Part A: Provider Information Request 
If you or your organization helps or has previously helped administer a utility assistance program (weatherization, LIHEAP, PAYS, Keeping Current, Dollar Help, Dollar More, ERPP, Critical Needs, Low-Income Assistance Programs, Payment Partner Program, etc.) please provide your name and the name of your organization. Please include the following: 
1) List the name of each assistance program that you help/helped administer and include your utility partner (i.e., Ameren, Evergy Metro and/or West, Missouri-American Water, Summit Gas, Liberty Utilities (Empire), Spire Gas). If you work directly with a state agency, please list the state agency.  
My name is Tammy Agard, and I am co-founder and CEO of EEtility. EEtility is the original and current Program Implementor of Pay As You Save® (PAYS®) and our Utility partners in Missouri are Ameren Missouri, Evergy Metro and West, and Spire Gas. 
PAYS directly aligns with OW‑2026‑0085 by providing a simple, universally accessible, non‑debt pathway to lower utility bills, including for households burdened by income limitations, medical debt or who are otherwise not able to take on loans to get long lasting and impactful energy efficient measures installed in their homes. It improves long‑term household stability, reduces the risk of recurring arrearages and disconnections, operates efficiently, and complements—not replaces—existing assistance programs while protecting the interests of all ratepayers.

a. If your organization is a current program administrator, please provide the initial date of the contract for each program. If your organization no longer assists with the administration of a utility assistance program, please provide the timeframe in which you were contracted to administrate the program(s). 
EEtility launched PAYS for Ameren Missouri in mid-2020, Evergy Metro and West in early 2021 and Spire Gas in early 2022. EEtility continues to operate PAYS for these Missouri Investor-Owned Utilities to date. 

b. How many employees from your organization perform or performed intake and approval for each program?  Please break down the duties for each employee assigned to processing applications. 

None. EEtility employees do not perform intake or approval functions for PAYS because PAYS is not an income‑qualified program and as such, does not require the intake, review, or processing tasks of applications to be performed. Instead, enrollment forms are completed by the customer enrolling in PAYS and upon their electronic submission, customer name and address information is verified, through automation. Once real time auto verified, the customer is prompted to self‑schedule an in‑home visit via an automated pop-up calendar interface. Additionally, appointment reminders are sent via automated text messaging software with electronic opportunities to cancel and reschedule if the customers self-scheduled appointment timeframe needs to change. EEtility does employee office staff who can and do occasionally help a participant who might call should a question or concern arise at any point through the customer journey in PAYS. In this capacity, said staff person can and will help someone change or reschedule their house visit appointment if and when inclement weather or some other unforeseen circumstance happens last minute and a manual change in the house visit schedule is needed.

c. For each program, please provide the average number of applications that are processed each month. If there are seasonal changes or other factors that increase or decrease the number of assistance requests, please explain. 
Over the last 12 months, EEtility has received an average of 391 PAYS enrollments per month in Missouri. PAYS enrollment data from a 2021–2022 study shows that 61% of participants identify energy bill affordability as the primary driver for participation in PAYS so unsurprisingly, enrollment levels in PAYS increase during the cooling season when residential energy usage and bills typically peak. A significant portion of the upfront costs of energy efficiency measures to get installed through PAYS are financed upfront by Ameren, Evergy, and Spire and 100% of those costs plus interest are fully recovered by each Utility from the metered premises participating in PAYS over time. Accordingly, seasonal fluctuations in PAYS enrollments as shown in the chart below reflect customer response to affordability concerns during Missouri’s cooling season.
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2) Does your organization conduct internal surveys or evaluations to gauge the effectiveness of the programs that you help or helped administer? If yes, please explain the process and indicate whether the results are shared with utility partners and/or state agencies. 
Yes. EEtility conducts internal customer surveys to assess program delivery and identify opportunities for improvement. As part of the PAYS project completion process, participants are asked to rate their experience and may provide written feedback following installation of efficiency upgrades.
Ratings are reviewed internally and, in the limited instances where feedback indicates dissatisfaction, EEtility follows up directly with the participant to understand concerns and implement corrective actions when feasible. During the early years of the PAYS program, summary survey results were shared with utility partners in connection with certain performance metrics. EEtility continues to track customer satisfaction internally and can always provide summary results to utility partners or state agencies upon request and at no cost. 

