligible 

Households 

Contacted 

by CEN 

Completed 

Application 

Completed 

Assessment 

Pilot 

Measure(s) 

Installed 

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

Richard Heath and 

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 

Participants) 
100% 86% 47% 39% 13% 

Data Source 

CPUC 

Decision 18-

12-015 

Pilot 2022 Quarterly Progress Report (1/31/2022) 

Note: PG&E served three communities in this pilot, RHA served five, SCE served three, and SoCalGas served one. See 

Table 10 for a detailed breakdown by community. 

Table 6 presents the percent of applications that were completed out of those eligible residents 

who had been contacted by the CEN as of the end of 2021. About half of residents contacted 

through the end of 2021 had completed a pilot application, although at different rates by PA. At 

the time of this report, the electric pilot is still being implemented, while the gas pilot is nearly 

complete. Because outreach is underway, it is premature to conclude that one PA is more 

successful 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 all-electric, already have natural gas appliances, are businesses or apartments, or are vacant. 
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Thus far, the electric pilot has had more uptake than the gas pilot. However, the gas pilot included 

California City, which is a large city where the CENs were unfamiliar with the community, 

compared to the other pilot communities that are smaller and the CENs more familiar. Also, 

California City has large multifamily buildings where the CENs have a harder time reaching 

landlords, a challenge that increased during the early months of the COVID-19 pandemic. We 

discuss other barriers that affect completion rates later in this report.  

That being said, the implementation models used by the PAs were fairly similar in terms of 

outreach and assessment. The main differences we found in how the pilot was designed and 

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 pilot did not have such an assessment.  

Later in this report (Section 4.9) we present the findings related to participation barriers to help 

understand reasons for not participating.9  

Table 6: Percent of Applications Completed of Those Contacted by the CENs as of 12/31/21 

Pilot Administrator (PA) 

Contacted 

by CENs 

Completed 

Application 

Percent of Applications 

Completed of Those 

Contacted by the CENs 

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 (I1.1 10) 

Evergreen heard from 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 sample size of non-participants who were contacted by a CEN but chose not to fill out an application is 

not large enough to support statistical testing by PA. 
10 The alphanumeric codes shown here refer to activities in the pilot logic model, which is provided in Appendix A. 
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as the timeline. Two PAs reported ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ,έ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ Ŏƭŀrified that 

άƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ώƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘϐ ǿŀǎ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŀƴŎŜǎ 

and instructions to leverage programs. One PA specified that they went back to the Decision to 

clarify if their implementation plan should involve offering the pilot to homes that were already 

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

Interviewees reported that during the early stages of the pilot, there had been several items that  

impacted the pilot implementation, including:  

¶ Bill discount. One electric PA reported that the bill discount was initially supposed to be 

$500 over a three-year period (aligned with the Decision), but this was then changed to a 

20 percent monthly bill discount for 10 years. During the process of the evaluation, the 

implementation of the bill discount was still in question. Our understanding is that the gas 

PA used a $500 bill credit over three years whereas the electric PAs offered a 20 percent 

bill discount over five years, to be reassessed thereafter.  

¶ COVID impacts. One PA reported that moving customers to the same phase (from 

assessment to enrollment, for example) at the same time was not efficient given 

limitations created by the COVID-19 pandemic for the contractors. Also, COVID created 

significant delays in applications in Q1 of 2020. One PA explained during Phase I interviews 

that they expected applications to come in starting in Q1 of 2020 but did not receive them 

until the end of July of that year. 

¶ Understanding remediation needs. One Pilot Implementer (PI) highlighted during the field 

work interview that as the project progressed, they better understood how different needs 

ŀƴŘ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ costs in 

ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƘŜŀǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŦƛȄƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǊŜǇŀƛǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜǎέ ƻǊ 

άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎέ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ, say, the cost of a panel upgrade.  

