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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report summarizes activities completed in the process evaluation of the New 
Hampshire Low Income Program.  RLW Analytics, Inc. (RLW) has performed this 
evaluation with Bob Reals, Jr. of Business and Energy Services, who has acted as a sub 
contractor in select elements of the study.  The purpose of this report is to document 
program progress to date and support the continued effective implementation of the New 
Hampshire Low Income Program. 

Study Objectives 
The overall goal of the study as stated in the RFP and verified at the kickoff meeting, is 
to “perform a process evaluation of the low-income residential retrofit program.  The 
interest….is to identify and implement any process enhancements to improve program 
delivery to ensure goals will be met,” including kWh savings and participation levels.  
 
There are nine objectives in this study, each of which was relatively broad in nature.  The 
objectives of this study are broadly presented below: 
 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of the marketing approaches and recruitment processes;  
• Evaluate the delivery process of each step of the program process; 
• Evaluate the project screening process as it is performed in the TREAT and 

OTTER system, including projected and actual measure mix installed; 
• Evaluate satisfaction among the parties in program operations; 
• Identify best practices among the program delivery organizations; 
• Assess program strengths and weaknesses; 
• Identify barriers to participation; and  
• Develop appropriate recommendations. 

Study Methods 
This evaluation consisted of three primary data collection activities.  Specifically, the key 
elements of the Low Income Process Evaluation included a program documentation and 
tracking system review, a series of program delivery organization interviews (22), and the 
performance of 88 program participant interviews. 
 
Program Documentation and Tracking System Review 
One of the first steps in the evaluation was to gain an understanding of the Low Income 
Program by reviewing all program materials.  Following the overall program materials 
review, the tracking data was reviewed to determine its effectiveness for program 
management, control, and evaluation.  The key elements of the tracking system assessment 
included: 

• A review of the database information; identification of inconsistencies and 
potential misinformation.   
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• A review of the frequency with which different measures are installed, to 
determine the comprehensiveness of measure installation though the program.  

• A review of the lag times of participant experiences with program stages. 
  
Staff and Delivery Organization Interviews  
A total of 22 Staff and Delivery organization interviews were performed in support of this 
study.  These interviews were conducted with the program administrators at each utility, 
the community action agencies, as well as other collaborating parties such as Governors 
Office of Energy and Community Services (ECS), Save Our Homes Organization (SOHO), 
and Office of Consumer Advocacy (OCA).  The primary objectives of the interviews were 
to gain a thorough understanding of the program and to identify opportunities for 
improvements in program delivery and production. A semi-structured interview guide for 
the in-depth interviews was developed to focus on the researchable issues identified in the 
RFP and further refined at the kickoff meeting.  Most in-depth interviews were conducted 
in person, with some performed over the telephone. 
 
Program Participant Surveys 
A total of 88 participant surveys were conducted in support of this study.  The participant 
sample frame was developed from OTTER and was defined to include all projects listed 
as “Completed” in the OTTER system, and therefore did not include customers currently 
in the program process nor any of the small group of customers who declined to install 
measures following the performance of an audit.  Sampled participants were randomly 
selected. 

Study Results 
The following section highlights major study results and provides recommendations as 
appropriate.  The conclusions and recommendations are provided by program activity.  
As this evaluation is concurrent with program implementation, some of these 
recommendations may be underway or completed by the utilities before this study's 
publication.  We have provided those recommendations that we feel are of higher priority 
in this executive summary, although a full set of recommendations are provided in the 
main report. 

Study Results Synopsis 

This evaluation revealed that the current New Hampshire Low Income program appears 
to be achieving substantial energy savings among the low income market. While overall 
participation rates and savings are not as high as expected at this stage in the program, 
recent increases in participation rates and opportunities for ongoing program 
improvements suggest that the program will achieve its lifetime energy goals.  Program 
management and communication processes are in place to effectively guide the 
program’s ongoing development, and the management of the program at this time 
appears to be sound.   Overall, contractor coordinators are delivering the program well, 
and are installing comprehensive measure packages. Participants are satisfied with the 
program, and the vast majority indicates that the program met or exceeded their 
expectations. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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However, below RLW proposes modifications to refine each aspect of program delivery.  
We feel that although the program is functioning well, each of these recommendations 
would improve the program process and leverage identified opportunities for enhanced 
goal achievement. 

Program Activity and Goal Achievement to Date 

Table Ex 1 presents program lifetime kWh and participant goals by utility.  The data 
presented in the ‘completed’ columns reflect program achievement through May 7, 2003.  
The program has a total lifetime goal of 51,299 MWh of electrical savings and has 
achieved 20,589 MWh of electrical savings.  Savings to date represents over 40% of the 
total program goal.  Similarly, the program goal for completed participants is 1,252.  
Through May 7th, there are 699 customers in OTTER, comprised of 301 completed 
participants and 398 customers either assigned or in progress. 
 

Lifetime kWh Participant  
 
Utility 

 
Goal 

 
Completed 

 
Goal 

 
Completed 

Assigned or 
in Process 

New Hampshire Electric Cooperative 1,886,313 1,160,404 153 23 23 
Connecticut Valley Electric Co. 393,107 147,833 57 16 24 
Granite State Electric 775,667 339,208 73 17 11 
Unitil Energy Systems 7,701,895 304,065 134 7 79 
Public Service New Hampshire 40,541,598 18,636,998 835 238 261 
Total 51,298,580 20,588,508 1,252 301 398 

Table Ex 1: Summary of Program Goals and Achievement 

The following are the primary conclusions and recommendations of this study.  It should 
be noted that this evaluation is concurrent with ongoing program implementation and 
refinement, so some of these recommendations may already be underway prior to this 
study’s publication.  

Program Marketing and Recruitment Conclusions and Recommendations 

While there does not be appear to be any particular marketing element that stands out as a 
significant problem, there are several opportunities for marketing improvement. 
 
1. Overall Conclusion: Generally, the program activity to date gathered from OTTER 

suggests that the program is achieving the targeted annual savings per home, but is 
spending less than expected per home.  The fact that savings are being achieved at 
less cost than planned may be, in fact, a positive outcome to report to the PUC at this 
time. 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Overall Conclusion: At the outset of the study, the utilities asked for an assessment of 
the level of non-response to their marketing efforts on their ability to achieve their 
program goals.  In reviewing the number of completed homes to date for each utility, 
the number of households in the process of the program (or assigned) and the work 
being performed to bring multifamily units into the program in the coming month, the 
non-response rate does not appear to jeopardize reaching the program participation 

  RLW Analytics, Inc.  July, 2003 
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and energy savings goals.  This conclusion assumes that the CAAs will successfully 
provide the leads and audits for the DOE/WXN sites. 

 
3. Conclusion: While the primary mechanism for recruitment is through direct mail, a 

best practice identified for marketing includes a highly successful approach that 
several utilities and CAAs are using that includes telemarketing as part of their 
marketing efforts.  Recommendation: For utilities that need higher response rates to 
meet program goals, follow-up non-responsive direct mail marketing with a phone 
call solicitation.  

 
4. Conclusion: Currently, PSNH, Unitil and NHEC are targeting electrically heated 

homes.  CAAs have indicated that the utilities have enough money available to pursue 
all households in need, but the limitations in eligibility seem to cause some barriers to 
moving into the broader available field and performing audits.  However, other data 
from OTTER on the current level of assigned projects and goal achievement among 
the CAAs who cited this issue suggest that this is not a significant problem at this 
time.  Recommendation: Regularly track and review assigned workloads to CAAs to 
assess appropriateness of target market. 

 
5. Conclusion: Negative perceptions of the recruitment tools may be a barrier to 

program recruitment, so it may be conversely true that a positive emotional appeal 
may bring more opportunities.  Recommendation: Create a recruitment letter that 
appeals to potential participants.  

 
6. Conclusion: It could be useful to consider the likely literacy level of the target 

audience in the marketing (and educational) materials.  As discussed earlier, this 
target audience may have literacy levels different from the average of the entire state 
population.  Recommendation: Create a recruitment letter that is minimally geared to 
standardized literacy levels and optimally matched with the average level of literacy 
in the targeted population.  

 
7. Conclusion: Some interviewees indicated that the landlord tenant agreement is a 

barrier to the intake process of multifamily units.  The execution of this document is 
needed to assign these facilities to contractor coordinators.  Recommendation: Make 
landlord/tenant agreements for multifamily units a top priority.  The utilities should 
finalize and execute agreements among recruited multifamily facilities.  Similarly, 
CAAs should execute agreements with multifamily facilities they recruit.   

Work Scheduling Conclusions and Recommendations  

1. Overall Conclusion: As part of the interview process, a “Memo of Understanding” 
was brought to our attention.  This memo was reportedly verbally agreed to in 
principal, although it was never formally executed.  This memo provides action items 
and activities intended to assist the CAAs in pooling resources and tracking program 
activities as compared to program goals.  We believe the substance of the memo 
provides promising ideas to help the CAAs work together both independently and 
collectively to ensure resources are available to meet program needs.  

________________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Conclusion: The memo of understanding that has been verbally agreed to between 

ECS and CAAs, provides several opportunities for the CAAs to operate collectively 
and independently to meet program goals.  Recommendation, Priority A: To the 
extent that the memo has been verbally agreed to, the development of an oversight 
committee, the development of a monthly deliverable from the ECS (or OSP) to the 
CAAs on progress toward goals and the opportunity for the CAAs to contact other 
weatherization program sub-grantees for assistance in meeting program goals should 
be implemented. 

  
3. Conclusion:  Electricians, air sealing, and insulation subcontractors were reported to 

be the most needed subcontractors at this time, and the utilities are currently 
identifying and building relationships with potential sub contractors.  
Recommendation:  Pass interested subcontractors on to the CAAs for use.     

 
4. Conclusion: With the exception of Strafford County Communication Action (which 

only has 18 households in production at this time), all other CAAs have at least 35 
sites either assigned or in production.  However, several CAAs have indicated that 
they do not have enough leads.  Recommendation:  Reinforce use of OTTER as a 
communication tool for identifying projects that are delayed so utility administrators 
are aware of actual work levels and can pass on new leads as appropriate. 

  
5. Conclusion: While the program was designed for implementation through CAAs, 

provisions were established to assist the utilities in meeting program goals through 
other contractor coordinators in the event of slow downs in production.  However, 
these non-CAA contractors do not have the same level of access to DOE funds for 
health and safety measures.  To date, all health and safety measures identified by non-
CAA contractors have been absorbed into the household level BC ratio, which 
detracts from the overall program cost effectiveness.  Recommendation:  
Consideration should be made for a formal pool of program level funds for non-CAA 
contractors to address health and safety measures outside of the B/C ratio. 

 
6. Conclusion: Several CAAs reported that the uncertainty associated with program 

implementation beyond December, 2003 is causing concern about ramping up 
resources for production needs that may diminish in the near future.  
Recommendation:  Decisions on future program operations beyond December, 2003 
should be determined and provided to the CAAs to assist them in planning staffing 
levels. 

Audit Performance and Software Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. Conclusion:  Originally, the full auditing process was envisioned to occur on-site.  
Actual program operations have the onsite audit recorded on paper, and manually 
transferred later into TREAT.  TREAT does have the ability to be used on-site, but 
interaction with OTTER is needed to finalize measure packages, which does not 
allow the fill auditing process to occur on-site.  Interviewees reported that this method 
causes several problems with the program process.  Recommendation: To the extent 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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that the software developer has committed to providing this capability, the full use of 
TREAT to finalize measure packages on-site should be made available as an option to 
contractor coordinators. 

 
2 Conclusion:  Some interviewees indicated that TREAT occasionally returns savings 

estimates that do not appear correct, which was also evidenced in reviewing data from 
OTTER.  It was noted that average thermostat savings per home and window 
weatherstripping savings are higher than expected.  Recommendations: Instances 
where savings differ dramatically from slight changes in installation quantity should 
be documented and recreated for the software vendor to review.  Consider having 
flags to ward users of TREAT when measure savings exceeds a reasonable threshold 
of home consumption.  Consider an independent audit of the savings calculations in 
TREAT in lieu or in addition to an impact evaluation. 

 
3 Conclusion:  OTTER has minimal reporting functions available for management and 

goal progress purposes.  Recommendation: Create a function in OTTER that provide 
an up-to-date, easy-to-use, and easily transferable report on the program’s status, in 
addition to the entire program population for tracking purposes.   
 

4 Conclusion:  OTTER has a dedicated appliances module in its customer report.   
However, it was noted in an interview that OTTER was intended to have a more 
modest appliances module integrated with appliance and home specific action items 
for participants to undertake.  Recommendation: Similar to the above 
recommendation, the utility program administrators should set an improvement goal 
with the software contractor to improve the appliance module. 
 

5 Conclusion:  Some utilities are not requiring full TREAT models of piggybacked 
DOE/WXN sites where CORE funding is being used to install a baseload measure.  
Some contractor coordinators indicate that building the TREAT models can be highly 
time consuming.  Recommendation: Explore ways to streamline the data entry 
process into TREAT/OTTER for simplified baseload audits.  Ideas include using 
template homes, using default assumptions, or allowing contractor coordinators the 
option to perform partial modeling for baseload measures. 

Provision of Services and Measure Installation Conclusions and Recommendations  

1. Overall Conclusion: The breadth of measures offered of the New Hampshire program 
is comparable to and exceeds that of similar programs reviewed as part of this study.  
The installation rates of measures in the New Hampshire program are better than that 
of similar programs.  Satisfaction levels with auditors and subcontractors were noted 
to be very high for professionalism and overall service.  

 
2. Conclusion: The measure screening process currently uses a single set of end-use 

assumptions regardless of the actual break out of end-use savings associated with the 
measure improvement.  Recommendation: Assess the possibility of applying 
individual end-use assumptions at the end-use savings level.   

 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Conclusion: Program caps on total expenditures per customer was cited as causing 

some sites to not have all measures installed that are identified as cost effective.  
Recommendation: On a case-by-case basis, consider exceptions to the program caps. 

 
4. Conclusion: Some contractor coordinators appear to have project timelines that 

exceed the ten-week timeline presented in the program manual, and sometimes 
exceed twelve weeks.  Recommendation: Make contractor coordinators aware of 
instances where projects exceed the timeline outlined in the program implementation 
manual, and have OTTER prioritize projects for contractors in a way that provides 
the longest days in process jobs first.  

Quality Assurance and Job Closeout Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. Overall Conclusion:  Based on our interviews and observations during this evaluation, 
it appears that the quality assurance and job close out sequences are one of the 
strongest features of the program.  Quality Assurance processes are integrated into the 
implementation process as a direct feedback step with the goal of incrementally 
improving program performance.  

 
2. Conclusion: There were some CAAs and contractors that reported providing reports 

to the utilities, although it was also mentioned that they do not regularly receive 
feedback on the status of the program or their own work from the utilities.  
Recommendation:  Share results of customer feedback surveys/cards with contractor 
coordinators.  

 
3. Conclusion:  Some CAAs have reported that payment by the utilities sometimes 

exceeds 30 days, resulting in the accrual of late fees by subcontractors that have 
performed the program installations to the CAAs.  Recommendation: Batch process 
CAA invoices or shorten payment terms. 

Other Results Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. Overall Conclusion:  Participants reported high levels of satisfaction with the 
program; including a rating of 4.7 out of 5 for the program overall.  Individual 
elements of program delivery such as scheduling, knowledge of auditor, and audit 
length also received very high ratings.  Over 95% of participants surveyed also 
indicated that the program met or exceeded their expectations. 

 
2. Conclusion: It occurred to us that the concerns and perceptions brought to us during 

the interviews, as well as during the last quarterly meeting, might be discerned earlier 
and understood more readily by the program administrators if they could carve aside 
some time to visit with the contractor coordinators on-site.  Recommendation:  Tag 
along with CAAs while they are performing their program duties, akin the premise of 
the  “management by walking around” (MBWA) approach. 

 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes activities completed in the process evaluation of the New 
Hampshire Low Income Program.  RLW Analytics, Inc. (RLW) has performed this 
evaluation with Bob Reals of Business and Energy Services, who has acted as a sub 
contractor in select elements of the study. 
 
This report includes the following: 

1. A discussion of the study goals and objectives, and program description, 
2. A discussion of the methodologies used in the study, including sampling and analytic 

techniques used, datasets analyzed, sample sizes, and program researchable issues 
explored,  

3. A discussion of results by program stage, and 
4. Recommendations, based upon all data collection and analysis performed as well as 

feedback from the interim reporting process.  