3) Based on your experience and feedback from customers that participate in assistance programs, what are the strengths and weaknesses of each program that you help or helped administer? If you have empirical and/or anecdotal support for your comments, please provide them as well.  
Based on program administration experience and feedback from participating customers and contractors, the PAYS tariff-based program exhibits several material strengths, as well as identifiable weaknesses that have been acknowledged and addressed through ongoing program modifications.
Program Strengths
Customer and contractor feedback consistently reflects high satisfaction with these PAYS attributes, nearly all of which center around affordability concerns
· Reduction of upfront cost barriers.
PAYS enables participating utilities to provide a portion of the upfront capital required for eligible, cost‑effective energy efficiency measures. Utility investments are then fully recovered through Commission‑approved tariff charges applied to the metered location. As a result, customer upfront costs for these measures are significantly reduced and with the utilities cost recovery charges offset by using only 80% of the estimated savings produced from the measures installed, immediate and long term net bill savings at that metered location occur throughout the utilities cost‑recovery. 
· Meter‑based obligation.
Utility cost recovery obligations remain tied to the metered location rather than the individual customer. If occupancy changes, subsequent customers continue to pay the tariff charge while receiving the ongoing bill savings and non‑energy benefits associated with the installed measures. 
· Broader access to a larger customer base
Unlike on bill financed loan or income‑qualified assistance programs, PAYS does not require credit checks, debt‑to‑income thresholds, or income eligibility determinations—requirements that often exclude many customers facing energy affordability challenges. Instead, PAYS relies on a tariff‑based cost‑recovery mechanism that broadens access to long‑lasting energy‑efficiency upgrades for ratepayers, including those who are credit‑constrained, unwilling or unable to pursue traditional financing, or ineligible for low‑income assistance programs—regardless of their life circumstances.

Program Weaknesses and Mitigation Actions
Program experience has also identified the following challenges:
· Limited program awareness among eligible customers and trade allies;
· Administrative complexity during early implementation; and
· Higher initial implementation costs relative to early measured outcomes.
Previously identified program challenges were transparently disclosed, and EEtility began systematically addressing these issues in early 2024. Remedial efforts focused on integrating and expanding automation, as well as strategically applying advanced technologies to modernize program operations. These capabilities were subsequently deployed beginning in the third quarter of 2025 through the FastTrack HVAC PAYS enrollment and service delivery platform. Since implementation, the resulting enhancements to program design, service delivery processes, and contractor‑led engagement have produced measurable, sustained performance improvements observed in the field.
Relative to the traditional PAYS enrollment and service delivery pathway, the FastTrack PAYS pathway has produced significant gains in administrative efficiency and customer participation. As reflected in the table below, the cost to generate and present a PAYS Offer under the FastTrack pathway to PAYS declined by approximately 81 percent (from $855 to $159), while Offer acceptance rates have increased nearly seven‑fold (from 6.3 percent to 43.2 percent). These results demonstrate that the contractor‑led FastTrack PAYS pathway significantly and materially enhances scalability, program cost effectiveness, and overall program performance compared to the original PAYS service delivery approach.

Traditional vs. FastTrack PAYS Pathways
	Performance Metric
	Traditional PAYS Pathway
	FastTrack PAYS Pathway
	Observed Change

	Enrollment & Service Delivery Model
	Heavily administered, multi‑step process
	Contractor‑led, streamlined process
	Structural redesign

	Cost to Generate & Present an Offer
	$855 per Offer
	$159 per Offer
	↓ 81% reduction. 

	Offer Acceptance Rate
	6.3%
	43.2%
	~7× increase = much higher impact 

	Administrative Efficiency
	Baseline
	Significantly improved
	Material improvement

	Scalability
	Limited
	High
	Expanded capacity

	Cost Effectiveness
	Moderate
	Substantially improved
	Demonstrated savings (and incorporate FastTrack IT infrastructure into traditional PAYS*)


*In recognition of the above outcomes, EEtility has proposed incorporating FastTrack enrollment and service delivery automations into the current traditional PAYS pathway and is actively engaging stakeholders to inform further development of the FastTrack PAYS platform with rollout capability as soon as Q1 of 2027.