While some of these changes to the implementation plan were programmatic changes, some were 

based on feedback from Phase I such as how to share data between PAs, PIs, and CENs, which is 

expected to occur as a new pilot proceeds.  

During follow-up interviews conducted in April 2022 with the PAs and PIs, they stated that there 

had been no formal changes to the implementation process after those discussed above, although 

the implementation was going better. Both PA project managers attributed this to the project 

staff, including PAs, PIs, and Community Energy Navigator Program Manager (CPM) staff, gaining 

experience in their roles and developing a robust understanding of the pilot and its impacts.  

4.3 Pilot Outreach and Application Proces s  
This section addresses A4 and A5 in the pilot logic model, which is provided in Appendix 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 interviews, Evergreen interviewed the CPM and CENs from Self-Help 

Enterprises (SHE), the organization hired to conduct outreach for the pilots, as well as a CEN from 

the Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, an external organization that has been 

active in the pilot proceedings. The CPM told us that the majority of CENs were existing employees 

supplemented with new staff that SHE brought on to conduct outreach. These CENs were selected 

for their experience working 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 and are very effective for pilot outreach. This was corroborated by results from the 

customer survey (Figure 6) with 90 percent of participants and 78 percent of non-participants 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /9b ǎŜŜƳŜŘ άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ǘǊǳǎǘǿƻǊǘƘȅ (Figure 8). 

As will be mentioned in Section 4.8, when asked about the training provided to CENs, the CPM 

described a comprehensive, two-day training session they provided to all CENs covering an 

overview of the pilots (including legislative and regulatory background), the role of the IOUs and 

PAs, and outreach best practices; trainees also practiced mock outreach calls. The CPM was able to 

hold in-person trainings prior to the COVID-19 pandemic but later offered the training remotely. 

The CPM believed that these training sessions were very beneficial for CENs. During follow-up 

interviews, the CPM stated they continue to use the two-day training session to train all new CENs. 

When asked about the effectiveness of the CPM model, two PAs indicated that they were unsure if 

the CPM outreach model was more effective than outreach methods used by similar programs 

such as the Energy Savings Assistance (ESA) program, while a third PA believed that the CPM's 

local knowledge and associated benefits to outreach outweighed the additional coordination 

burden required to coordinate between the PA, PI, and CPM.  

However, during Phase I field visits, the CENs 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. 

The CEN believed that the PAs had too much involvement in directing the outreach plans and that 

the pilot was not fully benefiting from utilizing local, community-based organizations (CBOs) to 

educate residents. They believed that there was a disconnect in cultural understanding of the 

communities between the PAs and CENs.  

Survey results show both participants and non-participants had 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 ð A4.5) 

The CPM developed outreach and engagement plans including strategies to meet the specific 

needs of each community, informed ōȅ ǘƘŜ /taΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜŘ 

communities and more generally in the San Joaquin Valley. However, the CPM stated that they did 

not have experience in California City, which is larger than other pilot communities. A PA 

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

During Phase I field visits, the CPM and all four interviewed CENs believed that phone outreach 

was not as effective as in-person outreach. They described difficulties reaching residents (due to 

incorrect phone numbers or difficulties during day-time hours) and adequately expressing the 

benefits of participation. The CENs were able to resume in-person outreach in July of 2020, once 

state restrictions had been loosened. 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 COVID-19 with the 

resumption of 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 them as a CEN 

or for outreach assistance, mentioning support during outreach). The CENs were still able to 

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

of those households contacted.  

During Phase II interviews, the CPM stated that it continued to be important to leverage CBOs and 

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 I, staff from the Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, a SJV-based CBO that 

works with local community members to advocate for policies to fight climate change, an example 

was given of trying to cater outreach materials to each community, which would have to go 

through the PA approval process. In particular, the CPM believed that the PAs had too much 

involvement in directing the outreach plans and that the pilot was not fully benefiting from 

utilizing local, CBOs to educate residents.  

