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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Pursuant to Rule 2.6 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission or CPUC) 2 

Rules of Practice and Procedure, the County of Los Angeles (the County) submits the following 3 

Rebuttal Testimony in the consolidated proceeding addressing the consolidated 2028–2033 4 

Income-Qualified Program Applications1 of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern 5 

California Edison Company (SCE), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern 6 

California Gas Company (SoCalGas) filed on January 9, 2026. The County submits this rebuttal 7 

testimony in response to testimony filed by the Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT), the 8 

National Consumer Law Center (NCLC), the Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates), Sierra 9 

Club, and The Utility Reform Network (TURN) on September 14, 2026.2 10 

A. Purpose of Testimony 11 

The County’s rebuttal testimony addresses several issues raised in stakeholder testimony, 12 

including customer access and participation, electrification, local delivery approaches, and 13 

program accountability and oversight. The County is particularly interested in how these policies 14 

and program design decisions affect income-qualified households, especially customers who 15 

experience high energy burdens, face barriers to participation, or reside in historically underserved 16 

communities.  17 

 
1 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Application for Approval of its 2028-2033 Income-Qualified Programs, Application (A.) 26-
01-003 (filed Jan. 9, 2026); Southern California Edison Company’s Application for Approval of its 2028-2033 Income Qualified 
Programs and Budgets, A.26-01-005; San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Application for Approval of Low-Income Assistance 
Programs and Budgets for Program Years 2028-2033, A.26-01-010; and Southern California Gas Company’s Application for 
Approval of Low-Income Assistance Programs and Budgets for Program Years 2028-2033, A.26-01-011. 
2 Prepared Testimony of the Center for Accessible Technology, filed Sept. 14, 2026; Prepared Testimony of Leigh Ferrin Presenting 
Survey Information from California Legal Services and Community-Based Organizations that Serve Low-Income Clients, Exhibit 
NCLC-01, filed Sept. 14, 2026; Public Advocates Office Opening Testimony on 2028–2033 Income-Qualified Assistance 
Programs, Exhibit CA-01, filed Sept. 14, 2026; Direct Testimony of Rebecca Barker and Chinyere Osuala on Behalf of Sierra Club, 
Exhibit SC-01, filed Sept. 14, 2026; Prepared Testimony of The Utility Reform Network, Exhibits TURN-01 through TURN-04, 
filed Sept. 14, 2026. 
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The County supports efforts to improve customer access, strengthen customer protections, 18 

enhance program transparency and accountability, and ensure that Energy Savings Assistance 19 

(ESA) investments provide meaningful benefits to participating households. This rebuttal 20 

testimony responds to positions advanced by stakeholders and, where relevant, discusses those 21 

positions in the context of proposals contained in the investor-owned utilities' 2028–2033 Income-22 

Qualified Program (IQP) applications. 23 

II. CUSTOMER ACCESS AND PARTICIPATION 24 

A. Hard-to-Reach Customers Continue to Face Unique Barriers to Participation in 25 
ESA Programs 26 

The stakeholder testimony demonstrates that many eligible households continue to encounter 27 

significant barriers when attempting to access IQPs. These barriers may include limited English 28 

proficiency, lack of required documentation, limited time to complete the application process, 29 

concerns about submitting personal information, lack of internet access, and limited awareness of 30 

available programs. NCLC’s survey of California legal services organizations and community-31 

based organizations (CBOs) found that customers experienced each of these issues while 32 

attempting to navigate application and income-verification processes.3 33 

The examples provided by survey respondents help demonstrate how these barriers affect 34 

customers in practice. One respondent explained that “[a]pplying online is challenging for most of 35 

our clients,” while another stated that documentation requirements can themselves serve as a 36 

barrier when a customer is unable to return with the required materials.4 Other respondents 37 

described customers who needed assistance navigating the process while simultaneously 38 

experiencing insecure housing, a new disabling condition, or a sudden loss of income. These 39 

