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Executive Summary

This process evaluation focuses on the 2003 Program Year (PY03) of Ohio’s
Home Weatherization Assistance Program (HWAP, the Program).

Our evaluation finds that, overall, the processes used to implement HWAP
have made a solid contribution to successful delivery of the Program. The
processes and procedures support the achievement of its goals and objectives.
HWAP benefits from the involvement of numerous dedicated professionals
both at the state level and across the implementation Agencies. The Program
has delivered services to thousands of the most vulnerable energy consumers
in Ohio, generating a myriad of beneficial impacts including reductions in
energy use and costs, enhanced comfort, and improved health and safety in
homes.

Through implementation of the Program, a strong network of qualified and
highly trained service providers has been created. The Program’s focus on
innovation has resulted in incorporation of state-of-the-art new technologies
designed to increase the impacts delivered and increase the efficiency of
delivering them.

As with all complex initiatives, there are some opportunities to improve
Program operations. Many of these opportunities relate to enhanced
communication between various Program partners, in some cases establishing
new channels of communication and, in others, utilizing the existing channels
more effectively.

Program Overview

HWAP is designed to accomplish three primary objectives:

e Increase the energy efficiency of dwellings owned or occupied by low-
income persons

e Reduce participants’ total residential energy expenditures

e Improve participants’ health and safety

Since 1977, HWAP and its predecessor programs have been implemented by
the Ohio Department of Development (ODOD). In 1991, the Office of Energy
Efficiency (OEE) was created within ODOD to oversee the implementation of
HWAP. Ohio’s HWAP is delivered through a network of 58 community and
local government organizations (Agencies). Households with incomes of
150% or less of the Federal Poverty Level are eligible to receive the following
services:
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e Aninspection or audit to determine what energy-efficiency measures
are appropriate

e Client energy education to empower HWAP recipients to take specific
actions

« Installation of weatherization and any necessary health and safety
measures

e Final inspection of the measure installation

Since 1981, Ohio has supplemented Department of Energy (DOE)
Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) funds with 15% of the Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) funds. Those funds are
distributed to Ohio by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS) for its Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP). Ohio was the first
state to legislatively mandate the 15% set-aside for weatherization.

Evaluation Purpose

This process evaluation was conducted in conjunction with a Program impact
evaluation and training evaluation, which will be reported on separately. The
last evaluation of Ohio’s HWAP addressed the PY94 Program.

The purpose of this process evaluation is two-fold:
e To assess how well the Program components are functioning

e To assess the effectiveness of the processes and procedures in
fulfilling the Program’s goals and objectives

Evaluation Approach
To perform this process evaluation, we completed the following five basic
steps:

« ldentified the Program components, processes, and procedures

e Developed a Program theory/logic model to demonstrate how Program
components are intended to operate

e Documented the actual operation of each Program component

e Documented the extent to which each Program component is
contributing to the accomplishment of Program objectives

Figure ES.1 shows the sequence of study activities that were conducted. We
used a combination of quantitative and qualitative analyses of the data
collected to identify key Program characteristics, evaluate performance, and
make recommendations for future enhancements.
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Figure ES.1: Process Evaluation Overview
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Major Findings

The Ohio HWAP represents a complex effort coordinated by a large number
of Program partners. Key to the program success is the involvement of:

« OEE
e Local Agencies
e Ohio Weatherization Training Center (OWTC)

In addition, utilities and other stakeholders make important contributions to
the Program’s success.

All indications are that Ohio operates an exemplary Program. Specific
examples of accomplishments include the following:

e Inboth PY02 and PY03, statewide production exceeded the planned
number of weatherized units.

s guantec
Ohio PY 2003 HWAP Process Evaluation ES-3




e During the past four years, the Program weatherized nearly 30,000
homes, providing approximately $10,000,000 in annual bill savings for
participants (based on early impact evaluation results).

e The Program is recognized for its application of state-of-the-art
weatherization technologies.

e The Program funds operation of the OWTC to develop the capability
to deliver comprehensive training to Agency crews and contractors in
the latest weatherization techniques.

Especially positive is the high level of commitment exhibited by all of the
Program partners to HWAP’s goals and objectives and to its clients. OEE and
Agency personnel are all dedicated to delivering the best possible services at
the most reasonable cost. This is in the face of a significant unfilled need and
increasing funding uncertainties.

In addition, the Program is:

e Reaching low-income persons who are particularly vulnerable, such as
the elderly, persons with disabilities, and families with children

e Including in its targeting criteria, to at least a limited extent, high
residential energy users and households with a high energy burden

e Encouraging short- and long-term energy-saving behavioral changes
among participants

e Developing an effective statewide infrastructure skilled at delivering
quality weatherization services

e Providing numerous jobs, a skilled workforce and an influx of money
throughout Ohio, including rural Appalachia

e Expanding the base of households implementing energy savings
actions on their own

Recommendations

Based on our review, we offer several recommendations designed to enhance
delivery of the Program. Many of our recommendations are targeted at
communications flow, a key area for program improvement.

These recommendations focus on ways in which the effectiveness and
efficiency of HWAP could be enhanced. While some of the recommendations
may require staffing or budget resources from OEE, others may free up
resources currently committed.

s guantec
Ohio PY 2003 HWAP Process Evaluation ES-4




Communications

In our opinion, these recommendations involving communications are, by far,
the most important in terms of their potential for enhancing Program delivery:

OEE’s HWAP administrative and technical monitoring staffs should
exchange information on a regular basis and maintain strong links. We
recommend that monthly internal staff meetings be held and used to
exchange information and ideas about enhancing information flow to
the implementation Agencies. In addition, staff should establish
consistent protocols for conducting and reporting Program monitoring
results.

OEE and the Agencies need to find ways to make their interactions
more positive and focused on the common goals they share. This could
be accomplished by OEE through non-monitoring field visits. To make
the additional workload manageable for OEE, we recommend
scheduling Agency visits on three-year rotations so no more than 20
are visited in any one year.

Another important opportunity for OEE and the Agencies to enhance
their communications are the Agency regional meetings. Agencies
should inform OEE in advance of regional meetings and invite their
participation, and OEE staff should attend these meetings when
possible.

OEE should take steps to enhance utilization of its Residential Update,
including placing greater emphasis on Agency participation, best
practices, local experience, case studies, and improved reader appeal.
OEE also should enhance its on-line information resources. This will
require time investment of one OEE staff member at about 0.25 to 0.40
full-time-equivalent.

OEE should conduct a facilitated planning workshop with OWTC to,

most importantly, address common goals as well as identify statewide
training needs and objectives. In order to maximize effectiveness, we

strongly recommend that a third party facilitate the meeting.

OEE should work to enhance communications with utilities, possibly
in conjunction with the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio. This may
be accomplished through individual meetings with utilities (preferred,
but staff-time intensive) or through group meetings. A key objective of
the enhanced communication would be to coordinate on goal setting,
program policies and procedures, and to leverage common
infrastructure elements.

OEE should facilitate annual statewide meetings that emphasize
information sharing and communications between Agencies (such as
the Weatherization Fair, which was held in the past). This is also fairly
staff time intensive.

s quantec

Ohio PY 2003 HWAP Process Evaluation ES-5



Both OEE and Agencies should take steps to define and enhance the
communications role played by the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC)
members, particularly the regional Agency representatives. The
representatives should take an active role in collecting input from their
constituents, as well as communicating key issues addressed by the
PAC. Similarly, the utility and/or Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
(PUCO) members should actively solicit feedback from other utilities
in the state and keep them apprised of issues before the PAC.

Overall, we feel strongly that communication is the area most in need of
attention. This problem is not unique to this Program. Any time a program is
delivered though a similar structure (i.e., a central agency in charge of
planning, funding, administration and a large number of implementing
agencies), extra care, as well as significant resources needs to be taken to
maintain complex and essential communication flows.

Other Recommendations

Funding and Spending

s quantec

OEE should continue working with the Agencies to determine to what
extent additional weatherization measures, particularly baseload
measures, might be cost effectively implemented with existing
budgets.

OEE should explore ways in which providing Agencies greater
funding and expenditures flexibility could enhance the ability to
maximize investment in cost-effective weatherization, while ensuring
adequate accountability. Within this context, OEE and the Agencies
should continue working together to address ways to recruit and retain
qualified staff, including increasing wages or benefits.

Agencies should more proactively manage their budgets and spending
to ensure that they maximize the amount of effective weatherization
that is completed with the available budget. As part of this process,
Agencies should pay special attention to year-end capital spending
needs and the timing of funding change requests.

Agencies should improve their materials planning process to reduce ad
hoc purchases of materials from retail sources.

OEE should examine, in conjunction with the Agencies and other
organizations, the feasibility of statewide procurements to obtain
volume discounts on materials or services. One factor that should be
considered in implementing such procurements is OEE resource
constraints.

OEE should examine, with the Agencies, the relationship between the
length of Agency waiting lists and the amount of underspending of
Program funds that occurs. Some Agencies have long waiting lists, but
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significantly underspend their budgets. This information should be
used to appraise and adjust the targeting and scope of Agency outreach
and to assess Agency funding needs and performance.

OEE should define and implement a performance recognition factor in
the allocation of funding among the Agencies.

Technical Requirements and Program Documentation

OEE should continue to examine what opportunities exist for striking
an optimal balance between use of state-of-the-art diagnostic
technologies and reliance on auditor experience and know-how. The
forthcoming impact evaluation will shed more light on diagnostics that
seem to work better than others.

The Weatherization Program Standards (WPS) should be streamlined,
and the field guide should be utilized as a day-to-day tool.

OEE should prioritize the current process of updating and revising the
Policies and Procedures Manual. Agencies and their field staff should
take a more active role in this process through the PAC.

The Policies and Procedures Manual should be made available in a
searchable electronic format.

Training and Technical Assistance (T&TA)
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Technical monitors should implement more consistent assessment and
reporting practices; monitoring reports should identify positive
achievements of the Agencies, areas needing improvement, and best
practices.

OEE should implement mechanisms to follow up monitoring visits to
ensure that Agencies transfer the lessons learned to subsequent
weatherization jobs.

In addition to its efforts to forecast training participation, OEE should
work with the OWTC and other stakeholders to develop a
comprehensive training needs assessment that systematically
determines what capabilities are needed and how best to train service
providers.

OEE should engage in discussions with utilities to explore
opportunities for joint funding of weatherization training. These
discussions are best held with utilities individually. The case for their
contribution to the training costs needs to be made with as much
quantitative rigor as possible. Our forthcoming impact evaluation will
examine the effect of training on the level and persistence of savings
achieved.
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Reporting and Tracking

» OEE (and ODOD) should prioritize development and deployment of
the Ohio Community and Energy Assistance Network (OCEAN) for
local agency use.

e OEE should investigate why the Program database lacks substantial
client demographics data and take steps to correct any problems.

Client Energy Education

e OEE should review client education best practices and communicate
information to the Agencies and the OWTC about how to improve
their current approach.

e On aregular basis, OEE should review the curriculum and materials
used by the Agency educators and ensure that they are consistent with
best practices and properly focused.

e OEE should work with Agencies and utilities to leverage other
programs that inform potential clients about actions they can take to
reduce energy use and understand the potential benefits.

e Agencies should examine the possibility of conducting client
workshops, in addition to the existing in-home education, to inform
clients about energy-saving practices. OEE should review the cost
impacts, based on other programs, and help facilitate the workshops.

e Train-the-trainer sessions for the energy educators should increase
their emphasis on adult learning theory, presentation skills, and
creating an interactive learning environment.

» Client follow-up should be emphasized, particularly with clients where
the opportunities for behavioral changes are the best. A reward
approach, such as providing low-cost/no-cost items, should be
considered for clients who undertake energy savings actions.

e Requirements to conduct follow-up with clients should be clarified,
both in terms of mode and method. A standard data-collection
approach and periodic reporting of results would focus these efforts.

Ohio operates an exceptional weatherization program. With adoption of these
recommendations, and the Program partners’ efforts to continuously improve,
HWAP will continue as one of the premier state programs.
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. Introduction

This report presents a process evaluation of Ohio’s implementation of the
national Weatherization Assistance Program for Low-Income Persons (WAP),
commonly referred to in Ohio as the Home Weatherization Assistance
Program (HWAP, the Program). The report focuses on Program Year 2003.

Program Overview

HWAP is implemented in accordance with regulations promulgated by the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) in 10CFR Part 440. According to the
purpose and scope of the Program, it is designed to accomplish three
objectives:

e Increase the energy efficiency of dwellings owned or occupied by low-
income persons

e Reduce participants’ total residential energy expenditures

e Improve participants’ health and safety

DOE regulations (10 CFR Part 440, Section 440.16(b)) further provide that
efforts to accomplish these objectives shall ensure that priority is given to five
specific “particularly vulnerable” populations of low-income energy users:

e The elderly

Persons with disabilities

Families with children

High residential energy users

Households with high energy burdens

The Program has provided weatherization services to low-income households
in Ohio since 1977. Since 1991, HWAP has been implemented at the state
level by the Office of Energy Efficiency (OEE) in the Ohio Department of
Development (ODOD).