2.1 Study Goals and Objectives 
The aggressive program development and ramp-up schedule required a substantial 
amount of program process and business infrastructure development work.  The program 
processes are approaching maturity and the sponsoring utilities are interested in 
performing this process evaluation to ensure the processes are appropriate and the 
program goals are on target to be achieved.  The overall goal of the study as stated in the 
RFP and verified at the kickoff meeting, is to “perform a process evaluation of the low-
income residential retrofit program.  The interest….is to identify and implement any 
process enhancements to improve program delivery to ensure goals will be met,” 
including kWh savings and participation levels.  
 
There are nine objectives in this study, each of which was relatively broad in nature and 
required data collection across both program delivery organizations (contractors, 
community action agencies, intervenors, and program administrators) and customer 
participants, in addition to a tracking system analysis, measure screening analysis, and a 
comparative analysis to similar programs.  The objectives of this study are broadly 
presented below: 
 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of the program’s marketing approaches and recruitment 
processes; in particular, research the causes behind the current response level and 
provide recommendations for improving that level, as appropriate; 

• Evaluate the delivery process of program services, including the steps of customer 
intake, project and measure screening, scheduling, audit performance, installation 
of measures, tracking of program activity, quality assurance, and job close out.  
This also includes an assessment of the TREAT (Targeted Retrofit and Energy 
Analysis Tool) and OTTER  (Online Tracking Tool for Energy Retrofits) system; 

• Evaluate the project screening process as it is performed in the TREAT and 
OTTER system; 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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• Assess actual installed measure mix as compared to projected measure mix and 
provide reasons for noted differences; 

• Evaluate satisfaction among customers, utilities, CAAs, and other parties in 
program operations; 

• Identify best practices among the program delivery organizations in the interest of 
adoption of those practices among other entities involved in the program; 

• Assess program strengths and weaknesses; 
• Identify barriers to participation; and 
• Develop appropriate recommendations to improve the delivery of the program 

and ensure achievement of participation goals, savings goals, and satisfaction 
ratings, and frame the recommendations within a prioritized implementation plan. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
  RLW Analytics, Inc.  July, 2003 
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3 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

3.1 Overview 
The Low Income Retrofit Program (marketed as the “Home Energy Assistance 
Program”) began on June 1, 2002 following approval for the program from the New 
Hampshire Public Utility Commission (NHPUC) on May 30, 2002.  This program is 
designed to help low income customers manage their energy use and reduce their energy 
burden.  The program is collaboratively implemented across several governmental and 
community organizations, which maximize both the breadth of available measures 
(including health and safety measures) and the funding level for qualifying homes 
($5,900 per home, which is comprised of a $3,600 utility cap and a $2,300 cap on 
Department of Energy Weatherization [DOE/WXN] funds).  Community Action 
Agencies (CAAs) are charged with determining program eligibility through income 
levels and number of household members.  Eligible customers must have income that is 
less than 150% of the poverty level for their family size.  To give a sense of this 
qualifying income level, the income level for a family of four cannot exceed $27,600. 
 
Overall participation levels are expected to be 1,252 customers during the 19 months of 
implementation statewide.  The program process is consistent across the low income and 
the residential retrofit program, which are both offered by the New Hampshire utilities.  It 
is also a consistent program process across the utilities and contractor coordinators 
involved in the Low Income Program.  Contractor coordinators include non-profit 
community action agencies and for profit energy service companies. The key steps in the 
program include customer intake, scheduling and performance of the audit, installation of 
measures, the performance of QA activities on 10% of the participants following 
installation, and job closeout activities.  The program offers improvements such as 
insulation, air sealing, thermostat replacement, electric hot water conservation measures, 
and cost-effective appliance and lighting upgrades.  The program design also incorporates 
an educational component that is meant to provide program recipients with a better 
understanding of their home and of the factors that affect energy use.  Key measures of 
success for the program are the attainment of planned participation levels and energy 
savings, high customer satisfaction ratings, and consistent delivery of the program by all 
utilities and to all participating customers. 
 
The starting point for the Low Income Program is through the CAA intake interview or 
through the OTTER system (as a result of utility marketing efforts).  The CAA intake 
interview qualifies applicants for both the low income program and the DOE/WXN 
programs independently through income eligibility, among other rules.  If an applicant is 
found to be eligible for either program, they are offered an opportunity to sign up for one 
or both programs.  Figure 1 provides an overall, high-level understanding of the 
relationship between the DOE/WXN program and the Low Income Program. 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Figure 1: Low Income and DOE/WXN Relationship 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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4 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

This evaluation consisted of three primary data collection activities.  Specifically, the key 
elements of the Low Income Process Evaluation included a program documentation and 
tracking system review, a series of program delivery organization interviews (22), and the 
performance of 88 program participant interviews.  A detailed methodology for each of 
these activities is presented in this section of the report.  

4.1 Program Documentation and Tracking System Review 
One of the first steps in the evaluation was to gain an understanding of the Low Income 
Program by reviewing all program materials.  RLW Analytics requested and received the 
following program materials as part of this process:  
 

• Program plans, program operations manual, and forms, 
• Marketing materials,  
• Measure screening parameters, tracking system processes (OTTER system 

data), 
• Available regulatory and other filed reports by the utilities individually and as a 

whole, and 
• Tracking system descriptions and datasets (from OTTER). 

 
These materials were reviewed to better understand the program prior to the preparation 
of the evaluation survey instruments.  Following the overall program materials review, 
the tracking data was reviewed to determine its effectiveness for program management, 
control, and evaluation.  We also assessed its quality and completeness.  The OTTER 
tracking system monitors participant activity in the program from recruitment through job 
closeout.  Fields tracked are comprehensive, and include demographics, measures 
installed, incentive levels, cost levels, estimated annual energy savings, measure 
lifetimes, several milestone dates, quality control information, and program costs.  
Among other items, this review sought to assess how diverse the range of measures 
installed are compared to end-use electric and non-electric savings generated by the 
program and the frequency in which measures are installed. 
 
The key elements of the tracking system assessment included: 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 

• A review of the database information; identification of inconsistencies and 
potential misinformation.  Sanity and logic checks were performed between fields in 
the dataset, along with spot checks of paper and electronic data files to ensure 
accuracy of data entry (recently completed files were acquired from some CAA 
administrators as part of the interview process to assist in this task).  A comparison to 
similar programs in New England was also performed based upon this review of the 
Low Income Program.  We also reviewed the OTTER system to assess the adequacy 
of the system to support future impact studies, and made appropriate 
recommendations for elements of the system that could be improved. 

  RLW Analytics, Inc.  July, 2003 
 



New Hampshire Low Income Program Process Evaluation 
Final Report _______________________________________________________________________________ Page 6 
 
 
• A review of the frequency with which different measures are installed, to determine 

the comprehensiveness of measure installation though the program. Based on the 
measures installed and the quantity installed, RLW assessed the comprehensiveness 
and diversity of measures installed through the program.  This analysis was also used 
to inform the comparison between the NH Low Income program and other programs 
in New England, including the measures installed, any differences in expected 
savings, and potential reasons for any noted variations. 

 
• A review of the lag times of participant experiences with program stages.  Based 

upon the tracking data, we performed an analysis illustrating the duration of program 
participation that includes each step of the intake process; the audit process, the 
installation process and final close out.  A comparison of the actual timeline to the 
targeted timeline presented in the program manual was developed as part of this 
analysis. 

 
The program database assessment was coordinated with the staff interviews to ensure our 
understanding and purpose of the database fields.  The tracking system was also used to 
develop the sample frame for the participant surveys. 

4.2 Staff and Delivery Participant Interview Methodology 
A total of 22 Staff and Delivery organization interviews were performed in support of 
this study.  These interviews were conducted with the program administrators at each 
utility, the community action agencies, as well as other collaborating parties such as 
Governors Office of Energy and Community Services1 (ECS), Save Our Homes 
Organization (SOHO), and Office of Consumer Advocacy (OCA).  These three 
collaborating parties are interveners in the program process, i.e., they are organizations 
with similar interests who are provided opportunities to present positions relative to the 
Low Income Program during proceedings with the Public Utilities Commission.  The 
primary objectives of the interviews were to gain a thorough understanding of the 
program and to identify opportunities for improvements in program delivery and 
production. 
 
A semi-structured interview guide for the in-depth interviews was developed to focus on 
the researchable issues identified in the RFP and further refined at the kickoff meeting.  
The specific questions in the final interview guides were tailored to fit the position of the 
respondent.  Since one purpose of the interviews was to make recommendations for 
program improvement, these interviews included open-ended questions concerning 
specific problems or suggested improvements.  The final guides were used as a tool to 
direct the interview, but further probing questions helped to gather detailed information 
on all program aspects as appropriate. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                 
1 At the time of this evaluation, the ECS was in the process of being merged with the Office of State 
Planning.   Its program responsibilities were moved primarily to the Office of State Planning, along with 
some other state entities.  An interview with the director was attempted several times, but due to the timing 
of the evaluation with the activities at the ECS, this interview was not possible.  
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Most in-depth interviews were conducted in person, with some performed over the 
telephone (these are indicated by an asterisk).  All interviewees were approached early in 
the evaluation process by broadcast e-mail, and then each was telephoned to arrange 
times for meetings.  The key individuals included in the interviews are provided in the 
following table. 
 

Org Type Company Name Title/Role 
Collaborating in Implementation South Middlesex Opportunity Council  Mel Hensch Refrigerator Vendor 
Collaborating in Implementation Office of Energy & Community Svcs  Steve Eckberg Administrator 
Collaborating in Implementation Office of Energy & Community Svcs  Andy Gray Administrator 
Collaborating in Implementation Save Our Homes Organization  Alan Linder* Organization Member 
Collaborating in Implementation NH Public Utilities Commission Alexander Lee* Staff Member 
Collaborating in Implementation NH Public Utilities Commission Paul Keller* Staff Member 
Collaborating in Implementation Office of Consumer Advocacy Ken Traum* Staff Member 
Sponsoring Utility Granite State Electric Dave Legg* Program Administrator 
Sponsoring Utility New Hampshire Electric Cooperative Chris Johnson Program Administrator 
Sponsoring Utility Connecticut Valley Electric Company Ken Roberts* Program Administrator 
Sponsoring Utility Public Service Company of New Hampshire  Mike McQueeny Program Administrator 
Sponsoring Utility Public Service Company of New Hampshire  Bob Montmarquet Program Administrator 
Sponsoring Utility Unitil Energy System, Inc.  Keith Freischlag Program Administrator 
QA/QC contractor Horizon Wes Riley Contractor 
Community Action Agency Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP Dana Nute Administrator 
Community Action Agency Tri-County CAP Phil Guiser Administrator 
Community Action Agency Strafford County CAC Charlie Wolfe Administrator 
Community Action Agency Rockingham Community Action Jerry Simms Administrator 
Community Action Agency Southwestern Community Services Donna Cunningham Director 
Community Action Agency Southern New Hampshire Services Louise Bergeron Administrator 
Contractor Coordinator A+ Energy Services Inc. Daniel Ramage* Independent Contractor 
Contractor Coordinator KW Management Services Kevin Soucy* Independent Contractor 

Table 1: Program Delivery Organization Interviewees 

4.3 Program Participant Surveys 
A total of 88 participant surveys were conducted in support of this study.  The participant 
sample frame was developed from OTTER and was defined to include all projects listed 
as “Completed” in the OTTER system, and therefore did not include customers currently 
in the program process nor any of the small group of customers who declined to install 
measures following the performance of an audit.  These participants were randomly 
selected.  A verification of representativeness among the contractor coordinators was 
performed as part of this process.  The verification of the representativeness of the final 
sample is shown in Table 2.  As illustrated, the sample generally fell in similar 
proportions to the segment of the population of participant projects that have been 
completed by the various contractor coordinators.  Contractor coordinators that were 
slightly over represented in the sample included A+ Energy Services, Rockingham 
County Community Action, and Southwestern Community Services.  Southern New 
Hampshire Services and Strafford County Community Action are slightly under 
represented. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Viewed by utility, 62 of the 88 surveyed participants were PSNH customers.  The 
remainder included 10 Connecticut Valley participants, 8 New Hampshire Electric 
Cooperative Participants, 6 Granite State Electric participants, and 2 Unitil participants.  
 

Contractor Coordinator # Complete 
% of 

completed 
# in Final 
Sample 

% of final 
sample 

A+ Energy Services Inc. 39 13.0% 14 15.9% 
Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP 37 12.3% 10 11.4% 
Competitive Resources 2 0.7% 1 1.1% 
KW Management, Inc. 1 0.3% 0 0.0% 
NHEC - CC 5 1.7% 1 1.1% 
Rockingham County Community Action 
Weatherization 29 9.7% 10 11.4% 

Southern NH Services 25 8.3% 6 6.8% 
Southwestern Community Svcs. 25 8.3% 10 11.4% 
Strafford County Community Action 
Weatherization 33 11.0% 5 5.7% 

Tri-County Community Action 104 34.7% 31 35.2% 
Total 300 100.0% 88 100.0% 

Table 2: Verification of Final Sample Representativeness 
RLW next developed a telephone survey instrument for participants.  This instrument 
was designed to facilitate unbiased and accurate information, and went through a draft 
process before being finalized.  A current survey being performed by the utilities with 
participants was used to inform some questions in this survey so we could compare and 
aggregate the results with the PSNH completed surveys.  RLW performed a pretest of the 
survey instrument to ensure that it elicited clear and precise information from the 
respondents.  The overall length of the survey was about 15 minutes, with some shorter 
or longer depending on the level of detail provided by the respondent.  The survey data 
were entered and analyzed in Excel for reporting purposes.  The Frequency of responses 
to each question in the instrument is attached as Appendix E:  Participant Survey 
Responses and Frequencies. 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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5 RESULTS 

5.1 Program Activity and Goal Achievement to Date 
This section of the report includes a review of the program goals, both overall and by 
utility, with respect to energy savings goals and participation goals.  Completed projects 
were defined as those completed from the customer point of view, and include projects 
whose status was labeled as either in the invoicing process or labeled directly as 
completed2. 

5.1.1 Program Progress, Energy Savings Goals and Achievements 

The energy savings goals that each of the utilities have established with the PUC are 
expressed in terms of lifetime energy savings.  Table 3 presents the lifetime energy 
savings goals of the program from the filed agreements provided by each of the utilities 
gathered as part of the interview process.  The lifetime kWh and MMBTU savings 
generated by the program through May 7th is also shown.  For purposes of this study, 
RLW acquired a raw dataset of program activity, including the current OTTER measure 
lifetimes.  From the annual savings and these OTTER lifetimes, the lifetime savings 
estimates were calculated.  This analysis was performed because OTTER does not 
currently have a tool to easily access lifetime energy savings in the system itself.  For 
goal progress purposes, OTTER should have a reporting function that provides lifetime 
energy savings by utility3. 
  
Overall, the utilities have achieved nearly 40% of their total program goal in lifetime 
electric savings.  It should be noted that this analysis includes negative savings for some 
installations, which appears to be due to the impact of interactive effects.  Some of the 
utilities (although not all) are using kWh equivalent savings toward their program goal of 
energy savings.  In an interview with the ECS, they reported that the use of kWh 
equivalents toward program goals was being negotiated at the time of the interview.  The 
lifetime MMBTUs associated with non-electric savings from the program is 103,529.  
This converts to 30,342,464 lifetime kWh equivalents4.  This added savings brings the 
total program savings, in terms of kWh equivalents, very close to the total savings goal. 
 
It should be noted that the energy savings estimates presented below have yet to be 
verified through a formal impact evaluation, although in the interview process it was 
noted by several interviewees that the tracking savings estimates are believed to be 
reasonably accurate.   
 

                                                 
2 Projects in any of the following stages in OTTER were considered completed in this study: invoice paid, 
invoice sent for payment, work order closed, or submitted for invoice approval.  
3 This was noted to be an expected function of OTTER in the near future, although this deliverable has not 
yet been fulfilled by the software development company.   

________________________________________________________________________ 
4 This conversion factor is 3,412 BTUs per kWh.   
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Goals Completed Projects to Date (5/7/03)  
 
 
Company 

 
Lifetime 

kWh 

Lifetime 
Electric kWh 

Savings 

Lifetime 
MMBTU 
Savings 

  Lifetime kWh 
electric savings 

versus goal 
New Hampshire Electric Co-op  1,886,313 1,160,404 9,342 61.5% 
Connecticut Valley Electric Co. 393,107 147,833 12,444 37.6% 
Granite State 775,667 339,208 8,689 43.7% 
Unitil Energy System, Inc.5 7,701,895 304,065 2,607 3.9% 
Public Service of New Hampshire 40,541,598 18,636,998 70,447 46.0% 
Total 51,298,580 20,588,508 103,529 39.9% 

Table 3: Summary of Program Goals and Actual Energy Savings 
Table 4 provides the annual savings being achieved as compared to the targeted annual 
savings by each utility.  As indicated in the table below, the average annual energy 
savings per home is higher than were targeted during the goal setting process by many of 
the utilities.  As is expected, the three utilities targeting electrically heated homes (PSNH, 
Unitil, and NHEC) all have actual average per home savings that are substantially higher 
than those utilities not targeting electrically heated homes.  Dividing the lifetime savings 
achieved to date from Table 3 by the annual energy savings provides an average lifetime 
of all measures installed through May 7th of 15.7 years. 
 

