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Executive Summary

This report summarizes the key findings and recommendations of the Process Evaluation of the 2005 UI Helps and Weatherization Residential Assistance Partnership (WRAP) low-income weatherization programs sponsored by the United Illuminating Company (UI) and Northeast Utilities – Connecticut Light and Power (NU-CL&P), respectively.  The programs are operated with funds provided by the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund (CEEF); these funds are generated by a public benefits charge added to customers’ electric bills.  The process evaluation was conducted by Nexus Market Research, Inc. (NMR) and its subcontractor, Eastham Associates.  The evaluation focuses on procedures and results from the 2005 program year, which is the same as the calendar year.  The NMR team also acknowledges the recent program changes of which we are aware.

The main objectives of the process evaluation include:

· Assessing program goals and objectives

· Identifying the degree to which program implementers understand the goals and objectives

· Explaining how the programs measure progress toward goals and objectives

· Describing program planning and implementation procedures and processes

· Identifying the drivers and barriers to effective program implementation

· Assessing the adequacy of current program delivery modes

· Assessing coordination of the programs with other weatherization programs in Connecticut

· Determining if program resources and training are adequate to implement the program

· Identifying program strengths and weaknesses

· Recommending improvements in program design, marketing, outreach, and implementation

Research Activities

The NMR team completed five tasks in support of this process evaluation, summarized below.

Demographic analysis: The demographic analysis describes the number and characteristics of households eligible for UI Helps and WRAP.  To the extent possible, the analysis compares the demographic characteristics of eligible and participating households.  Data sources include the 2000 Census of Population and Housing, program tracking databases, and the Connecticut Department of Social Services (DSS)/United States Department of Energy (DOE) weatherization program tracking database.

Participant survey: The participant survey, conducted by telephone, provides an in-depth analysis of customers’ experiences and satisfaction with the UI Helps and WRAP programs.  It also includes an assessment of why customers decide to participate in the program, as well as the demographic characteristics of participants.  The NMR team surveyed 414 randomly selected individuals, including 202 UI Helps participants and 212 WRAP participants.  

Review of program documents: The review of program documents focuses on the identification of the intended program goals, objectives, and procedures, as well as the degree to which marketing materials adequately inform potential participants about the programs.  The review also assesses customer satisfaction as documented in program follow-up surveys.  Reviewed documents include program implementation manuals and procedural maps, utility and DSS contracts with community action agencies (CAAs) and Competitive Resources, Inc. (CRI), program budgets, marketing materials, application forms, and customer follow-up surveys.

In-depth interviews: The NMR team conducted in-depth interviews with 52 different individuals representing the following: program administrators and implementers, program partners, other energy-related programs, and social-service programs, among others.
  These interviews address a wide range of topics, but focus most specifically on: program goals and objectives; planning and implementation procedures; coordination among utility-sponsored low-income weatherization and energy programs, additional weatherization programs, and complimentary social-service programs; drivers and barriers to program participation and goal achievement; and program strengths and weaknesses.  

Comparisons with Programs in Other States:  Part of the analysis involved a review of “best practice” low-income programs in other states, including program structure, sources and levels of funding, energy savings achieved, and lessons learned.  

Findings and Recommendations Related to Current Programs

The evaluation activities demonstrate that the UI Helps and WRAP programs accomplish their goals of reducing customers’ energy use and bills despite limited program resources and a great demand for services to help low-income customers mitigate rising energy costs (Section Error! Reference source not found.).  Participants, furthermore, report high levels of satisfaction with and appreciation for the programs (Section Error! Reference source not found. and Appendix B: Participant Survey Report).  