Eligibility for HWAP services in Ohio is based on household income. The
state uses 150% of the Federal poverty guidelines as the upper income limit
for eligibility; this is higher than the minimum of 125% established by DOE,
allowing more households to qualify. DOE’s regulations permit states to set a
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higher level based on the Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP)
eligibility requirements.*

Since the inception of Ohio’s HWAP, the primary source of funding has been
DOE. Since 1981, Ohio has supplemented DOE funds with 15% of the funds
that the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) distributes to
Ohio for HEAP?. Ohio was the first state to legislatively mandate the 15% set-
aside for weatherization.

Historically, HWAP has also utilized Petroleum Violation Escrow (PVE)
funds. While available, PVE funding was used to support the Ohio
Weatherization Training Center. Now that those funds are no longer available,
funding for the training center comes from the DOE/HHS funds.

HWAP services are provided at no cost to qualified households and include:

e An inspection or audit to determine what energy efficiency measures
are appropriate and if other repairs are necessary before weatherization
can be conducted

e Client energy education to help empower HWAP recipients to take
specific actions that will result in increased control of their energy
consumption, energy costs, and comfort

« Installation of weatherization and any necessary health and safety
measures

e Final inspection of the measure installation

Utilities also offer weatherization programs that expand the overall
weatherization activities in the state.

OEE is the central HWAP organization in Ohio. It provides overall guidance,
requirements (for example, through the Weatherization Program Standards),

policy, and oversight; secures and distributes federal funds; and provides the
interface with the federal funding agencies.

Ohio’s HWAP is delivered through a network of community and local
government organizations. These include Community Action Organizations
(CAOQOs), local government entities and community-based non-profit
organizations (CBOs). OEE disburses the funds to these groups (hereafter,
Agencies), which then have the responsibility of delivering the weatherization
services. Some Agencies (“grantees”) contract with OEE and, in turn,
subcontract to other Agencies (“delegates”) that implement weatherization.

This program is usually referred to as the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP) at the Federal level.

HEAP is administered by the Office of Community Services, a separate office within
ODOD.
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The actual services are delivered by implementing Agency staff and, in some
cases, private contractors hired by the Agency.

The Agencies are responsible for meeting specific targets in delivering the
HWAP services. These targets include production (number of housing units
weatherized) and average cost per weatherized unit.

HWAP requires skilled staff to implement weatherization effectively, so
training is an important Program component. The OWTC provides training to
Agency weatherization staff. The Corporation for Ohio Appalachian
Development (COAD) runs the center. OEE staff also provide training
through their Training and Technical Assistance (T&TA) activities.

For several years, HWAP funds have been allocated to Agencies based on a
“stability factor” that takes into account the allocation the Agency received in
1994. In addition, the allocation takes into account two elements: the percent
of households that are income-qualified for the Program and the percent of
qualified households that spend more than 25% of their income on energy
(their energy burden). These percentages are based on most recently available
census data for the Agency’s service area.

Evaluation Overview

This process evaluation was conducted by Quantec, LLC, under contract to
the OEE. This is the first phase of a comprehensive evaluation of the Program
that includes an impact evaluation and a training evaluation.’

The last evaluation of Ohio’s HWAP addressed the 1994 Program Year
(PY94). The Program Year extends from April 1 to March 31 of the following
year. This evaluation specifically covers Program Year 2003 (PY03);
however, since the evaluation was conducted in 2005-06, the information
collected (primarily through interviews and surveys) for the process and
training evaluations are not restricted to PY03.

The purpose of this process evaluation is two-fold:
» To assess how well the Program components are functioning

e To assess the effectiveness of the processes and procedures in
fulfilling the Program’s goals and objectives

The Program components we identified and examined include:

e The roles and responsibilities of Program partners, in particular OEE,
local Agencies, and OWTC

®  These evaluations are being published in separate reports.
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e Program inputs, such as funding and Federal regulations
e Activities and processes implemented at all levels of the Program

e Flows of information (communications), resources, and linkages
between Program partners

Report Contents

Chapter Il presents an overview of the evaluation methodology. It includes a
discussion of the Program theory/logic model.

Chapter I11 describes the data collection and analysis activities. It describes
information sources, samples for interviews and surveys, and data collection
procedures.

Chapter 1V presents the Program implementation analysis. This analysis
documents Program activity and performance using both historical and current
information and trends.

Chapter V presents our process evaluation findings. Organization of this
chapter aligns with the Program theory/logic model, focusing on the primary
Program partners and activities.

Chapter VI presents overall evaluation conclusions and recommendations.
They address the various Program partners, but focus on OEE as the central
policymaker, administrator, and planner of Ohio’s Program.

s quantec

Ohio PY 2003 HWAP Process Evaluation -4



1. Evaluation Methodology

To perform this process evaluation, we completed the following five basic
steps:

e ldentified the Program components

» Developed a Program theory/logic model to demonstrate how each
component is intended to operate and contribute to the Program
objectives

e Documented the actual operation of each component

e Documented the extent to which each component is contributing to
accomplishment of Program objectives

e Assessed how any material variances between intended and actual
operations and results contribute to, or interfere with, accomplishment
of Program objectives

Figure 11.1 shows the sequence of study activities that were conducted.
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Figure 11.1: Process Evaluation Overview
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We used a combination of quantitative and qualitative analyses to identify key
Program characteristics, evaluate performance, and make recommendations
for future enhancements. With regard to the interview data, in most cases we
report on issues raised by a significant share of respondents. In a few cases,
however, we report on concerns raised by a relatively small number of
respondents because of the nature or potential significance of the issue
involved.

Background Data Collection and Implementation
Analysis

Materials Review

Quantec conducted a comprehensive review of materials relating to the
administration, funding, weatherization work, and communications within the
Ohio Program. The documentation examined included:

e Federal DOE and HHS regulations
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e Office of Management and Budget (OMB) circulars

e Weatherization Program Standards (WPS) and Policy and Procedures
Manual

e Historical process evaluations

e Management plans for Agencies and OWTC
e OEE technical monitoring reports

e OEE administrative monitoring reports

e Client education materials

e Energy Assistance Program Application — the joint HEAP and HWAP
application

e Policy Advisory Committee minutes

e Past issues of the Residential Update — a newsletter published by OEE
approximately quarterly

e Minutes from internal OEE meetings
Implementation Analysis

Data were collected from the HWAP Ohio Activity Tracking System (OATS)
and HEAP databases to analyze PY03 statistics and historical trends. Job-
specific information was extracted from the HWAP database, while
demographic information from both the OATS and HEAP databases were
analyzed. Chapter IV presents this information in the implementation analysis,
which includes the following information:

= Participants characteristics and demographics
e Home characteristics
e Installed weatherization measures

e Weatherization costs and production

Program Theory and Logic Model

Once the background and Program information was collected and reviewed,
we created a Program theory and logic model. The program theory provides a
description of Program components (partners, activities, communication
channels, and linkages) and how they are intended to produce the expected
outputs and outcomes. The terms “program theory” and “logic model” are
often used interchangeably. Consistent with the convention used by other
researchers, we use the term “logic model” to refer to the graphical
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representation of the “program theory,” or the text description of how a
program operates. *

There are two primary reasons for constructing a program theory/logic model.

= First, it provides a convenient vehicle for describing how HWAP
operates.

e Second, it provides a framework for conducting the evaluation. In
particular, it highlights the anticipated linkages between partners,
activities, and outcomes.

The logic model we developed for Ohio’s HWAP is shown in Figure 11.2. It is
clear from this figure that the activities and processes implemented by three
entities are critical to the success of the Program:

1. OEE
2. Local implementing Agencies
3. Ohio Weatherization Training Center (OWTC)

External inputs to the Program include DOE and HHS funding and HWAP
regulations and requirements presented in the OMB circulars.

The process evaluation tells the “story” of the Program. For this Program, we
attempted to tell the story using the logic model description of intended
service delivery approach. In the chapters to follow, we describe the logic
model components in detail.

* TecMarket Works Framework Team. 2004. The California Evaluation Framework, p. 31.
Prepared for California Public Utilities Commission and the Project Advisory Group.
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Figure 11.2: Ohio HWAP Logic Model
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Ill. Process Evaluation Data
Collection and Analysis

As shown in Figure 11.1, we collected and analyzed information from four
different groups:

e OEE staff
» Staff from local implementing Agencies

» Utility and stakeholder (Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy, OPAE)
representatives

» Members of the client population: PYO03 participants and non-
participants

Note that we did not conduct interviews with OWTC staff° as part of the
process evaluation since a training evaluation is being conducted separately.
We did identify and assess some process issues associated with training,
however, based on our interviews with the Agencies and OEE staff.

Data Collection and Samples

OEE Interviews. Quantec conducted two sets of interviews with the OEE
staff. The initial set provided a broad overview of Program operations from
the perspective of key OEE staff. In-person interviews using a semi-structured
interview guide were conducted with the following:

e Chief of the Office of Energy Efficiency

e Residential Unit Manager

e Low-Income Program Manager

e Residential Customer Education Specialist

e Administrative Monitoring Supervisor

The second set of interviews focused on specific areas identified in discussion
with the Agencies during the first set of interviews. These interviews were
conducted with a semi-structured interview guide. OEE staff included in this
round of interviews were:

e Residential Unit Manager
e Low-Income Program Manager

e Residential Customer Education Specialist

> COAD was interviewed in the context of their role as a grantee Agency.
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e Technical Monitors (3)
Copies of both interview guides are included as Appendices C and D.

Delivery Agency Interviews. Over the course of three weeks, Quantec
conducted formal on-site interviews with personnel at 13 Agencies
(Table 111.1) that implement HWAP. The remaining three Agencies were
interviewed via telephone.

Table I11.1: Agencies Selected for Interview

Geographic No. Homes Delivery
Location Served Strategy

Board of Van Wert County Commissioners Rural NE 34 Contractor/Crew
Cincinnati-Hamilton County CAA Urban SW 357 Contractor/Crew
Cleveland Housing Network, Inc. Urban NE 291 Contractor
Clinton County Community Action Program Rural SW 132 Contractor/Crew
Community Action - Wayne/Medina Rural NE 84 Contractor/Crew
Community Action Organization of Delaware, Rural Central 90 Contractor/Crew
Madison, and Union
Community Action Partnership of Greater Dayton|  Rural SW 634 Contractor/Crew
Corporation for Ohio Appalachian Development Rural SE 1,438* Lead Agency
(COAD)
Hocking-Athens-Perry Tri-County Community Rural SE 133 Crew
Action Agency*
KNO-HO-CO Ashland Community Action Rural Central 121 Crew
Commission*
Mahoning Youngstown Community Action Urban NE 212 Contractor/Crew
Partnership
Mansfield Richland Morrow Total Operation Rural Central 94 Crew
against Poverty
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission Urban Central 168 Contractor/Crew
Neighborhood Housing Services of Toledo, Inc Urban NW 286 Contractor/Crew
Trumbull Community Action Program Rural NE 133 Contractor
Wood Sandusky Ottawa Seneca Community Rural NW 152 Contractor/Crew
Action Commission, Inc.

* Agencies that are delegates of COAD
**  This is the number of homes served by COAD's delegate Agencies.

In selecting a sample of the 58 delivery Agencies for interviews, Quantec
sought a mix of geographic locations, type (urban or rural), size, and delivery
approach (crew or contractor). A comparison of the sample and population
based on the aforementioned characteristics is provided in Tables I11.2 and
I11.3. These tables show that most of the characteristics of the selected
Agencies are very consistent with the respective population. Our sample,
however, tended to have a larger proportion of Agencies with higher
production volumes as shown in Table I11.4. While this may highlight issues
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of larger Agencies, it ensures a broader representation of the client-base

served.

Table 111.2: Sample-Population Comparison: Agency Locations

| Sample | Population
Freq. % Freq. %

Rural 11 69% 38 68%
Urban 5 31% 18 32%
Total 16 100% 56 100%
Table 111.3: Sample-Population Comparison: Agency Type
Sample Population
Freq. % Freq. %
Community Action Organization 11 69% 40 1%
Neighborhood Development Organization 1 6% 7 13%
Government 2 13% 5 9%
Non-Profit Organization 2 13% 4 7%
Total 16 100% 56 100%

Table 111.4: Sample-Population Comparison: Production by Agency

Sample \ Population
Frequency \ Percentage = Frequency | Percentage
Less than 50 1 6% 8 15%
51-100 4 25% 28 51%
101 - 200 6 38% 11 20%
201 - 350 2 19% 6 11%
350 + 3* 13% 2 4%
Total 16 100% 55 100%

*  Includes COAD, which delivers services through its delegate agencies but implements no weatherization directly.