 
3 Prepared Testimony of Leigh Ferrin Presenting Survey Information from California Legal Services and Community-Based 
Organizations that Serve Low-Income Clients, Exhibit NCLC-01 (NCLC Testimony), p. 3. 
4 NCLC Testimony, pp. 3–4. 
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examples underscore that eligible households may be navigating multiple challenges at once, and 40 

that even seemingly routine administrative requirements can prevent customers from completing 41 

the process. 42 

CforAT’s testimony further demonstrates that participation barriers may have particularly 43 

serious consequences for customers with disabilities, medical needs, or chronic health conditions. 44 

CforAT explains that this population is “disproportionately low income and relies on the various 45 

income-qualified programs to assist them in their ability to pay their energy bills.”5 CforAT 46 

therefore identifies program eligibility, verification, application processes, and accessible outreach 47 

and communications as significant issues in this proceeding.6 48 

The County agrees that the success of ESA and other IQPs should be evaluated not only by 49 

whether services are available, but also by whether eligible households can realistically access and 50 

complete the processes necessary to receive them. NCLC explains that households may face 51 

challenges learning about available programs, navigating the digital divide, addressing accessibility 52 

needs, and managing multiple benefit applications with different requirements, definitions, and 53 

deadlines.7 CforAT similarly cautions against program requirements that may prevent otherwise 54 

eligible customers from successfully navigating enrollment processes.8 55 

Although much of this testimony discusses CARE and FERA enrollment, the customer 56 

experiences described by NCLC and CforAT also provide important guidance for ESA program 57 

design and delivery. ESA participation may require customers to navigate outreach, eligibility 58 

determination, enrollment, property assessment, installation, and follow-up. Each additional 59 

 
5 Prepared Testimony of the Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT Testimony), p. 1. 
6 CforAT Testimony, p. 1. 
7 NCLC Testimony, p. 7. 
8 CforAT Testimony, pp. 13–14. 



 
6 

requirement may create another point at which an otherwise eligible customer is unable or 60 

unwilling to continue. The Commission should therefore remain attentive to how administrative 61 

requirements, communication practices, digital access, and the availability of individualized 62 

assistance affect participation by hard-to-reach and underserved customers. 63 

The County supports continued efforts to identify and reduce these barriers. Program 64 

processes should reflect the circumstances of the households the programs are intended to serve, 65 

including customers with limited English proficiency, limited digital access or literacy, disabilities, 66 

unstable housing, or other circumstances that make participation more difficult. Improving access 67 

for these customers will require clear and accessible information, flexible participation methods, 68 

and sufficient support throughout the customer journey. 69 

B. Verification Requirements Should Not Create Unnecessary Barriers for Eligible 70 
Households 71 

Multiple parties raise concerns regarding proposals that would increase verification 72 

requirements or otherwise make enrollment more difficult for eligible customers. The County 73 

agrees that program integrity is important and that eligibility requirements should be administered 74 

responsibly. However, verification policies should be evaluated not only on their ability to identify 75 

ineligible applicants, but also on their potential impact on participation by eligible households. 76 

TURN specifically recommends that the Commission reject SCE's proposal to require 77 

upfront income verification as part of the enrollment process. According to TURN, customers 78 

currently enroll through self-certification and are subsequently subject to post-enrollment 79 

verification, a process that has supported high enrollment levels while maintaining program 80 

oversight. TURN argues that replacing this approach with mandatory upfront documentation 81 
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requirements would create additional barriers for customers seeking assistance and could reduce 82 

program participation among eligible households.9 83 

The concerns raised by TURN are consistent with evidence provided by NCLC and 84 

California legal services organizations. Survey respondents reported that customers frequently 85 

encounter difficulty obtaining documentation, navigating online systems, responding to requests 86 

for information, and completing verification processes while managing other significant life 87 

challenges. NCLC concluded that requiring additional documentation as part of the initial 88 

application process would likely result in fewer completed applications because of these existing 89 

barriers.10 90 

The County shares these concerns. Customers seeking assistance may face limited internet 91 

access, language barriers, disabilities, housing instability, competing family obligations, or other 92 

circumstances that make documentation and verification requirements more difficult to satisfy. 93 

While verification requirements serve an important administrative purpose, they should be 94 

implemented in a manner that minimizes burden on eligible households and preserves access to 95 

program benefits. The Commission should therefore carefully evaluate whether proposed 96 

verification changes advance program integrity objectives without creating disproportionate 97 

barriers for the customers these programs are intended to serve. 98 

C. Simplified Enrollment Pathways Can Improve Access to ESA Services  99 

In addition to avoiding unnecessary verification burdens, the Commission should consider 100 

whether enrollment processes make it as straightforward as possible for eligible households to 101 

access available assistance. Enrollment procedures should help customers identify the programs for 102 