Neither program, however, represents “best practice” among low-income weatherization programs.  While some participants in both programs receive comprehensive services (e.g., insulation, refrigerators) that have a large impact on their energy use and bills, most participants receive measures with relatively minor impacts (e.g., compact fluorescent lights and portable fixtures, faucet aerators, and showerheads) (Section Error! Reference source not found. and Appendix A: The Demographic Analysis Report).  Along with rising energy costs and overly optimistic customer expectations, the relatively small impact of most measures on energy use reduces levels of participant satisfaction with energy savings (Section Error! Reference source not found. and Appendix B: Participant Survey Report).  Both programs, furthermore, could take additional steps to improve program delivery and their ability to measure progress toward and actually achieve program goals.  

The NMR team makes 28 recommendations that we believe require relatively minor enhancements on the part of both programs in order to improve program delivery, goal measurement and achievement, and customer satisfaction within the current program’s design.  In this executive summary, we review the subset of these recommendations that the NMR team believes are most critical.  Each of the 26 recommendations is discussed in detail in the full report and in Section Error! Reference source not found..  The 15 key recommendations are summarized as follows: 

Program Structure and Delivery

1. Currently, UI Helps staff members measure cost effectiveness using the Electric System Benefit-cost ratio test (electric b/c test).  WRAP measures cost effectiveness using the electric b/c test and the Total Resource Test (TRT).  The program staffs at each utility argue that DPUC and ECMB directives regarding cost-effectiveness justify UI’s decision to use the electric b/c test and WRAP’s decision to use both tests.  In addition, the DPUC and ECMB have directed the programs to offer increasingly similar services throughout the state.  

Because these tests essentially define program goals—and in turn influence program structure and delivery—the NMR team recommends that the utilities seek clarification from the ECMB and the DPUC about which cost-effectiveness test(s) to report (Section Error! Reference source not found.).  Such a clarification would also help planners identify ways to move towards program convergence and reduce the substantial differences that currently exist between UI Helps and WRAP.
2. Although UI Helps serves Bridgeport customers who are clients of Action for Bridgeport Community Development (ABCD), the program does not currently use ABCD as an implementation vendor.  For this reason, Bridgeport area residents who participate in the DSS/DOE program do not receive the same services as their counterparts served by the Community Action Agency of New Haven (CAA-NH).  
The NMR team recommends that UI Helps and DSS pursue options for offering the ABCD clients of the DSS/DOE program the same leveraged services as those living in the area served by CAA-NH (Section Error! Reference source not found.). 

3. Participation rates for WRAP are lowest in SWCT, the region of the state with the most severe grid congestion and where the high cost-of-living can increase the economic hardships faced by low-income households.  In addition, recent difficulties at the entire ABCD agency make it unlikely that their weatherization department will be in the position to increase services to SWCT.  In the past, WRAP has asked other CAAs to implement some multi-family projects in SWCT.  
The NMR team recommends that WRAP continue to draw on the other CAAs to supplement the work of ABCD and consider the feasibility of using both CAAs and private vendors to implement WRAP services in SWCT (Section Error! Reference source not found. and Appendix A: Demographic Analysis Report).  

Coordination with other Weatherization Assistance Programs

4. Although New Haven area residents served by the DSS/DOE weatherization program may also receive UI Helps services, there is currently little direct coordination (e.g., mutually agreed upon procedures for when and how to offer leveraged services) between UI Helps and the DSS/DOE program.  UI Helps and the DSS/DOE leave coordination to the staff members at the CAA-NH.  

The NMR team recommends that UI Helps and the DSS/DOE program staffs jointly consider ways in which they can more closely coordinate programs in the future.  Staff members from both programs have already expressed an interest in renewing their relationship (Sections Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found.).  

Targeting and Outreach

5. In 2006, UI Helps staff raised the eligibility cutoff from 150% of the federal poverty level (FPL, $24,135 for a three-person household) to 60% of state median income (SMI, $43,344 for a three-person household), and WRAP staff raised the eligibility cutoff from 200% ($32,180 for a three-person household) of the FPL to 60% of the SMI.  This decision means that over one-third of households in the UI service territory and one-fourth of the households in the CL&P service territory are eligible for program services.  It may also have the unintended consequence of limiting participation by the most vulnerable households in the state because the newly eligible moderate income households will likely be more proactive in seeking services and be better able to maneuver through application and enrollment processes.  