During Phase I and II interviews, two PA and two PI interviewees stated that an additional party 

conducting outreach, in this case the CPM, hindered the projectΩs success. A PA stated that the 

CPM did not have the experience necessary to successfully conduct outreach. They stated that the 

PA had to step in to assist SHE with outreach and project enrollments, leveraging ǘƘŜ t!ǎΩ 

community relationships and awareness. Another PA was more neutral, and thought that while 

there were issues, the CPM relationship should be used going forward, although refined, 

suggesting a non-contractual partnership going forward. One PA interviewee said the CPM did not 

have basic business processes in place, which hindered its ability to effectively conduct outreach.  

During Phase II interviews, we discussed the gas pilot and additional early screening conducted to 

identify eligible customers near distribution-level gas infrastructure. Multiple interviewees 
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believed this was critical to driving relative lower costs of the remediation of the gas pilot. 

Evergreen also concludes that this proximity to gas infrastructure and the relatively little 

remediation in the home resulted in increased satisfaction (particularly because customers were 

more likely to report that άƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ άŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǇǊŜŎŀǳǘƛƻƴǎέ with regards to project outreach) between the gas and electric pilot. The PI stated if 

this approach had been used for the electric pilot, the significant and unanticipated costs to 

upgrade infrastructure to the participantsΩ homes would have been anticipated and could have 

been reduced, albeit not eliminated due to the electric panel upgrades necessary for almost all 

homes (gas participants often require no remediation). 

As shown in Figure 4, residents of SoCalGasΩ and RHAΩǎ service territories heard about the pilot 

most often from pilot project staff (59% and 50%, respectively), while residents of PG&EΩǎ and 

SCEΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ territor ies heard about the program most often from a flyer left at their home (43% 

and 38%, respectively). The distribution differences between the PAs were statistically significant 

suggesting that door to door pilot staff outreach and flyer distribution was the most effective form 

of outreach. 

In Phase I, residents heard about the pilot most often from pilot project staff (68%), followed by a 

flyer, a meeting, a friend, and an ad (22%, 12%, 8%, 3%, respectively). Phase II residents heard 

about the pilot most often from a flyer (43%), followed by pilot project staff, a friend, a meeting, 

and an ad (37%, 27%, 26%, 5%, respectively). The distribution differences between Phase I and 

Phase II were statistically significant, which may be due to the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic 

and the restructuring of outreach approaches. 

Note that Evergreen combined survey data from two phases of customer 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 categories, and where we found significant 

differences, we note them in the text or present them in the exhibits. 
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Figure 4: Survey Responses by PA ς Where Do You Remember Hearing about the SJV Energy 

Affordability Project?  

 

Note: Multiple responses were allowed. Percentage distributions shown here are statistically significantly different by 

PA. See Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

As shown below in Figure 5, participating residents reported that they understood the various 

aspects of the pilot. The exception was the bill protection offering, with only 49 percent of 

participants ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ understand. The electric 

PAs offer bill protection of 20 percent for the first five years 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 heating). No statistically significant differences were found when 

comparing these distributions across PAs and between electric and gas PAs, or in the case of bill 

protection, the number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences 

between electric and gas PAs.   
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Figure 5: Participant Survey Responses ς How Easy Was It to Understand the Following?  

 
Note: Distributions shown in this figure are not statistically significantly different by PA, or in the case of 

bill protection the number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across 

PAs. See Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

In both phases, PA and CPM staff noted ongoing challenges with bill protection, specifically the 

ability to accurately calculate the net costs associated with participating in the pilot. 

Representatives from the PAs, PIs, and the CPM stated it remains difficult to effectively 

communicate the value of the pilot as participants see increased electricity bills or new natural gas 

bills. A PA noted that one challenge is that participants did not necessarily track their pre-pilot 

propane costs accurately, making it difficult to determine net costs of project participation. Both 

the PAs and the PIs reported in April of 2022 that they found it challenging to express the value of 

the bill protection elements of the project to eligible participants.   