The interviews were conducted using a detailed interview instrument
(Appendix E) and covered a multitude of topics, including:

e Program goals and objectives

» Resources and needs

e Implementation processes

e Program tracking and reporting
e Integration with other programs

e Program effectiveness and opportunities for enhancement
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In addition to the energy coordinator (or equivalent) of each selected Agency,
a variety of other staff members, including executive directors, intake
specialists and weatherization crewmembers, were also interviewed when
available. Interviewing multiple contacts at an Agency provided Quantec with
a more comprehensive understanding of the Agency’s day-to-day operation.

It is important to point out that we conducted interviews with staff at 16
Agencies based on a standardized interview instrument. However, the time
available and the flow of the discussion meant that not all interviewees were
asked every question, and sometimes respondents provided useful information
that was not requested in the initial instrument. We clarify this context where
appropriate in the following discussion.

Finally, Quantec observed audit inspections and client education at six
participating or prospective client homes. Quantec staff accompanied Agency
auditors and weatherization crews during both initial and final inspections and
energy education sessions. Table I11.5 details the field activities observed.

Table 111.5: Field Observations

Final
Inspection

Initial Energy
Inspection ~ Education
Cincinnati-Hamilton County CAA X X

|CIeveIand Housing Network, Inc. X X
|Community Action Organization of

Other

Delaware, Madison, and Union X X
|Mansfie|d Richland Morrow Total Emergency

) ) X X . .
Operation against Poverty Heating Repair
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning

o X X
Commission

Participant and Non-Participant Surveys. Quantec recruited a survey firm to
conduct surveys of PY03 participants and non-participants. The firm
completed 440 participant and 200 non-participant surveys. Participants were
selected randomly from the HWAP (OATS) database, while non-participants
were also randomly selected using the HEAP database. A non-participant was
define(g as a HEAP recipient that did not receive weatherization services in
PYO03.

We compared the distribution of the two groups of respondents to the populations they
were drawn from by age, household size, and monthly income. The distribution of the
HWAP group was not statistically different from the population with regard to these
characteristics. It is possible that a non-participant respondent could have received
weatherization prior to PY2003, but such individual represent a very small percentage of
the overall HEAP population from which our sample was derived.
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Using a structured survey instrument, respondents were asked questions that
assessed:

e Program awareness and interest

e Barriers to participation

e Perceived Program benefits (both energy and non-energy)
= Satisfaction levels among Program participants

Complete copies of the survey instruments are presented in Appendices A and B.

Stakeholder and Utility Interviews. Quantec conducted a series of phone
interviews with staff from Ohio utility weatherization programs. Quantec
chose three utilities — Columbia Gas, Cinergy, and Dominion East Ohio — for
these interviews. They sought to determine the utilities” understanding of
HWAP, their view on its objectives, and its effect on consumer payment
behavior. The utilities were also asked to comment on their relationship with
the Program, its providers, and the effectiveness of utility/HWAP
coordination.

In addition, we interviewed the director of Ohio Partners for Affordable
Energy (OPAE).

Data Analysis

Participant and Non-Participant Surveys. The SAS statistical analysis
software package was used to analyze the participant and non-participant
survey data. Open-ended responses were coded, and all responses were
quantified to determine the distribution of responses to each survey question.

Interviews. The interview information was analyzed using the most recent
version of askSam, a text-data analysis software package that allows
extraction of responses to specific questions and also responses that include
analyst-specified key words or concepts. We used this software to assist us in
identifying common themes, aggregating the responses of interviewees to
various questions, and counting the responses. Based on these counts, we were
able to determine whether a particular view or opinion was held by a
significant number of respondents.” We examined Agency responses to
determine whether there was any correlation with the size, location, or other
Agency characteristics.

" In most cases, we looked for a common response from a large number of interviewees to

deem an issue significant. In some cases, we report on certain issues (with appropriate
caveats) that only a minority of interviewees mentioned. The situations when this occurs
include when 1) the specific issue was not included in our interview instrument, but two
or more respondents raised it and it was a significant concern to them or 2) the issue was
likely to affect only certain groups but was a significant concern to them and could affect
other partners.

s guantec
Ohio PY 2003 HWAP Process Evaluation -5




V. Implementation Analysis

Early on in the process evaluation, a thorough analysis of Program
implementation achievements in terms of expenditures, homes served, and
weatherization measures installed was conducted. Data on these Program
aspects were collected from the HWAP and HEAP databases and analyzed by
Program year to examine both PY03 accomplishments and historical trends.

Participant Characteristics and Demographics

Participant demographic information is reported on the Building
Weatherization Reports (BWRs) and was extracted from the HWAP
database.® For PY03:

e The mean household size was 2.3 people

* 49% of homes had at least one elderly person

e 12% of homes had at least one child 2 years old or younger

e 18% of homes had at least one child between the ages of 3 and 5
e 50% of homes had at least one handicapped person

e 1% of homes had at least one Native American

e Less than 1% of homes had migrant workers

We also analyzed the statistics for HEAP participants in PY03 that could be
matched to those in the HWAP database. Compared to the HEAP data, the
HWAP had a larger share of households with elderly members with smaller
household size (consistent with a larger proportion of households composed of
a single elderly person), and higher proportion with young children. The
distribution of primary heating fuel types is shown in Figure 1V.1. A little
over two-thirds (71%) of participating households had natural gas heating.
Only about 14% had bulk, non-utility fuel (fuel oil, kerosene or propane).

8 We found that nearly half the jobs recorded in the OATS database for PY03 did not
include demographics data. It was not possible to determine how many of the gaps were
due to problems obtaining or reporting the data and how many were appropriate, such as
when all apartments are weatherized in buildings in which not all units are eligible.
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Figure IV.1: PY03 HWAP Participant Primary Heating Fuel Type
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Home Characteristics

Data from the BWRs were used to summarize characteristics of homes
receiving weatherization services in PY03:

» Where specified, 69% of homes were owner occupied; 31% were
rented

e The average building age was 57 years
e The average floor area was 1,440 square feet
e The average home volume was 12,011 cubic feet
Homes are also classified into types based on foundation, existence of attics,

and other factors. The distribution of these classifications is shown in
Figure IV.2 and is consistent with those seen in the database from 1998-2002.
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Figure 1V.2: Type of Home Weatherized
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Installed Weatherization Measures

The BWR also documents every weatherization measure installed in each
home, as well as associated costs. Using this information, a comparison was
made between PY03 and PY94.° Table IV.1 shows the percent of homes that
received each weatherization measure in the two years and the percent change
in installations between PY94 and PY03.

®  PY94 information was obtained from the HWAP 1994 Process Evaluation.
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Table IV.1: Installed Weatherization Measures in 1994 and 2003

Measure

1994

(n=12,960)

2003

(n= 6,893)

Percent
Change

Insulation Measures
Attic 53% 53% <1%
Sidewall 38% 31% -17%
Floor 28% 34% 23%
Heating Appliance and Distribution System Measures
Heating System Tune-up and/or Repair 39% 43% 4%
Water Heater Insulation 57% 61% %
Heating System Improvement/Replacement 6% 7% 14%
Replace Water Heater 2% % 250%
Ductwork 26% 36% 3%
Building Shell Repairs/Sealing
General Air Leakage 71% 71% 0%
Replace Door 8% 9% 16%
Replace Window 7% 3% -57%
Secondary Window Procedures N/A 3% N/A
General Repairs 32% 43% 34%
Baseload N/A 0% N/A

* Measures marked N/A could not be matched between evaluations, either because
reporting has changed or because these measures were not part of weatherization services.

Weatherization Costs and Production

Figure 1V.3 shows the trends in total HWAP funding and the number of units
weatherized from PY0O0 through PY04. With the increase in allowable
expenditures per home, annual production has decreased since PY01, even
though Program funding has increased somewhat. The effect of the increased
expenditure allowance on Program savings and overall cost-effectiveness will
be examined in the forthcoming impact evaluation.

Figure 1V.4 shows the distribution of a subset of HWAP expenditures from
PYO01 through PY03. Although the BWRs track individual measure costs,
labor costs are reported in aggregate. Total job costs were aggregated into four
categories: crew and contractor labor, crew and contractor materials, health
and safety labor, and health and safety materials. Figure 1V.4 shows that
Health and Safety spending constituted a growing share of overall costs over
this period.
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Figure 1V.3: Production vs. Funding

75

9,000

8,000

- 7,000

©,000
5,000
4,000
3,000

,000

$31,000,000
7910 $30,196,016

$30,000,000 - i
$29,000,000 -

$28,000,000 // =l
$27,000,000 T
$26,000,000 -

$25,000,000 1 $25,186,676 ——Total S.tate fundlng:

== Statewide Production [,000
$24,000,000
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Figure 1V.4: Percent of Spending Across Job Categories
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Figure IV.5 shows the trends in spending on each cost group and total state
funding, relative to 2001 levels (all costs were normalized to 2001, i.e., the
figures show changes in cost categories relative to 2001). The two Health and
Safety cost categories increased 35% and 55% respectively in just two years.
The other two categories changed very little over the two years, while state
funding increased by about 10%.

Figure IV.5: Cost Components and Funding Trends
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To examine how well the Program is meeting its weatherization unit
production goals, Quantec compared planned and completed units for 2001
through 2003 (Figure 1V.6). Also provided is the average materials, labor, and
support cost per weatherized home.*® Note that, between 2001 and 2002, OEE
raised the average per-home combined DOE and HHS funding ceiling from
$2,500 to $3,250. In PY02 and PYO03, total unit production exceeded the goals
while the average amount spent per home was less than the maximum ceiling
amount.

10 sSupport cost includes transportation, purchase/lease of tools and vehicles, maintenance,
and overhead.
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Figure 1V.6: Planned Vs. Actual Production
and Actual Average Job Cost
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V. Process Findings

Program Goals and Objectives

Key to the successful implementation of the HWAP is a clear understanding
of its goals. Section 440.1 of the DOE regulations specifies that the Program
applies to low-income occupants of owned or rented units and has several
objectives, including increasing energy efficiency, reducing housing
expenditures, and improving health and safety. The statute also provides that
the Program can target especially vulnerable populations, including high-
energy users and households with a high energy burden.

Funding Allocation Approach

DOE takes the following into account when allocating WAP funds to a state:
» A Base Allocation published in the Federal regulations
e The total funding available in any year

e A formula share that reflects the proportion each state has of
nationwide low-income households; climate, in terms of heating
degree-days (HDD) and cooling degree-days (CDD), relative to the
national median; and the relative energy burden for low-income
households in each state

The formula share is used to allocate funds in any year that funding exceeds
the sum of the state Base Allocations. Ohio’s Base Allocation is the fifth
largest of all states. In PY03, Ohio received nearly 50% more than the Base
Allocation due to the other factors taken into account. Overall, Ohio gets
about 5% of the total federal allocation.

Federal Funding Requirements

DOE and OMB set forth directions and restrictions for the application of
WAP funds. The Federal regulations establish a ceiling on the average
expenditure of DOE funds allowable for weatherization; the ceiling was
$2,500 with an annual adjustment to account for inflation starting in 2000.
Allowable expenses within this ceiling include materials, labor, and other
items such as transportation of weatherization materials and crews, on-site
supervisors, storage of weatherization materials, incidental repairs if necessary
to make the installation of weatherization materials effective, and vehicle
purchases. Expenses not included in the ceiling amount include liability
insurance, administrative activities, training and technical assistance, and the
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cost of eliminating health and safety hazards necessary before, or because of,
installation of weatherization materials.

Restrictions on the funding include:
e Vehicle purchases must be approved by DOE

e Administrative expenses may not exceed 10% of the total program
funding

» Capital expenditures for general purpose equipment are unallowable as
a direct cost except with the prior approval of the awarding Agency
(OEE, in this case)

« Capital expenditures for special purpose equipment are allowable as
direct costs, provided that items with a unit cost of $5,000 or more
have the prior approval of the awarding Agency

e Indirect costs are covered by allocation rules specified by OMB

Specific restrictions apply to the HHS funding. For example, these funds can
only be used on a limited basis for weatherization materials and cannot be
used for liability insurance or T& TA. HHS funding can be used to address
health and safety issues and support services (labor, other, and indirect costs)
and can be applied to administrative costs.

The restrictions on HHS and DOE funding streams require Agencies and OEE
to proactively track and report their expenditures. However, the combined
reporting method OEE developed for the Agencies to use and application of
similar rules for the DOE and HHS funds reduces that reporting burden.

Trends in Weatherization Funding

Weatherization funding struggles to keep up with the need for services. As
shown in Figure V.1, DOE national funding for WAP, in current dollars,
declined during the mid-1990s and then inched upwards; by 2002 it was just
slightly above its 1992 level. HHS funding also fluctuated over this period,
with combined federal funds in 2002 about 27% higher than their 1992 level.
The graph also shows “other” weatherization funding (primarily utility
dollars), and these funds have consistently increased since 1992;
weatherization funding from all sources in 2002 was about 35% higher than
the amount available in 1992.
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Figure V.1: National Weatherization Funding Trends
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Poverty levels are one indicator of the need for weatherization services.
Figure V.2 shows that the number of people living below the federal poverty
level declined some during the 1990s and then started increasing in 2000. In
2002, the number of people living below the poverty level was about 8%
lower than in 1992.