Part B: Stakeholder Information Request
All interested stakeholders are invited to submit responses to any or all of the following questions. To ensure submissions are as helpful as possible, respondents are encouraged to provide specific information and data relevant to circumstances experienced in Missouri, "lessons learned" from other jurisdictions, and citations. 
1.Please provide information on the adequacy of any existing programs in reducing disconnections and arrearages for high-burden households. Specifically: File No. OW-2026-0085:  
a. The degree to which current programs improve long-term household stability (e.g., reduction in "repeat" shutoffs) versus providing one-time crisis relief, 
Unlike one‑time assistance programs that address crisis arrearages after they have accumulated, PAYS is structured to improve long‑term household stability by reducing the customer’s underlying energy burden. By helping to finance cost‑effective energy efficiency measures and facilitating its cost recovery by placing a tariffed charge at the metered location that is designed not to exceed estimated  annual bill savings, Utilities that offer PAYS allow their customers to  experience immediate net reductions in total utility bills- even as the Utilities are fully paid back.
In fact, program experience indicates that customers who reduce their energy consumption through PAYS‑upfront funded upgrades are less likely to experience recurring arrearages and/or repeat disconnections, particularly in housing stock with previously high energy waste. While PAYS does not directly retire pre‑existing arrearages, it can materially reduce the likelihood that new arrears accumulate by improving affordability on a going‑forward basis. 
b. The specific program features (e.g., predictable monthly payments, income-based caps, arrearage forgiveness, and hardship protections) demonstrated to be most effective at stabilizing households and preventing "repeated cycles" of late payments, 
Several core PAYS program features have demonstrated effectiveness in improving payment stability and addressing long term affordability concerns:
· Predictable monthly charges: Repayment occurs through a fixed, tariff‑based monthly charge, providing customers with predictable obligations rather than variable lump‑sum payments.
· Savings‑based underwriting: the financed portion of upgrades are determined  based primarily when projected savings are expected to exceed tariff charges, aligning repayment with affordability rather than customer credit history.
· No customer debt or credit screening: The obligation is tied to the meter, not the individual, eliminating barriers for customers with poor credit or prior financial distress.
· Tariff portability: In the event of a move, the remaining tariff obligation (and improvements) stays with the meter, reducing customer risk and increasing willingness to participate.
· Built‑in consumer protections: These typically include disclosure requirements, upgrade performance analysis if complaints of charges outweighing savings are made, the ability to suspend tariff charges and direct no cost repairs/replacement if investigation concludes measure installed failed to perform at no fault of the participant.
Together, these features distinguish PAYS from traditional bill loan programs and low-income assistance programs that rely on healthy credit, income verification, arrearage status, or episodic eligibility windows. 
c. Customer categories (e.g., irregular income, medical debt, unbanked) currently underserved or excluded by these programs, 
PAYS has proven particularly accessible to customer groups that are often underserved by traditional assistance programs, including:
· Households with irregular or seasonal income, for whom income‑based eligibility or annual recertification create barriers.
· Customers with medical debt or damaged credit, who may be unable to access financing or installment‑based programs.
· Unbanked or underbanked customers, for whom third‑party financing and payment mechanisms are impractical.
· Renters in individually metered units, who are frequently excluded from capital‑intensive efficiency upgrades.
However, PAYS may offer less immediate benefit to customers with acute arrearages or imminent disconnection risk, absent parallel bill‑assistance or arrearage management programs.
d. The primary factors limiting the effectiveness of current designs, such as funding caps, restrictive eligibility windows, or administrative barriers, 