Completed Projects to date (5/7/03)  
 
Company 

Annual Energy 
Savings kWh 

Actual Average to Date per 
Home (annual kWh) 

  Targeted Average Savings 
per Home (annual kWh) 

New Hampshire Electric Co-op  74,877 3,256 3,143* 
Connecticut Valley Electric Co. 14,830 927 874 
Granite State 30,376 1,787 689 
Unitil Energy System, Inc. 20,271 3,379 2,200 
Public Service of New Hampshire 1,168,555 4,910 3,279 
Total 1,308,909 4,349 2,969†

*   Estimated by using assumed lifetime years and targeted lifetime savings. 
†  Estimated by using average of targeted savings for each company, weighted by completed projects to date. 

Table 4: Summary of Program Goals and Actual Energy Savings 
Table 5 presents the aggregate annual savings of the program and average annual savings 
per participant by contractor coordinator.  Through May 7th, Tri-County Community 
Action has achieved over 44% of all annual savings associated with completed 
participants in OTTER. A+ Energy Services is next highest with 13.3%, with Strafford 
County Community Action Weatherization and Southern NH Services next with 10.0% 
each.  Tri-County Community Action has also generated the highest average savings per 
participant with 5,720 annual kWh.  This high level of energy savings may be due to Tri-
County Community Action serving the northernmost counties in New Hampshire, 
thereby receiving maximum savings for insulation and other shell measures. 

                                                 

________________________________________________________________________ 

5 Does not include several multifamily projects, assigned to CAAs or contractors but not entered into 
OTTER, which will achieve lifetime savings of over 6,000,000 kWh.     

  RLW Analytics, Inc.  July, 2003 
 



New Hampshire Low Income Program Process Evaluation 
Final Report ______________________________________________________________________________ Page 11 
 
 

 
 
Contractor Coordinator  

Annual kWh  
Savings  

(as of 5/7/03) 

 
Percent of 

Total 

Average Annual 
Savings Per 
Participant 

A+ Energy Services Inc. 174,112 12.9% 4,464 

Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP 132,376 9.8% 3,413 

Competitive Resources 2,845 0.2% 1,423 

KW Management, Inc. 5,098 0.4% 5,098 

NHEC 15,891 1.2% 3,178 

Rockingham County Community Action Weatherization 64,427 4.8% 2,431 

Southern NH Services 134,060 9.9% 5,362 

Southwestern Community Services 91,492 6.8% 3,660 

Strafford County Community Action Weatherization 134,605 10.0% 4,079 

Tri-County Community Action 594,845 44.1% 5,720 
Total 1,349,751 100.0% 4,479 

Table 5: Annual Energy Savings by Contractor Coordinator 

5.1.2 Program Participation 

Table 6 presents the number of participants (unique accounts) originally planned to 
participate, as determined through assumed spending levels per household at program 
outset.  It is important to note that the participation goals are primarily considered a 
function of the number of households needed to achieve the energy savings given 
budgetary constraints.  Therefore, the actual number of participants needed to achieve 
program goals is continuously refined either up or down by the utilities based upon the 
actual levels of savings and spending per home.  Through May 7th, 301 participants are 
in the OTTER system as completed, with another 245 assigned6 to a CAA, ESCO, or 
utility auditor.  An additional 153 homes are in the audit or work order process7.  If all 
customers in the OTTER system were to be completed, a total of 699 customers would be 
done, or a little over half (56%) of the overall goal of 1,252 participants. 
 
It is important to note that in the interview process, some utilities indicated that they have 
a few sites not yet in OTTER, which are included for Unitil Energy System in particular.  
In addition, there are several multifamily units that are also in the process of being 
brought into the program, but are not currently in the OTTER system.  Assuming that the 
total completions to date have occurred between January 1 and May 7, this total breaks 
down to an average of approximately 72 sites completed per month at the current rate 
(which assumes a linear production rate that will, in fact, fluctuate from month to month). 
  

                                                 
6 Assigned projects are those that have been assigned to a contractor coordinator but have not yet received 
an audit.   

________________________________________________________________________ 

7 In process projects are those that have received an audit, but have not yet been closed out as a completed 
project.  

  RLW Analytics, Inc.  July, 2003 
 



New Hampshire Low Income Program Process Evaluation 
Final Report ______________________________________________________________________________ Page 12 
 

 
Company 

Original Participant Goals 
CORE                  WXN 

 
Complete  

 
Assigned  

In 
Process 

 
Total 

New Hampshire Electric Co-op  50 103 23 15 8 46 
Connecticut Valley Electric Co. 50 7 16 20 4 40 
Granite State 48 25 17 5 6 28 
Unitil Energy System, Inc. 8 101 33 7 72 7 86 
Public Service of New Hampshire 459 376 238 133 128 499 
Total  708  544 301 245 153 699 

Table 6: Summary of Participant Goals and Levels by Utility 
 
Table 7 presents analogous data by contract coordinator.  Contractor coordinators that are 
not community action agencies have the term “N/A” in the participant goal column as 
they do not have any original participant goals.  Tri-County Community Action operates 
several teams of in-house crews across three northern counties.  They have completed 
104 jobs, which are the most projects to date among all contractor coordinators.  Among 
the community action agencies, Belknap-Merrimack and Southwestern Community 
Services have the most households assigned or in production, with 84 and 50, 
respectively.  The rightmost column in the table presents the ratio of the number of 
completed homes to the number of homes established as the goal for each contractor 
coordinator.  When considering the most and least progress toward planned goals, 
Strafford County Community Action Weatherization has completed 38.4% of their 
program goal, while Southern New Hampshire Services has completed 8.5% of their 
goal. 
   

 
 

Contractor Coordinator  

Original 
Participant Goals 

  CORE       WXN 

 
 

Complete 

 
 

Assigned 

 
In 

Process 

 
 

Total 

CAA 
Complete 

Versus Goal 
A+ Energy Services Inc. N/A N/A 39 25 22 86 N/A 

Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP 134 77 38 33 51 111 18.0% 

Competitive Resources N/A N/A 2 5 7 14 N/A 

KW Management, Inc. N/A N/A 1 59 6 12 N/A 

NHEC N/A N/A 5 0 0 5 N/A 
Rockingham County Community 
Action Weatherization 121 69 29 20 22 136 15.3% 

Southern NH Services 148 147 25 25 10 60 8.5% 

Southwestern Community Services 93 77 25 33 17 75 14.7% 
Strafford County Community Action 
Weatherization 67 19 33 8 10 51 38.4% 

Tri-County Community Action 145 155 104 30 8 142 34.7% 
Total 708 544 301 245 153 634 24.0% 

Table 7: Summary of Participant Goals and Levels by Contractor Coordinator 
 
                                                 

________________________________________________________________________ 
8 “Assigned” includes 64 units assigned to a CAA or contractor but not in OTTER. 
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Table 8 presents the number of WXN projects that have been fully funded by DOE for 
the 2003-2004 fiscal year.  Each CAA interviewed reported that they carry a backlog of 
hundreds of households eligible for the DOE funding, and generally the CAAs predict 
that somewhere in the vicinity of 90% of the DOE/weatherization projects will also be 
eligible for low income funding.  It is important to note that each CAA determines the 
level of piggyback funding they are going to give to each low income job.  Many CAAs 
are anticipating piggyback funding levels well below half of the fully funded level of 
approximately $2,300 (Some CAAs have a planned piggyback level of $200 with the 
Low Income Program, while some seek to average a $1,400 piggyback level.  Assuming 
that approximately 90% of the fully funded sites will be eligible for the Low Income 
Program, the most conservative estimate of DOE sites that will utilize Low Income funds 
is 392.  The current planned level of DOE/WXN leads from the CAAs is 544, as 
indicated in Table 7 above. 
 

 
 
Community Action Agency 

Actual Number of Fully 
Funded DOE/WXN sites 

this year 
Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP 60 
Rockingham County Community Action  61 
Southern NH Services 110 
Southwestern Community Services 60 
Strafford County Community Action  50 
Tri-County Community Action 95 
Total 436 

Table 8: Fully Funded DOE/WXN Households by Community Action Agency 

5.1.3 Program Spending 

Table 9 shows program rebate and contractor expenditures by utility through May 7.  The 
budgets cited in the table were provided by each utility.  Through May 7 a total of 
$607,284 has been spent through the program.  The current average expenditures across 
the utilities is approximately $2,017 per household, while the expenditures per household 
estimated during program planning and goal setting were anticipated to be around $2,907 
overall.  In future program years, actual spending and savings values will be useful for 
planning purposes.  It should also be noted that revisions to spending per home has been 
discussed and may be refined in the future based upon changes in planned participation 
levels. 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Company 

Customer/ 
Contractor 

Budget 

 
Customer/ Contractor 
Expenditures to date 

Actual 
Average per 

Home to Date 

Targeted 
Average per 

Home Spending 
New Hampshire Electric Co-op  $139,000 $34,130 $1,484 $3,600 
Connecticut Valley Electric Co. $109,697 $29,766 $1,860 $3,226 
Granite State $162,000 $25,401 $1,494 $2,570 

Unitil Energy System, Inc.  $284,354 $11,205 $1,601 $2,106 
Public Service of New Hampshire $1,752,800 $506,782 $2,129 $3,015 

Total $2,447,851 $607,284 $2,017 $2,907 

Table 9: Summary of Goals and Expenditures by Utility 
Table 10 presents the total and average expenditures per household by contractor 
coordinator.  Tri-County Community Action has the highest level of program 
expenditures to date, with $248,966.  A+ Energy Services is a distant second with 
$90,292 in expenditures.  Southwestern Community Services has the highest expenditure 
rate per home, with an average of $2,682.  The rightmost columns show the kWh savings 
per customer and contractor expenditure dollar and the cost of each kWh saved.  
Strafford County Community Action is saving approximately 4.2 kWh per 
customer/contractor dollar spent. 
 

 
 
 
Contractor Coordinator 

Customer/ 
Contractor 

Expenditures
to Date ($) 

Customer/ 
Contractor 
Average to 

Date ($) 

KWh 
Savings per 

Dollar to 
Date 

 
Expenditures 
per kWh of 
savings ($) 

A+ Energy Services Inc. 90,292 2,315 1.93 0.52 

Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP 68,246 1,796 1.94 0.52 

Competitive Resources 3,783 1,891 0.75 1.33 

KW Management, Inc. 2,185 2,185 2.33 0.43 

NHEC 5,725 1,145 2.78 0.36 

Rockingham County Community Action 44,730 1,542 1.44 0.69 

Southern NH Services 44,257 1,770 3.03 0.33 

Southwestern Community Services 67,043 2,682 1.36 0.73 

Strafford County Community Action  32,057 971 4.20 0.23 

Tri-County Community Action 248,966 2,394 2.39 0.42 
Total 607,284 2,017 2.22 0.45 

Table 10: Summary of Expenditures by Contractor Coordinator 
Table 11 presents the number of completed homes with non-core funding average 
spending both overall and for those with at least some non-core funding.  In total, 95 out 
of the 301 completed homes have used non-core funding, or approximately 32%.  When 
you remove those households that were treated through non-CAA contractor 
coordinators, the percent of homes that were treated by CAAs and received non-core 
funding increases to 37%.   The average non-core funding level among all completed 
homes is $637.  The average among the subset of homes that have used some level of 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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non-core funding is $1,152.  The total non-core funding spent at completed homes is 
$110,157. 
  

 
All Completed Homes (n=301) 

Homes with Some Non-Core 
Funding (n=95) 

 
 
 
Contractor Coordinator 

 
Completed 

Avg. Non-Core 
Funding Used ($) 

 
Completed 

Avg. non-Core 
Funding Used ($) 

A+ Energy Services Inc. 39 N/A 0 N/A 

Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP 38 227 10 587 

Competitive Resources 2 N/A 0 N/A 

KW Management, Inc. 1 N/A 0 N/A 

NHEC 5 N/A 0 N/A 
Rockingham County Community 
Action  29 437 9 1,155 

Southern NH Services 25 215 5 892 

Southwestern Community Services 25 1,326 18 1,745 

Strafford County Community Action  33 122 4 500 

Tri-County Community Action 104 855 49 1,129 
Total/Average 301 637 95 1,152 

Table 11: Summary of Non-Core Funding Levels 
Table 12 presents the measure expenditures to date disaggregated by company and 
energy savings fuel type, not including contractor administrative fees.  Approximately 
$149,345 has been spent on non-electric savings through the program to date.   The most 
prominent non-electric savings level generated by the program is that of fuel oil, which 
accounts for $103,404 of the total program measure expenditures.  In interpreting this 
table it is important to note that some utilities (PSNH, NHEC) are primarily pursuing 
electrically heated homes, while the others are not explicitly targeting them, which is 
contributing to the non-electric measure costs.  Since the overall program total resource 
cost (TRC) calculation includes savings from all resources, spending levels on non-
electric measures are not hindering the overall measure benefit cost ratio, which is 
calculated to be 3.259 through May 7th. 
 

                                                 

________________________________________________________________________ 

9 The overall B/C ratio was calculated from the measure level data provided from OTTER.  Each measure 
in the dataset provided had its individual benefit cost ratio, including its total resource cost and measure 
cost.  The program level B/C ratio was calculated by dividing the sum of the measure level TRC benefit by 
the sum of the measure level installed cost.  
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Company Electricity Kerosene 

Natural 
Gas Oil #2 Propane Wood 

Utility 
Total 

New Hampshire Electric Co-op  $21,945 $1,376 $0 $3,136 $3,014 $3 $29,474 
Connecticut Valley Electric Co. $3,580 $0 $0 $10,612 $11,150 $0 $25,343 
Granite State $5,693 $0 $0 $14,737 $736 $0 $21,166 
Unitil Energy System, Inc.  $6,937 $0 $0 $4,543 $10 $0 $11,489 
Public Service of New Hampshire $343,740 $9,613 $6,233 $70,376 $10,726 $3,082 $443,769 
Fuel Total $379,408 $10,989 $6,233 $103,404 $25,635 $3,085 $528,753 

Table 12: Program Measure Expenditures by Utility and Resource 

5.2 Results of Data Collection Activities  
This chapter provides the key findings from the interviews with individuals involved in 
the delivery of the Low Income Retrofit Program. The findings also reflect the results of 
a review of program documents and data collection performed with program participants. 
 
The program itself is implemented in several primary stages.  These major stages are 
customer intake, work scheduling, conducting the audit, provision of services, and quality 
assurance/job closeout.  Customer intake is explored as part of the assessment of current 
marketing activities.  This and all of the remaining program steps are discussed below in 
turn, with pertinent results from the key data collection activities presented as 
appropriate.  Following the presentation of results by program stage, there are additional 
results on program satisfaction, thoughts on future impact evaluations of the program, 
and a comparison of program offerings to similar programs. 

5.2.1 Marketing, Recruitment, and Intake 

As designed in the implementation manual, the utilities are primarily responsible for 
marketing the program.  The goal of the marketing is to provide leads to the Contract 
Coordinators, who are given the task of following up to determine eligibility and 
schedule audits. 
 
The usual marketing method described to us by the utilities and the CAAs is primarily a 
direct mail campaign to Home Energy Assistance Program (EAP)10 customers.  Each 
utility has been using their list of EAP participants to send out a solicitation letter along 
with a brochure that has a tear out response card.  It should be noted, however, that not all 
of the utilities had the EAP in place for the beginning of the Low-Income Retrofit 
Program delivery.   Unitil Energy Systems, for example, did not implement the EAP 
program until October 2002, and therefore could not use the EAP customer list for 
targeted marketing early in the program cycle.  This resulted in slower program 
production for Unitil Energy Systems as they could not take advantage of a targeted 
marketing list.  In the participant survey, 28% of respondents reported learning of the 
program through these letters and brochures.  The brochures were recently developed, 
                                                 

________________________________________________________________________ 

10 The EAP is a program in which income eligible customers can apply through CAAs for a discount of 35 
percent or more off their monthly electric bill. 
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with prior mailing efforts consisting solely of a letter sent from the utilities.  Returned 
postcards are sent back to the utility and the respondent is manually entered into OTTER 
on a leads list.  This list is assigned to the appropriate contractor coordinator for them to 
schedule the audit.  Each lead has a 12-month billing history available for the CAA 
administrator to review and for the auditors to use in TREAT for home modeling 
purposes. 
 