As shown in Figure 6, a vast majority of participating residents responded positively regarding the 

various aspects of the pilot project outreach. 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. Even after this, only the last two 

questions shown in Figure 6 had enough responses to test for statistical differences. Both of those 

questions were found to have statistically significantly higher percentages of SoCalGas 

respondents who reported that they were άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇǎ ŀƴŘ 

comfortable with precautions when compared to those under the electric PAs. In Phase II of the 

survey, residents were first asked if they remembered working with a CEN before being asked if 

the CEN was trustworthy and if the CEN answered the questions they had about the project (In 

Phase I, residents were not first asked if they remembered working with a CEN). In Phase II, 

residents were also asked if they thought the CEN was knowledgeable if they remembered 

working with one. Of the Phase II respondents, 38 percent remembered working with a CEN and 
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13 percent of non-participants remembered working with one. Although the outreach was very 

well regarded, the two aspects that may have some room for improvement are how clearly the 

project and processes were explained and the communications about the next steps of the project 

(especially for the electric PAs). Of residents who rated the trustworthiness of the CEN, a follow-up 

question was asked: ά/ŀƴ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅ ǿƘȅ ȅƻǳ ƎŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŀǘƛƴƎΚέ Residents responded with comments 

about how clearly they communicated, and that they were knowledgeable, informative, kind, and 

professional. One resident also noted that they trusted the CEN because they knew them from 

their community.   

Figure 6: Participant Survey Responses ς Experience with the Project Outreach 

 
Note: Distributions shown in this figure by electric and gas PA are statistically significantly different. Distributions 

that are not shown by electric and gas PA had too few responses to test. See Section 3.3 for details on the survey 

analysis methods. 

Non-participating residents reported the various aspects of the pilot as ōŜƛƴƎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ƻǊ 

άǾŜǊȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǘƘŀƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛng residents. As was reflected for participants, 

the bill protection offering reportedly was also the least understood aspect for non-participants 

(Figure 7). The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences 

across PAs. 
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Figure 7: Non-Participant Survey Responses ς How Easy Was It to Understand the Following? 

 

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

PAs. See Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

Most non-participating residents responded positively regarding the various aspects of the pilot 

project outreach; however, the percentage ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅέ 

were around 20 percent lower for each aspect when compared to participants. Again, although 

the outreach was well regarded, the two aspects that may have some room for improvement are 

how clearly the project and processes were explained and the communications about the next 

steps of the project (Figure 8). The number of responses was too small to test for statistically 

significant differences across PAs. 
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Figure 8: Non-Participant Survey Responses ς Experience with the Project Outreach 

 

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

Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

While participants rated their experience with the CENs as positive, some PAs were unsure about 

the CPM model. During Phase I interviews, two PAs indicated during the first phase of research 

that they were unsure if the CPM model was more effective or efficient than outreach methods 

used by similar programs such as the ESA program. 

During Phase II interviews, three PA interviewees stated that the CPM community outreach model 

had not worked as well as other outreach efforts in similar pilots or programs. Two PAs stated the 

communities were not as familiar with the CPM as they were with the utility. One PA said they 

resolved this issue in their last community engagement by sending a letter to customers before 

the CPM conducted the 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 with this area. In an interview during 

Phase II, the CPM also observed some challenges as this community was outside their normal 

coverage area.  

When SoCalGas participants ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ Ϸрлл 

total over three years to help with your monthly natural gas bill. Do you recall hearing about 

ǘƘƛǎΚέΣ ƻƴƭȅ 44 percent of participants said they recalled hearing about this project aspect  

(Figure 9). The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences 

between electric and gas PAs. ¢Ƙƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǳǇ ōȅ άIƻǿ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōƛƭƭ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎ ƻŦ 
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ǘƘƛǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ōŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΚέΦ bƛƴŜǘȅ-six percent of participants responded that these bill 

ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅέ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ (Figure 10). The number of responses was too small 

to test for statistically significant differences between electric and gas PAs.  