Figure V.2: Number of People Living Below Poverty Level™
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Although DOE funding appeared to follow the trend in the poverty statistics,
adjusting weatherization funding for inflation presents a more accurate
picture. Between 1992 and 2002, DOE inflation-adjusted funding for
weatherization declined in real terms by about 15%, or almost twice the
decline in the number of people living in poverty. When HHS funds are
included, however, federal weatherization funding increased about 7% in real
terms over this period. In addition, utility funding increased significantly
nationally. This appeared to be the case in Ohio as well.

11 U.S. Census Bureau.
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At first glance, these results suggest that weatherization funding grew more
than the corresponding need during the 1990s, but there are other factors to be
considered:

e The amount of weatherization dollars devoted to health and safety
issues has increased substantially over this period — some health and
safety improvements do not reduce energy consumption*?

e The number of people living at 150% of the Federal Poverty Level is
not necessarily an indicator of the number of people accessing low-
income weatherization services.

e Energy prices have increased considerably in recent years and, as a
result, the energy burden on low-income households has increased
over this time period.

Office of Energy Efficiency

The OEE resides in the Ohio Department of Development and coordinates the
delivery of the HWAP program along with several other programs designed to
promote the efficient use of energy in the state. In its coordinating role, OEE
performs the following functions:
e Planning and reporting
= Develop State Plan

= Track the Federal WAP requirements and maintain the Policies
and Procedures Manual consistent with those requirements

a=  Report to DOE and HHS

e Administration

= Develop and maintain HWAP Policies and Procedures Manual and
Weatherization Program Standards

= Allocate and disburse funding to Agencies
= Review Agency progress and performance

e Communication

= Distribute information and maintain communication with Agencies
(e.g., Residential Update, memos)

= Convene Annual HWAP meeting for Agency staff
= Hold PAC meetings

2 An added benefit to some health and safety measure installation is the reduction in energy

usage, for example replacing a furnace with a cracked heat exchanger with a new high
efficiency furnace improves health and safety of the household and has a significant
effect on the heating bills.
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« T&TA
= Monitor Agencies: administrative and technical

= Provide direct training and technical assistance (as requested by
Agencies)

= Conducting training needs assessments
Planning and Reporting

OEE develops and submits to DOE a state plan for the Program annually. The
PAC reviews the draft plan and votes on provision of support. The plan is
submitted to DOE and guides implementation of the program.

OEE tracks the federal requirements™ and maintains consistency with the
HWAP Policies and Procedures (P&P) Manual. The WPS are included as part
of the P&P manual and are designed to establish standards of performance for
the weatherization work completed by the Agencies. The WPS are reviewed
and updated, with input from the Technical subcommittee of the PAC and
network, on a biannual basis. While no formal review cycle exists for the P&P
manual as a whole, it is reviewed and revised periodically as needed.

Administration

Annually, OEE requests Grantee/Provider Management Plans from each of
the Agencies. To help facilitate the planning process, OEE provides:

e Planning considerations (highlighting changes to the program as well
as planning tips and suggestions)

» Planning instructions
e Review package

e An excel spreadsheet to develop and check budget figures

OEE reviews and approves the plans submitted by the Agencies. Based on the
Agencies’ annual allocation, the production goals are set such that average
spending per household is $3,250. The total budget allocation to each Agency
is determined based on a PY 94 stability factor and the population
characteristics (census data on the number of low-income households and
energy burden) for the Agency service area. OEE is considering instituting a
performance factor in the budget allocation that considers the Agencies’
historical use of funds and achievement of production goals.

In PY02, OEE raised the average cost per unit used to calculate unit
production goals from $2,500 to $3,250 (counting DOE and HHS funds).
They gave three reasons for doing so:

13 CFR 440.
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e Permit Agencies to raise wages to attract and retain skilled workers

« Increase the amount of time that can be spent on each home, thus
ensuring that quality work has been completed and necessary
diagnostic testing has occurred

e Cover the costs of increased incorporation of baseload measures

In addition to the management plans obtained from the Agencies, OEE
requests a similar type of management plan from the OWTC. It establishes
training goals and funding requirements for the training center.

Communication

OEE provides regular Program information and guidelines to the Agencies.
Program management information is most often communicated through e-
mails, letters, or memos addressed to the Executive Directors and/or the
Energy Coordinators. The Residential Update, published quarterly by OEE,*
is the primary means for communicating with the Agency field staff directly.

Monitoring, Training, and Technical Assistance

Another primary function of OEE is to monitor Agency performance. OEE
conducts both administrative and technical monitoring, primarily through site
visits. OEE also provides field training, primarily at the request of the
Agencies.

While the technical monitors report to the Low-Income Program Manager
within the Residential Unit of OEE, the administrative monitors are within the
Administrative Unit. This separation, at times, limits the amount of direct
communication between the groups.

When issues are identified during the technical monitoring visits, Agencies
are expected to address those issues at the particular site. There is no formal
mechanism to follow-up and ensure that the Agency involved transfers the
knowledge or improved practices throughout their operations.

Agencies

As noted earlier, delivery of HWAP is carried out by several different types of
entities in Ohio. These include local governments, non-profits, and CAOs.

" OEE targets publishing the Residential Update quarterly; over the past few years,

however, it was published about three times per year.
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Goals and Objectives

The Agencies surveyed have very similar ideas about the Program’s goals.
Table V.1 illustrates the goals and objectives that Agencies identified during
their interviews.

Table V.1: Program Goals and Objectives Cited by
Agency Representatives

No. People Citing*

Help families spend less on their energy bills 14
Reduce energy usage 10
Protect health and safety of families 6
Gateway to providing other services to families 3

*  Responses were provided by 22 agency Energy Coordinators and Executive Directors, and more
than one response per Agency was recorded.

The goal cited most commonly by the Agencies is to help families spend less
on their energy bills (cited by staff at all but two of the Agencies).

Planning, Tracking, and Reporting

The Program year begins with Agencies submitting an Annual Grantee/
Provider Management Plan to OEE. The Plan declares production goals for
the year and breaks projected spending into the different cost categories. The
Plan also delineates how DOE and HHS funds will be spent.

Once the Annual Management Plans are approved, OEE sends out contracts to
the Agencies. The state does not permit these contracts to be implemented
prior to April 1, the first day of the program year. Agencies, in turn, are
required to sign and return the contracts as soon as possible. Due to the state’s
fiscal year-ending activities (year ends on June 30), the state stops processing
invoices the first week in June. If Agencies fail to return their contracts in a
timely manner they may have a delay in receiving their initial disbursement of
funds. Delays are also caused if, for example, OEE has an issue with an
Agency plan and needs to have those resolved before issuing payment. As a
result, those Agencies have to cover the cost of the Program for the first
several months of the program year, which can create financial hardships,
disrupt their supplier relationships, and impact service delivery.

HWAP, along with utility and other weatherization programs, requires
sophisticated and in-depth accounting by the Agencies. Agencies must track
the cost of materials for each task, the number of crew or contractor hours,
and building performance factors (e.g., blower door readings before and after
weatherization work is performed) on each job. Agencies input each job, in
the form of the BWR, into the state database and submit monthly reports to
OEE.
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At this point in time, Agencies use a variety of software systems to maintain
records on their supplies, crew hours, and job expenses. These systems
include Weathertite, FoxPro-based systems, BROMA and others. Several
Agencies expressed reservations about the systems available to them, and
some have internally developed systems. Some of these user-specific systems
appeared to be quite capable and useful and could provide good models for
other Agencies.

Different organizations within ODOD (including OEE) are currently in the
process of developing the Ohio Community and Energy Assistance Network
(OCEAN) system, which aims to provide a broad electronic application
process, tracking, and database system.™ It is being designed to track the
HWAP, as well as HEAP and Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP)
data, and provide integration and access to all this information in one source.
Several Agencies were aware of this system, but few knew the details of it.
Nevertheless, there was optimism that it would be a useful tool that it would
streamline reporting requirements and efforts.

While reporting for the Program can be challenging and complex, the
Agencies we interviewed indicated that they were able to handle the process
adequately.

Funding and Spending

State, DOE, and HHS regulations tightly control the allocation of dollars
among different cost categories. Figure V.3 below shows the allocation of
total Program dollars for PY03.

Figure V.3: Total Program Dollars PY03

Agency
Weatherization
Costs
86%
Agency Admin
Costs
8%
e |
OEE Admin Costs \Agency
2% OEE | OWTC T&TA
T&TA 20 1%
1%

> Inventory tracking is not being considered as a component of OCEAN.
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The following are conditions that apply to funding allocations:

e No more than 10% of total Program dollars can be used for state and
local administrative funding

e The state can allocate no more than 5% of total Program dollars for
OEE’s administrative expenses

e Agencies must be allocated at least 5% of Program dollars for their
administrative expenses

A vast majority of all Program costs go toward direct weatherization work.
Of the 10% allowable administration dollars, OEE allocates only 2% for its
oversight and administration of the Program. Agency administrative expenses
make up the remainder of the total Program administration budget.’® In PY03,
the Ohio Weatherization Training Center received the sum of $600,000 for its
operation.

Figure V.4 illustrates how Agencies spent their dollars (representing 95% of
the total Program budget) in PY03. About 80% of the dollars went to the
direct and indirect’ costs of weatherization.

Figure V.4: Distribution of Agency Funding, PY03

Total Admin Liability
H&S 8.5% 0.9%

) . 10.1%
Single Audit

0.3%
T&TA
1.1%

Support
9.8%

Labor
56.2%

Materials
13.1%

e DOE does allow Agencies with a DOE Program budget under
$350,000 to add an additional 5% of their “splittable funds” to their
administration allowance.

e Agencies must receive prior approval from OEE on capital equipment
purchases over $1,000.

1 Agency administrative expenses are made up of direct administration, indirect

administration, and additional administration.
Direct and indirect costs are defined as labor, materials, and non-admin (other) support —
these are the costs that count toward the $3,250 maximum spent per home.

17
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For PYO03, the total dollars Agencies spent on administration was 8.5% of
their funding. The majority of the Agency costs associated with the operation
of HWAP are labor expenses (approximately 56%) while materials for
weatherization are the second largest (13%). Four of the Agencies interviewed
commented on the high-cost of weatherization materials and were interested
in ways they could lower those costs.

One half of the Agencies interviewed also reported exhausting their health and
safety funds before the end of the Program year. As shown in the figure
above, this is the third largest cost category for the Agencies. Also, as

Figure 1V.4 shows, the trend is that health and safety expenditures are the
fastest rising cost component of the Program. Agencies that operate utility
weatherization programs are able to use those funds for many of the health
and safety costs that arise in homes (e.g., replacement of heating and cooling
equipment), greatly expanding their ability to meet that need.

Another important funding/spending challenge that remains is ensuring that
Program dollars are fully invested. Figure V.5 illustrates the unspent funds
that remained at the end of each program year for the years 1999 through
2003. Remaining funds at the end of each Program year ranged from about
5% to 10% across the Program as a whole, while underspending by individual
Agencies varied considerably, with some Agencies utilizing all of their funds
and some underspending by as much as 24% of their annual budget.

Figure V.5: Unspent Funds*

$2,509,768
$2,077,978
$1,925,341
$1,362,524 I I $1,547,556
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
6.3% 10.6% 6.9% 7.7% 5.4%

*  Percentages shown are percent of total funds left unspent

In PYO03, the weatherization materials, support, labor, and HHS indirect costs
that count toward the $3,250 per-unit limit were under-spent by 5%. The
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remaining cost categories combined were under-spent by 11% and accounted
for nearly one-third of the total dollars remaining at the end of the year.

Thirty-one percent of Agencies interviewed stated that spending their funds in
their entirety by the end of the Program year was problematic. They attributed
this not to the lack of demand for services but to other factors, including:

e Accounting requirements of different programs Many of the jobs
performed are done in combination with other programs (utility
programs or Electric Partnership Program), which have different
accounting requirements and fiscal years. In addition, within the
HWAP program there is a need to assign expenditures to the proper
cost categories and to distinguish between the use of DOE and HHS
funds.

e Expenditure pre-approval requirements — All capital expenditures
over $1,000 must be approved in advance by OEE. While all planned
capital expenditures should be identified in their agency plan, there is a
February 28 deadline to submit requests for approval of expenditures
not included in their annual plan. Four of 16 agencies indicated this
deadline limited their flexibility to make last minute funding
commitments and decisions at the end of the Program year

Based on PY03 data, 26 of the 36 grantee agencies did not utilize their entire
budgets.