 
9 Prepared Testimony of Sylvie Ashford Addressing CARE and FERA, Exhibit TURN-02 (TURN Ashford Testimony), pp. 4–17. 
10 NCLC Testimony, p. 7. 
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which they may qualify without requiring them to navigate separate, duplicative, or unnecessarily 103 

complicated application pathways. 104 

TURN raises this concern in response to SCE’s and SDG&E’s proposals to establish 105 

standalone FERA applications instead of retaining the combined CARE and FERA application. 106 

Although SCE asserts that a separate form would “reduce confusion,” “improve enrollment 107 

accuracy,” and “streamline the customer experience,” TURN recommends retaining the combined 108 

application.11 TURN explains that a combined application allows customers who do not qualify for 109 

CARE to be evaluated for FERA without navigating an additional application process.12 110 

CforAT’s testimony on categorical eligibility provides another example of how enrollment 111 

can be simplified without abandoning eligibility requirements. Categorical eligibility allows a 112 

customer’s participation in another qualifying public-assistance program to establish eligibility for 113 

an IQP. CforAT explains that categorical eligibility can reduce administrative burdens for 114 

customers and utilities because applicants do not need to separately produce and review income 115 

documentation when their eligibility has already been established through another qualifying 116 

program.13 CforAT also emphasizes the importance of maintaining a clear and dependable list of 117 

qualifying programs so that customers understand how they may establish eligibility.14 118 

These issues have implications beyond CARE and FERA. Customers seeking ESA services 119 

may already participate in other income-qualified assistance programs or have previously provided 120 

information establishing their eligibility. When permissible under applicable program 121 

requirements, enrollment pathways should recognize existing eligibility determinations and reduce 122 

 
11 Prepared Testimony of Sylvie Ashford Addressing CARE and FERA, Exhibit TURN-02 (TURN Ashford Testimony), p. 18. 
12 TURN Ashford Testimony, pp. 18–21. 
13 Prepared Testimony of the Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT Testimony), pp. 3–8. 
14 CforAT Testimony, pp. 8–11. 
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the need for customers to repeat substantially similar processes. Likewise, customers should 123 

receive clear information about related programs for which they may qualify rather than being 124 

required to independently identify and navigate each offering. 125 

The County supports enrollment approaches that make it easier for eligible households to 126 

access assistance while preserving appropriate program safeguards. Simplified enrollment does not 127 

mean eliminating eligibility requirements. Rather, it means administering those requirements in a 128 

coordinated and customer-focused manner that avoids unnecessary duplication, provides clear 129 

pathways among related programs, and reduces the likelihood that eligible households will 130 

abandon the process before receiving available benefits. 131 

The Commission should therefore preserve and expand enrollment practices that provide 132 

customers with a clear path to available assistance, including combined application processes and 133 

appropriate use of categorical eligibility. These approaches can reduce customer burden, support 134 

participation, and help connect eligible households with ESA and other services intended to 135 

improve household affordability and well-being. 136 

D. Effective Customer Navigation Can Help Households Access Available ESA 137 
Benefits 138 

Customer eligibility alone does not guarantee successful participation in ESA programs. 139 

Customers must first become aware of available services, understand program requirements, 140 

complete enrollment processes, respond to requests for information, and ultimately navigate the 141 

steps necessary to receive program benefits. As a result, customer navigation and support services 142 

can play an important role in helping eligible households successfully access assistance. 143 

Several parties note that customers may face challenges throughout the enrollment process, 144 

particularly when interacting with multiple programs, eligibility requirements, and verification 145 
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procedures. These challenges may be especially significant for customers with limited English 146 

proficiency, limited digital literacy, disabilities, or other barriers to participation. As discussed 147 

previously, stakeholder testimony demonstrates that many eligible households require additional 148 

assistance navigating available program offerings and completing enrollment requirements.15 149 