Figure 9: Survey Responses ς SoCalGas Only ς Did you hear the project gives participants $500 

over three years to help with gas bills? 

 

 
Note: See Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

Figure 10: Survey Responses ς SoCalGas Only ς How helpful would bill credits of this amount be 

to your household? 

 

 

Note: The number of responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences 

between electric and gas PAs. See Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

In June 2021, Evergreen conducted ride-along field visits. During the two days of outreach, 
conducted in the DACs of  Le Grand and Ducor, Evergreen observed 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 bill protection information:  

¶ A CEN noted that respondents are used to seeing a monthly electric bill and can more 

easily imagine that bill being high compared to propane bills that while high, are not as 



Section 4: Findings 

EVERGREEN ECONOMICS  Page 29 

consistent. The CEN noted that two residents have opted out of the pilot (after completing 

an application) because they fear their electric bill will be too high. 

¶ 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. 

¶ A CEN noted that some residents do not think their bills are too high and do not think it is 

worth the time to participate in the project.  

The ride-alongs allowed Evergreen to observe and hear from CENs and Community CENs12 about 

the outreach process and effectiveness.  

¶ In the field, there are always two CENs, with one of the two designated as a Community 

CEN. Outreach appeared to be a two-person job so that one person could track outreach 

efforts, complete paperwork and filing, and conduct follow up, and another could be in the 

community so people could ask about the project, establish trust, and share their 

knowledge of the residents. 

¶ COVID-19 put an end to in-person large gatherings for outreach, though CENs and 

Community CENs did go door to door. While door-to-door 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 

home or the home of a family member.  

¶ CENs reported a second wave of enrollments beyond the initial outreach done by SHE due 

to residents seeing PI trucks in the neighborhood and hearing from neighbors who had 

work done.  

¶ Community CENs become the face of the project in 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 since those delays are 

out of her control.   

CENs and Community 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 pushing. Evergreen saw two instances of this 

during the ride-along in Le Grand:  

¶ 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 current evaporative cooler rather than receive the heat pump air 

 

12 Community CENs are selected for the role based on their leadership in the community. This is intended to help 

customers entrust the pilot and 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 resident agreed to enroll in the pilot before the end of the visit.  

¶ Another person did not want the CEN to inspect the outside of their mobile home for their 

decal for the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) even though the 

CEN had let them know via 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, and even though the project would 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 despite 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 CENs interviewed noted that the format varies, including in 

person, over the phone, or the CEN leaving a paper copy of the application at the home. During 

the COVID-19 stay-at-home orders, a majority of applications were completed over the phone or 

were dropped off for residents to complete. 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 about 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 lose the value and 

knowledge of the CEN role with a transition to online-only applications. Sixty-two percent of 

surveyed applicants noted that they completed the application in person, 21 percent completed it 

over the phone, and 17 percent completed it by mail. 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. No statistically significant 

differences were found when comparing the distribution for electric versus gas PAs. In Phase II, 

the percentage of applications completed in-person decreased (from 74% to 57%) and the number 

completed by mail increased (from 9% to 21%). This finding was statistically significant. Seventy-six 

percent of participating residents remembered getting help filling out their application from 

project staff, while only 26 percent of opt-outs remembered getting help with their application. 

The number of responses 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 tricky for them to track this 

information down. In addition, two CENs identified that residents often do not retain receipts from 

their monthly expenditures for propane and wood (though receipts are not required per the 
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CPUC). However, they did believe that the estimates residents provided when receipts were not 

available were fairly accurate, because these costs are a large monthly expense for participating 

households. Survey responses from participating residents agree with this (Figure 11). A majority 

of the participating residents reported that they used propane or wood prior to participation 

(84%); however, relatively few of them stated that they keep their receipts (32% keep all receipts, 

and 10% keep receipts sometimes), and a vast majority of those who keep receipts reported that 

they were willing to share them (88%). The number of responses was too small to test for 

statistically significant differences across PAs. 

