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About This Report

In this document, we provide an interim review of Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s)
Wildfire Recovery Compensation Program (WRCP), which SCE established following the
January 7, 2025, Eaton Fire in Altadena and surrounding communities. We draw on SCE’s
administrative data on program activity through July 6, 2026, and on a series of interviews we
conducted with stakeholders with substantial experience in wildfire compensation and recovery.

In major utility-caused wildfires, survivors typically turn first to insurance and then, where
losses remain uncompensated, to litigation against potentially responsible parties. That process,
however, often takes years to resolve and can entail substantial attorney fees and other
transaction costs. The WRCP was created as an alternative path to provide compensation more
quickly through a structured direct-claims process with lower legal costs. The WRCP raises
broader questions about the role that direct compensation programs can play in resolving mass
wildfire claims, the extent to which such programs can reduce legal and other transaction costs,
and the conditions under which they may complement or compete with the traditional litigation
process.

This report examines how the WRCP has operated to date, including the volume and
composition of claims submitted, the extent to which offers have been extended, accepted,
declined, or submitted for Detailed Review, and the pace at which claims have been paid. It also
considers the factors that may affect claimant interest in the program, including views on the
compensation schedule, the treatment of insurance offsets, the role of attorney representation,
and the broader litigation environment in which the program is operating. Finally, we identify
issues that may warrant consideration as the WRCP continues and highlight possible lessons for
the design of compensation programs following future wildfires.

Because the WRCP remains open and litigation arising from the Eaton Fire is ongoing, this
interim review does not provide a final evaluation of the program’s effectiveness. Nor does it
explore potential broader implications of the program, such as its impact on incentives to reduce
wildfire risk. Rather, the report is intended to document program activity to date, summarize
stakeholder perspectives, and identify questions that may warrant further analysis as both the
WRCP and related litigation continue to unfold.

The report should be of use to Eaton Fire survivors and their attorneys who are considering
applying to the program, SCE as developer and administrator of the WRCP, and other utilities
that may consider setting up similar programs in the future. It should also be of interest to the
California legislature as it considers the merits of a publicly administered compensation process
as well as other changes in the liability and compensation system for wildfires, whether utility-
caused or not.
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Summary

Southern California Edison’s Wildfire Recovery Compensation Program (WRCP) provides
evidence that a utility can set up and run a direct compensation program that pays survivors of
utility-caused wildfires more rapidly and with lower legal and other transaction costs than
litigation typically allows. Roughly 8 months after program launch and 19 months after the
January 2025 Eaton Fire, the program had received 4,000 claims, extended 2,069 offers,
recorded 1,598 accepted offers, and paid 960 claims. Substantial numbers of claims have been
submitted by owners and tenants for total-loss properties as well as for properties with burn
damage and smoke, soot, and ash damage.

SCE reports that offers have been issued in 35 days on average once a claim is substantially
complete, well within the program’s 90-day target. By contrast, in past utility-caused wildfire
cases, organized mediation has often not begun until more than two years after the fire, and it
then takes multiple years to work through the inventory of mediations.

The WRCP also appears to reduce legal transaction costs for at least some survivors.
Roughly two-thirds of submitted claims did not include attorney representation, indicating that
many claimants are able to pursue compensation through the program without counsel. For
represented claimants, the program has also reduced legal costs relative to litigation in many
cases.

At the same time, participation to date has been modest relative to the scale of losses and the
size of parallel litigation. We estimate that claims have been submitted for about 20 percent of
properties with destroyed structures and that offers have been accepted for about 7 percent (with
offers under consideration for an additional 3 percent). Meanwhile, nearly 30,000 litigants
continue to pursue litigation through the courts. The WRCP has therefore become one part of the
compensation landscape following the Eaton Fire, but not a substitute for the broader litigation
process.

Stakeholders identified several program features that likely limit broader participation.
Concerns involved both compensation levels and program design. In particular, some
interviewees pointed to a perceived gap between program offers and settlement amounts that
could be expected through litigation. The Detailed Review track offered by the WRCP may
address some of these perceived shortcomings, but not enough cases have completed Detailed
Review to know. Stakeholders also identified the treatment of insurance offsets as a major
sticking point: for some claim components, WRCP awards are reduced by the amount of
insurance available rather than the amount actually paid, potentially leaving claimants to bear the
risk of unresolved insurance disputes.

In addition, some stakeholders emphasized that survivors may distrust a program designed
and administered by SCE, the entity alleged to have caused the fire, and that the WRCP launched



nearly ten months after the fire, after many total-loss survivors had already retained counsel and

litigation was underway.

Several modifications appear worthy of consideration for the WRCP (where feasible and

relevant, given the late stage of the program) and future programs. These include:

launching the program sooner after the event

involving a broader range of stakeholders in program design

using a neutral party to administer the program

reconsidering whether insurance offsets should be based on insurance paid rather than
insurance available

offering advances on expected settlements

Regarding the legal environment in which direct wildfire compensation programs operate,

attention to the following is also warranted:

streamlining court approval of settlements involving minors

considering whether courts should encourage claimants to obtain program offers while
litigation proceeds

evaluating the advantages and disadvantages of caps on noneconomic damages for
property claims.

For these and other potential improvements identified in this report, benefits, drawbacks, and

barriers would have to be weighed and worked through.

Because the WRCP remains open and Eaton Fire litigation is ongoing, additional research

will be needed to assess the program more fully. In particular, survey research comparing the

experiences of those who used the WRCP with those who pursued litigation, along with analysis

of compensation outcomes through each path, could shed useful light on how programs of this

type affect recovery, transaction costs, and the overall operation of wildfire compensation

systems. Such analysis can provide further insight into how programs like the WRCP can be

integrated into compensation processes to enhance individual and community resilience, reduce

legal and other transaction costs, and compensate wildfire survivors for their losses.

Vi
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Southern California Edison’s Wildfire Recovery Compensation
Program: A Look at Performance to Date

Introduction

The Eaton Fire ignited on January 7, 2025, and caused widespread destruction in Altadena
and nearby communities. Thousands of households were displaced, large numbers of homes and
other structures were destroyed or damaged, and many additional properties experienced smoke,
soot, and ash damage. As with other catastrophic California wildfires, the fire triggered a
complex compensation and recovery process involving first-party insurance, litigation against
potentially responsible parties, and a range of public and private recovery efforts.

For many survivors, insurance is the first source of compensation. But insurance often does
not fully cover losses, particularly when policy limits are inadequate, claims are disputed, or
important categories of loss are only partially covered. Claimants may then turn to the courts,
typically through attorneys working on contingency, to seek recovery for uninsured losses. In
major wildfire cases, however, litigation is rarely a quick path to compensation. Proceedings
often involve thousands of plaintiffs, extended fact development, preparation for trial, and only
later the establishment of claim-mediation protocols.

Experience from prior California wildfires illustrates the slow pace of this process. Following
the Thomas Fire in December 2017, parties did not establish a mediation protocol until
November 2020, nearly three years later. Following the Woolsey Fire in November 2018, parties
established a mediation protocol in February 2021, more than two years later. Less than one-half
of the claims were resolved in the first year after these mediation protocols were put in place
with a much slower resolution rate in subsequent years. The traditional litigation path also entails
considerable transaction costs. Contingency fees of 25 percent are common, in addition to
mediation, expert, court, and other costs borne by both plaintiffs and defendants.

To provide an alternative to that process, Southern California Edison (SCE) launched the
Wildfire Recovery Compensation Program (WRCP) on October 29, 2025; the program is set to
run through November 30, 2026.! The WRCP is a direct claims program intended to compensate
eligible Eaton Fire survivors significantly faster than ordinary litigation would. The rationale for
such a program is straightforward: if claimants can receive compensation reasonably aligned
with expected litigation outcomes but obtain it sooner and with lower legal and administrative
costs, both survivors and the compensating entity benefit. Survivors receive money sooner,

I'SCE, Wildfire Recovery Compensation Program, last updated July 31, 2026. Available:
https://energized.edison.com/wildfire-recovery-compensation-program. Accessed August 3, 2026.
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which may facilitate recovery, while a smaller share of total outlays goes to attorney fees and
other transaction costs.

Whether such a program is able to speed recoveries and reduce transaction costs in practice
depends on several factors. Participation will be shaped by the size, speed, and structure of
offers, the treatment of insurance offsets, the extent to which claimants and their attorneys view
offers as credible substitutes for litigation outcomes, the degree of trust survivors place in a
program created and administered by the entity alleged to have caused the loss, and the pace and
timing of litigation. These issues are especially salient here because the WRCP was established
after many survivors had already retained counsel and after litigation activity was underway.

Objectives of This Report

This report reviews the WRCP’s performance to date. It provides an initial indication of
whether a program like this can work. It also provides views from a broad range of stakeholders
about how the WRCP or programs like it could be improved. This review aims to be of use to
survivors and their lawyers who are considering applying to the program. It should be of use to
SCE as it considers potential mid-course modifications to the program and to potentially
responsible parties who might consider an expedited compensation program for fires that occur
in the future. The California legislature is currently re-evaluating the approach to providing
compensation for wildfires in the state, whether utility-caused or not.> Under consideration is a
publicly managed fast-pay facility, and this report should also be of use in the potential design of
such a program.

Analysis Approach

Our analysis relies primarily on SCE administrative data on WRCP activity as of July 6,
2026. We also interviewed or received written input from 17 individuals representing survivor
groups, plaintiff attorneys, defense counsel, utilities, insurers, and compensation fund designers
and administrators in May, June, and July, 2026. Nearly all interviewees had substantial
experience in wildfire compensation and recovery, including plaintiff attorneys who have
litigated multiple cases against utilities in previous wildfires and represent large numbers of
Eaton Fire survivors, a defense attorney with experience litigating multiple wildfire cases, and
survivor groups that collectively represent thousands of survivors. These sources allow us to
describe the volume and composition of claims submitted to the WRCP, the extent to which
offers have been extended, accepted, declined, or subjected to individualized review, the amount
and pace of payments made to date, and general perceptions of the program.