Some enhancements could further strengthen PAYS’ role in mitigating disconnections for high‑burden households. If PAYS could be paired with arrearage relief or payment stabilization programs, PAYS can function as a durable affordability intervention that reduces the need for repeated crisis assistance over time.
· Integration with arrearage management or payment assistance programs, allowing customers to address existing debt while PAYS reduces future bills.
e. The specific modifications or alternative models (e.g., income-based caps or automatic enrollment) that could close identified gaps. 
· Targeted outreach or automatic screening for customers with repeated late payments or high usage relative to dwelling characteristics. When paired with arrearage relief or payment stabilization programs, PAYS can function as a durable affordability intervention that reduces the need for repeated crisis assistance over time. PAYS can also function as an affordability intervention when customers who apply for assistance programs are turned away, regardless of the reason.
2. What criteria and mechanisms should be used to determine program eligibility? Please provide any information or suggestions on the following: N/A as PAYS is open to all residential ratepayers (only significant deferred maintenance observations or extreme health and/or safety concerns of the structure prohibit full participation in PAYS)
a. Principles that should be used to establish eligibility criteria (e.g., need, administrative feasibility, accuracy, and alignment with household need) and how to prioritize access to assistance when resources are limited, 
b. Income thresholds, vulnerability indicators, or energy burden metrics for determining program eligibility, 
c. Effectiveness of automatic enrollment, 
d. Risk-management practices (e.g., random audits, post-enrollment verification, data-matching) that are effective without creating undue burden for applicants, and
 e. Program design elements that prevent fraud, collecting duplicate benefits, or mismanagement while maintaining accessibility for eligible households. 
3. Please describe:
a. Administrative practices that reduce customer burden and streamline application, verification, and recertification processes (e.g., short-form applications, online portals, single-point-of-entry systems), 
b. Program design elements that reduce administrative workload while maintaining accurate eligibility determinations, and
 c. Strategies from other jurisdictions that have effectively reduced verification or recertification barriers. 
4. Please identify and provide any information on the following: 
a. Metrics that should be used to evaluate program performance, measure impacts, and assess cost-effectiveness
To ensure transparent evaluation and regulatory confidence, PAYS program performance should be assessed using metrics that capture the program’s ability to ensure customer awareness of PAYS, lower energy use, scale participation cost effectively, measure/report real savings and fully quantify system value:
· Participation and Uptake
· Enrollments among eligible premises- All residential customers are “eligible” for PAYS, however, approximately 15 to 20% of enrollees end up never scheduling the in-home visit or not being home at the scheduled time they themselves booked. As a result, for M&V purposes, it is important to define enrollment as those that self-schedule and receive an in-house visit (a PAYS offer can not be made absent a house visit)
· Completion rate of recommended measures- Again, it is important that only those that have received an actual home visit and as such, an Offer with recommendations should be counted to measure PAYS % completion or acceptance rate.
· Participation by housing type- single‑family, multifamily of 4 plex or less,  mobile home, Owner occupied/renter occupied.
· Enrollment reason- Ask and report the participants main motivation for enrollment/participation
· Energy and Bill Impacts
· Average and median kWh/therm reductions per accepted Offer
· Average and median bill savings relative to pre‑participation baseline
· Percentage of projects where realized savings meet the PAYS 80/20 rule
· Persistence of savings over time (e.g., 1‑, 3‑, and 5‑year intervals)
· Cost‑Effectiveness
· Total resource cost (TRC) or utility system cost metrics, as applicable with financed job costs separated from Program operations/administrative costs (financed job costs are fully recovered by Utilities over time by participants with interest).
· Cost per unit of energy saved
· Net impact on utility revenue requirements and ratepayer costs separating  financed job costs (fully recovered by Utilities over time with interest).