Staff Management and Training

Agencies employ many people to perform the work of the Program. Even the
smallest Agency, according to management plans, has seven different staff
people working on some portion of HWAP. The largest Agency we
interviewed has 30 HWAP-dedicated employees, along with 15 support staff
with part of their time dedicated to the Program. The number of staff people,
the technological aptitude demanded, and the training required make this
Program administratively intensive.

Seventy-five percent of Agencies indicated they had difficulties hiring and
keeping staff who are technically competent. One of the reasons cited was that
Agencies are not able to pay a competitive salary for the physical and
technical demands of the job. Some Agencies did note that the OEE had
encouraged them to look at ways to increase staff pay, and the increase in
OEE’s per-job funding ceiling had helped to alleviate this problem.

Based on data for a sample of 25 Agencies, 23 were able to raise wages in
PY03. Seventeen of the 25 Agencies raised wages 3% or less, while four
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raised wages 5% or more®®. Several Agencies indicated the increase in the
cost ceiling per job had allowed them to cover the rising cost of benefit
packages, cover increased contractor costs, and spend additional time ensuring
higher quality weatherization of homes.

Although several Agencies noted difficulties recruiting and keeping
competent staff, a few said they had been able to develop and keep a crew of
highly trained weatherization staff with ten or more years of experience. In
some cases, these Agencies had taken steps to increase their wages and offer
other benefits. One Agency representative said that there were fewer
limitations on some of their other funding sources and that they were able to
use those funds to increase the earnings of their staff.

Although higher wages would help recruit and retain talented staff, there is no
simple solution. As one Agency respondent put it:

I have a lot of employees who have been here a long time, so we pay the
higher end of the scale. | have people retire, not quit. I don’t know what
the magical formula is, but we try to treat them right and work together as
a team. We were actually a little low on wages until a few years back, but
thanks to OEE and COAD, we were able to get them raised. What we were
finding was that we were hiring them, training them, and then they could
leave and find other more profitable jobs. So wages were increased to try
and hang on to those guys.

In spite of the staffing challenges reported by agencies, Ohio is cited as having
one of the most highly trained and technically proficient weatherization
services in the country.'® The state requires and provides significant training
for the weatherization workers through the OWTC. Not only are
weatherization staff trained when they first begin their jobs, they also
participate in training on a continuous basis. This is designed to ensure that
weatherization staff have the latest and most up-to-date skills for their work.

While the extent of training required does contribute to a capable workforce,
some Agencies (five of those interviewed) commented that the amount of
training required by the state was excessive. One-fourth of the Agencies
interviewed reported that sending their staff to training created difficulties in
meeting their production goals. This can especially impact smaller, rural
Agencies with few staff people. At least one of the courses required for
inspectors takes a full week, which can greatly impact the productivity of
small Agencies.

8 Wage increase data collected from administrative monitoring reports dated May 2003 —

April 2004.

9 http://www.eere.energy.gov/weatherization/cfm/index.cfm/state_abbr=oh

s guantec
Ohio PY 2003 HWAP Process Evaluation V-12




Client Interaction and Waiting Lists

Agencies have a variety of interactions with clients. From outreach through
final inspection, it is the Agency that maintains direct contact with the clients
and delivers the end product of the Program.

Outreach and Awareness. Because HWAP services are in such high demand
across the state, the majority of Agencies have full waiting lists without
performing any outreach. Only 25% of the Agencies reported performing
outreach on a regular basis. As shown in Figure V.6, the single most common
source of awareness about the Program was word-of-mouth, suggesting that
the most effective form of outreach is providing good service to clients who
then inform other potential clients. More than one-fourth of the participants
had heard about the Program through a variety of other programs (such as
HEAP and other Agency programs). This suggested that the Agencies were
successfully leveraging a range of services to inform clients about HWAP.
The third most effective outreach channel appeared to be through the utilities
(16% cited either utilities or their utility bill as how they became aware of the

Program).
Figure V.6: Program Awareness
Oth Utilit PSA on
ther agency Y radionTv
HEAP App 0 6%
12%
Other energy

assist program

16% Friend, relative,

Electric bill neighbor
16% 33%

One mechanism that has made it easier for clients to apply for HWAP is the
joint application developed by ODOD. Clients who are applying for HEAP
can simply check a box to indicate their interest in also receiving HWAP
services. When a client comes up for HWAP service, they need to have
applied for service (or updated their application) in the past year to verify that
they still meet the income requirements of the Program. Since clients can
apply for HEAP benefits annually, updated applications should typically be
available for the Agencies.

Waiting Lists. During our interviews, the Agencies indicated that they have
waiting lists that vary in length from less than six months to nearly five years.
Long waiting lists, it stands to reason, would indicate that Agencies have
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plenty of opportunity to spend their entire funding allocation for the Program
year. As shown in Figure V.7, however, that is not always the case.?® There
were a number (4) of Agencies that had six-month or longer waiting lists
(50% or more of planned units), yet underspent their funding by 7% or more.

Figure V.7: PY2003 Unspent Funds vs. Waiting List
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OEE, however, has observed differences in the waiting lists reported by
Agencies through different channels, thus raising questions about the
reliability of waiting list estimates. Through our interviews we determined
that there was no standardized procedure for calculating the length of the
waiting list. Because of the importance of the waiting list as a measure of the
backlog for services and Agency performance in meeting demand, we
estimated the PY03 waiting list using three different sources, including:

e As reported by Agencies directly to OEE
e Asreported in the Agency Management Plans

e Asreported in the non-participant survey — those respondents that
were aware of the program, had signed up for it and were placed on
the waiting list

These estimates were fairly consistent, and the average waiting list based on
the three values was about 9,900 units. Based on this average, the statewide
waiting list in PY03 was equivalent to about 1.4 years of annual production.

2 This figure is based on PY03 data provided by the Agencies; a waiting list of 50%

corresponds to a six-month backlog of unserved clients. The figure does not include one
agency that indicated a waiting list equal to approximately 10 years of production.
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Prioritization Point Systems. HWAP providers are required to establish a
dwelling unit prioritization system that is used to allocate weatherization
services based on the requirements of the Federal regulations. According to
Ohio’s Policy and Procedures Manual, “the system design is entirely up to the
HWAP provider as long as it is not discriminatory . . . . Most providers use
some type of point system . . .. However, some other type of system is
acceptable as long as it allows them to meet their unit goals. For example, if
an agency does not have a backlog of clients waiting to receive services, their
priority system might be first come first served.”

The Agencies we interviewed all use a point system to assign households a
priority for HWAP services; this priority determines a household’s place on
the waiting list. Points can be assigned for a variety of characteristics,
including:

e Disabled or elderly residents in the home

* Young children in the home

e Number of occupants

e Length of time on the waiting list

e No heating (due to equipment problems)

e Income level

e Arrearages

e Eligibility for utility weatherization programs
e Health and safety issues in the home

e Referral from a home repair or rehabilitation program
» Other assistance received

e HEAP or PIPP participation

= Landlord contribution

Though many Agencies award points for high-energy usage, the points are
relatively small compared to the other criteria. One of the recommendations of
the 1994 evaluation was to assign greater priority to clients with higher energy
usage. Although that priority is part of the DOE regulations as well, efforts to
prioritize based on energy usage are limited. Both Agencies and OEE
indicated that utility data needed for such targeting were generally hard to
come by?.

21 Columbia Gas of Ohio does provide customer use data for weatherization eligible

customers to the four agencies in its service territory.

s guantec
Ohio PY 2003 HWAP Process Evaluation V-15




Another prioritization criterion used by some Agencies is eligibility for utility
weatherization programs, and they assign many points to this criterion.
Increasing the priority of units eligible for utility programs has the advantage
of leveraging additional resources. It has the disadvantage of lowering the
relative priority of units heated by bulk fuels.

Client Satisfaction with Agencies. Overall, clients are highly satisfied with
the Agency staff (e.g., intake workers and auditors). Our participant survey
revealed that a great majority of clients were pleased with their interaction
with the Agencies. Figures V.8 and V.9 show that most clients felt the office
staff were both professional and prompt in their service.

Figure V.8: Promptness of Service

Very
70%

Somewhat
20%

Not very , 4%

Don't know, 3% Not at all,

3%

Figure V.9: Professionalism of Service

Very
76%

Somewhat
17%

Don't know,
3% " Not very, 3%
Not at all,

1%

Weatherization Requirements and Delivery

The specifications that Agencies must follow in providing weatherization are
very detailed and comprehensive. The WPS and Policies and Procedures
Manual are large documents. Close to 50% of the Agencies felt that the
standards were excessive in terms of both the detail provided and some of the
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required diagnostic testing. Six of the Agencies remarked that the complexity
of the requirements made it hard for them to find staff capable of meeting the
technological requirements of the Standards. Five said they believed that the
room-to-room and zone testing requirements were not always necessary and
did not always result in more energy savings.

The weatherization services provided by Agencies are the end product of all
the activities in the Program. Overall, Agencies believe they offer high quality
weatherization that has continued to improve over time. As shown in

Figures V.10 and V.11, clients were very satisfied with the weatherization
services they received from the Program.

Figure V.10: Installation Crew Promptness

Very
74%

Somewhat
19%

Don't

know/don't
remember 3%
2% Not at all
2%

Figure V.11: Installation Crew Professionalism

Very
74%

Somewhat

19%
Don

know/don't
remember

1% Not at all Not very

3% 3%
OEE believes that the Agencies are skilled at providing heating system
maintenance to their clients. Although there have been recent improvements
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in air-sealing performance, data compiled by OEE showed that in PYY03, for
example, the statewide average success rate for meeting or exceeding the
OVERALLS target reduction goals was only 49%.% Based on these data,
there is a consensus view at OEE that Agencies need to improve their air
sealing performance.®® Fifteen (15) of the 16 Agencies interviewed believed
they had improved their air sealing practices since the 1994 evaluation.

Client Energy Education

Client energy education is designed as an integral part of the weatherization
process in Ohio’s HWAP. Client education can be an important tool to
achieve long-term energy savings and provide clients better control over their
energy expenditures and comfort. Client education gives Agency staff the
opportunity to explain the weatherization process along with providing
individual, specific energy-saving activities or behaviors that clients can
implement.

All Agencies said that they were conducting energy education for every
household. The person delivering the client education is usually the
inspector/auditor who also completes the paperwork authorizing the
weatherization work. We observed several educators going through various
materials with clients. While reviewing the “Do Your Part” spiral bound
brochure, educators generally highlighted the sections related to the specific
actions recommended with the client. Educators then filled out the
“Partnership Agreement” with unique and specific energy-savings suggestions
for the client. Crew members reported that they also frequently reinforce or
expand on the client education throughout the weatherization process.

The client education is viewed by Agency staff as important yet not always
effective. Four of the Agencies mentioned that they were often competing
with other distractions for the clients’ attention. In spite of these concerns,
76% of the clients remembered receiving energy education, as shown in
Figure V.12. Of those clients who recalled the energy education, some took
actions to reduce energy usage. The specific actions reported by participant
respondents are listed in Table V.2,

2 The OVERALLS goals are target air leakage percent reductions based on the results of

the initial blower door test.

One of the questions to be examined in the impact evaluation will be the effect of air
sealing activities and reduction in infiltration levels (measured through pre- and post-
blower door tests) on energy savings.

23
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Figure V.12: Recall Energy Education Received

Yes
76%

No
16%

Don't know
8%

Table V.2: Actions Taken in Response to Energy Education

% Total
Respondents

Taking

Action
Turned down heater thermostat 16%
Sealed windows and doors 11%
Turned down water heater temperature 3%
Turned refrigerator temperature setting up 0%
Wrapped hot water heater with insulation blanket 2%
Bought energy efficient light bulbs 13%
Bought Energy Star appliances 0%
Other 9%

OEE expressed some concerns that Agencies were not always providing
effective energy education to all clients. In particular, the OEE administrative
monitor representative we interviewed commented that partnership
agreements frequently contained generic actions that did not always reflect the
unique, specific steps an individual household could take to save energy.

A potential avenue for enhancing the energy education is the client education
training provided by OWTC. Staff at one Agency and at OEE indicated that
the Electric Partnership Program (EPP) client education training utilized more
adult education theory and methodologies than the HWAP training did, thus
engaging the adult clients more effectively in energy education.?* Because it
is important to effectively engage clients in energy education, OWTC should
give greater emphasis to adult education methods and theory in its client
education training.

" The EPP was designed by OEE and serves electric-utility customers who are enrolled in
PIPP.
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Client Follow-Up

As specified in Ohio’s Policies and Procedures Manual, Agencies are required
to follow up with 25% of their HWAP participants on the following:

e To see what progress has been made on the action steps and what the
obstacles are, if any, to implementing the action steps

e To answer any questions that the client might have
e To ask the client for feedback on the Program

e To evaluate if the client might be a candidate for other services not
referred to them at the initial visit

Agencies implement this requirement in different ways — via telephone
surveys, mailed surveys, and sometimes, home visits. One Agency reported
following up with 100% of their clients because of uncertainty around OEE’s
goals and requirements; another reported not following up with any clients for
the same reason. Some Agencies stated that they did not know what OEE did
with the information, though they did say that the OEE monitors verified that
the Agencies were conducting follow-up. According to the State Plan, OEE
believes Agencies should be contacting and conducting follow-up with those
clients who could benefit most from changing their energy usage habits.