2 California Earthquake Authority, Enhancing California’s Resiliency to Natural Catastrophes. Senate Bill 254
(2025) Study Report, April 7, 2006. Available:
https://www.cawildfirefund.com/sites/wildfire/files/documents/2026/sb-254-natcatresiliencyreport4-7-26.pdf.
Accessed August 2, 2026.
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Our analysis is subject to a number of limitations. First, although we have interviewed a
broad range of parties and reviewed available literature, there may be some perspectives that we
are missing. For example, we have not spoken directly with a substantial number of survivors,
and the views of the survivor groups and attorneys with whom we did speak might not align
closely with survivors in all cases. Moreover, the prevalence of different views we did hear is
hard to assess. Second, we report statistics on the number of property owners, tenants, trusts, and
other parties engaged in litigation, but we were unable to obtain data on the number of separate
properties involved, which limits our understanding of the intersection of the WRCP and
litigation. Third, we focus on the performance of the WRCP as a compensation mechanism, and
do not assess potential broader effects of the program, such as on incentives to reduce wildfire
risk. Finally, while a mid-stream review of program performance is valuable, we note that
stakeholder views may change as the program moves to completion and the litigation unfolds.

Organization of This Report

This review begins by describing the context for the WRCP, including the number and types
of properties potentially eligible for the program and the litigation environment in which the
program is operating. It then summarizes the principal features of the program’s design and the
compensation available. The sections that follow examine claims submitted, offers extended,
offers accepted, and claims paid. The report then turns to stakeholder suggestions for how the
WRCP could be or could have been improved. A conclusion explores the overall significance of
the WRCP, and an appendix provides consolidated program statistics.

Context: Geographic Scope of the Program and Litigation Landscape

Properties and Occupants Eligible for the WRCP

The WRCP is available to owners and tenants of properties within the fire perimeter (Zone
1) as well as areas adjacent to the fire perimeter that SCE included in the program (Zone 2).3
Table 1 categorizes eligible properties based on the extent of the damage as reported in the CAL
FIRE Damage Inspection (DINS) database.* Properties in the eligible areas but not included in
DINS are assumed to have potentially suffered damage due to smoke, soot, or ash (referred to as
nonburn damage). Consistent with expectations, properties with burn damage are in Zone 1 with
few exceptions. As shown in the bottom row of Table 1, one or more structures are classified as

3 The WRCP is also available to individuals who suffered physical injuries that were sustained in the areas eligible
for the program. The estates of those who died in the fire are also eligible for the program. Our analysis in this report
focuses primarily on property damage.

4 California Open Data Portal, CAL FIRE Damage Inspection (DINS) Data, undated. Available:
https://data.ca.gov/dataset/cal-fire-damage-inspection-dins-data. Accessed August 3, 2026.


https://data.ca.gov/dataset/cal-fire-damage-inspection-dins-data

destroyed on nearly one-third of the 18,267 properties.’ Properties where the structures may have
suffered nonburn damage account for slightly under two-thirds of the total, with the relatively
small share of partial loss properties accounting for the remainder.

Table 1. Number of Properties Eligible for the WRCP

Partial Loss

Potential

Destroyed Major Minor  Affected Property Nonburn

Zone Total (>50%) (26-50%) (10-25%) (1-9%) Inaccessible Damage
Zone 1 12,681 5,897 37 108 625 30 5,984
Zone 2 5,586 0 2 0 5 0 5,579
Total 18,267 5,897 39 108 630 30 11,563
Percent of Total 100% 32.3% 0.2% 0.6% 3.5% 0.2% 63.3%

SOURCE: Data provided to authors by SCE and based on the number of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs).

NOTE: Zone 1 corresponds to the fire perimeter and Zone 2 covers areas beyond the fire perimeter that SCE has
included in the WRCP. Figures include residential and nonresidential properties. Nonresidential properties are
believed to account for 15 percent or less of the total (SCE, personal communication, June 12, 2026).

Altadena is a community largely of homeowners and single-family homes. Comparing
analysis from the UCLA Latino Policy & Politics Institute with the figures in Table 1 suggests
that single-family homes sat on approximately 80 percent of the properties with burn damage.6
Some of these properties also contained accessory dwelling units (ADUs). Commercial,
multifamily residential, and public properties constitute the remainder. About 20 percent of
Altadena’s households were renters, and an estimated 70 percent of the properties in the
Altadena rental market were single-family residences.’

Legal Representation and Litigation

Data on the percentage of survivors who have retained legal counsel are not readily available,
but according to the informed parties with whom we spoke, owners of destroyed residential
structures retained counsel relatively quickly after the fire. By the time the WRCP launched in
October 2025, a substantial percentage of the owners of residential properties with destroyed
structures had likely already retained counsel. Interviewees indicated that legal representation is

3 CAL FIRE categorizes a property as destroyed if it is more than 50 percent damaged.

6 Carmona, Gabriella, Paul M. Ong, Xalma Palomino, Vinit Mukhija, Rodrigo Dominguez-Villegas, Who'’s Coming
Home? An Analysis of the Property Sales, Permit, and Rebuilding Efforts of Single-Family Homeowners in
Altadena, CA After the Eaton Fire, UCLA Latino Policy & Policy Institute, October 2025, Table B. Available:
https://latino.ucla.edu/research/who-is-coming-home-altadena/. Accessed July 2026.

7 Carmona, Gabriella, Vinit Mukhija, Sofia Barajas, Mariah Bonilla, Rodrigo Dominguez-Villegas, Xalma
Palomino, Ana Lua Martel, Rebuilding for Whom? An Analysis of Tenant Demographics, the Rental Market,
Affordability, and the Rebuilding Efforts in Altadena, UCLA Latino Policy & Policy Institute, February 26, 2026, p.
3 and Table B. Available: https://latino.ucla.edu/research/rebuilding-for-whom/. Accessed July 22, 2026.
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far less common among owners of residential properties with nonburn damage, but even rough
estimates were unavailable.

Plaintiff lawyers typically charge a contingency fee based on the total recovery. According to
those with whom we spoke, contingency fees for Eaton Fire survivors are typically 25 percent of
the total recovery, reflecting competitive conditions in the wildfire litigation market.® Retainer
agreements can include provisions that increase the contingency to upwards of 40 percent if the
case goes to trial. Contingency fees can also be lower. For example, we were told of agreements
entered into after the launch of the WRCP where the attorney agreed to accept the fee awarded
by the program. As discussed below, the WRCP initially offered 10 percent of the award net of
insurance and the Direct Claim Premium for attorney fees, and subsequently increased that
amount to 20 percent. Attorneys in these cases may limit the scope of their services to pursuing
compensation from the WRCP and refer clients who wish to proceed with litigation to other
firms.

A large number of survivors are pursuing compensation in court. According to data provided
by SCE, 29,289 parties had active court claims as of June 1, 2026 (see Table 2). This total
reflects the number of parties seeking recovery in court, not the number of separate complaints
filed or the number of individual properties underlying those complaints. For example, multiple
owners of the same property and multiple tenants in the same rental unit can seek recovery. As
shown in the table, far more parties seek recovery for burn damage than nonburn damage.
Reflecting the relatively low percentage of tenant households in Altadena, far more owners than
tenants are seeking recovery for burn damage. According to some parties we interviewed, the
number of parties in litigation is expected to increase in the coming months, but not by a great
deal. As discussed in the overview of the WRCP below, survivors can pursue recovery in court
and from the WRCP in parallel but must drop their lawsuits once they agree to accept an award
from the WRCP.

8 Represented parties would typically also be responsible for expert costs particular to their case, costs that plaintiff
firms share to establish fire causation and other factors common across cases, and mediation costs. Expert costs
might run in the $1000s, shared costs might add 1 or 2 percentage points to the contingency fee, and mediation costs
can be tens of thousands of dollars.



Table 2. Number of Plaintiffs with Active Court Claims as of

June 1, 2026
Type of Claim Number of Plaintiffs
Burn Damage 21,202
Residential 20,848
Owners 15,060
Tenants 5,788
Business (owners and tenants) 354
Nonburn damage 7,334
(residential and business, owners and tenants)
Evacuation only claims 88
To be determined 665
Total 29,289

SOURCE: Data provided to authors by SCE.

NOTE: The figures include residential, nonresidential, physical injury,
and death claims (19 people died in the fire). They include complaints
related to properties outside Zones 1 and 2 (number not available) and a
relatively small number of duplicates (161). The data excludes parties
whose complaints have been withdrawn or resolved.

The first trial in the litigation is currently scheduled for mid-January 2027. Plaintiffs and
defendants typically agree to mediation as the trial date approaches. Setting up a mediation
protocol can then take several months. In this case, assuming the trial is not delayed, mediations
would begin roughly 2% years after the fire. This timeline is comparable to what has occurred
following other SCE-caused fires.” Absent resolution of a large number of claims through the
WRCP, it would then likely take multiple years to work though the claim inventory.'* However,
one attorney believed that groups of cases could be mediated together as opposed to the one-by-
one mediations done in previous fires. Such innovations could potentially reduce the time it takes
to work through the claim inventory if both parties agreed to the new approach.

? According to a knowledgeable party with whom we spoke, a mediation protocol was adopted 2 years and 11
months after the Thomas Fire (which occurred in December 2017) and 2 years and 3 months after the Woolsey Fire
(which occurred in November 2018).

10 An informed interviewee estimated that it took about one year after the mediation protocol was entered into to
work through about one-third of the claims for the Woolsey Fire. The number of mediations completed per year then
dropped significantly. For the Thomas Fire, slightly under one-half of the claims were resolved in the first year but
again the resolution rate dropped significantly. The number of structures destroyed in each of those fires was far less
than in the Eaton Fire, suggesting the resolution rate might be slower for the Eaton Fire.



Overview of the WRCP

The WRCP offers compensation to residents, businesses, and other eligible claimants whose
residences or businesses sustained burn or nonburn damage in areas eligible for the program.'!
The WRCP also provides assistance to those who experienced physical injury (as defined by the
program) in eligible areas and to the estates of those who died in the fire. The program is not
open to insurers or public entities.'?

This voluntary program consists of two potential review tracks: Fast Pay and Detailed
Review. Fast Pay is a simplified claims process with quick turnaround. It is based on limited
survivor-specific information and economic models of the reduction in property value due to the
fire and thus does not attempt to capture the special features of individual claims. All claims
submitted to the WRCP are first processed under Fast Pay. SCE aims to provide a Fast Pay offer
within 90 days of the submission of required documentation.