The County supports approaches that help customers successfully navigate available services 150 

rather than placing the burden entirely on households to identify, understand, and access program 151 

benefits on their own. Clear communications, coordinated outreach, and individualized customer 152 

support can help reduce confusion, increase participation, and improve customer experience. These 153 

efforts may be particularly valuable for customers who are participating in multiple assistance 154 

programs or who have historically been underserved by traditional delivery approaches. 155 

E. Accessibility and Inclusive Program Design Help Ensure ESA Services Reach All 156 
Eligible Customers 157 

CforAT's testimony highlights the importance of ensuring that IQPs remain accessible to 158 

customers with disabilities, medical needs, and chronic health conditions. CforAT explains that 159 

these customers are disproportionately low-income and often rely on affordability programs to help 160 

meet essential energy needs.16 161 

The County agrees that accessibility should be considered throughout program design, 162 

outreach, enrollment, and implementation. Customers may encounter barriers related to language 163 

access, digital literacy, internet availability, accessibility of online platforms, or the ability to 164 

provide and receive information through traditional communication channels. Program 165 

requirements that are manageable for some customers may present significant challenges for 166 

others. 167 

 
15 NCLC Testimony, pp. 3–7; CforAT Testimony, pp. 1, 13–14. 
16 CforAT Testimony, p. 1. 
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As discussed by both CforAT and NCLC, customers may already face a variety of 168 

circumstances that make participation more difficult, including disability-related needs, limited 169 

English proficiency, lack of internet access, and other barriers.17 Accessible and inclusive program 170 

design can help ensure that these customers are not unintentionally excluded from assistance for 171 

which they are otherwise eligible. 172 

The County supports continued efforts to incorporate accessibility considerations into 173 

program delivery, customer communications, enrollment processes, and customer support services. 174 

Accessible program design helps ensure that ESA benefits are available to all eligible households 175 

and supports equitable access to the services these programs are intended to provide. 176 

III. ELECTRIFICATION AND CUSTOMER BENEFITS 177 

A. Affordability Protections Should Remain a Central Consideration in 178 
Electrification Efforts 179 

Several parties discuss the role of electrification within future IQP portfolios. While parties 180 

offer differing perspectives regarding program design, the County agrees that affordability should 181 

remain a central consideration as electrification efforts continue to expand. 182 

The County recognizes the potential benefits that electrification measures may provide to 183 

income-qualified households. At the same time, many customers served through income-qualified 184 

programs already experience significant energy burdens and face competing financial pressures. As 185 

a result, electrification investments should be evaluated not only based on technology adoption 186 

goals, but also on their ability to improve customer outcomes and maintain or enhance household 187 

affordability. 188 

 
17 CforAT Testimony, pp. 1, 13–14; NCLC Testimony, pp. 3–7. 
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TURN supports electrification while emphasizing the need to protect participating 189 

households from adverse bill impacts.18 Similarly, Cal Advocates argues that electrification 190 

measures should not increase participating households’ utility bills and recommends post-191 

electrification bill protections where electrification proposals are approved.19 192 

The County believes that electrification efforts should be implemented in a manner that 193 

recognizes the diverse circumstances of income-qualified households. Customers may face varying 194 

housing conditions, equipment needs, energy-use patterns, and financial constraints. For some 195 

households, electrification opportunities may offer meaningful benefits. For others, additional 196 

support, customer education, remediation work, or complementary program services may be 197 

necessary to ensure successful adoption and positive outcomes. 198 

The County therefore supports approaches that balance electrification objectives with 199 

customer affordability considerations. Program offerings should continue to focus on delivering 200 

tangible benefits to participating households while minimizing the risk of creating new barriers or 201 

unintended financial burdens. Maintaining this focus on customer outcomes will help ensure that 202 

electrification efforts remain consistent with the underlying purpose of IQPs. 203 

B. Electrification Opportunities Can Deliver Meaningful Benefits to Income-204 
Qualified Households 205 

While affordability protections remain essential, the County also recognizes the potential 206 

benefits that electrification opportunities can provide to income-qualified households. Sierra Club's 207 

testimony supports expanded access to electrification measures and recommends increased 208 

investment in electrification technologies and related enabling measures within ESA programs. 209 

Sierra Club argues that electrification should be expressly prioritized within ESA and that income-210 