The NMR team recommends that UI Helps and WRAP reduce eligibility to 150% of FPL (200% of FPL for the elderly and disabled), the criteria used for the Connecticut Energy Assistance Program (CEAP) and the DSS/DOE weatherization program.
  We further recommend that UI and CL&P work with the ECMB and DPUC to develop programs to serve households with incomes between 150% of FPL and 60% of SMI (i.e., with incomes between $24,135 and $43,344 for a three-person household).  A possible option for such a program includes providing a partial subsidy toward the cost of weatherization and a loan option for the amount not covered.  Examples of similar programs include the Assisted Home Performance Programs in New York and Wisconsin (Sections Error! Reference source not found.).  

6. Nearly all interviewees agree that UI Helps and WRAP should provide cost-effective electric savings and reduce customer’s electricity bills.  Electrically heated homes provide the programs with the best opportunity for achieving substantial electricity and bill savings.  


The NMR team recommends that UI Helps and WRAP specifically target electrically heated homes, and provide them with the most comprehensive suite of cost-effective electric measures currently allowed under each program’s guidelines.  This approach should be most vigorously applied in Southwest Connecticut (SWCT) in order to help reduce grid congestion in that region of the state.  This recommendation applies to the current program; a different course of action would be required if the DPUC and ECMB directed the programs to be completely fuel neutral, with no targeting of any fuel type (Section Error! Reference source not found.).

7. Although the WRAP staff reaches proportionate numbers of Spanish-speaking households, a comparison of Census and participant survey information suggests that both programs generally are not reaching proportionate numbers of non-English speaking households.  

The NMR team recommends increasing outreach to non-English-speaking groups by working with immigrant advocacy organizations or associations representing particular ethnic or linguistic groups.  Such outreach should include Eastern Europeans, and UI Helps staff members should additionally step up existing outreach to the Spanish-speaking community.  The utilities and CAAs should also regularly discuss any changes they notice in the demographic or social characteristics of people seeking any form of assistance from the agencies (Section Error! Reference source not found.).  

Internal Program Changes
8. The CAAs cite staff turnover at the WRAP unit as the primary difficulty they have communicating with the program.  Furthermore, staff turnover forces remaining employees to take on new duties and ultimately slows delivery of services to customers.  

For this reason, the NMR team recommends that the WRAP unit convert all full-time contract positions into full-time permanent positions (Section Error! Reference source not found.).

9. Given that some people must fill out as many as three different forms—each containing similar information—to sign up for energy assistance, DSS weatherization, and utility weatherization, the NMR team recommends that UI Helps and WRAP also consider accepting the DSS energy-assistance application as an application for utility-based weatherization (Sections Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found.).  The program could still use an analogous application to enroll participants who have chosen not to participate in the energy-assistance program.  

Quality Control
10. Currently, the CAAs, CRI, and WRAP staffs inspect a certain percentage of homes served by UI Helps and WRAP.  Included in this percentage, however, are visits to the homes of participants who have experienced problems.  UI Helps staff members do not conduct inspections at this time because they do not find it to be cost effective given that the program spends an average of about $140 in measure and labor costs per household.  


The NMR team recommends that the program staffs and/or their implementation vendors inspect a randomly selected sample of households, excluding those who have complained, toward the sample quota unless they have previously been selected for inspection.  However, given UI’s limited expenditures per household and that CRI and the Community Action Agency of New Haven conduct inspections of UI Helps’ work, we do not consider it necessary for UI Helps staffs to conduct additional inspections under the current program design (Section Error! Reference source not found.).

11. Participants in both programs indicate only lackluster satisfaction with program-induced energy savings.  Furthermore, the few dissatisfied participants often cite continued high bills as the reason for their dissatisfaction.  