Claimants do not need an attorney to participate in the program (such claimants are often
referred to as pro se claimants). If the claimant is represented by an attorney, however, the claim
must be submitted by the attorney. Claimants do not have to give up their right to pursue
compensation in court when they seek an offer from the WRCP. They can thus pursue
compensation through litigation and the WRCP simultaneously (although as discussed above,
WRCP claims must be submitted by November 30, 2026). Once a survivor accepts an offer and
signs a settlement agreement, however, any pending litigation must be dropped. SCE commits to
issue payments within 30 days of completion of all required releases.

Upon receipt of a Fast Pay offer, claimants may seek reconsideration through Detailed
Review. Detailed Review is intended to better tailor offers to the particular circumstances of the
claimant. Examples might include homes with high-end finishes or survivors with substantial art
collections pre-fire. It requires substantially more documentation and processing time than Fast
Pay. Supporting materials such as rebuilding plans and permits, contracts with builders, and
personal property inventories are requested. SCE will also bring in its own experts to value the
claim. Only the economic loss component of the Fast Pay offer is reconsidered in Detailed
Review. Awards for noneconomic damage and the Direct Claim Premium (described shortly) are
not reviewed. And, as will be discussed below, insurance offsets are applied in a way that can
result in larger deductions from the calculated award.

! This overview is based on SCE, Wildfire Recovery Compensation Protocol, February 18, 2026. Available:
https://download.edison.com/406/files/20261/wildfire-recovery-compensation-program-
protocol.pdf?Signature=PlczoNJGXHDURbSm%2BeWMrykrJCQ%3D&Expires=1784821765& AWSAccessKeyld
=AKIATACLJRQCWOP6ZJOW &versionld=fIcE6ztt6ZWp3kmsq 21GEkaz4YtH40 &response-content-
disposition=attachment. Accessed July 22, 2026.

12 Insurers can file claims against SCE to recover payments to their policyholders due to the fire (so-called
subrogation claims). Public entities can also bring claims for damage to public buildings and infrastructure, response
costs, and other costs due to the fire.
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Detailed Review must be requested within 30 days of receiving a Fast Pay offer, and SCE
aims to provide an offer within 9 months from the date that the required supplemental
documentation is substantially complete. The Detailed Review offer can be higher, lower, or the
same as the Fast Pay offer. However, if Detailed Review results in a lower offer, the Fast Pay
offer will be honored. A claimant has the option to accept the Fast Pay offer while the claim is in
Detailed Review.

Table 3 provides an overview of awards for property-related damage (i.e., not involving
physical injury or death) for the Fast Pay track. For simplicity, the table focuses on properties
with single-family residences, because they account for a large majority of the properties
affected by the Eaton Fire. Because a small percentage of properties experienced partial burn
damage, it also restricts attention to properties where (1) the single-family residence was
destroyed or (2) the structure suffered nonburn damage but no burn damage.'?

SCE has designed the WRCP “to offer compensation in line with settlement values for
similar claims in past wildfire lawsuits, with a more streamlined and faster approach than
litigation.” '* The program provides awards for economic loss, noneconomic loss, a Direct Claim
Premium, and attorney fees. As shown in Table 3, compensation is provided for the following
components of economic loss: rebuilding or remediation, landscaping, personal property, loss of
use, and business income (for home-based businesses in this case).

The Fast Pay compensation schedule does not fully tailor awards to individual circumstances,
which means that although it may produce awards in line with settlement values on average,
awards may be more advantageous to some claimants than others.

Under California’s inverse condemnation doctrine, utilities may be held strictly liable for
property damage caused by their equipment, even in the absence of negligence. When a utility is
liable under inverse condemnation, it is responsible for the lesser of diminution-of-value (DIV)
and the cost to rebuild unless the homeowner plans to rebuild.! If the homeowner plans to
rebuild, the utility is responsible for reasonable rebuilding costs even if those costs exceed DIV.
For destroyed single-family homes, the protocol starts with DIV and adds $200 per square foot
of the primary structure to allow rebuilding, subject to a minimum of $550 per square foot and a
maximum of $750 per square foot (see first column). Properties with accessory dwelling units
(ADUs) are eligible for compensation of up to $850 per square foot.

13 Consult the WRCP protocol for compensation offered for other claim profiles.

14 SCE, “Community Forum Highlights Recovery Options, Continued Interest in SCE’s Wildfire Recovery
Compensation Program,” press release, July 9, 2026. Available: https://newsroom.edison.com/releases/community-
forum-highlights-recovery-options-continued-interest-in-sces-wildfire-recovery-compensation-program. Accessed
July 22,2026.

15 DIV is the difference between the pre-fire and post-fire property value, expressed in dollars per square foot of the
primary structure.
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Table 3.

Fast Pay Offers for Claims Involving Single-Family Residences
(excludes death and physical injury)

Offer Component

Single-Family Residence with Nonburn

Destroyed Single-Family Residence Damage
Owners Tenants Owners Tenants
Economic Loss

Rebuild or DIV+$200 per sqft $0 $10,000 $0
remediation limited to $550 to

$750 per sqft (offset

by insurance)?
Landscaping Included in rebuild $0 $10,000° $0

cost
Personal property 40% of rebuild award  $25,000 per person Included in $5,000 per person

Loss of use

Business income®

Noneconomic Loss

Direct Claim Premium'

Attorney Fees

if owner occupied
(offset by insurance);
$5,000 if rented
unfurnished

42 months (offset by
insurance)®

6 months of average
net income plus
wages paid to
business owners
(offset by insurance)

$115,000 per adult;
$75,000 per child

$200,000 if owner-
occupied; $150,000 if
rented

20% of economic
and noneconomic
award net of
insurance offset

3 months®

6 months of average
net income plus
wages paid to
business owners
(offset by insurance)

$115,000 per adult;
$75,000 per child

$50,000 per adult

20% of economic
and noneconomic
award net of
insurance offset

remediation cost

6 months®

$10,000

$20,000 per adult
and $10,000 per
child if in Zone 1;
$10,000 per adult
and $5,000 per
child if in Zone 2

$10,000 if owner-
occupied; $5,000 if
rented

20% of economic
and noneconomic
award net of
insurance offset

Included in personal
property award

$10,000

$20,000 per adult
and $10,000 per
child if in Zone 1;
$10,000 per adult
and $5,000 per child
if in Zone 2

$5,000 per adult

20% of economic and
noneconomic award
net of insurance
offset

SOURCE: Author summary of WRCP protocol.
@ DIV = diminution-in-value. Limit is $850 per square foot if property has a destroyed ADU.
b Requires documentation if in Zone 2.
¢ Based on monthly fair rental value if owner-occupied; based on actual rental rate if rented. Monthly fair rental value is
1/360 of pre-fire property value.
9 Greater of 3 months’ rent or 3 months of monthly fair rental value.
® For home-based businesses.
"There is one payment per property for owners or landlords. Each adult tenant receives an additional payment.

Compensation for DIV or rebuilding cost is available under inverse condemnation regardless

of whether a utility acted negligently in the chain of events leading up to the fire. If negligence is

found, a utility may also be liable for noneconomic damages under fault-based tort concepts.



While there has been no determination in court to date that SCE was negligent with respect to the
Eaton Fire, the WRCP offers noneconomic damages in the amount of $115,000 per adult and
$75,000 per child for residents of destroyed single-family residences, whether they were owners
or tenants. Lesser amounts are offered for residents of residences with nonburn damage.

WRCP offers include a Direct Claim Premium, which is considerable in some cases. The
Direct Claim Premium provides an incentive to participate in the program and to some extent
offsets shortcomings in offers where the protocol, which attempts to be right on average,
produces unfavorable outcomes. The experts we consulted during this review were not aware of
such a feature appearing in previous compensation programs.

California law also allows a successful plaintiff in inverse condemnation proceedings to
recover “reasonable costs, disbursements, and expenses, including reasonable attorney, appraisal,
and engineering fees” as well as prejudgment interest accruing from the date the damage
occurs.'® In principle, the fee recovery pertains to the inverse condemnation (i.e., property
damage) portion of the claim, and not to damages recoverable only under fault-based tort
theories, such as noneconomic damages. In practice, however, allocating attorney time and cost
between the inverse condemnation and negligence-based portion of a wildfire case can be
difficult. The WRCP adds an award for attorney fees equal to 20 percent of the award for
economic and noneconomic damages (net of insurance offset), excluding the Direct Claim
Premium. When the program launched, 10 percent was awarded for attorney fees; SCE increased
it to 20 percent on February 18, 2026.

As indicated in Table 3, Fast Pay awards are offset by the amount of insurance available for
some award components but not for others. Awards are not offset by the amount of insurance
paid to date, but rather the insurance available, which generally means the policy limit for the
particular type of loss. This differs from how insurance is treated in litigation settlements. In that
context, awards are offset by the amount paid, but such settlements typically occur several years
after the incident, by which time insurers have often paid the bulk of claims. Should a claim go
to Detailed Review, offsets are broader. In Detailed Review, awards are reduced by all insurance
coverage to the claimant. So, for example, WRCP offers for nonburn damage would be reduced
by the amount of coverage available, which is not the case for Fast Pay offers.

Claims Submitted to the WRCP

A considerable number of claims have been submitted to the WRCP. As shown in the first
row of Table 4, 4,000 claims had been submitted as of July 6, 2026. Claims submitted by
property owners account for two-thirds of the total, with the remaining third coming from
tenants. Claims for total-loss and nonburn damage are both heavily represented, with relatively
few claims for partial-burn damage.

16 Cal. Code Civ. Proc. §§ 1036, 1268.310; Customer Co. v. City of Sacramento, 10 Cal.4th 368, 390 (1995).
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Table 4. WRCP Claim Submissions as of July 6, 2026

Owners Tenants
Total Partial Nonburn Total Partial Nonburn

Total Total Loss Loss Damage® Total Loss Loss Damage®
Number of claims 4,000 2,667 1,199 103 1,365 1,333 851 70 412
submitted
Claims submitted as a n/a 15% 20% 13% 12% n/a n/a n/a n/a
percentage of eligible
properties
Number of claimants 12,260 8,745 3,979 346 4,420 3,515 2,350 144 1,021
for which claims
submitted
Percentage of 35% 33% 52% 23% 16% 39% 49% 34% 19%

submitted claims with
attorney representation

SOURCE: Derived from data provided to authors by SCE.