Weatherization Crews

Each of the interviewed energy coordinators who utilized their own in-house
crew for weatherization spoke highly of the experience, competence, and
quality of their team. In part because of the training received at the OWTC,
Agencies have been able to build quality, skilled weatherization crews.
Energy coordinators cited alternative work schedules and comradeship as two
of the most important factors in crew retention.

Agency Communications with OEE

Of all the communications that occur in the Program, those between the
Agencies and OEE are the most critical. OEE staff pointed out that other
states have experienced challenges in maintaining effective communications
between the administrating body and the weatherization providers. While the
Ohio Program appears to be delivered effectively, challenges with Agency-
OEE communications take up organizational energy for both OEE and the
Agencies.

Agencies identified several areas where they felt communications with OEE
were not as effective they could be. One area was how the state calculated the
annual allocation to Agencies. Another problem area identified involved
interpretation of policies, procedures, and standards, including delays in
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getting requested interpretations and inconsistencies between information
provided by different staff from OEE.

Communication among Agencies

The communications among agencies are usually limited to quarterly regional
and annual HWAP meetings. Many Agencies have developed innovative ways
to implement, administer, and manage their Program, but it is not clear that
the quarterly and annual meetings are being used effectively as a good venue
for sharing those practices and ideas.

Several Agencies indicated that, instead of these structured events, informal
communications were the most frequently used method for sharing lessons
learned and best practices. While Energy Coordinators, CEOs, and Executive
Directors do have multiple opportunities to communicate, several Agencies
highlighted times when inspectors and crews were able to share information
and ideas as being most beneficial.

Grantee Agencies provide both administrative and weatherization technical
assistance to their delegates. Delegate Agencies generally have a good
relationship with the larger Agency they work with. Agencies did not identify
major benefits of the grantee/delegate relationship outside of the technical
assistance offered.

Policy Advisory Committee

The PAC has several purposes: it provides a formal avenue for feedback to
OEE about HWAP, it reviews the state plan submitted by OEE to DOE on a
yearly basis, and it is a forum for organizations to present ideas or concerns
about HWAP. The PAC membership includes a diverse group of
organizations including:

e Agencies

e Utilities

e Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy

« OWTC

e Ohio Association of Community Actions Agencies

e Public Utility Commission of Ohio

Among the agency members, some serve as the designated representative for
each region of the state (Northeast, Southwest, Southeast, and Central). The
other members do not have a specific role to represent other organizations in
the PAC discussions or consistently keep them apprised of PAC activities and
decisions.
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The Ohio PAC is very active and meets regularly. The meetings often include
vigorous debate. Minutes from the PAC meetings show that the main topics of
concern at PAC meetings are funding issues and the WPS.

The PAC is advisory in nature. OEE takes input from the PAC but is
ultimately responsible for implementing the Program in the manner it
determines best suits the needs and objectives of the program. The PAC
makes a recommendation on the state plan annually. In two (PY02 and PY05)
of the past five years, the PAC did not endorse the state plan.

Two key subcommittees of the PAC are the Technical Subcommittee and the
Policies and Procedures Subcommittee. The Technical Subcommittee is
charged with updating and revising the WPS, while the Policies and
Procedures Subcommittee comments on the Policy and Procedures Manual. It
appears that Agencies do not give much feedback to the subcommittees on
changes they would like to see in the HWAP Standards and the Policies and
Procedures Manual.

Ohio Weatherization Training Center

The OWTC provides training for the weatherization staff throughout the state,
including the inspectors, the weatherization crew members, and the energy
educators. Agencies are notified of upcoming trainings via an annual calendar
developed at the beginning of the Program year.

Training Needs Assessment

OEE has conducted routine training needs assessments annually. These “needs
assessments” have constituted more of a review of expected class attendance
than a formal needs assessment linked to the requirements of the
weatherization services.

In 2004, OEE conducted a more thorough assessment. Although it was a
comprehensive assessment, with each Agency indicating the specific classes
that each staff person needed to attend given current specifications, it was not
a fundamental needs assessment to examine the relationship between the
current job requirements and the appropriateness and relevance of the training.

Agency Feedback

Overall, the Agencies we interviewed provided fairly positive feedback about
the training provided by the OWTC: 14 of 16 Agencies interviewed were very
satisfied with the quality of the training services. Several Agencies mentioned
it is a challenge to get their crew to Athens for training. Six Agencies
identified regional trainings as a very useful option. Many of the Agencies
across the state utilize the regional training as a way to satisfy their training
requirements, train staff that normally do not have the opportunity to attend
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training, and, at the same time, do weatherization on a home that is part of the
Agency’s production goal.

Training Center Funding

While available, the OWTC was fully funded with PVE funds. Now that those
funds are no longer available, funding for OWTC comes from the HWAP
budget, either from OEE administrative or Agency funds. This has created a
need for greater accountability from OWTC and a desire to seek alternate
funding. The Ohio legislature currently requires OEE to include funding for
the training center in the annual HWAP budget.

Utilities and Stakeholders

Utilities across the state operate a variety of programs that complement
HWAP. Included among them are:

» WarmChoice (Columbia Gas) — funds weatherization measures, as
well as replacement of natural gas water heaters and furnaces as
needed

» Weatherization Program (Cinergy) — funds weatherization, electric
baseload measures (refrigeration and lighting), and space and water
heating repair (and replacement when health and safety issues are
present)

e Community Connections (First Energy) — provides funds for electric
baseload and weatherization measures and structural repairs required
to support weatherization

e Housewarming (Dominion East Ohio) — provides weatherization
services to eligible customers, services are tiered based on the
customer’s needs

Some of the utilities deliver their programs through the same network of local
Agencies that deliver HWAP, and others administer their programs through
their individual networks. In addition to the programs offered directly by the
utilities, funding collected by the electric utilities for the Universal Service
Fund is used for the Electric Partnership Program (EPP), which is
administered statewide by OEE. EPP is delivered in some communities by the
local Agencies, and in others, by a for-profit organization or other non-profit
organizations.

Agencies delivering HWAP and utility programs will often combine services
from multiple programs to provide more comprehensive services in an
individual home. In addition, the combining of jobs (“combo” jobs) allows
greater funding for health and safety, home repairs, and administration. The
Community Connections program must be delivered in combination with
HWAP or another utility weatherization program.
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Where the utility program is administered separately from HWAP, there are
occasional referrals between the programs, but no formal mechanism exists to
ensure that this occurs. While a substantial waiting list exists for the utility
programs (typically 6 months or more), implementers expressed an interest in
increasing the referrals from HWAP.

There are several models nationally for coordination of utility and state-run
weatherization programs. The various models include:

« Utility funding is pooled with funding from DOE and HHS (where the
state makes the decision to allocate a portion of LIHEAP funds to
weatherization), and weatherization is delivered through a common
network consistent with the federal standards and requirements.

« Utility funding is distributed to the local agencies delivering the
federally-funded weatherization program, but with state-specific
guidelines for how the utility dollar are utilized.

» Utilities operate independent programs and deliver their program
directly or through their own contacted network.

Where utilities make investments in weatherization efforts, it is typically
driven by statutory or regulatory requirements. The state statute or regulations
typically define the structure of the utility programs and how they interface
with the state delivery of the federal program.

The utilities interviewed felt that the structure in Ohio allows the utility
programs to operate as an effective complement to the HWAP program. The
utility programs allow Agencies additional flexibility in terms of the level of
spending in homes, as well as the type of measures that can be installed,
particularly baseload measures and replacement of heating and cooling
equipment. Where “combo” jobs are implemented, preliminary data indicate
that the average spending is significantly higher than for HWAP-only jobs. In
the forthcoming impact evaluation, we will assess the savings for “combo”
jobs and HWAP-only jobs, and the associated cost-effectiveness.

Utilities indicate they do some post-inspections to verify the quality of
installations. There may be some opportunities to coordinate the quality
assurance efforts of the utility programs with HWAP.

Utilities have traditionally utilized the training resources that are part of
HWAP. Utility staff and contractors have attended training at OWTC. The
utilities have also contracted with training staff to provide training within their
communities. The utilities interviewed indicated that in recent years, training
has been available less frequently and that attendance was down.

The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) has not required evaluation
of the Programs thus far; however, some of the utilities have conducted them
voluntarily. Funding for the utility programs currently comes from base rates,
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but there has been discussion about establishment of a demand-side
management cost recovery tracker, which would cover the utility
weatherization.

A potential area for additional coordination between utilities and HWAP is in
the area of billing data. Billing data can be helpful to target weatherization
services to high users®. Two of the utilities we interviewed indicated a
willingness to provide the data with the clients’ permission. The joint
application form for HEAP and HWAP services does ask for the client’s
permission to obtain utility billing data.

One of the utilities interviewed is a member of the PAC and communicates
regularly with OEE. The other utilities indicated a desire for more interaction
with OEE on key Program issues and opportunities for coordination.

OPAE

Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy was created in 1995 by OEE and funded
its operations for the first two years. OEE hired the National Low Income
Energy Consortium (NLIEC) to facilitate the creation of OPAE as a voice for
agencies and low-income stakeholders during deregulation negotiations. The
organization brought together OEE, the Agencies (including the community
action organizations, non-profits and governmental entities) delivering the
HWAP program throughout the state, along with other advocacy groups and
stakeholders.

Since deregulation, OPAE has taken on the role of a trade association for the
agencies - doing advocacy work at the state and federal level. OPAE
currently offers an annual conference, annual regional training for agencies,
and representation at rate cases. They publish informational memos with
updates on Ohio weatherization programs, weatherization fund allocations at
the state and federal level, and information on current rate cases.

As a member of the PAC, OPAE felt that opportunities to communicate with
OEE were adequate.

HWAP Participants

We assessed several types of Program outcomes from the perspective of
program participants. Many of the outcomes for this process evaluation were
analyzed through the participant and non-participant surveys.

% Columbia Gas of Ohio has provided usage data to agencies in its service territory.
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Program Awareness and Participation

HWAP participants were asked what had motivated them to enroll in the

Program, and the responses aligned well with the Program goals and
objectives. Nearly half responded that a desire to reduce their energy bill had
been the primary factor in their decision (Table V.3). Ten percent said that a
desire to improve their comfort had been the main reason. Interestingly, the

responses differed from those for the 1994 Program evaluation. For the

current evaluation, the share saying the main reason for participation was to
reduce energy bills was 50% larger than it was in the prior study. On the other
hand, current participants were only about one-third as likely to say comfort

was their main reason. This change may be attributable to energy price

increases that have occurred over the past decade.

Table V.3: Primary Reason for Program Participation

Freq. %
Reduce energy bills 196 45%
Become more energy efficient 60 14%
Save money on equipment and installation costs 56 13%
Improve comfort 46 10%
Other 78 18%
Don't know 4 1%
Total 440 100%

We also examined what limited Program participation. As shown in
Figure V.13, 81% of PY03 HEAP participants did not request to be put on the

HWAP waiting list.

Figure V.13: Non-Participants on Waiting List
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Respondents offered a multitude of reasons for not applying for HWAP,
including:

« Concerns with the weatherization process
e Disruption of elder family members
= Landlord resistance

» Concerns about the cost of the services (a misconception that there
would be a cost)

e Time or information required to apply
Client Energy Education

Surveyed participants were asked whether they had received any energy
education materials as part of their weatherization service. As shown in

Table V.4, 75% of the responding participants replied positively. Of those 313
participants that received educational materials, 238 (76%) said that a
Program employee went over the materials with them. Therefore, 57% of the
surveyed participants recalled both receiving the materials and in-person
energy education.

Table V.4: Energy Education

Freq. %
Received Educational Materials 313 75%
Reviewed Provided Materials w/Program Rep 238 76%
Received Educational materials and In-Person Education 238 57%

Those participants who recalled receiving the materials were also questioned
regarding their clarity and usefulness; 96% of those receiving energy
education materials described them as either very or somewhat easy to
understand. Similarly, the overwhelming majority (91%) of participants felt
the materials were very or somewhat useful.

Short-Term Behavioral Changes

We asked participants who recalled the energy education materials whether
they had taken any of the actions identified in the materials. As shown in
Figure V.14, 77% of those who recalled energy education said that they had
taken some actions.
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Figure V.14: Participants Signing Partnership Plan Agreement and
Taking Recommended Actions
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As part of the energy education portion of the Program, participants are
requested to sign a partnership plan agreement stating that they will undertake
certain energy-efficiency or conservation measures in their home. Only about
one-third of the participants who recalled receiving the education materials
remembered signing the agreement.