The NMR team recommends that the program staffs direct the implementation vendors to provide customers with realistic appraisals of the impact the services will have on their bills.  This would involve teaching customers how to read the energy-use sections of their bills, explaining the impact that rate increases will have on energy bills even if the customers are using less energy, and helping participants understand how much energy other products in their homes use (e.g., big screen televisions).  Together, this would help the customer to develop a realistic expectation of the impact of the program on their energy bills (Section Error! Reference source not found.).  

12. Although products failures are rare, about 14% of UI Helps and 9% of WRAP participants have experienced difficulties with at least one compact fluorescent light bulb (CFL) or and lighting fixture.  However, most customers receive more than one CFL and many receive more than one lamp, so the actual product failure overall rate may be low.  In addition, the companies indicate that they are installing high quality lighting products, such as those that have been tested by the Program for Evaluation and Analysis of Residential Lighting (PEARL).  Therefore, the CFL failure rates may fall within acceptable standards.  However, the pin-based bulbs used in fixtures are costly to replace, especially to low-income households.  

The NMR team recommends offering a replacement pin-based CFL with each fixture (Section Error! Reference source not found.).

Future Evaluation

13. The NMR team believes that the reported estimates of current energy savings for the UI Helps and WRAP programs may be somewhat high.  It is also possible that, because many customers are underemployed or retired, participants may actually use products for more hours than the general population, perhaps increasing savings.  

The NMR team recommends conducting an impact analysis in order to verify the actual achieved energy savings of UI Helps and WRAP (Section Error! Reference source not found.).  

Findings and Recommendations for Longer-Term Options

The NMR team believes that the above 13 recommendations would improve the UI Helps and WRAP programs and could be implemented within the current programs’ design.  Some evaluation team members and several additional interviewees have indicated an interest, however, in taking both UI Helps and WRAP in new directions.  These directions would involve providing a comprehensive suite of services to the most vulnerable households in the state in order to lead to substantial reductions in their energy use and resulting energy bills.  The final two recommendations, therefore, address the policy alternatives facing UI Helps and WRAP and an additional evaluation activity to help improve overall coordination of energy-related assistance in Connecticut.  Please note that the recommendations listed here summarize the broader discussion of alternative program designs and broader program coordination in the Next Steps section.  

14. Given stable budgets and the high demand for services, UI Helps and WRAP staff members must continually decide if the programs will provide modest services to larger numbers of eligible households, or provide more substantial services to a smaller number of eligible households.  The NMR team recommends considering the implications of pursuing one of three policy alternatives: 1) providing limited, cost-effective services to the greatest number of households, 2) providing comprehensive services to a small number of very vulnerable households, or 3) allocating most resources to comprehensive services for very vulnerable households, but also providing limited services to some clients (Section Error! Reference source not found.).

15. Over $80 million is spent annually in Connecticut on energy assistance, weatherization, and arrearage forgiveness programs targeting low-income households.  However, there is little direct coordination or mutual understanding of these programs and the overall budget available for them.  While this evaluation has focused only on the utility-sponsored weatherization programs, the NMR team recommends an inquiry into how the entire suite of statewide efforts to address the energy needs of low-income households could be coordinated.  Such an examination would involve UI and NU, CAAs and other social-service providers, DSS, municipal utilities, representatives of fuel banks, fuel-oil companies, other low-income advisory boards, and perhaps the state legislature, among other parties (Sections Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found.).  

� Examples of interviewees include, but are not limited to, representatives of utility arrearage forgiveness and matching payment programs, CAA weatherization and energy-assistance directors, crew members and subcontractors who conduct energy audits and/or measures installations, staff members at both DSS and 2-1-1 Infoline.   


� It has been suggested that reducing eligibility may make it difficult to enroll enough people in WRAP to provide the CAAs with a consistent body of work.  One possible solution to this potential difficulty is for WRAP to gain access to the DSS energy-assistance applications and recipient lists, which would occur if the energy assistance application were accepted as an application for WRAP; this is recommendation #9.


� WRAP staff members report that they have already implemented this recommendation.  
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