NOTE: Figures include both residential and nonresidential claims, but few nonresidential claims have been received. Death
claims are excluded. In nearly all cases, alleged physical injuries are included with the claim for property damage.
Includes properties classified as inaccessible by DINS.

Comparing the number of claims with the number of properties in the area eligible for the
WRCP from Table 1 provides an estimate of the percentage of eligible properties for which
claims have been submitted. As reported in the second row of Table 4, claims have been
submitted for 20 percent of total-loss properties. The submission rates are lower for partial losses
and nonburn damage—coming to 13 percent and 12 percent, respectively.!” The lower
percentage for nonburn damage may indicate the program is less attractive for these properties. It
could also be, however, that damage was modest and/or insurance provided adequate
compensation for a number of nonburn properties, reducing the number that will pursue
compensation through either the WRCP or litigation.

Claims can involve multiple claimants. The third row of Table 4 shows that the number of
individuals, trusts, and legal entities that are party to a claim is several times the number of
claims.!® On average, owner claims involve 3.3 claimants and tenant claims involve 2.6
claimants. In all, 12,260 claimants have sought compensation through the WRCP. This is a
considerable number, although much lower than the 29,289 plaintiffs pursuing litigation.'”

17 We did not attempt to generate an estimate of the percentage of tenants eligible for the program who have filed
claims. From the discussion in the Context section above, we know that about 20 percent of Altadena’s households
were renters and that there were about 15,100 households in Altadena; however, further work is needed to determine
the number of tenants in the area eligible for the WRCP.

18 For example, a family of four living in an owner-occupied single-family home would generate one claim for four
claimants.

191f there is no overlap between those who have submitted claims and those pursuing litigation, there are 29,289
parties pursuing litigation who have not applied to the program. If there is complete overlap, 17,029 (29,289-12,260)
additional parties are pursuing litigation.
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Submission rates fell after an initial surge. As shown in Figure 1, nearly 1,000 and 800
claims were submitted in November and December 2025, respectively, while submissions have
hovered around 300 to 400 claims per month since. Submission rates in other compensation
programs have risen considerably as the end date approached, and the same could happen here as
the November 30 program end date nears.?’ However, as discussed below, an increase cannot be

guaranteed.
Figure 1. Number of Claims Submitted to the WRCP by Month
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SOURCE: Interpolated from data on claims filed to date reported in SCE press releases and information provided to
authors by SCE on number of claims filed as of July 6, 2026.

Most claims submitted so far do not include a claimant represented by an attorney. As shown
in the bottom row of Table 4, attorneys represent one or more claimants in 35 percent of claims,
meaning no attorney is involved in 65 percent of claims. The percentage of claims with attorney
involvement is higher for total-loss claims than for nonburn claims, which is expected given that
attorney representation appears to be higher for total-loss claimants than nonburn claimants.
Although attorney-represented claims are less common so far, the data indicate that the program
has engaged many survivors who have legal representation.

20 For example, 50 percent of the death claims and 71 percent of the injury claims for the September 11" Victim
Compensation Fund were filed during the last three months of that two-year program. Feinberg, Kenneth R., What Is
Life Worth: The Unprecedented Effort to Compensate Victims of 9/11, 2005, Public Affairs, New York, p. 203.
Based on the number of claims submitted through July 6, if half of all claims were submitted in the last three months
of the program, then the resulting number of claimants (twice 12,260) would start to approach the 29,289 plaintiffs
in active litigation as of June 1, 2026.
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Factors Driving Claim Submission

Several factors drive interest in submitting claims to the WRCP. The compensation offered is
obviously of fundamental importance, but factors beyond the compensation schedule can also
come into play. We begin by describing stakeholder views on the compensation schedule and
then turn to other factors that may affect interest in the program.

Stakeholder Views on the Compensation Schedule

As indicated previously, SCE has designed the WRCP to offer compensation in line with
settlement values for similar claims in past wildfire lawsuits. There were varying views among
the plaintiff attorneys and survivor groups with whom we spoke on the extent to which this is the
case. Some believe that the gap between WRCP offers and settlements in past fires is too large,
and attorneys in this category have submitted claims for very few of the survivors they
represent.?! Others expect the offers to be insufficient in most cases but still have submitted most
claims to the WRCP in order to:

e Provide options for clients who may need the money now or want to take advantage of
the money while they are in good health.

e Take advantage of situations where the compensation formulas in the protocol, which are
designed to be accurate on average, happen to produce an attractive offer for the
particular claimant.?

e Use the opportunity to obtain a WRCP offer for an additional data point in evaluating the
claim during ongoing litigation and settlement negotiations.

Still other stakeholders thought that for most properties offers were big enough to make
survivors feel reasonably whole and recommended that all their clients go through the program.

Views on Compensation for Economic Loss. Some stakeholders felt that the compensation

offered for economic loss was fair in most cases, particularly for properties that did not have
high pre-fire values. Others we interviewed pointed to areas where they believed WRCP offers
for economic loss fall short. Examples include:

21 For views of survivor groups on the WRCP, see Eaton Fire Survivors Network, Fix What You Broke: Survivors’
Recommendations for a Fair and Fully Funded Edison Recovery Program, October 9, 2025. (EFSN's analysis of the
initial WRCP draft). Available: https://www.efsurvivors.net/s/FULL-Fix-What-You-Broke-d9cr.pdf. Accessed July
22,2026. See also Wessels, Andrew, Katie Clark, Krista Copelan, Joy Chen, You Didn't Fix What You Broke: An
Update on Edison’s Final Compensation Plan, Eaton Fire Survivors Network and Altadena Tenants Union,
December 8, 2025.

Available: https://staticl.squarespace.com/static/67f5687fc4ea480d5d2011e5/t/6940821b2847352f9961b397/176583
5515163/121525+Edison+Y ou+Didnt+Fix+What+You+Broke.pdf. Accessed July 22, 2026.

22 For example, a claimant who had taken possession of a home right before the fire and had no contents in the
structure would still receive compensation for personal property under the WRCP formula (calculated at 40 percent
of estimated rebuild costs), just as a claimant with a fully furnished house would. Similarly, an adult resident who
was not in the area during the fire would receive the same in noneconomic damages as a survivor who evacuated
under life-threatening conditions.
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e Rebuild offers that come back at $550 to $600 per square foot when contractor quotes
were $750 to $850 per square foot. Those we interviewed focused blame for this
discrepancy on the high post-fire property values used in the Fast Pay calculations, which
they said caused the DIV estimate underlying the rebuild offer to be too low. They also
pointed to demand surge for materials and services in the wake of the 2025 fires and
inflation.

Inadequate compensation for destroyed properties that had ADUs.

Inadequate coverage for landscaping and hardscaping.??

Inadequate contents coverage for renters.

Compensation for loss of use that does not recognize the rental cost for accommodations

similar to those destroyed or damaged properties that are within a reasonable commuting

distance.

e Compensation for nonburn damage that is out of sync with losses. Some indicated that
offers are inadequate to remove lead and other toxic substances from land, structures, and
personal property and need to be scaled to the property size. Some felt that compensation
for loss of use for nonburn damage is also inadequate to cover the time away from the
property.2*

Views on Compensation for Insurance Offsets. The policy on insurance offsets for
economic loss was identified as one of the biggest sticking points for potential applicants. For
important categories of loss, WRCP offers are reduced by “both the total amount paid by the
insurer and any remaining available benefits under the policy.” 2> Survivor advocates point to
the widespread insurance disputes that followed the Eaton Fire?® and emphasize that when the
policy limit is deducted from the award, survivors bear the risk of being unable to recover the
difference between the amount paid to date and the total policy limit. They also underscore that
in litigated cases, only the amount actually paid—not the policy limit—is deducted from the
award.

Views on Compensation for Noneconomic Loss. Most of the plaintiff attorneys and
survivor groups with whom we spoke believed that the offers for noneconomic losses were
inadequate. Under the protocol, occupants of destroyed single-family properties receive
$115,000 and $75,000 per adult and child, respectively. Occupants of single-family residences
with nonburn damage receive $20,000 and $10,000 per adult and child, respectively. To
underscore the perceived inadequacy of these offers, interviewees pointed to noneconomic
damages awarded following the 2017-2018 fires started by Pacific Gas and Electric Company

23 Hardscaping includes patios and other improvements external to the structure.

24 The WRCP covers loss of use for six months for single-family residences with nonburn damage (see Table 3).
One interviewee we spoke with said that many people whose home suffered nonburn damage were not back in the
homes 18 months after the fire.

23 SCE, Wildfire Recovery Compensation Program Protocol, February 18, 2026, p. 10, op. cit.

26 See for example, California Department of Insurance, “California takes legal action against State Farm after
investigation finds widespread mishandling of LA wildfire claims,” press release, May 4, 2026. Available:
https://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-releases/2026/release019-2026.cfm. Accessed July 22, 2026.
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(PG&E) and fires started by PacifiCorp in Oregon. The Fire Victim Trust established following
the PG&E bankruptcy awarded between $20,000 and $165,000 per person based on the severity
of distress; adjusted for inflation, those amounts would be higher in today’s dollars.?” Juries in
recent PacifiCorp cases have awarded over $4 million per plaintiff for noneconomic damages,?®
though the verdicts remain on appeal.?®

Views on Compensation for Attorney Fees. The attorney fee provisions of the WRCP were
also a point of contention for many attorneys. By the time the WRCP launched, many survivors
had retained counsel and, according to some we interviewed, counsel had begun working up
cases for litigation. The WRCP initially added an amount equal to 10 percent of the claimant’s
economic loss plus noneconomic loss (net of the insurance offset) for attorney fees. As discussed
previously, the typical contingency fee is 25 percent of the full award, creating a substantial gap
between what the claimant receives for attorney fees and the amount owed to their attorney
under the representation agreement. The original attorney-fee provision may have been intended
to help defray attorney fees borne by survivors, rather than to signal what survivors should pay
their attorneys. In practice, however, the gap created tension between attorneys and their clients
according to some we interviewed.>* Some also viewed the initial 10 percent fee as an attack on
the attorney business model, reducing receptiveness to the program. In the view of some
interviewees, a 10 percent fee might have made sense for clients who accepted WRCP offers had
the program launched within a few months of the fire, but not for a program that launched nearly
10 months later.?!