Figure 11: Participant Survey Responses ς Propane and Wood Use 

  

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

Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

Figure 12 summarizes the customer survey responses from the 147 participating residents that 

had completed a pilot application. Among these residents, a very high percentage responded that 

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

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ, 83 percent 

reporting that the required ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ, and 85 percent 

ƻŦ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘΩs approval. 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 were collapsed and compared against SoCalGas, there was a significant 

difference found between the two groups on if the next steps were clear (64% of participants of 

electric PAs responded ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ŎƭŜŀǊΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ 89% of 

participants of SoCalGas). The CENs used the same approach to describing pilot steps to eligible 

households across all pilots. However, as we discuss later, many electric households had electrical 
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upgrades to be assessed and possibly completed at the household and also potentially the 

neighborhood. On the natural gas side, the pilot was different and did not require electric upgrade 

assessments and work done.  

Figure 12: Participant Survey Responses ς Experience with the Application 

 
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 were combined and compared against SoCalGas, there was one significant difference found 

between the two groups on if the next steps were clear (64% of participants of electric PAs responded that the 

ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ ŎƭŜŀǊΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ уф҈ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ {ƻ/ŀƭGas). See Section 3.3 for 

details on the survey analysis methods 

Figure 13 summarizes the customer survey responses from the 29 non-participating residents that 

had completed a pilot application before opting out of the pilot at a later time (25 from electric 

PAs and 4 from SoCalGas). A majority of these residents reported that the application process was 

relatively easy, with 69 percent of respondents reporting that the application instructions were 

άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘΣ 70 percent reporting that the required information was 

άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘΣ ŀƴŘ 63 ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άǾŜǊȅέ ƻǊ 

άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘΩs approval (although this was 22 percentage points lower 

than the participant group). The number of responses was too small to test for statistically 

significant differences across PAs.  
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Figure 13: Non-Participant Survey Responses ς Experience with the Application 

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

Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

Figure 14 shows the survey responses for residents who went through the application process but 

then opted out of the project. Only 34 percent of these residents remembered hearing back on 

their project eligibility. Thirty-eight percent of those who remembered hearing back said their 

application was not approved; however, the other 62 percent reported that they were eligible but 

opted out of the project for another reason. The number of responses was too small to test for 

statistically significant differences across PAs. Most 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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Figure 14: Opt-Out Survey Responses ς Communication on Eligibility 

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

Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

Surveyed residents were asked who they contacted when they had questions about the pilot. 

Most participants and non-participants noted that they either did not have any questions or they 

listed a person they reached out to for questions (83% for both). The other 17 percent of residents 

noted that they did not know who to reach out to with their questions. The 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-ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŜŀƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ άƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎέ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ōȅ investor-

owned utility (IOU), and the full list can be found below.  

 

13 As of October 9, 2020, WatterSaver! has not begun implementation. 

Pilot Administrator Leveraged Existing Programs 

PG&E & RHA 

Energy Savings Assistance Program (ESA), Comprehensive 

Manufactured/Mobile Home Program (CMHP), Self-Generation 

Incentive Program (SGIP), Disadvantaged Communities Green Tariff 

(DAC-GT), Solar Green Tariff (CSGT), Single-family Affordable Solar 

Homes (SASH and DAC-SASH), California Alternate Rates for Energy 

Program (CARE), Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA), All-Electric 

Baseline, Medical Baseline, WatterSaver! Program13 

RHA ESA, CSI-Thermal, DAC-GT, CSGT, DAC-SASH, SGIP 
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 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 CENs described difficulties explaining all leveraged programs 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 PA assistance and input. Two CENs believed that this was very 

effective and presented all information on leveraged programs in a consolidated manner. One CEN 

(working with a different IOU) believed that there was not a clear understanding of what programs 

were intended to be leveraged and what the role of each pilot entity (e.g., PA, PI) should have in 

that process. These difficulties were corroborated by two PAs. One PA said that each leveraged 

program is so different that it is difficult to fully rely on the CEN to try to sign up residents.  