It was also noted that some utilities are also working through the CAAs to generate phone 
calls and follow up with EAP customers.  While direct mail has been cited as having a 
moderate recruitment rate of around 20%, utilities who use CAAs to assist in calling 
potential participants have indicated that recruitment rates are much higher, with one 
utility indicating a 60-70% recruitment rate.  When asked why the phone contacts provide 
better response rates, several interviewees who actively use phone recruitment strategies 
indicated it provided a direct opportunity for customers to ask questions about the 
program and to gain immediate approval for the audit.  One utility interviewee said, 
“Only over the phone can I walk through concerns about the program…this interaction 
does not exist with the letter mail out system”.  Another respondent offered a second 
reason for the success of this strategy as “CAAs have the customers trust from other 
programs such as food stamps & WIC (Women, Infants, & Children).”  Based on these 
comments, we believe using the phone as a marketing tool following letter campaigns 
and, ideally, leveraging preexisting positive relationships of CAAs to customers, would 
improve program recruitment rates.  However, to the extent that marketing through 
mailings is providing the needed participation rates (as it appears to be), using this lower 
cost approach may continue to be appropriate for some utilities. 
 
Eligibility is based on income, and in the case of PSNH and NHEC, also on the existence 
of permanent electric heat.  The income eligibility is 150% of the current federal poverty 
guidelines.  These guidelines provide a scale of eligible income levels based upon the 
number of individuals in the household.  The electric heat requirements for PSNH and 
NHEC are for permanent electric heating systems that are in the home.  This requirement 
was outlined in the Customer Intake Process of the “Low Income CORE/WXN 
Collaboration Plan”.  In the process flow chart the first priority is given to customers with 
electric heat.  For these utilities, all non-electric heat customers are put on a waiting list 
until the utility program manager defines and approves the second priority “high use” 
customers.  Interviewees at the CAAs state that they cannot find, or are not assigned, 
enough electrically heated or high use homes to meet their audit and installation goals.  In 
addition, some CAAs report a delay in starting DOE/WXN work because they are 
focused on finding homes with electric heat or high use for the utility program. 
 
All CAA leads are generally handled the same way.  All potential participants go through 
a confidential intake interview where a number of questions are asked about the client's 
income sources, living conditions, transportation, and related personal backgrounds.  
During the discussion on living conditions, clients are presented with opportunities to 
improve their home conditions through reconstruction programs, WAP, and the Home 
Energy Assistance Programs, all of which they are welcome to choose from.  WAP 
requests are entered into the waiting list, which is prioritized by client (higher priorities 

________________________________________________________________________ 
  RLW Analytics, Inc.  July, 2003 
 



New Hampshire Low Income Program Process Evaluation 
Final Report ______________________________________________________________________________ Page 18 
 
for seniors, handicapped, and households with children).  The waiting lists appear to far 
outpace the available DOE funding.  When a WAP eligible client is contacted, they are 
also given an opportunity to take advantage of the Home Energy Assistance program.  
This is supported by the participant survey results, in which 59% of respondents reported 
learning of the program through their community action agency.  In a follow-up question 
to participants, it was determined that it was generally easy for participants to learn and 
understand the program offerings through the community action agency. 
 
Granite State and CVEC have determined that the remaining number of electrically 
heated homes left to treat in their territories is not cost effective to target.  PSNH is 
targeting electric heat customers by providing leads to CAAs of those identified as 
having electric heat.  Some CAA administrator and utility interviewees observed that 
treatment programs for electrically heated homes have been around for a long time, and 
that a large part of that group has already been identified and targeted.  One CAA 
administrator in particular observed that there might be only 100 to 200 electrically 
heated homes left in the county they serve.  They surmised that if the agency was allowed 
to treat all homes, regardless of heat source, these electrically heated homes would 
eventually be captured.  This administrator indicated that allowing them to target non-
electrically heated homes provides the opportunity to group together treated households 
more logically than necessitating the need to move contractors from one part of the 
county to another.  It is important to note that DOE/WXN sites are currently being 
allowed into the program by all utilities, regardless of whether they have permanently 
installed electric heat. 
 
We gathered information from the US Census Bureau and the Office of State Planning to 
provide a general estimate of the overall number of electrically heated homes in New 
Hampshire.  Specifically, we gathered the total number of homes in each county and the 
proportion of electrically heated homes at the state level from the census bureau.  Then 
we gathered the percent of the population in each county estimated to be at or below 
150% of the poverty level from the Office of State Planning.  Using this information, we 
estimate there are 4,095 homes in New Hampshire with electric heat and a family at or 
below 150% of the poverty level. We consider this to be a conservative estimate of the 
quantity of these homes, as it is likely the saturation of electrically heated homes is 
greater within the low-income population. 
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County

2000 US Census: 
Total number of 

housing units in each 
county

NH Office of State 
Planning: % of 
population with 
poverty range of 
150% or below

Total est. pop., 
poverty range of 
150% or below

2000 US Census: 
# of these homes 
est. electrically 
heated (7.6%)

Belkap 32,121 12.5% 4,015                 305                     
Carroll 34,750 15.7% 5,456                 415                     
Cheshire 31,876 13.8% 4,399                 334                     
Coos 19,623 18.8% 3,689               280                    
Hillsborough 149,961 10.8% 16,196               1,231                  
Merrimack 56,244 11.3% 6,356                 483                     
Rockingham 113,023 8.6% 9,720                 739                     
Strafford 45,539 8.9% 4,053                 308                     
Total 483,137 11.2% 53,883               4,095                   

Table 13: Estimated Number of Electrically Heated Homes in Target Market 
As discussed earlier, the utility program managers that were interviewed generally use a 
list of EAP participants as the likely pool of customers that would be eligible for the 
program. In practical terms, this approach adds minimum overhead, as marketing for the 
EAP program in turn provides leads for the Low Income Program, and in fact appears to 
provide leads for the DOE/WXN projects as well.  Recruiting among the EAP 
participants appears to be a good program design element as the income threshold for 
EAP is the same as that of the program (150% of poverty level).  In addition, income 
eligibility verification and other customer intake activities for the Low Income Program 
occur concurrently with the EAP, and in fact is a part of the EAP intake form. 
 
As mentioned above, during the initial client intake, the CAA interview staff describes all 
of the energy-related assistance programs to the client.  None of the CAA administrators 
felt the fuel assistance programs created a disincentive to participate in the weatherization 
or Home Energy Assistance programs (i.e., that the reduced energy costs would cause 
someone to not be interested in reducing energy consumption).11  It is interesting to note 
in the participant surveys that only 6 out of the 88 participants contacted had participated 
in a conservation program previously, suggesting that the Low Income Program is 
reaching an untapped market.  
 
In addition to soliciting participants in the EAP intake process, additional steps to 
promote the program to likely audiences were reported.  Some Community Action 
interviewees and program administrators mentioned that they do some informal but 
regular proactive marketing, such as: 
 
• Training of intake staff on the program and its benefits. 
• Training of senior citizen outreach staff on the program so that they might identify 

clients with home energy or weatherization needs during their routine rounds. 
• Presentations with neighborhood groups and/or condominium associations. 

                                                 

________________________________________________________________________ 

11 In fact, two administrators emphasized that most clients are pleased to take advantage of every energy 
cost reduction opportunities made to them. 
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• Allow and encourage the auditors and contractors to leave brochures or other material 

at doorsteps of other homes that are near a current project; one mentioned that 
referrals are asked for whenever a treatment is done for an apartment tenant. 

• All administrators collect thank you notes and letters from clients, which some 
mention are shared with other community groups or forwarded to the ECS.  Some 
utilize success stories by generating press releases. 

 
Some interviewees have indicated that a current barrier to the intake process of 
multifamily units is that of the landlord tenant agreement.  The execution of this 
document is needed to assign these facilities to contractor coordinators.  The document 
specifically asks that landlords of units with heat included in the rent of tenants not 
increase the heating portion of the rent bill if heating costs go down.  There are an 
estimated 400 multifamily units available for the program, pending the execution of the 
agreement. 

Marketing Materials 

There are two marketing pieces that have been produced by the utilities.  One is a yellow 
four-fold color brochure that describes the program and its benefits, and includes a 
detachable prepaid response card.  (A similar purple card is used to promote the Home 
Energy Solutions program to non-low income customers; much of the content is similar 
except for the program benefits listing).  Recent Home Energy Assistance program 
brochures delivered to the CAAs from PSNH also have a sticker inserted inside that 
identifies the name of the CAA where it came from.  These brochures are available in 
Spanish also. 
  
Most of the CAA administrators were satisfied with the marketing materials that have 
been created by the utilities, and found them to be helpful in explaining the program.    
However, there were some recommended improvements by interviewees.  One perceived 
that although the yellow brochure highlights that the incentives and services are at no 
cost, there is no mention that the audit and installation services specifically are free as 
well.  Additionally, it was pointed out that it would be helpful if the literature explained 
why the services and materials were free, and to clearly indicate that there are no further 
hidden charges or costs – in other words, there is no “catch”.  Indeed, seven participants 
reported that customers may not be participating as they might not believe the program 
offering.  Another felt that the print was too small and had too much detail.  Participant 
suggested program outreach activities included to “advertise more”, have bill inserts, use 
community or senior citizen organizations, and encourage word of mouth. 

Response Motivations and Program Barriers 

The observations made by interviewees on participant motivations were, as would be 
expected, largely economic.  Interviewees consistently mentioned that participants in the 
program simply desire to reduce their energy costs, as the program promises.  These 
perceptions are consistent with the participant survey results, in which nearly all 
respondents indicated that they participated to reduce their electricity bill and pay less or 
to reduce their energy use.  Two administrators specifically pointed out that respondents 
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are willing to participate because it’s free (especially, as noted by one, because of the 
possibility of a free refrigerator).  One administrator also said that tenant or homeowner 
discomfort in winter could be a motivating factor, which was also reported by three 
respondents in the participant survey. 
 
Both utility staff and CAA administrators were queried on what they perceive might be 
the reasons behind the lack of a large response to the mailings, and for the small 
percentages of those who initially respond but fail to get involved in the program when 
contacted.  There were a number of speculative reasons for the non-responses, none 
which were given as a singular or definitive reason.  Table 14 below cites the collection 
of reasons that were given by respondents, including a column indicating whether 
participant survey respondents suggested it as a potential reason why they felt others 
might not be participating (only responses that garnered more than three responses have 
been indicated). 
 
All interviewees who mentioned one or more of these items did not indicate that these 
were serious problems, but simply explanations of why the response rates may be lower 
than expected.   The last two possible reasons shown in the table below pertain to the idea 
that weatherization and conservation might be vague or unfamiliar concepts to potential 
participants.  This might also reflect a barrier well known to market transformation 
professionals as a common paradigm where energy costs are assumed to be “fixed” costs 
that one can do little about.  
 

 
 
Surmised Reason for Non-Response 

Fail to 
respond to 

mailing 

Fail to act 
upon follow 

up 

Mentioned by 
participants as 

potential reason 
Perceive letter is “junk mail” and toss it out X   
Uneasiness or misunderstanding of utility 
intents.  X  X 

Lack of time (in moving to respond initially 
or to follow up) X X X 

Disbelief – sounds too good to be true X X X 
Too self conscious about allowing auditors 
into homes  X X X 

Issues of self-pride, particularly with seniors X  X 
Disbelief in program usefulness X   
Fear or concern about dealing with their 
landlord X X  

Disregard – don’t believe it addresses any 
needs they have (or, believes that their house 
is fine) 

X  
 

Lack of true understanding or appreciation of 
what the services can provide X   

Table 14: In-Depth Interviewee Perceptions of Reasons for Non-Response 
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One unique observation brought up on the reasons for a lack of response to the program 
is the situation where the customer has received shut off notices either before or in 
concurrence with the solicitation letter.  The administrator who mentioned this thought 
that a customer who is informed of a pending shut off might have a hard time 
understanding (or be mistrustful) of why he/she is getting a free offer of support. 
 
Although English as a second language was not cited as a program barrier, RLW did 
briefly review languages spoken by county according to the US Census Bureau (Table 
15).  As a result of this review, it was noted that Coos county and Hillsborough county 
have the highest percentages of non-English speaking citizens.  The data suggested that 
French was spoken by more than 4% in both counties. 
 

Community Action Agency County

Speak a Language 
Other Than 

English

Languages Spoken 
Other than English 

Above 1%
Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP Belknap County 5.8% Spanish; French
Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP Merrimack County 6.4% Spanish; French

Rockingham County Community Action Rockingham County 6.0% Spanish; French
Southern NH Services Hillsborough County 12.7% Spanish; French*

Strafford County Community Action Strattford County 7.0% Spanish; French
Southwestern Community Svcs. Cheshire County 5.0% Spanish; French
Southwestern Community Svcs. Sullivan County 4.4% Spanish; French
Tri-County Community Action Coos County 17.6% French*
Tri-County Community Action Carroll County 4.1% French
Tri-County Community Action Grafton County 5.6% Spanish; French   

* Indicates the percentage of individuals who speak this language is 4% or greater. 

Table 15: Non-English Speaking Customers by County 
The issue of self-consciousness about accepting assistance or allowing auditors into 
homes as a marketing barrier was raised during the kickoff meeting, and brought up again 
by several interviewees.  In addition, sixteen participants reported that self pride or self 
consciousness are likely leading reasons why people do not participate.  These 
observations echo previous research on non-response barriers for other assistance 
programs.  A 2000 federal report identified pride and the negative association of 
assistance as “welfare”12 as a chief reason for eligible elderly people choosing not to 
participate in food assistance programs.  Within New Hampshire, a recent research report 
by the Franklin Pierce Law Center in Concord illuminated a similar barrier.  This was a 
1998 Law Center Institute study on designing a community health support system for the 
elderly in New Hampshire.13  In consumer discussions held in senior facilities around the 
state, the following barriers were identified as creating challenges in delivering services 
to the elderly in New Hampshire: 

                                                 
12 “Food Assistance: Options for Improving Nutrition for Older Americans.”  U.S. General Accounting Office, August 
2000, page 11 (accessed via www.gao.gov/new.items/rc00238.pdf, April 14, 2003).  This report cited an earlier 1996 
Urban Institute survey which reported 86% of older Americans eligible for, but not participating, in food assistance 
said they did not need the program - including a sizable portion of non-participants who in fact showed outward 
physical signs of nutritional needs.  

________________________________________________________________________ 

13 Frydman, David, J.D., Director, Maria Dalterio, J.D., MSW, Senior Policy Analyst, and Mitchell Simon, J.D., Senior 
Scholar, “Toward a Community Health Support System for the Elderly”, Institute for Health, Safety, and Ethics, 
Franklin Pierce Law Center, Concord, NH, June 1998 (Appendix V). 
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1. Reluctance to accept services because of perceived loss of pride and 
independence;  
2. Awkwardness in receiving services from strangers in one's home;  
3. Dislike of intrusions on one's privacy by home care workers who are strangers 
and the required disclosure of financial and other information to obtain funding 
for services. 
 

It could be reasoned that these barriers in delivering services, particularly for eligible 
elderly ratepayers, could be equally considered in assessing the reasons for non-response 
to utility solicitation letters. 

Issue of Literacy Level as a Potential Response Barrier 

One possible factor in non-responses to the solicitation letter might be issues of 
readability and comprehension by an audience that would have a greater probability of 
literacy skills at less than high school level (as supported in recent national research that 
showed 35.2% of people in low-income families had less than a high school education14).   
When asked why participants thought others might not be participating in this program, 
four reported that potential participants may have a difficult time reading or 
understanding the brochures. 
 
The most recent and statistically valid comprehensive national research on adult literacy 
was conducted in 1992 by the National Institute of Literacy.15  Although a decade old, the 
data collected from this study provides a reasonable proxy for the level of functional 
illiteracy that may be present among the utility customers who are receiving these letters.  
Table 16 below shows the New Hampshire rates for inadequate adult literacy. 
 