SCE increased awards for attorney fees to 20 percent in February 2026. This reduced the
burden on represented survivors, and we were told that in some cases attorneys agreed to accept

27 Consumer Attorneys of California. 2025 (November 2). CAOC Submission to the SB 254 Study Process.
Available: https://www.cawildfirefund.com/sites/wildfire/files/documents/2025/nancy-peverini-
caoccommentsceapevfinalnov3.pdf. Accessed March 17, 2026. Note that due to limited funds, the Fire Victim Trust
has to date paid only 70 percent of the awarded amount.

28 paulson Colletti. 2025 (October 17). $49 Million Verdict Against PacificCorp. Available:
https://www.paulsoncoletti.com/49-million-verdict-against-pacificorp/. Accessed March 12, 2026; Susman Godfrey.
2025 (December). Susman Godfrey Secures $62M Jury Verdict for Oregon Wildfire Survivors. Available:
https://www.susmangodfrey.com/wins/susman-godfrey-secures-62m-jury-verdict-for-oregon-wildfire-survivors/.
Accessed March 12, 2026.

29 See, for example, Rush, Claire, “Oregon appellate ruling in PacifiCorp case could jeopardize $1 billing in wildfire
victim damages,” Associated Press, April 8, 2026. Available: https://apnews.com/article/pacificorp-wildfire-oregon-
litigation-dd52933317bfdb786c56385812¢52243. Accessed August 3, 2026.

30 The reader should keep in mind that the legal costs survivors ultimately incur pursuing compensation depends on
the retainer agreement with their attorney, not how much the WRCP pays for legal costs.

31 The contingency fee applies to the full award in typical retainer agreements, but the Direct Claim Premium is not
included in the base used to calculate the attorney fee for WRCP offers. This increases the spread between what the
WRCP pays for attorney fees and the amount the claimant would need to pay his or her attorney under the terms of
the retainer agreement. It should be noted that under inverse condemnation, the defendant is only responsible for
paying attorney fees on the property damage portion of the claim, which does not include noneconomic damages.
Thus, litigation settlements in principle do not cover the entire legal fee for survivors.
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the 20 percent fee award for clients who settled through the WRCP. The increase in fees could in
theory potentially increase attorney willingness to recommend that their clients submit claims to

the program. However, as shown in Figure 1, no obvious evidence exists that the increase in fees
caused an uptick in applications. None of those we interviewed, on either the plaintiff or defense
side, believed the attorney fee increase had a significant impact on submission rates.

We have catalogued a wide range of perceived shortcomings in the compensation schedule.
Several observations are warranted in assessing them. First, some—but not all—of the
shortcomings could be addressed through Detailed Review. However, the 9 months that
survivors potentially have to wait for a revised offer reduces the attractiveness of this option.
Second, the Direct Claim Premium would offset any shortcomings to some extent. Finally,
claimants (particularly unrepresented claimants) may be comparing offers against their own
assessment of their losses as opposed to what can reasonably be recovered through litigation, and
those are not the same thing.

Other Barriers to Participation Beyond Compensation

Our interviews surfaced a number of factors beyond the compensation schedule that could
reduce interest in the WRCP. They include:

¢ Distrust of SCE. Outside the wildfire context, compensation programs like this are
typically administered by a neutral party. In this case, SCE developed the compensation
protocol and administered the program, although it did retain prominent compensation
fund designers and administrators to assist in developing the program. Even so, some
survivor groups and plaintiff attorneys questioned whether WRCP offers accurately
reflect what could be obtained through litigation and whether SCE can objectively
evaluate materials submitted in support of a particular claim. They also questioned SCE’s
motivation for creating the program. While SCE has indicated that it designed the
program to get funds to survivors and the community as swiftly as possible, some
interviewees questioned whether the program served to delay movement toward
mediation or created pressure on survivors with immediate financial needs to settle
through the program for less than they might recover in litigation.

e Looming trial date. The fast-approaching trial date may lead some potential claimants
to conclude that applying to the program is not worth the effort. Some claimants may not
understand that, even if a trial is scheduled in January, the bulk of cases may still take
several years to reach mediation. If the trial date were postponed, there could be an influx
of WRCP submissions from survivors who at least would like to see what their offer
would be.

e A court system that is agnostic about the WRCP. Some interviewees pointed out that
it is not unusual for courts to encourage or require injured parties to participate in a
program that aims to provide speedy compensation at lower legal costs. For example,
U.S. District Court Judge Vince Chhabria ordered all plaintiffs in the product liability
case In Re: Roundup Products Liability Litigation to participate in a compensation
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program administered by the court-appointed Special Master.3? Cases arising out of the
Eaton Fire are distinguishable from cases such as In Re: Roundup in a number of ways,
including that the WRCP is being administered by the defendant rather than a court-
appointed mediator or Special Master. According to parties with whom we spoke, the
California Superior Court judge handling the Eaton Fire litigation has neither criticized
nor supported the program and has been very clear that she does not want to weigh in
regarding the role the WRCP might play in the settlement process.

e Overly optimistic expectations about noneconomic damages available through
litigation. Some stakeholders indicated that noneconomic losses are highly subjective,
and the high jury awards for noneconomic losses in the PacifiCorp case—as well as
survivors’ own valuations of their noneconomic losses—may contribute to overly
optimistic expectations of what might be recoverable through litigation.

¢ Plaintiff attorney and survivor group negativity toward the program. While SCE did
provide a comment period before finalizing the WRCP protocol, some stakeholders with
whom we spoke felt that the opportunity to engage in the process—as well as SCE’s
response to feedback from plaintiff attorneys—was not meaningful and did not
sufficiently address their concerns. Some plaintiff attorneys also felt that the initial 10
percent attorney fee offer was an attack on their business model. According to some
interviewees, the adversarial atmosphere that resulted may have reduced receptiveness to
the program.

¢ Desire to punish SCE. Some survivors are extremely angry at SCE for upending their
lives and want to hold its managers and stockholders accountable. By pursuing their cases
in court, they may hope to draw attention to the injustice and promote reforms that reduce
the likelihood of utility-caused wildfires. They may also hope to secure punitive
damages, although punitive damages are typically not considered in the mediations that
result from litigation involving utility-caused wildfires.

Offers Extended by the WRCP

Over 2,000 offers have been extended through July 6, 2026, with nearly $730 million in
compensation offered.?* As shown in Table 5, offers have been made on 52 percent of claims
submitted. The percentage of claims receiving offers is somewhat higher for owners than tenants;
however, because we do not know how the time profile of owner claim submissions compares to
those by tenants, we cannot infer that processing offers for tenants is taking longer.

32 Pretrial Order No. 240: Order Requiring Participation in Special Master Program, In Re: Roundup Products
Liability Litigation, MDL No. 2741, United States District Court, Northern District of California, July 23, 2021. The
order states that “There is no penalty for refusal of an offer, and there will be no delay in the litigation process while
a plaintiff timely participates in the Special Master’s program.”

33 SCE, “Community Forum Highlights Recovery Options, Continued Interest in SCE’s Wildfire Recovery
Compensation Program,” Press Release, July 9, 2026, op. cit.
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Table 5. Offers Extended by the WRCP as of July 6, 2026

Owners Tenants
Total  Partial Nonburn Total Partial Nonburn
Total Total Loss Loss Damage® Total Loss Loss Damage®

Number of offers
extended 2,069 1,479 599 68 812 590 360 26 204

Offers extended as a
percentage of offers
submitted 52% 55% 50% 66% 59% 44% 42% 37% 50%

SOURCE: Derived from data provided to authors by SCE.
®Includes properties classified as inaccessible by DINS.

SCE reports that completing the claim form takes less than two hours on average.** This
estimate is consistent with what interviewees observed about the initial application. However,
some interviewees noted that completing the application to SCE’s satisfaction after the initial
submission can take considerably more time. That process can involve submitting missing
documentation or providing additional materials. Some complained that SCE requires
unnecessarily detailed and redundant information, such as multiple bank or credit card
statements. SCE likely considers such additional information necessary to limit fraud, but the
requirement can lengthen the period between initial submission and when SCE considers the
claim substantially complete.

SCE has been meeting its commitment to provide an offer within 90 days following
submission of a substantially complete claim. SCE reports delivering offers within 35 days on
average,>® and none of those we interviewed complained about the time it has taken to receive an
offer once applications are substantially complete. However, it is up to SCE to determine when a
claim is substantially complete, and in the view of some interviewees, it often takes SCE too
long to do so.

Offers Accepted by Claimants

A high percentage of WRCP offers have been accepted. As shown in the first column of
Table 6, 77 percent of offers have been accepted and only 1 percent have been declined. The
acceptance rate for this set of submissions will likely rise as the 22 percent who are still
considering offers or requesting Detailed Review make decisions.

3% SCE, “Over 10,000 Community Members Seek Direct Relief for Eaton Fire Recovery through SCE,” News
Release, May 18, 2026. Available: https://newsroom.edison.com/releases/over-10-000-community-members-seek-
direct-relief-for-eaton-fire-recovery-through-sce. Accessed July 24, 2027. This does not take into account the time it
takes for survivors to collect and organize the required documentation.

33 SCE, “Community Forum Highlights Recovery Options, Continued Interest in SCE’s Wildfire Recovery
Compensation Program,” Press Release, July 9, 2026, op. cit.
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Table 6. WRCP Offers Extended as of July 6, 2026

Owners Tenants
Total Partial Nonburn Total Partial Nonburn
Total Total Loss Loss Damage® Total Loss Loss Damage®
Number of Offers 1,598 1,119 421 49 649 479 285 18 176
Accepted
Percentage of Offers Extended
Accepted 7% 76% 70% 72% 80% 81% 79% 69% 86%
Detailed Review
requested 4% 4% 7% 6% 2% 3% 3% 4% 2%
Under
consideration 18% 19% 21% 18% 17% 16% 18% 27% 12%
Declined 1% 1% 2% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Offers Accepted as a
Percentage of Eligible
Properties n/a 6% 7% 6% 6% n/a n/a n/a n/a

Percentage of Offers with Attorney Representation
Accepted offers 24% 20% 33% 18% 12% 32% 43% 17% 15%
All offers 28% 24%  39% 21% 14% 37% 49%  23% 17%

SOURCE: Derived from data provided to authors by SCE.
®Includes properties classified as inaccessible by DINS.