Program Satisfaction and Communications to Others

One of the outcomes anticipated in the logic model would encourage others to
take steps to reduce their energy use. Based on the participant survey, it
appeared that the Program did leverage the client energy education through
clients’ sharing of information with others. Figure V.15 shows that 61% of
participants who recalled receiving education materials said they had shared
them with someone else.

Figure V.15: Participants Sharing Educational Materials
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Similarly, client recommendations could have a significant effect on making
others aware of the Program and leading to their participation. As noted
earlier, word-of-mouth was one of the main ways clients said they had learned
about the Program. When we asked participants whether they would
recommend HWAP to others, the vast majority (90%) said that they would,
and in fact, 7% said they already had (see Figure V.16).

Figure V.16: Participants Recommending HWAP Services to Others

No Already have
3% 7%

90%

Program Benefits

Finally, we examined the benefits that participants derived from participating
in HWAP. We asked each of the surveyed participants what they felt was the
most important benefit of the Program. In general, the benefits cited by
participants lined up well with HWAP goals and objectives. As shown in
Figure V.17, the most common response was a reduction in their energy bills,
(29%). This was almost the same share who had given this response in the
1994 evaluation. It was about one-third less, however, than the share of 2003
participants who said their main reason for participating was to save money on
their energy bills (see Table V.3).

Figure V.17: Most Important Benefit of Participating in HWAP (n=440)

Reduced energy billsi| | §29%
Improved comfortil | J18%
Money saved on equipment/installationil | J 16%
Became more energy efficientil | J 15%
Otheril J§16%
Don't know H,:' 5%
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To explore the effects on energy bills and energy burden, we asked all
participants what, if any, change they had observed in their ability to pay their
energy bills. As seen in Table V.5, nearly 60% said that it had become
significantly or somewhat less difficult to pay their energy bills since their
participation. This compares to 38% of participants who said it was easier to
pay their bill based on participation in PY94.

Table V.5: Ability to Pay Energy Bills Since Participating in the Program

 Freq. | % 94Eval
Significantly less difficult 103 23% 38%
Somewhat less difficult 155 35%
More difficult 35 8% 9%
No change 118 27% 45%
Don't know 29 % 8%
Total 440 100% 100%

The second most commonly mentioned benefit of the Program was increased
comfort (18%). This was almost twice the share who cited increased comfort
as their main reason for participating in the Program (Table V.3). However,
this share was less than half the 41% in 1994 who said that improved comfort
was the most important benefit they derived from participation. To explore
specific non-energy Program benefits further, all of the participants were
asked a series of questions regarding occurrence of several possible non-
energy benefits that could be associated with weatherization. Figure V.18
shows that, even though less than 20% said increased comfort was the most
important benefit, nearly 90% experienced increased comfort as one of the
HWAP benefits. About one-half said that participating in the Program had
helped them avoid moving, reduced illnesses, or made more money available
for other necessities.

Figure V.18: Non-Energy Benefits of Weatherization

More Comfortable ‘ ‘ J 88%
Avoid Moving J 55%
Fewer llinesses ‘ J 48%
More Money for Other Necessities J 45%

23%
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In addition to these benefits linked directly to weatherization, using the
Agencies as HWAP providers had the additional benefit of connecting clients
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to other programs. Representatives of four of the 16 Agencies we interviewed
specifically stated that they regularly referred HWAP clients to other social
services offered by their Agency and other organizations.

Implementation of 1994 Impact Evaluation
Recommendations

The 1994 Program impact evaluation provided several recommendations for
ways to improve weatherization services offered. These included:

e Targeting Program resources to high-use homes
e Improving quality control of air sealing and heating system testing

e Incorporating as many cost-effective measures as possible in each
home, including measures affecting baseload electricity

» Improving services provided to mobile homes

All 16 Agencies were asked questions related to these recommendations to see
if changes had been made since the 1994 evaluation. Only three interviewees
recalled the 1994 evaluation, and none of those remembered the
recommendations well. However, many Agencies indicated that they had
changed their practices in the past five years in line with the
recommendations, as shown in Figure V.19. We would attribute those changes
to OEE’s efforts to implement the recommended changes on a statewide level.

Figure V.19: Agency Implementation of 1994 Recommendations

Target Based on ®No
Energy Usage gYes

Increased Quality
Control

Measures Affecting
Electricity

Improve
Manufactured/Mobile
Homes Services

0 4 8 12 16

Number of Agencies

Just fewer than half the Agencies we interviewed said that they began
targeting high-use homes by incorporating energy usage into their
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prioritization point system. This has happened, in part, because it is required
by the EPP and/or a utility weatherization program (e.g., WarmChoice), and
the utilities make the required billing data available under these programs.

As Figure 1V.18 shows, all but one Agency interviewed believed that quality
control of air sealing measures and heating equipment testing had increased.
This was attributed, in part, to increased emphasis on health and safety.
Agency staff were not asked about other aspects of quality control.

About 60% said that their installation of baseload measures had increased. As
shown in Table IV.1, however, baseload measures were very rarely installed
directly through HWAP. Seven of the 10 Agencies that reported increasing
baseload measure installation, said that they funded it through other programs,
such as EPP or Community Connection. Agencies did not feel that this was a
part of HWAP’s focus, and when it needed to be done, dollars from other
programs were leveraged to cover the costs.

Even though half the agencies said that services for mobile (or manufactured)
homes had improved, several issues were raised. The largest barrier identified
was that WarmChoice funds cannot be used for mobile homes with less than
1000ccf of usage®®, which makes it less likely they will be weatherized in
conjunction with HWAP. Six of the agencies indicated that mobile homes
were more difficult to weatherize properly because of changes in the
weatherization requirements, reduced cost effectiveness, and fewer eligible
mobile homes.

Relevant comments from Agencies included:
e “There are a lot of liability issues.”

e “One of the problems with mobile homes is finding cost-effective
measures.”

e “There’s not a lot you can do with mobile homes.”

Data from the BWRSs indicate that 25% of the homes weatherized were mobile
homes.

In addition to results related to the 1994 recommendations summarized
Figure V.18, 15 of the 16 Agencies said they had adopted new weatherization

%6 Columbia Gas of Ohio has determined that it is only cost effective to weatherize homes
with usage levels of 1000ccf or higher.
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approaches and technologies in the past five years, such as use of infrared
cameras and zone-to-zone testing.
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VI. Conclusions and
Recommendations

Conclusions
General Conclusions

Based on our process evaluation findings, there is a lot of good news to report
about the Ohio HWAP. The 1994 process evaluation found that:

The Program’s services are delivered in a cost-effective and efficient
manner. The success of the Program is further supported by high levels of
client satisfaction. Over the years, the Program has been responsive to
changing technical and market conditions . . . . The OEE has made
continuous efforts to maximize the technical quality, and value of the
weatherization services provided to the low-income community.?’

Our conclusions are quite consistent with these earlier findings. All
indications are that Ohio operates an exemplary Program, as evidenced by the
following accomplishments:

e Inboth PY02 and PY03, statewide production (i.e., number of housing
units weatherized) exceeded the planned number of weatherized units.

e During the past four years, the Program weatherized nearly 30,000
homes, providing over $10,000,000 in annual utility bill savings,?® and
high levels of client satisfaction.

» The Program is recognized for its application of state-of-the-art
weatherization technologies.

e The Program funds the OWTC to develop the capability to deliver
comprehensive training to Agency crews and contractors in the latest
weatherization techniques.

An especially positive finding is the high level of commitment exhibited by
staff at all levels to HWAP’s goals and objectives and to the clients served by
the Program. Our interviews of OEE and Agency personnel demonstrated that
they are all dedicated to delivering the best possible services at the most
reasonable cost. This is in the face of a significant unfilled need and
increasing funding uncertainties.

2T Hill, David, Shawn Intorcio, and Michael Ruth. 1997. Home Weatherization Assistance

Program Process Evaluation Report. Tellus Institute, Boston, MA, p.42.
Based on PY94 impact evaluation savings. An impact evaluation is planned to determine
actual program savings in PY03. The results are forthcoming.

28
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OEE has shown:

A commitment to stability and continuity (e.g., through its funding
allocation formula)

Adaptability to changing needs (e.g., raising the per-unit cost ceiling to
$3,250 and on-going updating of Program policies and procedures)

An understanding of the constraints faced by Agencies (e.g.,
supporting Agencies’ efforts to recruit and retain more skilled staff
through allocation of training resources and increased ceilings on costs
per home)

At the Agencies we found highly committed personnel who exhibited:

Creativity in leveraging and blending HWAP services with a range of
other services available to clients

An understanding of the importance of the non-energy benefits of the
Program, including improved levels of comfort, health, and safety

A strong desire to implement the most cost-effective delivery approach
(e.g., in the decision whether to use crews or contractors to perform
weatherization and in cases where the Agency provided incentives to
crews to reward good performance)

A conviction that weatherization should be used as a way to allow
clients to gain some control over how they use energy and what they
spend on it, and a belief that weatherization was more beneficial in the
long run than simply helping clients with their utility bills

Overall, Ohio’s HWAP is an effective, efficiently run program that is meeting
the primary Program goals and objectives. Each year Ohio’s HWAP is
improving the energy efficiency of thousands of dwellings owned or occupied
by low-income persons, reducing their residential expenditures, and
improving their health and safety.

In addition, the Program is:

Reaching low-income persons who are particularly vulnerable, such as
the elderly, persons with disabilities, and families with children

Including in its targeting criteria, at least to a limited extent, high
residential energy users and households with a high energy burden

Encouraging short- and long-term energy-saving behavioral changes
among participants

Developing an effective statewide infrastructure skilled at delivering
quality weatherization services

Providing numerous jobs and a skilled workforce and an influx of
money throughout Ohio, including rural Appalachia
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Improvement Opportunities

Despite its steady progress and significant accomplishments, we believe that
there are ways in which the Program can be improved that would make it both
more effective and more efficient. Chapter V highlighted specific findings
about the activities and elements of the Program, including areas where
interviewees felt improvements could be made.

We believe that an overarching factor in this Program (and likely others with
similar delivery models) is that the funding, policy-making, and overall
planning are done by a central organization (OEE) while field implementation
is done by a large number of Agencies, and the basic perspectives of OEE and
the Agencies differ. The differences can be characterized as follows:

e Social-service program perspective — the Agencies tend to view the
Program primarily as a social service program that also provides
energy savings for low-income households

» Energy-efficiency program perspective — OEE (and DOE) tend to see
HWAP as primarily an energy-savings program that also delivers
broader benefits to low-income households

This inherent difference shades the way the entities view and implement the
Program. One Agency representative stated it very simply:

HWAP is an anti-poverty program at the ground level. OEE and DOE,
however, see it as an energy efficiency program . . . . That is one of the
fundamental differences. The utility folks know what we are doing and
what this is all about — helping people lower their bills so they can buy
food.

The prior process evaluation did not specifically identify this difference in
perspectives between the Agencies and OEE, but did allude to it, noting that

... a comment arising during several interviews was that some customers
view the weatherization services as a general housing program . . . .
Crews face a dilemma when they want to service households with
relatively major health and safety and housing problems, but they realize
the strain this places on Program resources. It may be increasingly
difficult to be in a position of not being able to serve households with
seriogg general renovation needs if other assistance programs are scaled
back.

Clearly, the clients see the Agencies and their crews as broader service
deliverers; some Agencies accept this role and deliver weatherization as part
of a comprehensive package of services for the client. Other agencies find that

2 Hill, Intorcio, and Ruth. 1997. p.38.
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HWAP resource restrictions conflict with the demand on them to provide such
broader services (e.g., spending additional time during the audit to assess non-
energy needs).

As described here, the energy-efficiency program perspective tends to have
the following characteristics:

» An emphasis on maximizing energy savings in each house and overall

e A focus on using the most technologically advanced tools for
diagnostics and weatherization

e Asstrong requirement for verification of adherence to technical
requirements

e A need for highly accurate documentation of costs and performance

The social service program perspective tends to have the following
characteristics:

e An emphasis on clients with the most needs, not just the highest
energy usage

e A focus on delivering multiple services to clients and improving
comfort, health, and safety, as well as energy savings

e A constant search for opportunities to leverage multiple resources

« A desire for flexibility and the opportunity to apply professional
judgment

While both perspectives are valid, it is important for the Program
implementers to note that this underlying difference has several implications
that affect achievement of the overlapping goals of both perspectives.
Understanding the differences in perspectives, and how they impact behavior
and allocation of resources, can help address areas where Program
improvements can be made.

In addition to these differences in perspective, the Program’s overall size,
complexity, and involvement of many entities, along with the centralized
planning and local implementation, make effective communications among all
the partners one of the most significant challenges for HWAP.

As a result of our evaluation and taking these perspective differences into
account, most of our recommendations aim at enhancing communications
between OEE and other groups, and among the Agencies.