% at Level 1 % at Level 2  
County 12 36 
Belknap County 13 38 
Carroll County 13 37 
Cheshire County 11 37 
Coos County 19 52 
Grafton County 12 37 
Hillsborough County 12 36 
Merrimack County 12 36 
Rockingham County 10 31 
Strafford County 12 38 
Sullivan County 14 44 

Notes: Level 1 represents adults who have difficulty using certain reading, writing, and simple computation skills necessary for 
functioning in everyday life 
Adults in Level 2 usually can perform more complex tasks such as comparing, contrasting, or integrating pieces of information, but 
usually not higher level reading and problem-solving skills 

Table 16: Adult Functional Literacy Rates 

                                                 
14 Arc, Gregory, Katherin Ross Phillips, and Daniel McKenzie, On the Bottom Rung: A Profile of Americans in Low-
Income Working Families, The Urban Institute, Washington, DC, 2000, page 3 

________________________________________________________________________ 
15 NIFL, “National Adult Literacy Survey”, 1992 (accessed via www.nifl.gov)  
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The Flesch-Kincaid grade level test and Flesch readability ease score are several of a 
number of established assessment methods used in both the private industry and 
government agencies to determine readability levels for public documents.16 The Flesch-
Kincaid grade level test indicates a grade-school level of readability.  For example, in the 
table below, the rating of 12.0 for the opening page of the home energy assessment 
means that a twelfth grader would understand the document.  The Flesch readability ease 
score can range from 0 to 100, where standard writing averages 60 to 70.  The higher the 
readability score, the greater the number of people who can readily understand the 
document.  We tested the current solicitation letter, the Home Energy Assistance 
brochure, and samples of the Home Energy Assessment printout.   The table below shows 
the outcome of those tests. 
 
 
Item 

Flesch readability ease score 
(40 to 60 normally considered 

acceptable minimum) 

 
Flesch-Kincaid 

grade level 
Current solicitation letter 49 11.9 
Home Assistance brochure 42 11.4 
Home Energy Assessment: opening page 21 12.0 
Home Energy Assessment: Health and Safety 29 12.0 

Table 17: Readability Ease and Grade Level Assessment 
The net result of assessing both the functional literacy rates of low-income customers in 
New Hampshire and the readability level of the current marketing and audit materials 
suggests that an adjustment in the content of the marketing and audit materials, and the 
marketing approach itself (a verbal phone solicitation versus a written letter solicitation), 
may result in increases in response rates and participation. 

5.2.2 Work Scheduling  

Work scheduling occurs following successful recruitment of an eligible customer.  Work 
scheduling is performed by the utility through the OTTER system, with contractor 
coordinators being assigned audits on households that fall within the counties they serve.  
There is a field in OTTER to flag how each work order is entered into the program (i.e., 
DOE/WXN versus CORE/utility), which provides the opportunity to verify activity of 
each lead type.  The program design prioritizes work orders to the CAAs with the 
understanding that audits should be performed within two weeks of the original lead date. 
The utility reserves the right to reassign the work order in the event the audit is not 
scheduled within this window. 
 
Some utilities closely monitor the workload levels given to the CAAs, and provide 
additional leads and assignments upon completion of previously provided leads.  This 
design is intended to ensure the CAA does not have more leads than their capacity has 
shown can be completed.  Under this system, some CAAs are asking for more leads, 
indicating they do not have enough work to keep their crew or contractors busy.   It was 
noted that sometimes leads that are assigned to CAAs get backlogged due to customers or 
                                                 

________________________________________________________________________ 

16 A full description of how to interpret the Flesch readability ease score and Flesch-Kincaid grade level 
assessment is provided in Appendix C.  
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landlords requesting delays in the work.  The utilities have since asked the CAAs to note 
these delays in the notes section of OTTER, which will trigger the assignment of more 
leads.  
 
The utilities have tried unilaterally (i.e., PSNH has offered to pay for and other utilities 
have agreed) to assist CAAs in achieving higher production levels.  These efforts have 
included an offer to pay for some of the expenses associated with setting up a new CAA 
based audit and installation crew and an offer to pay for an administrative assistant to 
assist in processing applications and the data entry of audits.  In both cases, the CAAs did 
not accept these utility offers.  There is an ‘alliance’ being developed between a non-
CAA contractor coordinator and a CAA at this time.  This model is being tried in the 
interest of seeing if there is a better model for program production available.  The two 
current models include contractor coordinators that have their own work crews and 
contractor coordinators that perform the audits and subcontract most of the measure 
installation activities.  CAAs generally operate within their own county with little or no 
resource sharing across them. 
 
Some CAAs indicate that they are holding off on DOE/WXN work to concentrate on 
utility jobs.  These CAAs indicate that the permanent electric heat requirement of two of 
the utilities is causing difficulties in identifying participants among the EAP and moving 
forward with treatments.  This issue would likely be encountered with any targeted 
market, but primarily, this issue was driven by the saturation of the electric heat market 
and the resulting difficulty in identification and recruitment of eligible electric heat 
customers.  However, in reviewing the number of completed projects for these CAAs, it 
was noted that one of them is on track to making its program participant goals and the 
other has a large backlog of assigned projects.  This suggests the difficulty in recruiting 
electric heat customers is not a substantial barrier at this time. 
 
However, as mentioned earlier in this report, each CAA carries an ongoing backlog of 
DOE/WXN sites.  The backlog list prioritizes the provision of services to applicants who 
are elderly, have young children, or are handicapped.  CAAs say that homes that are 
contacted and are mis-identified as electrically heated need to then be appropriately 
prioritized on their DOE/WXN list and held off until a later date to be served under the 
current program guidelines.  In this regard, the electric heat requirement was reported to 
present a logistical problem as it interrupts the CAA treatment prioritization process. 
 
The utilities have formed relationships with ESCOs to serve those households not 
assigned to CAAs.  These ESCOs have been trained in the audit and tracking software.  
To date, an ESCO contractor coordinator has performed 42 of the 300 completed 
projects.  ESCO contract coordinators have indicated that they need to have 50-60 sites 
assigned to them at any given time, which would allow them to handle 30 projects in 
production at the same time.  Currently, the three ESCO contractor coordinators with 
completed sites have 100 leads either assigned or in progress.  
 
Many interviewees were supportive of the CAAs’ role in program delivery.  Quoted 
advantages to using CAAs to implement the audits and installations were: 
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• CAAs already have an inherent level of recognition and trust within the 
community. 

• Since the CAAs are non-profit, any additional revenue they happen to generate 
from program management creates the added benefit of assisting more customers 
in need. 

• The CAAs have the ability to address health and safety issues by aggregating both 
DOE and CORE funds. Work orders provided to non-CAA contractors currently 
do not a formal pool of funds set aside for health and safety changes (since they 
are not sub-grantees, they cannot allocate DOE/WXN funds). 

 
The ESCO contractors do recognize the need to address the same health and safety issues 
that are routinely identified and treated by the CAAs.  Some ESCO contractor 
coordinators said that when they identify health and safety issues, such as proper venting 
of appliances and spaces, they would like to have a defined set of CORE funds available 
to remedy them. To date, these health and safety issues have been absorbed into the 
overall home BC ratio and approved on a case-by-case basis. 
 
One ongoing concern of all utility interviewees, and at least one CAA administrator, was 
that there might not be adequate resources to complete the assigned work orders.  Several 
CAAs indicated that the delay in program ramp up caused some problems in auditors 
available.  For example, one CAA indicated that they had hired an auditor at program 
inception to handle the added program workload but was unable to carry that individual 
in the absence of program activity early on.  The timing of the actual program ramp-up 
also coincided with peak DOE/WXN activities, as well as, the peak time for emergency 
heating service calls during this difficult past winter.  All of these elements were reported 
to limit CAA resources in varying degrees. 
 
In addition, the CAAs are reportedly having a hard time assessing needed future resource 
and auditor levels given the changing participation levels needed to acquire the energy 
savings goals, and indeed the status of the program beyond the December 31.  The 
decreased expenditures per home than were originally anticipated is also causing the 
needed levels of participation to increase significantly, putting further pressure on CAA 
production levels in the short term, without any sense of what the demand will be in the 
long term.  This moving target of needed production was reported as frustrating by 
several CAAs. 
 
Several CAAs also indicated that the training in TREAT and OTTER will be very time 
consuming for new auditors and that the scheduled close of the program in December 
diminishes the prospect of long term employment to hire more auditors.  To address those 
concerns, one utility is currently assisting in the auditor hiring and training process in the 
interest of supporting the CAAs in their auditor needs.  In addition, the utilities are 
providing ongoing TREAT and OTTER training to the CAAs as needed.  Two utility 
interviewees suggested having the for-profit contract coordinators work under CAAs in 
support of the program.  However, the CAAs generally seem to prefer working directly 
with their clients because they also provide them with other social services.  It does 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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appear that CAAs can establish relationships with weatherization sub-grantors, who 
would have access to DOE/WXN funds, but it is unclear how this status is achieved.  
 
One item we identified to assist the CAAs in coordinating resources and meeting 
program goals was a “Memorandum of Understanding” developed by the ECS.  This 
MOU was intended as a tool for use between the 6 CAAs and the ECS to manage 
program activities and ensure resources would be available to meet program goals.  This 
memo was never formally executed, but was reportedly verbally agreed to as an operating 
framework to assist the CAAs.  This memo provides a means for CAAs to monitor and 
assess the needs of other CAAs through the ECS.  Items of interest noted in the memo 
that have been identified and would likely increase program performance, includes: 
 

• The development of an oversight committee to review program progress on a 
monthly basis,  

• a monthly deliverable from the ECS to the CAAs on expenditures and 
participation rates for each CAA region as compared to goals, and  

• the opportunity for the CAAs to contact other weatherization program sub-
grantees for assistance in meeting program goals. 

 
One item mentioned by two CAA administrators included the opportunity for utility 
funding up front, or at least a more timely payment of invoices than the current system.  
The current invoicing system has been described as a bottleneck by several CAAs 
because utility payment of invoices has typically been turned around in 30 to 45 days.  
This causes late fees to be charged by the vendors who service the CAAs, and was 
reported to cause varying degrees of unhappiness among them as well.   This payment 
configuration is based upon a payment for completion structure designed to encourage 
CAAs and contractors to complete projects quickly.  The benefit of this is that customers 
are likely to have a more efficient and timely program experience under this financial 
scenario.  However, in instances where legitimate reasons for program delay are 
encountered, it may be possible to transfer the expedited invoicing procedure that is 
currently being used for refrigerator replacements in the interest of providing quicker 
invoicing payment to CAAs and their subcontractors 

5.2.3 Audit Performance and Software 

As described in the program manual, an audit is performed after the successful 
recruitment of a customer into the program.  This audit includes blower door testing and 
refrigerator monitoring, as appropriate.  Generally, interviewees referred to audits as 
either the “baseload” audit comprised of non-weatherization measures (when the 
household is also funded by DOE/WXN funds) or the “full” audit.  A “baseload” audit 
includes the installation of a refrigerator, energy efficient lighting and domestic hot water 
measures, while a “full” audit also includes weatherization measures such as insulation, 
windows, thermostats, and air sealing.   
 
The household audits are performed on paper, and are later entered into TREAT, a 
building-modeling program that provides tools for fuel bill analysis.  TREAT allows for 
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the data entry of all aspects of a homes shell and systems for purposes of modeling 
potential improvements to the home. TREAT generates packages of improvements, with 
savings, costs, and savings to investment ratios for each improvement.  Information is 
then uploaded into OTTER, an online website designed to track program activity 
including costs, billing, energy savings, and program status.  In OTTER, measures are 
screened, and final benefit cost ratios are developed to assist in the measure approval 
process.  Generally, the utilities target benefit cost ratios at the household level and 
thereby create opportunities to install measures along a full range of benefits (and costs) 
to the customer.  As long as the household level benefit-cost ratio is above a particular 
level17, the utilities will consider the installation of all measures available.  In analyzing 
the overall total resource costs and benefits of measures installed to date, it was 
calculated to be 3.2518, which does not suggest this practice is problematic although it is 
likely causing a deterioration of the overall program cost effectiveness.  The overall 
program cost effectiveness projected in the filed agreements of the utilities ranged from 
0.61 to 0.94. 
 
HERS scoring has been an expected feature of the TREAT software.  On March 31, 
2003, the Residential Energy Services Network19 (RESNET) approved TREAT as HERS 
certified.  There is interest in assessing the rating of homes through TREAT, and this 
information will be carried in OTTER in the future.  However, HERS scoring from 
OTTER was not available for review at the time of this study. 
 
The concept of the TREAT and OTTER system was reported to make a lot of sense to the 
utilities when it was selected as the audit and tracking tool.  Specifically, the concept of 
database driven audits and Web-based project tracking was reported to be a good fit 
given the distributed points of program implementation.  Indeed, many interviewees 
stated that having electronic invoicing in the same system has streamlined the approval 
process (although they are batch processed, which causes a delay in payment overall).  
Several interviewees also indicated that having the opportunity to provide immediate 
approval on measures electronically creates communication efficiencies with the CAAs 
and other delivery participants. 
 
However, the system was also reported to be very slow in final development and 
availability for use in June 2002.  Several interviewees reported that training in the 
software was very time consuming and complex.  Many interviewees further reported 
that training is needed on an ongoing basis due to the continuing development of the 
software and the addition of new elements to its structure.    Ongoing training needs were 
reported as driven by factors such as auditor turnover and the need for ensuring 
consistency among all auditors in the use of the TREAT software.   Currently, the utilities 
have offered a qualified trainer to the CAAs who is available on an as-needed basis to 
teach the TREAT and OTTER system.  In addition, there is a users forum online for users 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                 
17 Each utility is targeting a different program benefit cost ratio. 
18 This ratio includes measure level costs and benefits, but not utility or other administrative overhead.  
19 RESNET is a national network of mortgage companies, real estate brokerages, builders, appraisers, 
utilities and other housing and energy professionals.  RESNET has an established national accreditation 
standard for certification of ENERGY STAR Homes. 
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of TREAT or OTTER to post questions and concerns for the software development 
company to address.  The process for requesting changes or system enhancements is 
driven through the program administrator at PSNH, who gathers requests ongoing and 
prioritizes them for implementation based upon the importance of other needed features 
and enhancements. 
 
The audit process was commonly described as taking more time than it should by some 
CAAs.  Some of this is due to the nature of the current audit process, which generally 
includes using paper to collect information on-site and returning to the office for entry 
into TREAT to determine measure packages available to the customer20.  A number of 
interviewees reported that the process to export TREAT to OTTER can be highly 
burdensome.  This process is necessary as energy savings are calculated from TREAT 
and exported to OTTER for use in determining measure and measure package cost 
effectiveness.  They said it requires a substantial amount of manual work, and requires 
adjustments to be made in TREAT and re-imported into OTTER each time they enter the 
data.  It should be noted, however, that a recent upgrade to the software has made the 
importing and exporting of information from TREAT to OTTER more automated.  The 
average times estimated by interviewees to input and run a home through the TREAT and 
OTTER system ranged between ½ hour and 2 hours.  This suggests a wide range of 
experiences with the entry of homes into the system extending from auditors who are able 
to enter homes quickly to auditors that have great difficulty entering homes into the 
system. 
 
Participants surveyed expressed a great deal of satisfaction with the auditing process and 
the auditors themselves.  When asked how professional and complete the audit was, 97% 
reported it was either good or very good.  Despite these good marks, when asked about 
problems with the program, three respondents did indicate that some subcontractors were 
“messy”.  In a similar question, respondents were asked whether the audit results 
presented by the auditor were generally easy to understand and make decisions upon.  In 
total, 73% of respondents reported it was either easy or very easy to understand and make 
decisions upon. 
 
One program delivery interviewee stated that TREAT is generally modeling software and 
not auditing software; indeed, several interviewees indicated that they anticipate the 
savings estimates to be very good as a result of the comprehensive nature of the TREAT 
modeling process.  Several other interviewees, however, indicated that they are suspect of 
the savings generated in TREAT. These interviewees said it often returns savings values 
that do not make intuitive sense.  For example, one interviewee indicated that sometimes 
the lighting savings for four light bulbs could be dramatically different than five light 
bulbs, and for no apparent reason.  As the savings occurs in TREAT, it is difficult to 
assess the cause of this, although in discussing this further with administrators and the 
software vendor the reason behind this was cited to be due to interactive impacts.  In 
reviewing the savings in OTTER for different quantities of bulbs installed in homes, it 
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20 A spot check of a couple of CAA provided paper files to the electronic OTTER data revealed no data 
entry problems from this process, however.  
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was noted that the average electrical savings for one bulb installations in homes in 
OTTER exceed that of two and three bulb installations.  While interactive effects makes a 
fully accurate comparison difficult, this trend does suggest that there may be merit to this 
issue. 
 
Similarly, in our program evaluation process we learned that there was concern among 
the utilities that the sum of savings in OTTER at the measure level did not equal the sum 
of savings at the household level.  The software vendor also explained the difference in 
savings to be the result of interactive savings among the measures.  One final concern 
about TREAT mentioned during the process of interviewing administrators was that 
libraries available in TREAT for pre-existing and retrofit conditions lack some conditions 
that are occasionally encountered in the field.  These conditions were reported to include 
some window types, and the ability to enter in solar heat gain coefficients. 
 