There are a number of noteworthy patterns in the data. First, the acceptance rates are
comparable for owners and tenants, suggesting that the substantial percentages of both the
owners and tenants who have applied to the program so far find the offers an acceptable
alternative to litigation. Second, the acceptance rates for claims involving nonburn damage are
higher than for total losses (80 percent versus 70 percent for owners and 86 percent versus 79
percent for tenants). This may be in part because the offers for nonburn damage are easier to
predict by potential claimants than offers for total losses, discouraging those with nonburn
damage who do not find WRCP compensation adequate from applying to the program in the first
place. Finally, 825 (649 for owners and 176 for tenants) claims for nonburn damage have been
accepted so far, indicating that there are a considerable number of survivors who find the offer
for nonburn damage adequate despite the generally negative views of WRCP compensation for
nonburn damages discussed above.

The high acceptance rate so far may be a positive signal for the ultimate success of the
program. However, the acceptance rate to date does not mean that 77 percent of all eligible
survivors consider the compensation provided by the program attractive. The acceptance rate is
highly dependent on the types of survivors who have applied to the program so far. In the view
of some of the stakeholders with whom we spoke, the survivors who have applied to the program
and accepted offers so far fall into one or more of the following categories:
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e Need the money now for living expenses or other reasons and cannot wait until claims
are resolved through traditional litigation.

e Are older or in poor health and want access to the funds now while they can still use
them.

e Fear that a drawn-out litigation process, with depositions and potential testimony, would
be too stressful.

e Are those types of claimants for whom the structured compensation protocol, which
seeks to be right on average, happens to generate a favorable offer.

e Do not have coverage disputes with their insurers regarding those components of WRCP
offers that require insurance offsets. For destroyed homes, that would include properties
for which insurers have agreed to pay policy limits.

e Are pro se claimants who do not have the experience or information to evaluate how
WRCP offers compare to expected litigation outcomes.*¢

Because there may be only a limited number of people who fall into these categories, the
performance of the program to date may not be a good indicator of its desirability for the
substantial share of survivors who have not applied. It could be that acceptance rates stay high,
but that the number of claimants stalls out.

It is noteworthy that only 4 percent of offers extended have gone into Detailed Review.?’
That low percentage might indicate that Fast Pay awards are quite accurate and thus rarely
warrant the more individualized process. However, it may reflect the same selection issues just
discussed regarding the types of claimants who have applied to date. In addition, awards for
noneconomic damages cannot be adjusted in Detailed Review. Detailed Review is thus an
ineffective option for claimants who believe the noneconomic damages offered by the WRCP are
too low. Finally, some of those with whom we spoke observed that the documentation Detailed
Review requires is similar to what mediations in wildfire litigation typically require. This
feature, combined with SCE’s indication that extending a Detailed Review offer can take up to 9
months after the required documentation is substantially complete, may lead some claimants to
conclude that it makes sense to wait for the mediations that result from litigation—particularly
given that the first trial is scheduled for January 2027.

Claims Paid by the WRCP

As shown in Table 7, the WRCP paid nearly 1,000 claims through July 6, 2026, representing
60 percent of claims for which offers have been accepted. While a considerable number of

36 The last two rows of Table 6 compare the percentage of offers with attorney representation with the percentage of
acceptances with attorney representation. The percent of acceptances with attorney representation is somewhat
lower, suggesting that represented claimants are somewhat less likely to accept claims. However, the differences are
not great and may be driven by factors not accounted for.

37 The percentage that requested Detailed Review could rise as the 18 percent with offers still under consideration
decide how to proceed. For those who have requested Detailed Review, the process is just getting underway, and no
information is available at this time on how offers following Detailed Review compare to initial Fast Pay offers.
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claims have been paid, the count remains small relative to the number of properties eligible for
the program: as shown in the last row of the table, the number of claims paid amounts to less
than 5 percent of eligible properties. The number of claims paid will rise as the 638 acceptances
that have not been paid work through the payment process.

Table 7. Claims Paid as of July 6, 2026

Owners Tenants
Total  Partial Nonburn Total Partial Nonburn
Total Total Loss Loss Damage® Total Loss Loss Damage®

Number of claims paid 960 689 252 41 396 271 151 9 111

Claims paid as a
percentage of offers
accepted 60% 62% 60% 84% 61% 57%  53% 50% 63%

Claims paid as a

percentage of eligible

properties n/a 4% 4% 5% 3% n/a n/a n/a n/a
SOURCE: Derived from data provided to authors by SCE.

Includes properties classified as inaccessible by DINS.

SCE reports that payments through July 6 totaled nearly $300 million,*® and has provided the
following statistics on payments through June 2026:

e Average calculated compensation per claim before insurance offset for homeowners with
a total loss: $1,700,627

— Average insurance offset: $946,423
— Average payment on claim by the WRCP: $754,204

e Average payment for tenants with smoke and ash damage: $44,368.

e Lowest payment for a tenant in Zone 2 with smoke and ash damage: $15,000.39

WRCP settlement agreements require SCE to pay claims within 30 days of obtaining all
required releases, and according to those with whom we spoke, SCE has generally met this
requirement.*® However, a provision of California law complicates the process. Under California
law, a court must approve any settlement involving a minor (the so-called “minor’s

38 SCE, “Community Forum Highlights Recovery Options, Continued Interest in SCE’s Wildfire Recovery
Compensation Program,” Press Release, July 9, 2026, op. cit.

39 SCE, “Common Questions about the Wildfire Recovery Compensation Program.” Available:
https://energized.edison.com/wildfire-recovery-compensation-program. Accessed July 10, 2026.

40 Nevertheless, we did hear of some instances where SCE missed the payment deadline.
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compromise”).*! The claimant must file a petition in California Superior Court, and the court
schedules a hearing typically 30 to 40 days out. According to those we interviewed, each minor
is assigned a judge, so multiple minors from one family may have hearings before different
judges on different dates. Once the judge issues a minute order approving the settlement,
claimants must then submit forms that take two or more weeks to approve. This process can
delay payments by several months. Claimants without attorney representation often find this
process difficult to navigate, and to help, SCE has engaged a panel of attorneys to assist them.

Suggestions for Improving the WRCP and Future Programs

The stakeholders with whom we spoke offered a number of suggestions for how the WRCP
could be or could have been improved. Views differed across stakeholder groups, although there
were some suggestions that had general support. In this section, we describe the main
suggestions and discuss some of their advantages and disadvantages from different perspectives.
We do not take a position on these suggestions in this section. We do in the Conclusion identify
options that seem most worthy of further consideration.

The suggestions reviewed are listed in Table 8. The first nine suggestions focus more on the
WRCP itself. The final three pertain more to the broader environment in which the program
operates. Parties other than SCE, or the entity setting up future programs, would need to play
leading roles in implementing the latter suggestions.

41 Relevant statutes and rules governing the minor’s compromise in California include Probate Code Sections 3400-
3613, 3909, Code of Civil Procedure 372-376, California Rules of Court 3.1384, 7.101, 7.950-7.955, and Family
Code 6602.
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Table 8. Stakeholder Suggestions for Improving the WRCP or Similar
Programs

Suggestion
Suggestions That Focus on the WRCP

1. Augment the compensation provided

2. Reduce the insurance offset from the policy limit to the amount paid

3. Expedite program launch

4. Involve a range of stakeholders in program design

5. Hire a neutral entity to administer the program

6. Offer advances on expected settlements

7. Do not itemize offers

8. Do not require claimants to keep settlement agreements confidential

9. Start mediation process sooner

Suggestions That Focus on the Environment in Which the WRCP Operates

10. Streamline the court process for approving settlements involving minors

11. Consider caps on noneconomic damages for property claims

12. Ef);plore a more active judicial role in encouraging claimants to obtain program
oriers

Stakeholder views differed not only on the desirability of options surfaced during project
interviews, but also on their feasibility. It might be possible to make some of these changes to the
WRCP, but it is too late or perhaps too costly or administratively difficult to make others at this
point in the program. All of the suggestions are useful, however, in considering the design of
direct payment programs like the WRCP following future fires. They are also useful to
legislators as they consider a potential public role in providing compensation for both utility-
caused and nonutility-caused wildfires.

Suggestions That Focus on the WRCP

1. Augment Compensation Provided

A number of stakeholders emphasized the need to augment compensation provided by the
program (before insurance offsets) in areas survivors and their attorneys have identified as
inadequate. In February 2026, SCE did increase compensation in some dimensions, including
attorney fees and loss of use for tenants. SCE designed the WRCP to offer compensation in line
with settlement values for similar claims in past wildfire lawsuits. However, others believe that
the gap between program offers and recoveries expected through litigation is too wide to justify
participating in the program for most survivors. We are not in a position to suggest whether or
how compensation before insurance offsets might be modified. Doing so would require more
information about how WRCP offers compare to litigation settlements than we have access to.
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We also do not yet know how the Detailed Review process will address some of the possible
shortcomings identified with Fast Pay offers.

Some broader considerations also come into play in deciding whether and how to modify the
compensation schedule. Under California’s current regulatory and Wildfire Fund framework,
certain investor-owned utilities (including SCE) may seek reimbursement from the Wildfire
Fund for eligible wildfire claims, but reimbursement is not automatic. The Wildfire Fund
Administrator must determine, among other things, that the utility’s conduct in resolving claims

reflects reasonable business judgment.*?

That requirement may affect how much flexibility a
utility has to increase compensation beyond what it believes is supported by likely litigation
outcomes. Also meriting consideration in deciding whether and how to modify the compensation
schedule is the potential impact on electricity rates. Increases in compensation for this or other
utility-caused wildfires will over the long run put upward pressures on electricity rates, creating

challenges for consumers as well as California’s clean energy goals.