· Energy & Demand Impacts
· Average and total energy savings (kWh, therms) per participant
· Peak demand reduction (kW) attributable to PAYS projects
· Persistence of savings over time (post‑installation performance)
· Financial Performance
· Average monthly utility bill impact (pre‑ vs. post‑participation) factoring out  rate increases (outside the Program’s control)
· Net bill savings rate (% of participants realizing positive cash flow factoring out rate increases) 
· Project cost per kWh saved or per them saved, separate financed project costs as they are repaid over time with interest.
· Capital recovery rate and repayment performance
· Equity & Distributional Impacts
· Savings distribution across utility service territory, regardless of income and/or demographic groups
· Comparison of access and outcomes of PAYS versus traditional “on bill” financing programs

b. Metrics for evaluating the effectiveness of marketing, education, and outreach efforts should be measured and reported by those who market the PAYS Program
Awareness & Reach
· Customer awareness rate (survey‑based)
· Impressions, click‑through rates, or engagement rates for digital outreach
· Number of community‑based outreach events and attendance levels
Conversion & Enrollment
· Lead‑to‑enrollment conversion rate 
· Enrollment completion rate (evidenced by the enrollee scheduling the house visit and allowing the house visit to occur).
· Enrollment rate by outreach channel (mail, digital, contractor referral, community partner)
Comprehensive Outreach
· Participation rates among all populations (LMI, renters, language‑limited households etc)
Education Quality
· Customer self‑reported understanding of repayment terms and bill impacts
· Frequency of follow‑up inquiries indicating confusion or misunderstanding of messaging
· Contractor or partner feedback on customer readiness and comprehension

c. Customer-experience metrics that should be used to evaluate program accessibility, clarity, and ease of navigation, including the application, verification, and enrollment processes
These metrics will help assess whether PAYS is easy to understand and participate in from the customer perspective.
 Enrollment Experience
· Average number of steps required to enroll
· Enrollment abandonment rate
· Median processing time for customer verification
· Percentage of enrollments requiring resubmission or correction
Customer Satisfaction

· Post‑enrollment survey results on clarity of program terms
· Complaint rate related to enrollment and when Offers are accepted, repayment rate
Accessibility
· Use of assistive services (call centers)
· Participation rates among customers with limited digital access
Billing & Repayment Clarity
· Percentage of customers who correctly interpret bill line items
· Frequency of billing‑related customer service calls
· Customer confidence in understanding of PAYS repayment obligation

d. Metrics for evaluating whether customer verification requirements are appropriate and working relative to staff time, if any, to do so.
Verification Burden
· Average number of documents required per enrollment
· Verification time per enrollee
· Percentage of enrollments delayed or denied due to customer verification issues
Administrative Efficiency
· Cost per verified enrollment
· Staff time, if any, spent on verifying enrollee is a participating Utility customer
· Automation rate (percentage of verifications completed via data matching rather than reviewing documents)

e. Metrics that should be used to assess whether programs improve long-term household stability, reduce arrearages, prevent disconnections, and support energy-efficiency or weatherization investments. 
The below metrics will help assess whether PAYS contributes to durable improvements in customer well‑being and grid outcomes.
Household Financial Stability
· Change in arrearage balances pre‑ and post‑participation
· Frequency and duration of payment delinquencies
· Reduction in payment plan enrollments or emergency assistance requests
Service Continuity
· Disconnection and reconnection rates among participants vs. non‑participants
· Days of service interruption avoided
· Retention of service over multi‑year periods
Housing & Energy Improvements
· Number and type of energy‑efficiency or weatherization measures installed
· Persistence of improvements over time
· Secondary benefits (comfort, health, reduced maintenance costs)
Customer Retention & Repeat Engagement
· Rate of repeat participation or additional upgrades
· Long‑term customer satisfaction trends
· Continued bill savings after repayment completion

5. Please identify and evaluate: N/A – PAYS is not an assistance program
a. The relationship between utility rate structures and the success of assistance programs. 
b. How the following rate design elements affect households with limited or no income flexibility: 
i. fixed charges 
ii. seasonal usage and rates 
iii. time-variant pricing 

6. Identify specific program elements that have demonstrated the greatest success in reducing reliance on crisis assistance. (e.g., offering 1/12th debt forgiveness in exchange for on-time payments, offering levelized billing) 
Based on our experience, households often rely on crisis assistance programs not because of short‑term hardship alone, but because persistent energy inefficiency drives unaffordable utility bills. The most effective and equitable way to reduce this reliance is to address energy waste at its source—by enabling cost‑effective efficiency improvements that lower bills sustainably and reduce barriers to participation. Importantly, this approach avoids dependence on income‑qualified subsidies alone, which are frequently limited, inconsistently available, and unevenly distributed across the rate base. 
7. Describe the implementation challenges that should be anticipated when launching. N/A, PAYS is currently up and running in Missouri (implementation adjustments  to traditional PAYS have been described on pg 4 and 5)
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