During the audit, the auditor explains to the homeowner the possible measures that are 
available for installation.  This explanation is derived by the auditor’s experience and 
knowledge.  Some interviewees indicated that this occasionally results in the discussion 
of some measures that are available for installation, but that cannot be installed due to 
program cost caps.  Following entry into TREAT, the auditor can return to the home to 
go over the available measures, although several CAAs reported that they often mail the 
report to the customer.  The inability to complete the auditing process to the point where 
measures can be identified and offered on-site was described as sometimes taking 
momentum from the program process, as it impedes the ability of the auditor to finalize 
the measure packages with the customer.  The current process of making follow-up visits 
was cited as a concern by one interviewee, who pointed out that they are working with 
clients who are not likely to have paid time off available to them to meet with program 
auditors.  In participant surveys, the average number of contractor visits reported during 
the participation process was 2.5. 
 
It was noted in the interviews that many utilities have redundant program tracking 
systems in parallel with the OTTER system, although these systems were reported to 
track energy savings and participation levels consistent with data tracked in the OTTER 
system.  Generally, interviewees reported that OTTER does not have simplified reporting 
functions for the utilities to track energy savings easily.  Regarding this, one interviewee 
stated “we need to do analysis on the back end in EXCEL to count what we want to 
count….there is a lot of data in OTTER…I am confident it is all there for me to use….I 
just cannot get it out in a meaningful format efficiently.” 
 
It was found, in fact, during this evaluation that OTTER does not currently provide 
lifetime savings estimates as part of its reporting tools.  This is particularly important, as 
lifetime savings is a critical metric of success on program outcome.  Similarly, it was 
noted by one CAA that OTTER currently only provides minimal help regarding tracking 
for his needed project management.  This interviewee indicated that the utility would 
verbally provide some additional project management numbers if they are asked.  He 
recommended that at least one CAA in the state should be able to see all CAA jobs so 
they can help with job coordination.  There are currently only two reports available from 
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OTTER – a summary of measure level activity with the low income and retrofit programs 
reported together, and a customer level dataset without contact information or any 
measure level information. 
 
In interviews with utility staff, it was noted that there are ongoing discussions of how to 
best calculate lifetime energy savings from the interactive savings provided by TREAT. 
Development of an ad hoc reporting function has been identified as a priority in the next 
stage of software development.  Other concerns expressed about OTTER were that it 
does not easily provide measure level information at the program or utility level for the 
Low Income Program (although there is some disagreement on this, as some interviewees 
felt this was relatively easy), and that reviewing information on individual customers 
leads to burdensome clicking and scrolling. 
 
Refrigerator measures are determined by short-term metering of at least 75 minutes.  
Established thresholds trigger an offer of replacement refrigerators, with delivery by the 
refrigeration vendor within a month. In several interviews, it was mentioned that this 
duration was sometimes longer, in some instances up to 5 weeks or longer.  It was also 
mentioned that specially ordered colors or sizes could take longer, which may have been 
the cause of this experienced lag time.  According to one interviewee who had access to 
the actual order and delivery times for refrigerator measures, the actual delivery time was 
reported to be approximately one month.  Typically, however, these orders are completed 
within three weeks.  Two interviewees further indicated that they are surprised at the lack 
of refrigerator retrofits, suggesting that perhaps there is a better system to trigger 
refrigerator retrofit offerings or that the consumption thresholds are too high.  However, 
in a comparison of the rate of refrigerator install with other programs, it was noted that 
the New Hampshire program installs refrigerators comparably to other programs. 

5.2.4 Provision of Services and Installation of Measures 

The provision of services includes the installation of measures, customer education, CAA 
inspection, customer sign off, and invoicing.  Measures that were reported as installed in 
nearly all homes were lighting and air sealing, the latter primarily reported as installed in 
electrically heated homes by PSNH and NHEC.  The other measures that are available 
and installed in significant numbers were insulation and refrigerators.  It was noted, 
however, that one CAA would have a difficult time finding another air sealing and 
insulation subcontractor, and another CAA cannot find an electrician to do lighting 
fixture installations at the negotiated per-unit costs.  This has made an impact on the 
availability of measures, as evidenced by one CAA who stated that they do not look into 
providing lighting fixtures because they do not have a subcontractor available to install 
them.  The consistency of per-unit costs across the state were reported to be a strength of 
the program by some interviewees; however, two also indicated that these costs are also a 
problem, as they do not account for the labor rates and business costs that vary across the 
state. 
 
In the participant surveys, the level of professionalism associated with the installation 
work was reported to be ‘pretty good’ by 22% of surveyed participants and “Great/Very 
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Good’ by 70% of surveyed participants.  Overall subcontractor service was rated a 4.8 
out of 5 ranking, with auditor rankings similarly high (4.9 out of 5).  
 
ESCO contract coordinators have indicated that the $3,600 cap on funds per home is, on 
occasion, a limiting measure installation factor.  In fact, 23 of the 300 sites performed by 
all contract coordinators were noted to have expenditures over $3,550.  The biggest 
reason behind this was reported to be the cost of the refrigerator and audit fee, which 
make up a significant portion of the total funds available per household.  When asked 
how measure installations are handled in these instances, the interviewee indicated that 
he offers the customer all of the measures he can up to the $3,600 limit.  An example of 
this is that he may have to offer the installation of 4 windows instead of 8 that are 
available due to the cap restriction.  While it is difficult to associate particular 
participants with these phenomena, several contacted participants indicated that there 
were opportunities identified in audits that were not performed.  The most frequent 
measure types mentioned in the survey included windows and weatherstripping.  
 
Refrigerators were ordered and delivered directly through the contractor coordinators in 
the original program design.  However, this process was identified as needing refinement 
following program ramp-up, and there is a single vendor currently overseeing the 
refrigerator replacement for the program.  There are approximately five retailers assisting 
this vendor in serving New Hampshire.  The retailer requirements in this process are that 
they must be a warrantee service center, they cannot sell used machines, and they must 
sign off on all refrigerator destructions.  All refrigerators offered are ENERGY STAR 
qualified, and the customer is able to select either white or bisque for their unit; on 
occasion, black can be specially ordered.   
 
The refrigerator vendor has set up an expedited invoicing system to ensure that the 
vendors serving the program are paid before manufacturer delivery of the units, which 
was reportedly working well.  The refrigerator vendor does not order refrigerators until 
receiving approval from the utilities.  This was reported to take awhile for some utilities, 
although most deliveries were reported to be within three weeks.  In the OTTER system, 
audit and installation dates do not appear to be measure specific.  However, 46 days was 
found to be the average duration between the audit and the installation date of household 
measures with refrigerators.  
 
Customer education was identified as a key element of program implementation in the 
program process by several interviewees.  In fact, one interviewee provided a full binder 
of several separate education training activities that the contractor coordinators and utility 
personnel have undergone as part of training for the program delivery process.  As part of 
the audit process, a “New Hampshire Saves” brochure of practical tips for savings energy 
was reported as regularly provided to participants by the contractor coordinators.  This 
brochure reviews each major energy-using element of a home and provides practical tips 
to save energy (and money).  This “practical tips” booklet was cited by several 
administrators as a useful item, in part because it was colorful with plenty of images.  
This booklet was also reported to be regularly provided to audit participants as part of the 
program process. In addition, a customer report has recently been implemented in the 
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OTTER system that provides customized information on each participant’s home along 
with the measure package available for installation through the program.  This home 
energy assessment report is reviewed in more detail later in this section.   

Review of the TREAT and OTTER Measure Screening Process 

In conversations with the software vendors and utility administrators about the measure 
screening process between TREAT and OTTER, it was noted that there are some 
concerns regarding how measures are determined to be cost effective.  RLW gathered the 
cost effectiveness calculator, assumed demand factors used (including the source for the 
demand factor assumptions), assumed dollar value per kWh factors, and the data from the 
OTTER system to explore this issue further.  The general concern was that measures may 
be screened as not “cost effective” due to a systematic problem in the screening process 
and the assumptions used to inform this process. 
 
The spreadsheet that generates the assumed values used in the benefit cost ratio appears 
to have no errors in its calculations, although we found that there is no calculation of air 
conditioning (cooling) savings or credits in the cost effectiveness tool (which is discussed 
later).  We checked the reasonableness of the demand factors by acquiring and reviewing 
the hourly end-use profiles used to develop these factors.  These profiles appeared 
reasonable and accurate for New Hampshire.  The process by which the assumed dollar 
value per kWh, dollar value per summer kW and dollar value per winter kW appeared to 
have no technical errors.  The calculation of these values is driven by measure lifetimes 
and percent on-peak energy used, both of which also appeared reasonable. 
 
Therefore, the fundamental problem identified with the current measure screening 
process appears to be in the calculation of the benefit cost ratio with the use of 
assumptions of only a single end-use, as discussed briefly above.  For example, a 
measure such as windows that affects heating as well as cooling is summed by OTTER as 
savings of end uses (heating and cooling) before applying the assumptions used in the 
benefit cost analysis.  This leads to the use of assumptions that are based upon a single 
end-use in the benefit cost analysis, despite there sometimes being more than one end-use 
represented in the measure savings.  In the event of windows, insulation, and other 
envelope measures, the demand factors used are based upon space heating only (i.e., it 
uses the space heating winter demand factor and space heating summer demand factor for 
all savings).  But in a house with electric cooling, this means that the cooling savings due 
to windows improvements is given the same demand factors and dollar value per kWh 
factors as the heating, despite the fact that they are two distinct end use impacts.    This 
suggests that perhaps window measures (and other measures that impact multiple end-
uses) may have more opportunities for installation if the measure screening process were 
revised to accommodate these instances where cooling is present. 

Review of the Home Energy Assessment audit report 

We examined the printout that comes from OTTER that is used to present the audit 
results, educate the customer about the audit, and explain the measures that the 
homeowner can take towards improvements.  Overall, the general layout, content, and 
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structure of the OTTER audit report for the customer is laid out very well.  The 
descriptions for each measure appear to be comprehensive and accurate.  Participants 
survey results seem to be consistent with this as they rated the helpfulness of the 
assessment report a 4.78 on a five-scale ranking.  Ten percent of respondents who 
received education materials reported it was too technical.  In our review of the home 
energy assessment, we identified some opportunities for improvement, which are 
included as recommendations later in this report. 
 
We examined the Assessment for readability levels.  As described in Appendix C, both 
private and government entities use minimum thresholds for ease of readability on public 
documents.  In our testing, we found that sample passages of the sections in the Home 
Energy Assessment consistently scored in the upper 20’s on the Flesch readability ease 
score with a 12th grade reading level (see Appendix D).  Most legislative thresholds we 
researched set minimums of 40 to 60 on the Flesch readability score.  Appendix D 
provides some sampled passages from the existing Assessment, along with their 
readability scores, followed by suggested alternative passages and their scores. 
 
We also considered that the type size on the printout might be challenging.  It appears to 
be 9-point copy, which might make it too difficult for seniors to read and, at the least, 
challenging to most others.  We would recommend that the copy be adjusted to at least 11 
or 12-point copy. 
 
These same issues were also borne out in follow up questions with several CAA 
administrators.   These administrators shared outlooks on the Assessment that, for their 
clients, this printout could be burdensome and difficult to understand.  This leads to a 
further negative effect because, as it was explained to us, “It has too much information, 
and knowing our clientele they probably would not take the time to read it. This means 
the auditor…would be required to take another trip to explain the report” because it’s not 
easily understandable by the customer. 
 
Some interviewees voiced concerns about the provision of customer education through 
the program.  These concerns included: 
 

• The customer report from the OTTER system is confusing overall, and some 
respondents believe customers will not understand it (although it was reported the 
text of this report was reviewed by all stakeholder before being implemented, and 
participant surveys generally suggest this information is not too technical in 
nature).   

• The report should relate energy savings tips to comfort issues.  The program 
provides money savings, but could do more to relate opportunities to improve 
comfort along with the energy savings.  

• Customer education for the low-income program needs to be focused on further.  
Some interviewees explained that because there is no co-payment, there might be 
less tendency to sit down with participants to review their home, energy use, and 
measure package.  In addition, one interviewee indicated the program should 
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ensure that the customer report does not take the place of face-to-face customer 
education at the time of the audit. 

 
In a similar vein, one utility interviewee reported that the customer report from OTTER 
does not have a strong appliance education component that is specific to each customer.  
Originally, OTTER was reportedly intended to have a modest appliances module with 
home specific action items.  This interviewee stated that in his past experience, customer 
provided action plans specific to behavioral changes associated with appliance use has 
proven highly effective in providing meaningful ways for customers to reduce energy 
usage.  These action plans provide energy and cost savings that would be realized from 
highly actionable changes in appliance use.  For this customer base, providing education 
on appliance use that they can take the time to implement would provide more energy 
savings that is not being tapped into in the current customer education report. 
 
One interviewee indicated that having several subcontractors performing different 
elements of the installation process (refrigerator, air sealing, insulation, electrical) adds to 
the time lag associated with the measure installation process.  There are two contractor 
coordinators that are involved in the program that have in-house subcontractors perform 
the installation work.  To analyze this further, RLW performed an analysis to determine 
the lag times that have occurred between the different stages of project implementation, 
including a comparison with the lag time goals set forth in the program implementation 
manual, which is contained below. 
 
Table 18 replicates the table found in the program manual, showing an anticipated eight-
week timeline of project activity from audit scheduling through the final provision of 
services.  As outlined in the implementation manual, the contractor coordinators are to 
schedule audits within two weeks of receiving project leads from the utility and to 
perform the audits throughout weeks three and four.  During weeks five and six, the 
CAAs are to provide the audit data to the utility and have the work completed and 
invoiced by the end of week 8. 
 

Task Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week 5 Week 6 Week 7 Week 8
Schedule Audit X X       
Conduct Audit   X X     
Transmit Data      X X   
Provides Services     X X X X 

Table 18: Program Lag Time Goals 

Figure 2 illustrates the comparison between the lag time goals outlined in the program 
implementation manual and the actual average lag times for CAAs and ESCOs 
individually, and combined (for all contractor coordinator types).  However, this figure 
presents only three stages, whereas the implementation manual outlines four.  The 
OTTER data did not contain a date for the scheduling of audits, only for the performance 
of them.  Therefore, this analysis combines the two stages from the program 
implementation manual labeled as ‘Schedule Audit’ and ‘Conduct Audit’ into a single 
stage.   
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The average project performed by ESCOs is completed over one week faster than had 
been projected in the implementation manual.  Conversely, overall projects performed by 
CAAs are taking four weeks longer than was outlined in the manual.  However, as early 
program activities were described as being performed by CAAs and was further 
described as having a slow ramp up period, we believe the calculation of lag times for 
CAA projects with lead dates after February 15, 2003 would be more representative of 
future program production.  These lag times are also shown in the figure, and are 
remarkably better than the overall average for CAAs.  Those projects performed by 
CAAs with lead dates after February 15th were an average of 41 days faster than the 
overall CAA average, although these lag times are also 17 days longer than their ESCO 
counterparts. 
 
It is important to point out, however, that in our analysis of these program activity dates, 
there were 92 instances where the OTTER data contained dates that indicated an audit 
was performed prior to the utility lead.  These dates were dropped from the analysis, as 
they clearly are not correct.  There were also 5 sets of dates indicating that measure 
installation was performed before the audit.  These cases were also removed from this 
analysis.  Therefore, the lead-to-audit average is based on 208 dates and the audit-to-
installation average is based on 295 dates, and the installation-to-invoicing averages are 
based on all 300 dates. 
 
In an analysis of the lead to invoice lag for utilities targeting electrically heated homes 
versus those not targeting electrically heated homes, it was noted that those targeting 
electrically heated homes complete the lead to invoice process 13 days faster (75 days vs. 
88 days).  Although CAAs reported that recruiting these homes is more difficult, the 
throughput of them appears to be faster than their non-electrically heated counterparts. 
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Figure 2: Job Process Lag Time Comparison 

 
A clear implication of this analysis is that as the program begins to draw near the end of 
the year, the duration needed for the various contractor coordinators will need to be 
considered to ensure projects will be completed in time.  Leads provided to those 
contractor coordinators with extended lag times between program milestones will present 
a greater risk of not getting completed before the end of the year than those provided to 
those contract coordinators with shorter time lags.  Greater certainty of the future 
direction of program services beyond 2003 would probably mitigate this issue somewhat. 
 