2. Reduce the Insurance Offset from the Policy Limit to the Amount Paid

If this suggestion were adopted, calculated awards would be reduced by the amount the
insurer has actually paid rather than by the full amount of coverage available under the policy. In
exchange, the claimant would agree to drop any remaining claim against the insurer. This
approach would eliminate the risk that claimants are unable to recover the difference between the
amount paid by the insurer and the policy limit. However, SCE could end up compensating
claimants for losses that remain covered under their insurance policies but have not yet been
paid—in effect assuming, at least initially, an obligation that is contractually the insurer’s.

Reducing the insurance offset to the amount paid would increase SCE’s outlays and change
the allocation of responsibility between the utility and insurers. It could reduce survivors’
incentives to pursue the full amount available under their policies before turning to the WRCP
and create incentives for insurers to delay payment.

Insurers typically recover 50 to 70 percent of their claim payments from utilities through
subrogation. As a result, the increase in what the utility ultimately pays if insurance paid were
deducted rather than insurance available is considerably less than the additional amount the
utility initially pays to the claimant.*?

Similar to the option of augmenting compensation under the WRCP, this approach could
have implications for utility reimbursement from the Wildfire Fund and the overall fund

42 California Assembly Bill 1054 (2019).

43 If the insurer would have ended up paying at the policy limit and was able to recover 70 percent of claim
payments through subrogation, SCE would ultimately pay more if the amount of insurance paid rather than the
amount available were deducted. However, due to subrogation, the increase would only be 30 percent of the
difference between the amount of insurance paid and the amount of insurance available. Note that the difference
between the amount of insurance paid and the amount of insurance available is less likely to be an issue in
traditional wildfire litigation where settlements typically occur years after the fire and insurance claims have had
more time to mature than in fast-pay programs.
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durability. It is unclear whether the Wildfire Fund Administrator would view utility payment of
costs that are traditionally, and contractually, the responsibility of insurers as reflecting
reasonable business judgment. If such payments were deemed reasonable, utility outlays would
likely increase, which could have downstream effects on fund resources, rate affordability, and
climate goals.

3. Expedite Program Launch

The WRCP opened nearly 10 months after the Eaton Fire. Launching a program sooner
would get funds to the community faster, enhancing recovery and reducing burdens on survivors.
By the time the WRCP launched, many survivors had retained legal counsel at the market rate
for wildfire litigation and counsel had begun working on claims. An earlier launch could reduce
unnecessary legal activity and give survivors more leverage to negotiate lower attorney fees if
they accept a program settlement.

4. Involve a Range of Stakeholders in Program Design

While SCE provided a comment period before finalizing the WRCP protocol, some people
we interviewed felt the opportunity to engage—as well as the response to feedback—was not
meaningful and did not sufficiently address their concerns. Creating an environment where
parties with expertise in wildfire compensation can come together to build a system that
effectively serves survivors, while acknowledging the extent of utility liability under California
law, can increase buy-in. Greater buy-in, in turn, can increase participation and speed payment to
SUrvivors.

5. Use a Neutral Entity to Administer the Program

Using a neutral administrator may increase trust in the program and survivors’ willingness to
participate. When the party alleged to have caused the loss also administers and finances the
program, some claimants and their attorneys may question whether submitted data and
supporting documentation will receive an objective evaluation. As discussed above, outside the
wildfire context it is more common for compensation programs of this type to be administered
by a neutral rather than the responsible party. It is important to distinguish between designing the
compensation protocol and administering it. A further step would be to have a neutral design the
protocol as well, though the party funding the outlays would likely be reluctant to relinquish
control over benefit design.

6. Offer Advances on Expected Settlements

Uninsured or underinsured survivors may be pressed to cover additional living expenses and
other immediate costs. The WRCP could offer advances up to a specified percentage of the
expected Fast Pay offer. Such advances would help cover costs over the multiple months it takes
to receive payment through the Fast Pay process, or longer if the claimant decides to go through
Detailed Review. If a claimant declined both the Fast Pay and Detailed Review offers, SCE
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could deduct the advance from the ultimate settlement in litigation. To limit fraud, survivors
seeking advance payments would need to apply to the WRCP and satisfy the various eligibility
requirements of the Fast Pay process. SCE would bear the risk of being unable to claw back the
advance if the ultimate settlement were less than the advance amount.

There are, however, considerations that would need to be examined before adopting this
approach. Much of the time in the WRCP process appears to be spent establishing eligibility and
addressing fraud-prevention concerns. Once a claim is deemed substantially complete, offers are
typically made within about 35 days. Adding advances would not eliminate the need for the
front-end steps that consume much of the time before an offer is issued. The main benefit of
advances would therefore be for claimants who decide to pursue Detailed Review or ultimately
decline the WRCP offer and continue in litigation, because those claimants will likely need to
wait additional months or years for compensation. By contrast, for claimants who accept a Fast
Pay offer, the advantage of an advance may be more limited if payment would follow relatively
soon after offer acceptance and completion of the required releases.

7. Do Not Itemize Offers

Breaking out the overall WRCP offer into components (e.g., rebuilding costs, loss of use,
noneconomic damages, attorney fees, and the Direct Claim Premium) allows claimants to focus
on the perceived inadequacy of one component rather than the overall offer. Although
eliminating itemization might help survivors focus on the overall offer, it carries some
downsides. Less transparency could leave survivors with questions about how SCE arrived at the
offer and could erode trust in the program. Eliminating itemization would also make it difficult
for claimants to determine whether to pursue Detailed Review.

8. Do Not Require Claimants to Keep Settlement Agreements Confidential

WRCP settlement agreements currently require claimants to keep the terms of their
settlements confidential. Allowing claimants to discuss their awards with others might increase
awareness of the program and encourage additional participation. Claimants who remain
concerned about disclosing personal information could still choose not to share settlement
details. One argument against removing confidentiality requirements is that the WRCP is already
sufficiently transparent that potential claimants can develop reasonable estimates of what they
might receive, limiting the benefit of greater openness. In addition, more widespread knowledge
about settlement amounts could prompt questions about why one claimant received more than a
similarly situated claimant, even when differences are explained by factors such as differences in
insurance coverage. Such questions could reduce trust in the program and increase demands on
SCE to explain how particular offers were calculated.
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9. Start the Mediation Process Sooner

As described previously, litigation involving utility-caused wildfires typically results in
organized mediations that begin several years after the fire. Some stakeholders asked why these
mediations could not start much earlier. Doing so would allow lawyers to advocate more
effectively on behalf of survivors than possible through the WRCP, which, in their view, has a
take-it-or-leave-it approach. Early mediation would lessen or eliminate the need for programs
like the WRCP.

A number of barriers to and potential drawbacks of this approach would need to be
considered. Mediations often involve parties other than the utility who may bear some
responsibility for the losses, and time is needed to investigate those potential sources of liability
and build cases against them.** Mediation protocols are typically negotiated between plaintiff
attorneys and all defendants, which takes time and results in protocols that are bespoke to each
litigation rather than “off-the-shelf.” Mediation can also be costly and working through large
numbers of survivor claims on an individual basis can take years.*> Advocates for early
mediation counter that innovative strategies, such as bundling mediations and adopting
procedures that would allow the process to move more rapidly, could be considered.

Suggestions that Focus on the Environment in which the WRCP Operates

10. Streamline the Court Process for Approving Settlements Involving Minors

The minor’s compromise process can add several months between offer acceptance and
payment and is outside the control of survivors and utility defendants. To reduce these delays, it
would be useful to explore how courts could streamline the process and make it easier for
survivors to navigate without an attorney. For example, assigning the same judge to handle all
minor’s compromises within a single family could ease the burden on survivors. Similarly,
courts could explore expedited hearing options—for example, scheduling hearings 15 days from
filing rather than the current 30 to 40 days.

11. Consider Caps on Noneconomic Damages for Property Claims

Unlike economic damages, noneconomic damages lack an objective basis, and poorly
bounded expectations about litigation recoveries can reduce interest in a fast-pay process. States
vary in how they approach noneconomic damages in wildfire and other cases. Utah, for example,
has imposed noneconomic damage caps specifically in the context of utility-caused wildfire
cases, limiting such damages to $100,000 per person for cases not involving bodily injury or

4 For example, the delayed evacuation orders that are alleged to have occurred in some areas of Altadena may have
caused some residents to evacuate under much more dangerous and stressful situations than would have been the
case otherwise, opening government entities to liability.

43 1t was noted that mediations for the Woolsey (2018) and Thomas (2017) fires remain ongoing.
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death.*® Some states limit noneconomic damages in wildfire cases to those involving personal
injury and death, while many states have no limits at all.*’

Caps need not be especially tight relative to expected litigation outcomes; even relatively
loose caps could reduce unrealistic expectations and make it easier to evaluate fast-pay offers.
Such caps could apply only to property claims and not to claims involving personal injury or
death. Caps can also serve broader goals such as limiting electricity rate increases that create
affordability challenges for households and challenges for California’s clean-energy goals.*®

At the same time, caps carry drawbacks. They could limit recovery for claimants who have
suffered severe emotional harm. Some could view them as restricting claimant rights in order to
make fast-pay programs more attractive, raising fairness concerns and highlighting the tension
between speed and fullness of compensation. While noneconomic damages are not intended to
cover additional living expenses or rebuilding costs, survivor groups report that, in practice, such
awards often help close the gap between economic damage awards (often minus attorney fees)
and the amount needed to rebuild. Some also argue that caps set too low could reduce deterrence
and weaken the accountability function of tort litigation.

12. Explore a More Active Judicial Role in Encouraging Claimants to Obtain Program Offers

California courts are not required to encourage plaintiffs to participate in a fast-pay program
while litigation proceeds. It may be worth considering whether judges should, as part of case
management, encourage or require plaintiffs to receive and consider an offer from a credible
compensation program. As noted previously, some federal judges have taken this type of
approach in large-scale litigation. Such an approach could give claimants more direct
information about program offers without necessarily slowing the litigation process. Its
usefulness, however, would depend on the program being viewed as credible and being launched
early enough to provide a meaningful option. At the same time, judges might be reluctant to
assess whether a program is sufficiently credible to warrant such encouragement. An increased
court role would also need to take into account possible unintended consequences for survivors.
Even if a court were to make clear that it was not endorsing the adequacy of a program’s

46 Utah Code. 2024. Section 53-24-303(4). Available: https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title54/Chapter24/54-24-
S303.html#:~:text=Fire%20claims%20against%20an%20electrical%20corporation.,-
(1)&text=A%20fire%20claim%?20shall%20be,the%20ignition%200f%20the%20fire. &text=noneconomic%?20losses
%20t0%20compensate%20for%20pain%2C%?20suffering%2C%20and%20inconvenience. Accessed August 4,
2026.