We also provide recommendations in the following areas in which we believe
the Program can be enhanced to make it even more successful:

e Funding and spending policies and approaches
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e Technical requirements and Program documentation
e Training and technical assistance

e Reporting and tracking

e Client energy education

Recommendations

These recommendations focus on ways in which the effectiveness and
efficiency of HWAP could be enhanced. Given that OEE plays the central role
in implementing HWAP, most of the study recommendations are directed at
it. We note where these recommendations may require additional resources,
and also note where recommendations may free up staff resources. In addition
to recommendations focused on OEE, we have identified and presented
recommended steps that other key partners could take to enhance Program
delivery.

Communications

One of the major findings from this evaluation was the importance of
communications. The Program benefits from the involvement of many
committed, knowledgeable, and skilled parties, but the large number of parties
involved requires careful and frequent communications. Figure V1.1 illustrates
the key communication channels related to the Program. OEE’s position
shown at the core emphasizes the key role the organization must play in
communications. As the Ohio administrator for HWAP, OEE is in a position
to facilitate better communication with and among all Program parties.

Figure VI1.1: Program Communications Flows
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Within OEE, HWAP technical and administrative oversight is split between
two organizations. This has not always been the case. Given the importance of
the links between the financial, planning, and technical components of
HWAP, we believe the Program will be more effective if internal
communications are enhanced. Consequently, we offer the following
recommendation:

e OEE’s HWAP administrative and technical monitoring staffs should
exchange information on a regular basis and maintain strong links. We
recommend that monthly internal staff meetings be held and used to
exchange information and ideas about enhancing information flow to
the implementation Agencies. In addition, staff should establish
consistent protocols for conducting and reporting Program monitoring
results.

There are many opportunities to improve communications between OEE and
the Agencies. As discussed before, we believe that there is a fundamental
difference in the perspectives of OEE and the Agencies. In addition, because
we observed that Agency staff frequently had partial or incorrect information
about the Program, we believe that the current communication mechanisms
are not as effective as they need to be. To address these concerns we make the
following recommendations:

e Overall, OEE and the Agencies should find ways to make their
interactions more positive and focused on the common goals they
share. Agencies and OEE should acknowledge that their Program
perspectives may differ to some degree, but that there is considerable
commonality upon which a very positive relationship can be built.
This may be done through scheduled non-monitoring field visits. This
could include the current T&TA visits, but also visits by OEE
management staff and meetings with Agencies on specific issues. To
make the additional workload manageable for OEE, we recommend
scheduling Agency visits on three-year rotations so no more than 20
are visited in any one year.

= Another important opportunity for OEE and the Agencies to enhance
their communications are the Agency regional meetings. Agencies
should inform OEE in advance of regional meetings and invite their
participation, and OEE staff should attend these meetings when
possible.

e OEE should take steps to enhance utilization of its Residential Update,
including placing greater emphasis on Agency participation, best
practices, local experience, and case studies, and improved reader
appeal. OEE should also examine ways to make the publication more
visually appealing and reader friendly and also should enhance its on-
line information resources. This will require time investment of one
OEE staff member at about 0.25 to 0.40 full-time-equivalent.
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There are also specific areas in which OEE could act to improve
communications that involve parties other than the Agencies or are aimed at a
broader audience. In these areas, we recommend the following:

Since the relationship between OEE and OWTC is critical to the
success of the Program, OEE should conduct a facilitated planning
workshop with OWTC to address common goals. This workshop
should clarify roles and responsibilities, determine appropriate training
center performance objectives, and identify support needed from OEE
to achieve those objectives. This activity would require a one-time
utilization of resources. To maximize effectiveness, we strongly
recommend that a third party facilitate the meeting.

OEE should work to enhance communications with utilities, possibly
in conjunction with the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio.
Communications should focus on how to work together to establish
and meet HWAP and utility program goals and objectives, increase
cost sharing, provide access to billing data, and implement coordinated
reporting and administrative activities. This would best be
accomplished through individual meetings (though this would require
more OEE staff time), or through group meetings.

OEE should facilitate annual statewide meetings that emphasize
information sharing and communications (such as the Weatherization
Fair, which was held in the past). This recommendation will likely
require significant staff-time and budget from OEE, but would provide
an important venue for information dissemination and sharing.

The Program would also benefit from steps that the Agencies could take to
enhance communications. OEE could play a role in encouraging these actions,
but the main responsibility will fall to the Agencies. We recommend the
following:
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Agencies should become more actively involved in their regional
meetings and use the meetings to enhance communications among
Agencies about issues of general concern, lessons learned, best
practices, and resources. The Agencies should notify OEE in advance
of these meetings and invite a representative on a regular basis.

Both OEE and Agencies should take steps to define and enhance the
communications role played by the PAC. PAC representatives from
the Agencies should do more to communicate with the Agencies they
represent about meeting topics and decisions made by the PAC and
should request input from Agencies on issues that they would like
addressed at the meetings. OEE should solicit input from the PAC
members on how the effectiveness of interactions between the PAC
and OEE can be maximized.
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e The role of the utility or the PUCO PAC members could be expanded
to include solicitation of input from other utility companies on issues
addressed and communication of PAC decisions.

Overall, we feel strongly that communication is the area most in need of
attention. This problem is not unique to this Program. Any time a program is
delivered though a similar structure (i.e., a central agency in charge of
planning, funding, and administration and a large number of implementing
agencies), extra care needs to be taken (as well as significant resources) to
maintain complex and essential communication flows.

Funding and Spending

There are likely opportunities for increasing the cost effectiveness of the
Program by reducing costs and increasing efficiency of operations. In this
area, we recommend the following:

e OEE should define and implement a performance recognition factor in
the allocation of funding among the Agencies taking into account
performance meeting production targets, energy savings, ability to
deliver additional services, and community need. Plans for this are
already underway, so the impact on OEE staffing should be minimal.

e OEE should examine, in conjunction with the Agencies and other
organizations, the feasibility of statewide procurements to obtain
volume discounts on materials or services and implement statewide
procurements to obtain volume discounts in targeted areas (e.g.,
weatherization materials, liability insurance, diagnostic tools). This
may not include actual purchases by OEE, but negotiation of pricing,
terms and conditions under which Agencies can purchase those items
or services. Agencies should provide their input on this option in case
there are areas in which the Agencies would prefer to continue local
procurements. This recommendation may require staffing resources,
but should yield measurable cost savings for Agencies. This is an area
where the administrative monitoring staff and the technical staff could
coordinate efforts.

e Agencies should improve their materials planning process to reduce
the number of times materials must be purchased from retail sources
on an ad hoc basis. This could include creating a forecast of supply
needs and periodic assessment of inventory levels.

Despite meeting statewide production goals, Ohio’s HWAP has under-spent
its planned budget for several years. We were able to identify some reasons
for under spending, but it remains unclear how much different factors
contribute to this situation. Based on our findings, we recommend the
following:
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e OEE should continue working with the Agencies to determine to what
extent additional weatherization measures, in particular, baseload
measures, might be cost effectively implemented with existing
budgets.

» OEE should explore ways in which Agencies might be given more
spending flexibility, including the possibility of raising the capital
expenditure dollar threshold requiring OEE approval. In return,
Agencies must remain accountable to OEE and appropriately plan and
budget for those expenditures.

e OEE and the Agencies should continue working together to address
ways to recruit and retain qualified staff, including increasing wages or
benefits.

These changes should have negligible impact on OEE staff and resources, and
should support optimization of weatherization dollar investments.

Program effectiveness and delivery efficiency can also be improved through
better planning and closer attention to and use of readily available Program
information. In these areas we recommend:

e OEE should examine, with the Agencies, the relationship between the
length of Agency waiting lists and the amount of underspending of
Program funds that occurs. Some Agencies have long waiting lists, but
significantly underspend their budgets. This information should be
used to appraise and adjust the targeting and scope of Agency outreach
and to assess Agency funding needs and performance.

e Agencies should more proactively manage their budgets and spending
to ensure that they maximize the amount of effective weatherization
that is completed with the available budget. As part of this process,
Agencies should pay special attention to year-end capital spending
needs and the timing of funding change requests.

Technical Requirements and Program Documentation

There are a few key technical issues that should be addressed and ways in
which the basic documentation could be improved to enhance the Program. In
these areas, we recommend the following:

e OEE should continue examining what opportunities exist for striking a
better balance between use of state-of-the-art technologies and reliance
on auditor experience and know-how.*

% We will be presenting a quantitative assessment of the various technical approaches in

the forthcoming impact evaluation.
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OEE should prioritize the current process of updating and revising the
Policies and Procedures Manual. Agencies and their field staff should
take a more active role in this process through the PAC or other
vehicle to provide feedback on usability and accessibility. OEE should
actively seek input, possibly by conducting a survey of Agencies to
find out the specific issues that Agencies have had. There are existing
resources dedicated to this effort; however, they may need to be
increased to accelerate the effort.

The Policies and Procedures Manual should be made available in a
searchable electronic format. This should have minimal impact on
resources upfront, and should streamline the update process over the
long-term.

The WPS should be streamlined where possible, and use of the field
guide as a day-to-day tool for weatherization crews should be
encouraged.

Opportunities for coordination of HWAP and utility program quality
assurance efforts should be explored. Utilities may consider leveraging
the comprehensive infrastructure (including well-documented
procedures and trained and knowledgeable staff) that OEE has
developed to ensure the delivery of quality services. Where available,
the HWAP Program may also leverage utility monitoring resources.

Training and Technical Assistance

The OWTC provides the primary training venue supporting HWAP services.
Since it is being evaluated separately, we present only limited
recommendations here regarding formal training. OEE provides T&TA to the
Agencies through targeted training and technical monitor site visits. The
monitoring visits conducted by OEE are the primary opportunity for OEE
staff to interact with the Agencies. As such, they are also very important for
building constructive relationships with the Agencies and communicating
crucial Program technical and administrative information. In the T&TA area
we recommend the following:

s quantec

Technical monitors should implement more consistent assessment and
reporting practices. Monitoring reports should identify positive
achievements of the Agencies, as well as areas needing improvement,
and the reports should provide a way of identifying best practices,
which can then be communicated to other Agencies.

OEE should implement mechanisms to follow up monitoring visits to
ensure that Agencies transfer the lessons learned to subsequent
weatherization jobs.

In addition to the current efforts to forecast training participation, OEE
should work with the OWTC to develop a comprehensive training
needs assessment that systematically determines what capabilities are
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currently needed to deliver HWAP services and how best to train
service providers.

e OEE should engage in discussions with utilities to explore
opportunities for joint funding of weatherization training. These
discussions are best held with utilities individually. The case for their
contribution to the training costs needs to be made with as much
quantitative rigor as possible. Our forthcoming impact evaluation will
examine the effect of training on the level and persistence of savings
achieved.

Reporting and Tracking

In the reporting and tracking area, we offer the following recommendations:

e OEE (and ODOD) should prioritize development and deployment of
OCEAN as the vehicle for improving and integrating overall tracking
and reporting. While there are resources dedicated to the development
of OCEAN, ODOD may consider expediting the process by allocating
additional resources to the effort.

e OEE should investigate why the BWRs and OATS database are
lacking a substantial quantity of the client demographics data and take
steps to correct any problems in the recording and reporting process.
This may require additional training of Agencies to ensure the
completeness and accuracy of data collection and entry.

Client Energy Education

Finally, we offer several recommendations for ways in which client energy
education can be improved. Because of its ability to help clients improve their
situation and the long-term benefits, client education should be viewed as a
key element of the Program. We recommend the following:

e OEE should review client education best practices and communicate
information to the Agencies and the OWTC about how to improve
their current approach.

e On aregular basis, OEE should review the curriculum and materials
used by the client educators and ensure that they are consistent with
best practices and focused on action, potential dollar savings, and
energy independence. This review and update of curriculum will
require staff time, but should ensure that program materials are up-to-
date and impactful for participants.

e OEE should work with Agencies and utilities to leverage other
programs to inform potential clients about actions they can take to
reduce energy use and understand the potential benefits.

e Agencies should examine the possibility of conducting client
workshops to inform clients about energy-saving practices and

s guantec
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considered specifically for all clients waiting to be weatherized. OEE
should review the cost impacts, based on other programs, and help
facilitate the workshops. This would also provide a mechanism for
coordinating efforts with the Office of Community Services, the
administrator of HEAP.

Train-the-trainer sessions for the energy educators should increase
their emphasis on adult learning theory, presentation skills, and
creating an interactive learning environment.

Client follow-up should be emphasized, particularly with clients where
the opportunities for behavioral changes are the best. A reward
approach, such as providing low-cost/no-cost items such as compact
fluorescent lights and refrigerator thermometers, should be considered
for clients who undertake actions to save energy based on the client
education.

Requirements for conducting follow-up with 25% of Program
participants should be clarified. A standard data-collection approach to
determine participant energy savings actions and periodic reporting of
results, would ensure consistent Agency compliance.
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