Table 19 presents the average lag times between each stage by contractor coordinator, 
based upon all completed projects.  While half of the contractor coordinators have been 
able to achieve the 28-day lag time goal set for the lead-to-audit stage, only one has been 
able to reach the 28-day lag time goal set for the audit-to-invoice stage.  The CAA with 
the shortest lag time from lead-to-invoice is Tri-County Community Action.  A+ Energy 
Services, Inc has the shortest lag time for all contractor coordinators completing more 
than five projects with 44 days between the provision of the lead and the submission of 
an invoice. 
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Contractor Coordinator
Lead to 
Audit

Audit to 
Installation

Installation 
to Invoice

Lead to 
Invoice

Bad 
Dates

A+ Energy Services Inc. (n=39) 8 19 18 44 2
Belknap-Merrimack Counties CAP (n=37) 35 40 18 70 15
Competitive Resources (n=1) 4 13 23 40 0
KW Management, Inc. (n=2) 14 142 72 228 0
NHEC (n=5) 22 12 6 12 4
Rockingham County Community Action 
Weatherization (n=29) 66 12 32 108 1
Southern NH Services (n=25) 36 81 35 127 5
Southwestern Community Services (n=25) 17 116 24 98 14
Strafford County Community Action 
Weatherization (n=33) 57 15 53 79 24
Tri-County Community Action (n=104) 29 39 12 67 32

Total (n=300) 32 41 23 77 97  
‘Bad dates’ are instances where dates of program milestones are not in chronological order and are therefore not 
included in the analysis.  

Table 19: Lag Time By Contractor Coordinator 

5.2.5 Quality Assurance and Job Closeout 

The final step in the program process is quality assurance and job close out.  As described 
in the program implementation manual, quality assurance is to be performed by 
contractors on a minimum of 10% of all jobs to verify that services are delivered in 
compliance with all program requirements.  Quality assurance (QA) contractors are 
responsible for the verification of all installed measures in accordance with the 
installation specifications presented in the program implementation manual.  They 
document customer complaints, health and safety issues, and potential lost opportunities.  
As part of the job close out, and at the program administrator request, it is the QA 
contractor’s responsibility to follow-up with customers who issued a complaint.  The 
primary QA person for the program indicated that he does visit and seek to resolve any 
complaint received on the program. 
 
The close out sequence appears to be very solid.  As reported to us, all jobs are followed 
up by the auditor who originated them.  The auditor does a visual inspection of the 
installations performed and then goes through a checklist with the homeowner on all the 
measures installed.  The auditor verifies that the job is completed as promised, and that 
the homeowner is satisfied with the installation.  The checklist is then signed by the 
homeowner and returned back to the agency for final documentation.   
 
The in-depth interviews revealed a positive feeling with regard to the QA process so far.  
While one respondent reported that the QA procedure was not yet formalized, and some 
feel that it is too soon to know if the QA process is working well, most were happy with 
it, and felt the contractors are doing a good job.  Although the program implementation 
manual states that QA is to be performed on 10% of all jobs, one respondent reported that 
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QA is being performed on a higher percentage of sites.  Indeed, for program measures 
like refrigerators, visits are always performed to confirm installation in addition to 
telephone verification, which is also frequently done directly by the refrigerator vendor. 
 
Program delivery organization interviewees were asked about their perception of 
additional opportunities (electric, fossil fuel, safety, or health) resulting from the program 
design and delivery strategy.  There were several interviewees that reported that some 
potential measures are not offered through the program that might generate additional 
energy savings.  One respondent suggested offering Electric Thermal Storage (ETS) 
heaters to replace wood heat.  According to this respondent, ETS heaters would save 
electricity because they are load controlled and use off-peak electricity.  Another 
respondent felt that a lot more could be accomplished if the funding cap were raised from 
$3,600 to $5,000 per home (although this would likely cause the treatment of fewer 
homes overall).  Two interviewees felt the need for more health and safety money for 
jobs, in order to allow for the maximum number of weatherization measures to be 
installed.  Other suggestions for additional measures were clothes washers and windows 
in apartment buildings.  One respondent suggested electric water heaters, and said that in 
many homes the water heaters are old and probably have corroded heating elements, 
which will cause the heater to run more often than usual. 
 
When asked to discuss measures that are causing problems, six contractor interviewees 
from the various program delivery organizations reported that there has been trouble with 
programmable thermostats (although new alternatives to this are currently being 
evaluated).  These respondents said that the complaints centered on issues of being too 
hard to read and too complicated, particularly for their elderly clients.  QA personnel was 
thoroughly aware of the concerns about thermostats as evidenced in the interview with 
him, and he additionally reported that about 70% of program complaints are about the 
programmable thermostats.  Alternative programmable thermostat technologies are 
currently being explored.  Other measures that drew limited complaints included attic 
insulation, weather-stripping, and dimmable CFLs.  The first two drew complaints mainly 
because they needed adjustment, while some customers claimed that dimmable CFLs did 
not work well.   
 
Overall, the QA Process appears to be considered an integral part of the program because 
it seeks continual process improvements through its outcomes.  Both utility program 
managers and CAA administrators gave high praise for the ongoing QA work currently 
being performed.  As demonstrated in a recent meeting we attended, the programs QA 
activities are not focused on “policing” completed installations (such as the model shown 
in Figure 3), but are actively providing immediate feedback to the agencies and 
contractor teams.  In particular, the established QA process is using a well-established 
“best practice” QA approach of incremental process improvement, as modeled in Figure 
4. 
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Figure 3: Old “Assembly Line Model” of QA 
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The CAA administrators communicate frequently with each other about program issues.  
During the interview process, the CAAs were reported to have regular statewide meetings 
on the DOE weatherization program.  This meeting has been held monthly as a 
teleconference with the ECS.  Issues about the Home Energy Assistance program are also 
discussed during these meetings.  The administrators also informally communicate 
among themselves and the contractors on a routine basis.   

5.2.6 Satisfaction Levels 

All persons interviewed were asked to provide their perception of program satisfaction 
among the delivery organizations and the customers.  In addition, RLW also performed 
88 participant telephone surveys to assess their level of program satisfaction. 
 
There was variation among the responses given for utility satisfaction.  Some utilities 
expressed dissatisfaction with the program (“Difficult to implement, [program] not 
turnkey enough; software contributes [to dissatisfaction]” and others felt that it was too 
soon to tell one way or the other (“If they can reach their goals, they’ll be more than 
satisfied”).  Most interveners were not sure how to classify their satisfaction.  One did, 
however, express “frustration with CAPs.”  The perceptions of CAA/Contractor 
satisfaction were a little more diverse but overall they were favorable: “8 out of 10,” and 
“Very high” were some comments provided. 
 
When asked to rate their overall impression of the Home Energy Assistance Program on a 
scale of 1 (very unfavorable) to 5 (very favorable), the 88 surveyed participants gave an 
average rating of 4.68.  Favorable ratings were also given for various aspects of the 
program.  The overall performance of the auditor was rated a 4.90, the educational 
information a 4.68, and the subcontractor a 4.81.  Participant interviewees also rated 
specific elements of the auditor and subcontractor visits.  These participants rated 
courtesy and professionalism of the auditors the highest, with a 4.95 rating.  In a similar 
participant survey sponsored by the utilities, it was noted that participants also ranked 
auditor professionalism and courtesy very highly.  The average ratings of other program 
elements are presented in Table 20 and Table 21 below.  Clearly, these results show a 
high level of satisfaction among participants with most elements of program 
implementation and delivery.  
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Auditor Ratings Avg.
Timeliness of Initial Call After You Signed Up 4.61
Scheduling the Audit for A Convenient Time 4.84
Being On Time for the Audit 4.86
Length of Audit 4.88
Ability to Explain Information Clearly 4.82
Knowledge and Competancy of the Auditor 4.86
Courtesy and Professionalism of Auditor 4.95
Overall Service Received From Auditor 4.90  

Table 20: Participant Survey Average Ratings of Auditor Visits 
Subcontractor Ratings Avg.

Scheduling Delivery/Installation for A Convenient Time 4.74
Being on Time for Delivery/Installation 4.72
Length of Delivery/Installation 4.77
Adequacy and Completion of Installation 4.70
Explanation of How to Operate New Equipment 4.58
Cleanliness of Work Areas 4.74
Knowledge and Competancy of Subcontractor 4.81
Courtesy and Professionalism of Subcontractor 4.87
Overall Service Received From Subcontractor 4.81  

Table 21: Participant Survey Average Ratings of Subcontractor Visits 
 
The 88 surveyed participants were also generally pleased with the measures they 
received, rating them a 4.78 on a scale of 1 (not satisfied) to 5 (very satisfied).  However, 
in a followup question, ten participants reported that there were measure installations that 
they were not pleased with because of the way in which they were installed or are 
working.  Each of the following measures were mentioned one time when asked what 
measures participants were not pleased with; weatherstripping, insulation, refrigerators, 
faucet aerators, showerheads, and thermostats. 
 
Almost 39% of the sample reported that they had received a visit from a quality 
assurance auditor.  On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), these participants rated the QA 
auditor’s service a 4.88.  The majority of participants that received a visit from a quality 
assurance auditor felt good about having participated in this extra step (79.4%) and felt 
that it was useful to them (61.8%). 
 
When asked if the Home Energy Assistance Program has met, exceeded, or fallen below 
their expectations, approximately 58% of the sample reported that it had exceeded their 
expectations.  Almost 38% felt that the program met their expectations and only 4.5% 
reported that the program fell below their expectations.  Achieving this high degree of 
meeting participant expectations is a notable achievement.   In a similar question, 
participants were asked what benefits, apart from the energy savings, they have seen from 
their program experience.  Sixty four respondents reported that they have experienced 
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temperature comfort (fifty two specifically citing a decrease in drafts), nine reported 
health improvements and five reported safety improvements. 

5.2.7 Impact Evaluation Considerations 

It is evident from our experience and use of the OTTER tracking system that the data 
collected as part of the program is comprehensive and carries the fields necessary for the 
performance of an impact evaluation.  However, there are some concerns about the 
sequence of dates in the system (some dates do not flow chronologically), and there were 
concerns expressed about the energy savings that are sometimes generated from TREAT, 
both of which drive separate recommendations later in the report.  In addition, the system 
continues to evolve to meet program needs, including the addition of reporting functions 
and other tools to make it interact more efficiently with the TREAT software. 
  
During the development of this report and the sampling frame for the participant surveys, 
it was apparent that while OTTER maintains the needed impact evaluation fields of data, 
accessing this data through the OTTER system itself was not possible.  While a data 
dump akin to that performed for this study can be done, a reporting function that provides 
the needed impact evaluation fields would be helpful. 
 
The report that we envision would contain the following fields. 
 

• A unique identification number for each participant (account number), 
• Customer name, contact name, address, and telephone number 
• Contractor Coordinator and utility 
• Date(s) of completion (date customer signs off on completion of work and also 

when the utility pays the contractor coordinator invoice for the customer) 
• Rebate and program expenditures for each completed customer by measure, 
• Quantity and types of measures installed including end-use associated with each 

(using a standard list), with predicted annual and lifetime savings for each fuel 
impacted, and 

• Fields and values for any other desired level of disaggregation in the final impact 
numbers, which might include: single family versus multifamily, lead type 
(DOE/WXN versus CORE), or even rate code, among others.  

 
This data would facilitate future impact evaluation activities, and in the meantime might 
also provide a useful tool for the statewide M&E team and program administrators to 
manage the program.  This reporting function would make it possible to very quickly 
summarize the data at the measure, utility, and contractor coordinator level, with the 
information able to be used to produce a series of monthly trends and to update reports 
on program progress.  It should be noted that since TREAT models energy use and home 
systems on an hourly basis to determine improvement impacts, some impact methods 
will not be feasible approaches to evaluating the Low Income program.  For example, it 
will not likely be feasible to review savings algorithms, nor update the parameters used 
in the algorithms to generate new savings estimates.  
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5.2.8 Comparison of Program Offerings 

Table 22 presents the frequency of measure installations in participant homes.  It also 
shows the total annual electric kWh and total MBTU savings by measure and the average 
of each per participant.  The most frequent program installations were of compact 
fluorescent lamps & fixtures (85.3% of the sample), weather-stripping (75.7%), and attic 
insulation (50.3%).  Weather-stripping and thermostat installations have generated the 
most total annual kWh savings at 408,730 kWh and 293,904 kWh, respectively.  These 
measures are also the top two in average kWh savings per participant at 1,801 kWh and 
2,027, respectively.   The average annual MBTU savings per participant is 33.7, also 
driven primarily by the installation of heating and cooling measures.  Overall, the breadth 
of measures installed in the program to date appears to be very comprehensive. 
 

Measure
Participant 

Installs
% 

installing

Annual 
kWh 

Savings

Annual 
kWh Svgs/ 
Participant

Annual 
Mbtu 

Savings

Annual Mbtu 
Savings/ 

Participant
Refrigerator Coil Cleaning 8 2.7% 32 4 0.1 0.01
Refrigerator Replacement 107 35.7% 101,813 952 278 2.6
Appliance Totals 115 38.3% 101,845 886 278 2.4
Custom 103 34.3% 1,151 11 109 1.1
Attic Insulation 151 50.3% 189,102 1,252 1,887 12.5
Basement Wall Insulation 48 16.0% 46,461 968 552 11.5
Cellulose 1 0.3% 38 38 3 3.5
Duct Sealing 1 0.3% 44 44 4 4.4
Replace Windows 46 15.3% 52,503 1,141 240 5.2
Thermostat 145 48.3% 293,904 2,027 1,791 12.4
Wall Insulation 58 19.3% 28,572 493 524 9.0
Weatherstripping 227 75.7% 408,730 1,801 4,168 18.4
Heating & Cooling Totals 262 87.3% 1,019,354 3,891 9,169 35.0
Faucet Aerators 77 25.7% 23,545 306 79 1.0
Hot Water Pipe Insulation 75 25.0% 1,040 14 60 0.8
Low Flow Showerhead 117 39.0% 32,890 281 161 1.4
Water Heater Temp. Set back 46 15.3% 15,924 346 57 1.2
Water Heater Wrap 33 11.0% 3,217 97 84 2.5
Hot Water Totals 152 50.7% 76,616 504 441 2.9
CFLs 256 85.3% 141,294 552 97 0.38
Torchieres 12 4.0% 3,404 284 5 0.4
Lighting Totals 257 85.7% 144,698 563 101 0.4
Program Totals 300 100.0% 1,343,664 4,479 10,099 33.7  

Table 22: Frequency of Measure Installation 
The utilities are interested in an assessment of the measure offerings and installation rates 
of the New Hampshire low-income effort as compared to those of similar and recent 
programs in New England.  As part of this effort, RLW reviewed the results of other 
similar low-income programs in the Northeast.  We referred to four studies to support this 
comparison.  The studies were the Pennsylvania Residential Energy Assistance Challenge 
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Option (REACH) Program21, Eastern Utilities Associates’ Energy Assistance Program22, 
the Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources’ (MADOER) Energy Conservation 
Services (ECS) Program23, and the New England Power Services Company’s  (NEPSCo) 
Appliance Management Program (AMP)24.  All of these programs are operated in part or 
in whole through community organizations similar to the Community Action Agencies in 
New Hampshire.  However, differences in program caps, measure screening 
methodologies, and program goals make a direct comparison among the programs 
difficult.  However, for purposes of determining the breadth of measures offered in the 
New Hampshire program (and potential missed measures), we believe the programs 
selected provide reasonable information to compare to the New Hampshire program.   
 
Table 23 presents a comparison of the measures installed in these four programs as 
compared to those installed in the New Hampshire Low Income Program.  Nearly all 
measures currently offered through the New Hampshire Low Income Program are also 
offered through at least one of the other programs reviewed.  There are eight measures 
noted as installed more than 2% of the time in another program and not installed in the 
New Hampshire Program.  However, three of these measures are typically associated 
with health and safety measures and non-electric fuel savings.  These include heater 
repair and hot and cold water leak repair.  The remaining measures installed more than 
2% of the time in other programs include floor insulation, heating pipe insulation, HVAC 
filter replacement, timer installations, and waterbed covers. 
 