47 Montana House of Representatives. 2025 (May). House Bill 490. Available:
https://archive.legmt.gov/content/Sessions/69th/Contractor_index/CH0681.pdf. Accessed August 4, 2026;
Wyoming House of Representatives. 2025. House Bill 0192. Available:
https://wyoleg.gov/2025/Enroll/HB0192.pdf. Accessed August 4, 2026.

48 California Earthquake Authority, Ensuring California’s Resiliency to Natural Catastrophes: Senate Bill 254
(2025) Study Report, April 7, 2006, op. cit.

28


https://archive.legmt.gov/content/Sessions/69th/Contractor_index/CH0681.pdf
https://wyoleg.gov/2025/Enroll/HB0192.pdf
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title54/Chapter24/54-24-S303.html#:~:text=Fire%20claims%20against%20an%20electrical%20corporation.,-(1)&text=A%20fire%20claim%20shall%20be,the%20ignition%20of%20the%20fire.&text=noneconomic%20losses%20to%20compensate%20for%20pain%2C%20suffering%2C%20and%20inconvenience.
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title54/Chapter24/54-24-S303.html#:~:text=Fire%20claims%20against%20an%20electrical%20corporation.,-(1)&text=A%20fire%20claim%20shall%20be,the%20ignition%20of%20the%20fire.&text=noneconomic%20losses%20to%20compensate%20for%20pain%2C%20suffering%2C%20and%20inconvenience.
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title54/Chapter24/54-24-S303.html#:~:text=Fire%20claims%20against%20an%20electrical%20corporation.,-(1)&text=A%20fire%20claim%20shall%20be,the%20ignition%20of%20the%20fire.&text=noneconomic%20losses%20to%20compensate%20for%20pain%2C%20suffering%2C%20and%20inconvenience.

compensation, judicial encouragement could carry the court’s institutional authority and be
understood by claimants as a signal that the court considers the program fair.

Conclusion

The WRCP provides evidence that a utility can set up and run a direct compensation program
that pays survivors of utility-caused wildfires more rapidly and with lower legal and other
transaction costs than litigation typically allows. Eight months into the program, 4,000 claims
have been submitted, over 2,069 offer extended, 1,598 offers accepted, and 960 claims paid.
Considerable numbers of claims have been processed for both owners and tenants and for
properties with burn and nonburn damage.

SCE has met the administrative goals it set for the program. The program commits to
providing an offer within 90 days of receiving a substantially completed claim, and SCE reports
extending offers within 35 days on average. None of those we interviewed complained that SCE
had failed to meet the 90-day goal. We did hear frustration, however, that SCE can take too long
to determine that a submission is substantially complete.

The WRCP illustrates that survivors can choose to forego legal representation and still
participate in the program, thus reducing the legal costs associated with the overall wildfire
compensation system. Roughly two-thirds of claims submitted to date came in without an
attorney. For many survivors represented by counsel, it has also resulted in lower legal costs than
if compensation were pursued through litigation. That said, the importance of legal
representation for many survivors should not be discounted. For many survivors, legal advice
remains important in evaluating how WRCP offers compare with expected litigation outcomes,
reviewing the WRCP settlement agreement, continuing to pursue litigation should a survivor opt
not to accept the WRCP offer, and navigating the court approvals that settlements involving
minors require.

Although the WRCP has processed a considerable number of claims, the proportion of
eligible properties for which claims have been submitted and offers accepted remain modest. We
estimate that claimants submitted claims for approximately 20 percent of properties with one or
more destroyed structures, and offers have been accepted for about 7 percent through early July
2026. Offers are under consideration for another 3 percent. The question is how many more will
accept offers from the program. The WRCP aims to offer compensation in line with settlements
in previous wildfires, but there are widely divergent views on the extent to which that is the case.
According to some, the gap between program offers and recoveries expected through litigation is
too wide to justify participating in the program for most survivors. The result is that nearly
30,000 litigants continue to pursue compensation in courts (although there is likely some overlap
between litigants and those currently considering WRCP offers). The WRCP has therefore
become one part of the compensation landscape following the Eaton Fire, but not a substitute for
the broader litigation process.

29



The WRCP remains open, and a full picture of its effectiveness will emerge only as the Eaton
Fire litigation plays out. Stakeholders with whom we spoke provided a number of suggestions
for how the WRCP could be or could have been improved. Such suggestions can be of use to
SCE as it considers potential mid-course modifications to the program, potentially responsible
parties who might consider an expedited compensation program for fires that occur in the future,
and the California legislature as it re-evaluates the approach to providing compensation for
wildfires in the state.

Of fundamental importance of course, are the types and amount of compensation that SCE
has chosen to offer. However, we are not in a position to suggest whether or how compensation
before insurance offsets might be modified. Assessing the adequacy of compensation would
require more information about how WRCP offers compare to litigation settlements than we
have access to. We also do not yet know how the Detailed Review process will address some of
the perceived shortcomings identified with Fast Pay offers.

Several modifications appear worthy of consideration for the WRCP (where feasible and
relevant, given the late stage of the program) and future programs. These include:

launching the program sooner after the event

involving a broader range of stakeholders in program design

using a neutral party to administer the program

reconsidering whether insurance offsets should be based on insurance paid rather than
insurance available

e offering advances on expected settlements

Regarding the legal environment in which direct wildfire compensation programs operate,
attention to the following is also warranted:

e streamlining court approval of settlements involving minors

e considering whether courts should encourage claimants to obtain program offers while

litigation proceeds

e cvaluating the advantages and disadvantages of caps on noneconomic damages for

property claims.*
Evaluation of these potential modifications should assess the pros and cons we have previously
identified as well as other relevant issues.

Further analysis after the WRCP closes and litigation outcomes become clearer would
provide a fuller understanding of the strengths and limitations of direct compensation programs
in the wildfire context. The number and types of claims ultimately submitted, the results of
Detailed Review, and litigation outcomes will all offer additional perspective on the role the
WRCP has played in the Eaton Fire compensation process. In particular, survey research
comparing the experiences of those who used the WRCP with those who pursued litigation,
along with analysis of compensation outcomes through each path, could shed useful light on how

49 A cap on noneconomic damages for personal injury and death claims is a separate issue.
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these types of programs affect recovery, transaction costs, and the overall operation of wildfire
compensation systems. Information on settlements is usually protected by confidentiality
agreements, but establishing protocols now to allow the use of such data (with claimant
permission) for research purposes is worth considering. Such analysis can provide further insight
into how programs like the WRCP can be integrated into compensation processes to enhance
individual and community resilience, reduce legal and other transaction costs, and compensate
wildfire survivors for their losses.
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Appendix

Table A.1 reports the number of claims that reached the various stages of the WRCP by July
6, 2026, broken down by claimant type and type of loss. Table A.2 reports the percentage of
claims that reached various stages. The first set of rows draws on the number of claims submitted
in Table A.1 and the number of properties in WRCP eligibility areas reported in Table 1. The
remaining rows derive from Table A.1. Table A.3 reports the percentage of claims with attorney
representation by stage.

Table A.1. WRCP Activity as of July 6, 2026, by Stage

Owners Tenants

Total Partial Nonburn Total Partial Nonburn
Stage Total Total Loss Loss Damagea Total Loss Loss Damagea
Claims submitted 4,000 2,667 1,199 103 1,365 1,333 851 70 412
Offers extended 2,069 1,479 599 68 812 590 360 26 204
Detailed Review
requested 79 64 43 4 17 15 9 1 5
Offers accepted 1,598 1,119 421 49 649 479 285 18 176
Offers declined 21 20 9 3 8 1 0 0 1
Claims paid 960 689 252 41 396 271 151 9 111

SOURCE: Data provided to authors by SCE.
NOTE: Death claims excluded.

Includes properties classified as inaccessible by DINS.
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Table A.2. Percentage of Claims Reaching Different Stages of the Program as of July 6, 2026

Owners Tenants
Total Partial Nonburn Total Partial Nonburn
Stage Total Total Loss Loss Damage® Total Loss Loss Damage®

Claims Reaching Stage as a Percentage of Properties Eligible for the Program

Claims

submitted n/a 15 20 13 12 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Offers extended n/a 8 10 9 7 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Offer accepted n/a 6 7 6 6 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Offer paid n/a 4 4 5 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Claims Reaching Stage Conditional on Claim Submission

Offers extended 52 55 50 66 59 44 42 37 50
Claims Reaching Stage Conditional on Offer Extension

Offers accepted 77 76 70 72 80 81 79 69 86

Detailed Review

requested 4 4 7 6 2 3 3 4 2

Offers under

consideration 18 19 21 18 17 16 18 27 12

Offers declined 1 1 2 4 1 0 0 0 0
Claims Reaching Stage Conditional on Offer Acceptance

Claims paid 60 62 60 84 61 57 53 50 63

SOURCE: Derived from data provided to authors by SCE.
®Includes properties classified as inaccessible by DINS.

Table A.3. Percentage of Claims with Attorney Representation as of July 6, 2026, by Stage

Owners Tenants

Total Partial Nonburn Total  Partial Nonburn
Stage Total Total Loss Loss Damage® Total Loss Loss Damage?
Claims submitted 35 33 52 23 16 39 49 34 19
Offers extended 28 24 39 21 14 37 49 23 17
Detailed Review
requested (low N) 30 31 44 0 6 27 33 100 0
Offers accepted 24 20 33 18 12 32 43 17 15
Offers declined (low N) 52 50 56 67 38 100 - - 100
Claims paid 19 16 27 20 9 26 36 11 14

SOURCE: Data provided to authors by SCE.
®Includes properties classified as inaccessible by DINS.
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