About half of the surveyed residents reported learning about at least one program (52% of 

participants and 43% of non-participants) from the CEN, and more than half of surveyed residents 

reported that they are enrolled in at least one of the utility programs that the survey question 

asked about (70% of participants and 46% of non-participants).  

Figure 15 shows the percent of surveyed participants who are enrolled, were already aware of 

each offering, and heard about these programs from the CEN; although 102 surveyed participants 

were asked about these programs, only the programs that applied to each participant were asked 

about on the survey. Fifty-seven percent of participants reported that they were already aware of 

CARE programs, and 43 percent were already aware of ESA. A quarter to a third of participants 

heard about the ESA, Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA), Single-family Affordable Solar Homes 

(SASH), and Community Solar Green Tariff (CSGT) programs from the CEN. The number of 

responses was too small to test for statistically significant differences across PAs. 

Pilot Administrator Leveraged Existing Programs 

SCE 
ESA, SASH, DAC-SASH, DAC Community Solar (CS), CSI-Thermal, All-

Electric Baseline, CARE, FERA, DAC-GT, CSGT 

SoCalGas 
ESA, CSI-Thermal, SCE low income or cost-saving programs (CARE, 

Medical Baseline, etc.) 
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Figure 15: Participant Survey Responses ς Are you aware of or enrolled in the following 

programs? 

 

Note: Although 102 surveyed participants were asked about these programs, only the programs that applied to 

each participant were asked about on the survey. The number of responses was too small to test for 

statistically significant differences across PAs. See Section 3.3 for details on the survey analysis methods. 

When asked about the referral process to direct install programs, one PI described complications 

with ESA in particular. They explained that 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 

complications, the PI 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 any solar-related programs, 

such as DAC-GT, CSGT, and SASH. They explained that there has been a history of solar predatory 

ƭŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ /9b ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŘƛŘ 

not fully understand the benefits of solar projects (at the community or home levels) and needed 

more education from the IOUs. 

Phase II field work included the following: 
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¶ An Evergreen staff member observed a CEN bringing an application for the Medical 

Baseline rate offered by the IOU to a pilot-enrolled household. This was an example of how 

the CENs share information about leveraged programs. CENs 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.  

¶ Presentation of leveraged programs: SHE staff reported that it would be helpful to have a 

leveraged programs flyer ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ƛƴ {/9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

ƻƴŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƻǊ tDϧ9Ωǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ 

have pre-printed program applications to share with customers for CARE and the Medical 

Baseline rate rather than the versions they print from the IOU website.  

During Phase II interviews, the CPM representative reported that 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 visits, Evergreen witnessed 

first-hand the difficulty that field staff from SHE had in getting information about the pilot and 

leveraged programs to customers, as the pilot itself already seemed to be a lot for a customer to 

digest based on the numerous follow-up questions Evergreen heard.  

4.3.5 CEN Completes Split Incentives Agreement (A5.3)  

The pilot requires that participating renters and their landlords sign 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 them and 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, they would defer to the 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ 

agreement to their landlord themselves. However, the two CENs noted that often they would 

conduct outreach to landlords (including letters and calls) to gather signatures for the split 

incentive agreement. Eighty-five percent of participating renters (n=39) ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άǾŜǊȅέ 

ƻǊ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅέ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀƴŘƭƻǊŘκǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

pilot (Figure 12). 

The CPM described extensive issues completing split incentive agreements for rental properties in 

California City. They attributed this to California City being a much bigger community, 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 COVID-19 stay-at-

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

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






















































































