 
18 Prepared Testimony of Jennifer Kallay on the Energy Savings Assistance Programs, Exhibit TURN-01 (TURN Kallay 
Testimony), pp. 31–34. 
19 Cal Advocates Testimony, pp. 2-8–2-13. 
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qualified households should have access to electrification measures that can provide energy 211 

savings, bill savings, and health, comfort, and safety benefits.20 212 

The County agrees that income-qualified customers should have meaningful access to 213 

electrification opportunities when those measures are appropriate for the property, customer, and 214 

household circumstances. Low-income households may face barriers to accessing newer 215 

technologies and energy upgrades, including appliance affordability, property-owner approval, 216 

language and digital-literacy challenges, and limited awareness of available programs.21 As 217 

electrification technologies become increasingly common throughout the broader marketplace, it is 218 

important that income-qualified households are not left behind. 219 

At the same time, the County recognizes that successful electrification often requires more 220 

than simply offering a replacement technology. In many cases, customers may benefit from 221 

complementary services, education, or technical assistance that help ensure electrification 222 

measures can be effectively installed and operated. Sierra Club similarly highlights the importance 223 

of maintaining support for enabling measures that help facilitate successful electrification 224 

projects.22 225 

The County therefore supports continued exploration of electrification opportunities within 226 

ESA and other income-qualified programs. When implemented thoughtfully and paired with 227 

appropriate customer protections and support services, electrification measures may help 228 

participating households improve energy efficiency, increase comfort, and access additional 229 

program benefits. These opportunities should remain available to eligible customers while 230 

 
20 Direct Testimony of Rebecca Barker and Chinyere Osuala on Behalf of Sierra Club, Exhibit SC-01 (Sierra Club Testimony), pp. 
2, 7. 
21 Evergreen Economics, 2025 Low Income Needs Assessment Final Report (2025 LINA), pp. 47–48, 60–61, 67, 84–86. 
22 Sierra Club Testimony, p. 2. 
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recognizing the importance of affordability, customer choice, and individual household 231 

circumstances. 232 

IV. LOCAL DELIVERY MODEL 233 

A. Multiple Program Offerings Can Enhance Customer Participation and 234 
Experience, Specifically for Those Most Underserved 235 

Testimony submitted by multiple parties demonstrates that income-qualified customers have 236 

different circumstances, barriers, and service needs. Factors such as housing type, language access, 237 

disability-related needs, and access to technology may affect a customer’s ability to participate in 238 

available programs. These differences support maintaining multiple program offerings and service 239 

pathways rather than relying on a single approach for all eligible households.  240 

The County supports a diverse portfolio of program offerings that can accommodate the 241 

varied circumstances of income-qualified households. A single delivery model or customer 242 

pathway has historically been proven to not be equally effective for all participants. Customers 243 

living in multifamily properties may face different challenges than those living in single-family 244 

homes. Likewise, customers with limited English proficiency, seniors, customers with disabilities, 245 

and other underserved populations may benefit from different forms of outreach, engagement, and 246 

program support. 247 

Providing multiple program offerings and service pathways can help improve customer 248 

participation and overall program experience. Flexible program offerings and service pathways can 249 

help customers participate in ways that reflect their individual circumstances and community 250 

needs. Providing these options can also reduce customer burden and improve the overall customer 251 

experience.  252 

The County therefore supports maintaining a range of program offerings and delivery 253 

pathways that help expand participation among eligible customers. This flexibility may be 254 
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particularly important for historically underserved households, which often face the greatest 255 

barriers to participation but may also benefit most from successful program engagement. 256 

B. Partnerships and Innovative Delivery Approaches Can Improve Customer 257 
Outcomes 258 

The County supports partnerships and delivery approaches that use the strengths of local 259 

governments, CBOs, housing organizations, social-service providers, and other entities with 260 

community-based experience. These entities may have existing relationships, local knowledge, and 261 

service-delivery experience that can complement traditional program administration and help 262 

connect customers with available resources. 263 

Partnerships may also help improve customer awareness, provide support throughout the 264 

customer journey, and identify barriers that may not be apparent through traditional program 265 

administration alone. The 2025 LINA, for example, recommends stronger coordination with local 266 

in-language CBOs to provide support throughout the program process, including outreach, 267 

assessment, installation, and follow-up.23 268 

Innovative delivery approaches should be evaluated based on their ability to increase access, 269 

improve participation, reduce customer burden, and enhance customer experience. Approaches that 270 

connect customers with multiple services, improve coordination across programs, or provide 271 

additional support to underserved populations may warrant particular consideration. 272 

V. PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT 273 

A. Ongoing Evaluation Can Help Identify Opportunities to Improve Program 274 
Delivery 275 

The County agrees with stakeholder testimony emphasizing the importance of evaluating 276 

program performance and using lessons learned to improve future program delivery. Cal 277 

 
23 2025 LINA, pp. 84–86. 
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Advocates argues that “reasonable spending should correlate with the actual energy, demand, and 278 

therms savings.”24 Cal Advocates also recommends a mid-cycle process for adjusting budgets 279 

based on actual spending during the first two years of the next program cycle.25 280 

The County agrees that ongoing evaluation plays an important role in ensuring IQPs continue 281 

to effectively serve eligible households. Customer needs, housing conditions, technologies, and 282 

market circumstances evolve over time, and evaluation can help determine whether programs 283 

remain aligned with those changing conditions. Evaluation can also help identify barriers that limit 284 

participation, highlight successful practices, and provide information regarding how programs can 285 

better serve income-qualified customers. 286 

The County believes that evaluation efforts should consider not only energy savings and 287 

expenditures, but also customer participation and experience. As discussed previously, NCLC and 288 

CforAT identify barriers related to enrollment, verification, accessibility, and customer 289 

navigation.26 Ongoing evaluation can help determine whether these barriers persist, whether 290 

particular customer populations continue to face challenges accessing services, and whether 291 

program modifications are improving outcomes for participating households. 292 

The County further supports the use of evaluation as a tool for continuous improvement 293 

rather than solely as a retrospective review of program performance. Findings regarding 294 

participation levels, service delivery, accessibility, and customer outcomes can help administrators 295 

refine program offerings, improve customer-engagement strategies, and better align services with 296 

 
24 Cal Advocates Testimony, p. 1-2. 
25 Cal Advocates Testimony, pp. 2-3 to 2-4. 
26 Prepared Testimony of Leigh Ferrin Presenting Survey Information from California Legal Services and Community-Based 
Organizations that Serve Low-Income Clients, Exhibit NCLC-01, pp. 3–7; Prepared Testimony of the Center for Accessible 
Technology, pp. 1, 13–14. 
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customer needs. This type of iterative evaluation can be particularly valuable for identifying 297 

approaches that successfully serve hard-to-reach and historically underserved populations. 298 

B. Performance Metrics Should Reflect Meaningful Customer and Program 299 
Outcomes 300 

Cal Advocates emphasizes that ESA programs should be evaluated based on both prudent 301 

spending and program outcomes, noting that program expenditures should correspond to achieved 302 

savings and customer benefits.27 Cal Advocates further argues that the Commission should ensure 303 

program investments deliver measurable value and that budgets should be aligned with what 304 

program administrators can reasonably achieve.28 305 

The County agrees that performance measurement should include traditional indicators such 306 

as participation levels, energy savings, spending, and cost-effectiveness. However, these measures 307 

alone may not fully capture whether eligible households are successfully accessing and benefiting 308 

from program services. As discussed elsewhere in this testimony, stakeholders identified a variety 309 

of barriers related to enrollment, verification, accessibility, and customer navigation that can affect 310 

participation and completion of services.29 Performance metrics should therefore help illuminate 311 

whether customers are progressing successfully through the program experience and receiving 312 

intended benefits. 313 

The County believes that a more comprehensive set of performance measures can provide a 314 

clearer picture of program effectiveness. In addition to energy and participation metrics, the 315 

Commission may wish to consider measures related to customer access, enrollment success, 316 

service completion, customer experience, participation among underserved populations, and 317 

 
27 Cal Advocates Testimony, pp. 1-2 to 1-3; 3-1 to 3-4. 
28 Cal Advocates Testimony, pp. 2-52 to 2-53. 
29 Prepared Testimony of Leigh Ferrin Presenting Survey Information from California Legal Services and Community-Based 
Organizations that Serve Low-Income Clients, Exhibit NCLC-01, pp. 3–7; Prepared Testimony of the Center for Accessible 
Technology, pp. 1, 13–14. 
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customer retention. These types of metrics can help identify whether programs are effectively 318 

reaching the households they are intended to serve and whether particular populations continue to 319 

face barriers to participation. 320 

The County also agrees with Cal Advocates that customer outcomes should remain central 321 

when evaluating electrification and other program investments. Cal Advocates notes that 322 

electrification efforts should be implemented in a manner that avoids increasing hardships for 323 

participating households and recommends safeguards to ensure positive customer outcomes.30 324 

Similarly, the County believes that performance measures should help assess whether program 325 

investments are improving affordability, reducing barriers, and delivering meaningful benefits to 326 

participating households. 327 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 328 

Based on the discussion in this rebuttal testimony, the County recommends that the Commission: 329 

1. Reduce unnecessary barriers to participation for eligible households, including barriers 330 

related to verification, enrollment, customer navigation, and accessibility. 331 

2. Preserve accessibility measures, customer protections, and inclusive program design to help 332 

ensure that all eligible customers can successfully access available services and benefits. 333 

3. Advance electrification opportunities in a manner that protects affordability, supports 334 

customer choice, and delivers meaningful benefits to participating households. 335 

4. Support ongoing evaluation and performance measurement that promotes continuous 336 

program improvement and focuses on meaningful customer and program outcomes. 337 

5. Maintain flexible program offerings and encourage partnerships and innovative delivery 338 

approaches that improve participation, customer experience, and outcomes, particularly for 339 

historically underserved populations. 340 

 
30 Cal Advocates Testimony, pp. 2-8 through 2-13, 2-53. 
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VII. CONCLUSION  341 

The County appreciates the opportunity to provide this Rebuttal Testimony in the 342 

consolidated 2028–2033 Income-Qualified Programs proceeding. As discussed throughout this 343 

testimony, the County supports policies and program design approaches that improve customer 344 

access, strengthen customer protections, promote accountability and continuous program 345 

improvement, and enhance outcomes for income-qualified households. The County respectfully 346 

requests that the Commission consider the positions and recommendations presented herein as it 347 

evaluates the record and the investor-owned utilities' 2028–2033 Income-Qualified Program 348 

applications. 349 

Respectfully submitted, 350 
  351 

/s/ Lujuana S. Medina                        352 
             353 

Lujuana S. Medina 354 
Division Manager, Environmental 355 
Initiatives 356 
County of Los Angeles 357 
1100 North Eastern Avenue 358 
Los Angeles, CA 90063­3200  359 
(323) 267-2006 360 
LMedina@isd.lacounty.gov 361 
 362 
For the County of Los Angeles 363 
 364 
 365 
 366 

October 16, 2026 367 
 368 


	I. INTRODUCTION
	A. Purpose of Testimony

	II. CUSTOMER ACCESS AND PARTICIPATION
	A. Hard-to-Reach Customers Continue to Face Unique Barriers to Participation in ESA Programs
	B. Verification Requirements Should Not Create Unnecessary Barriers for Eligible Households
	C. Simplified Enrollment Pathways Can Improve Access to ESA Services
	D. Effective Customer Navigation Can Help Households Access Available ESA Benefits
	E. Accessibility and Inclusive Program Design Help Ensure ESA Services Reach All Eligible Customers

	III. ELECTRIFICATION AND CUSTOMER BENEFITS
	A. Affordability Protections Should Remain a Central Consideration in Electrification Efforts
	B. Electrification Opportunities Can Deliver Meaningful Benefits to Income-Qualified Households

	IV. LOCAL DELIVERY MODEL
	A. Multiple Program Offerings Can Enhance Customer Participation and Experience, Specifically for Those Most Underserved
	B. Partnerships and Innovative Delivery Approaches Can Improve Customer Outcomes

	V. PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY AND OVERSIGHT
	A. Ongoing Evaluation Can Help Identify Opportunities to Improve Program Delivery
	B. Performance Metrics Should Reflect Meaningful Customer and Program Outcomes

	VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
	VII. CONCLUSION