Generally, the New Hampshire Low Income program covers nearly all of the major 
measure types installed in similar programs.  In addition, many measures offered by the 
New Hampshire utilities are installed more frequently than in other programs, with 
refrigerator coil cleaning being a rare exception.  This may be partially due to the level of 
funding resulting from the combined funding sources in the New Hampshire program as 
compared to the other programs.  Indeed, the New Hampshire Low Income program 
appears to offer a breadth of measures comparable to the other programs.  In particular, 
the New Hampshire program offers measures such as refrigerator coil cleaning, water 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                 
21 Blasnik & Associates, Impact Evaluation of TEAM REACH, October 2001.  REACH is a program 
designed to coordinate the delivery of a comprehensive set of services to low income households, including 
weatherization, fuel assistance and budget counseling , among others.  Sponsoring groups of REACH 
include the state LIHEAP office, the local electric and gas utilities, and other local community based 
organizations.  
22 RLW Analytics, Inc., EUA Service Corporation Residential Program Evaluation, Final Report, 
December 1999.  The EAP offered customer education and energy efficiency measures to both single 
family and multifamily households at or below 175% of the federal poverty standards. The program is 
implemented through local weatherization agencies and private contractors, providing a high degree of 
coordination with other services offered by local agencies. 
23 Hagler Bailly Consulting, Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources (DOER) ECS Evaluation Report, 
March 1997.  The ECS provides home energy audits and follow-up services to all residents of the state, 
including low income.  This program is provided to all customers through the gas and electric investor-
owned utilities. 
24 Titus, M.A. et al., “The Persistence of Savings from a Comprehensive, Low-Income Energy-Efficiency 
Program” in Proceedings of the 1999 International Energy Program Evaluation Conference, 1999.  The 
AMP provides customer education on appliance use as well as the installation of energy efficient measures.  
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heater temperature setback and window replacement, which are offered by few of the 
other programs.   
 
To sanity check the savings estimates encountered in the New Hampshire Program, it is 
often useful to consider them against typical consumption of a home.  Assuming a typical 
residential home in New Hampshire consumes between 10,000 and 12,000 kWh per year, 
the savings for thermostats (between 17-20% of consumption) and window 
weatherstripping (between 15-17% of consumption) appear higher then expected.  
 

Measure

Current 
Program 
Offering

NH Program 
Installation 

Rate (n=300)

NH Program 
Svgs Per 

Install (kWh)

REACH 
Program Install 
Rate (n=1,897)

EAP 
Install 
Rate 

(n=768)

ECS 
Install 
Rate 

(n=948)

AMP 
Install 
Rate 

(n=1,092)
Refrigerator Coil Cleaning Yes 2.7% 4 95.7%
Refrigerator Replacement Yes 35.7% 952 2.9% 50.7% 40.8%
Attic Insulation Yes 50.3% 1,252 13.3% 0.1% 5.2%
Basement Wall Insulation Yes 16.0% 968 0.2%
Boiler Reset 0.7%
Cellulose Yes 0.3% 38
Crawl Space Insulation 0.3%
Duct Insulation Yes 0.3% 44 1.9%
Floor Insulation 2.4%
Flue Damper 0.4%
Heater Repair 7.5%
Heating Pipe Insulation 7.6%
Intermittent Ignition Device 0.3%
New Heating System 1.2%
Replace Burner 0.3%
Replace Doors 0.1%
Replace Windows Yes 15.3% 1,141 0.5%
Rim Joist Insulation 0.1%
Storm Doors 0.9%
Storm Windows 1.2%
Thermostat Yes 48.3% 2,027 86.5% 0.7% 4.0%
Wall Insulation Yes 19.3% 493 2.6%
Window Insulation 0.7%
Door Weatherstripping 1.5%
Window Weatherstripping 2.3%
HVAC Filter 10.4%
Faucet Aerators Yes 25.7% 306 2.3% 26.4%
Hot Water Leak Repair 4.1%
Hot Water Pipe Insulation Yes 25.0% 14 2.3% 10.7%
Low Flow Showerhead Yes 39.0% 281 0.7% 14.4%
Solar Water Heater 0.1%
Water Heater Temp. Set back Yes 15.3% 346 6.8%
Water Heater Wrap Yes 11.0% 97 2.8%
Lighting (bulbs & fixtures) Yes 85.7% 563 82.7% 98.0% 91.3%
Timer (lght, A/C, Htg, Pool pump) 7.9%
Waterbed Cover 4.9%
Cold Water Leak Repair 26.7%

5.2%75.7% 1,801Yes

 
Table 23: Program Comparison to Similar Programs
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5.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 
The conclusions and recommendations are provided by program activity, consistent with 
the main body of the report.  Each section begins with appropriate conclusions and is 
followed by recommendations.  These recommendations rest upon the performance of all 
data collection activities associated with this study.  As this evaluation is concurrent with 
program implementation, some of these recommendations may be underway or 
completed by the utilities before this study's publication.  It should also be noted that 
some recommendations might be more appropriate for execution in later program years, 
although all are believed to provide efficiency in the program process.  To assist in the 
prioritization of these recommendations, we have coded each recommendation as an A, 
B, or C.  Recommendations flagged with an A indicate a recommendation that we believe 
would immediately increase program effectiveness or production when implemented.  
Recommendations flagged with a B indicate a recommendation that we believe would 
better align the program for success but does not require immediate attention.  
Recommendations flagged with a C indicate recommendations that can be considered in 
subsequent years of program implementation but are not appropriate for consideration at 
this time. 

Marketing/Intake Conclusions and Recommendations 

While there does not be appear to be any particular marketing element that stands out as a 
significant problem, there are several opportunities for marketing improvement. 
 
1. Overall Conclusion: Generally, the program activity to date gathered from OTTER 

suggests that the program is achieving the targeted annual savings per home, but is 
spending less than expected per home.  This suggests that the program is being 
implemented cost effectively, when comparing expected cost versus the expected 
savings per home.  Currently, program participation rates are being increased in order 
to spend all of the budgeted money.  This seems to be causing some capacity 
problems, regardless of the program’s current success in generating annual energy 
savings.  The fact that savings are being achieved at less cost than planned may be, in 
fact, a positive outcome to report to the PUC at this time. 

 
2. Overall Conclusion: At the outset of the study, the utilities asked for an assessment of 

the level of non-response to their marketing efforts on their ability to achieve their 
program goals.  In reviewing the number of completed homes to date for each utility, 
the number of households in the process of the program (or assigned) and the work 
being performed to bring multifamily units into the program in the coming month, the 
non-response rate does not appear to jeopardize reaching the program participation 
and energy savings goals.  Indeed, at the state level, 42% of the total program 
participation goal would be achieved if all households in the OTTER system were 
completed at this time – with most of them likely being CORE provided leads.   This 
conclusion assumes that the CAAs will successfully provide the leads and audits for 
the DOE/WXN sites.  
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3. Conclusion: While the primary mechanism for recruitment is through direct mail, a 

best practice identified for marketing includes a highly successful approach that 
several utilities and CAAs are using that includes telemarketing as part of their 
marketing efforts. 

 
Recommendation, Priority B: For utilities that need higher response rates to meet 
program goals, follow-up non-responsive direct mail marketing with a phone call 
solicitation.  Given the continued need for customer recruitment for some utilities, we 
recommend that after each phase of the letter campaign, either the CAA or utility 
contact each potential participant to ensure they received and read the program offer.  
The outreach person can also field questions, address concerns, and seek signup for 
the audit.  Use of phone calls as an integrated part of the recruitment strategy can also 
be expected to mitigate any concerns about potential literacy issues in program 
recruitment.  In a preliminary discussion about this, some utilities have indicated the 
availability of staff or customer service to assist in these calls. 

 
4. Conclusion: Currently, PSNH and NHEC are targeting electrically heated homes.  

CAAs have indicated that the utilities have enough money available to pursue all 
households in need, but the limitations in eligibility seem to cause some barriers to 
moving into the broader available field and performing audits.  Specifically, the lack 
of electric heat customers with an eligible income and the saturation of the electric 
heat market overall is reportedly resulting in difficulty in the identification and 
recruitment of eligible electric heat customers.  However, other data from OTTER on 
the current level of assigned projects and goal achievement among the CAAs who 
cited this issue suggest that this is not a significant problem at this time. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Regularly track and review assigned workloads to 
CAAs to assess appropriateness of target market.  We recommend the utilities 
monitor the levels of assigned projects to each CAA on a regular basis to ensure an 
adequate number of households available for audits.  If there are diminishing returns 
on marketing to the remaining electric heat market, it will be revealed in the level of 
assigned households to each CAA.  If the assigned workload does not support each 
CAAs monthly goal attainment level, the utilities should consider no longer 
specifically targeting this segment of the low-income market.  However, this decision 
should also be made in consideration of the increased level of savings being 
generated among utilities targeting electrically heated homes over those targeting 
non-electrically heated homes.  In the interviews, several CAAs reported they are 
confident that electrically heated homes will be treated even if they are not directly 
targeted.  One CAA administrator in particular felt that if the requirement were 
dropped, they would come across many electrically heated homes in their normal 
course of completing jobs for households in need.   

 
5. Conclusion: It was noted in the interviews that there is some informal program 

promotion by CAAs and utilities through channels with access to potential 
participants, such as senior outreach programs and neighborhood groups.  This makes 
sense, because sending a marketing message at individuals can sometimes be 
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difficult; there can be finite windows of opportunities to market to customers when 
the program message will be fully received and absorbed.   

 
Recommendation, Priority B: Regularly market the program through organizations 
that constantly interact with potential participants.  A typical approach to 
overcoming this marketing challenge is to market through organizations that have 
access on a regular basis to individuals who are most likely to be in need of services.  
We believe the most effective marketing approach would be to market through 
organizations that are either regularly turned to for assistance by potential participants 
(similar to the EAP) or are in the field working with individuals that have a high 
probability of being eligible for the program.  They can deliver the program message 
at a time of need.  In a brief literature review, we have identified several 
organizations that might be able to provide this marketing conduit, including: 
Community Services Council of New Hampshire, Visiting Nurses Association, and 
the Gibson Center for Senior Services. 

 
6. Conclusion: The name of the program itself may be a contributive cause to the non-

response rates.  As pointed out earlier, the term “assistance” tends to have a negative 
connotation with the eligible elderly population, and they may be too reluctant to 
respond.  In contrast, the non low-income program is called the “Home Energy 
Solutions” program.   

 
Recommendation, Priority C: It may be helpful to give the low-income program a 
similar attractive, appealing name as well. 

 
7. Conclusion: Negative perceptions of the recruitment tools may be a barrier to 

program recruitment, so it may be conversely true that a positive emotional appeal 
may bring more opportunities. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Create a recruitment letter that appeals to potential 
participants.  Attachment A of this report demonstrates a sample letter where the 
content has emotional and personal appeal.  We are not necessarily suggesting that 
this sample should be followed verbatim; rather, this sample highlights elements that 
can further generate positive emotional responses: 

 
• Use “you” language up front, and as much possible.  This reinforces the 

underlying message that the program is not meant to benefit the utility, but to 
benefit the recipient.  The current letter being used by the utilities does that well. 

• Touch on personal “hot buttons” right up front to capture interest and compel the 
reader to spend time absorbing the message.  As simplified in the Dale Carnegie 
selling course, you first identity the buyer’s “pain”, and then offer an appealing 
solution to alleviate that “pain”. 

• Downplay or eliminate as much of the “official” looking language and look as 
possible.  (To the utilities’ credit, the current content is straightforward and invites 
the customer to “drop the card in the mail to me”.)  Things that could be dropped 
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with no impact on the message could be the small headers and footers, the 
“footnote explanation,” and the fax number. 

 
8. Conclusion: It could be useful to consider the likely literacy level of the target 

audience in the marketing (and educational) materials.  As discussed earlier, this 
target audience may have literacy levels different from the average of the entire state 
population.  The table below summarizes the previous assessment of the current 
materials, and compares it to the samples provided in the appendices: 

 
Flesch readability ease 

score  
Flesch-Kincaid grade 

level 
 
 
 
Item 

Current Suggested 
Sample 

Current Suggested 
Sample 

Current solicitation letter 49 72.6 11.9 6.6 
Home Assistance brochure 42 56.2 11.4 8.9 
Home Energy Assessment: opening page 21 72.7 12.0 7.5 
Home Energy Assessment:  Health and Safety  29 60 12.0 9.8 

Table 24: Summary of Readability Scores – current and suggested materials 
 

Recommendation, Priority A: Create a recruitment letter that is minimally geared to 
standardized literacy levels and optimally matched with the average level of literacy 
in the targeted population. The sample letter in attachment A shows a Flesch 
readability ease score of 72.6 and a Flesch-Kincaid grade level of 6.6.  As with the 
case above, our intent here is not to suggest that this sample is better, but rather seeks 
to accomplish the same message with such elements as more colloquial language, 
simpler words, and substitutes for words that have industry meaning, but are not 
commonly understood. 

 
Recommendation, Priority B: Create a program brochure that is easy for potential 
participants to understand.  In a similar vein, a revised Home Energy Assistance 
brochure is provided in Appendix B for consideration.  The revisions display a little 
more straightforward composition of the sentences (for instance removing dependent 
clauses and using shorter sentences); and the shifting of references commonly used in 
our industry into words more recognizable to the general population (ex. words such 
as "measures", "diagnostic", and "prioritize").  The revised brochure text shows a 
Flesch readability score of 56.2 and a Flesch-Kincaid grade level of 8.9. 

 
Recommendation, Priority B: Create educational materials that are easy for potential 
participants to understand.  Similarly, the educational material printed for customers 
is very well written and accurate; by adjusting the sentence structure and word 
selection to better fit the literacy level of the intended audience, it should make 
customers feel even more at ease and comfortable with audit. 

 
9. Conclusion: Some interviewees indicated that the landlord tenant agreement is a 

barrier to the intake process of multifamily units.  The execution of this document is 
needed to assign these facilities to contractor coordinators.  The document 
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specifically asks that landlords of units with heat included in the rent of tenants not 
increase the heating portion of the rent bill if heating costs go down.  There are an 
estimated 400 multifamily units available for the program, pending the execution of 
the agreement. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Make landlord/tenant agreements for multifamily units 
a top priority.  The utilities should finalize and execute agreements among recruited 
multifamily facilities.  Similarly, CAAs should execute agreements with multifamily 
facilities they recruit.  To the extent that multifamily units are still awaiting entry into 
OTTER and assignment to contractor coordinators, execution of the landlord tenant 
agreements with these facilities should be prioritized. 

Work Scheduling Recommendations 

As part of the interview process, a “Memo of Understanding” was brought to our 
attention.  This memo was reportedly verbally agreed to in principal, although it was 
never formally executed.  This memo provides action items and activities intended to 
assist the CAAs in pooling resources and tracking program activities as compared to 
program goals.  We believe the substance of the memo provides promising ideas to help 
the CAAs work together both independently and collectively to ensure resources are 
available to meet program needs. Several of the action items in this memo of 
understanding provide tools to help coordinate CAA activities to achieve program 
participant goals; however, without formal approval of the memo these activities will not 
be performed. 
 
1. Conclusion: The memo of understanding that has been verbally agreed to between 

ECS and CAAs, provides several opportunities for the CAAs to operate collectively 
and independently to meet program goals.  Some action items in the memo that 
provides tools to assist CAAs in meeting goals includes: 

 
• The development of an oversight committee to review program progress on a 

monthly basis,  
• a monthly deliverable from the ECS to the CAAs on expenditures and 

participation rates for each CAA region as compared to goals, and  
• the opportunity for the CAAs to contact other weatherization program sub-

grantees for assistance in meeting program goals. 
 

Recommendation, Priority A: To the extent that the memo has been verbally agreed 
to, the above action items should be implemented. 

 
2. Conclusion:  Electricians, air sealing, and insulation subcontractors were reported to 

be the most needed subcontractors at this time.   
 

Recommendation, Priority A:  Pass interested subcontractors on to the CAAs for use.    
The utilities are currently supporting the CAA activities through identification of, and 
building relations with, potential sub contractors.  Subcontractors identified as part of 
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this process that are interested in working with the program should be passed onto the 
CAAs for use. 

 
3. Conclusion: With the exception of Strafford County Communication Action (which 

only has 18 households in production at this time), all other CAAs have at least 35 
sites either assigned or in production.  However, several CAAs have indicated that 
they do not have enough leads. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A:  Reinforce use of OTTER as a communication tool for 
identifying projects that are delayed so utility administrators are aware of actual 
work levels and can pass on new leads as appropriate. To ensure the highest level of 
assigned households to CAAs, the use of OTTER as a feedback tool to communicate 
the status of households that are delayed in the participation process needs to be 
understood and actively used.  This issue was addressed during a recent meeting of all 
CAAs and utilities.  We recommend that this aspect of OTTER be reinforced to all 
delivery participants. 

 
4. Conclusion: While the program was designed for implementation through CAAs, 

provisions were established to assist the utilities in meeting program goals through 
other contractor coordinators in the event of slow downs in production. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A:  Consideration should be made for a formal pool of 
program level funds for non-CAA contractors to address health and safety measures 
outside of the B/C ratio. Based upon the interviews, utilizing the CAAs should be a 
priority since they have access to DOE/WXN funds, as well as an established 
presence within the community that makes them a natural delivery participant.  Given 
that, it does appear that other non-CAA contractors need to be used in order to assure 
program goals will be met.  

  
However, there needs to be a mechanism to fund health and safety measures that 
these non-CAA contractors find during their onsite audits.  To date, non-CAAs have 
been able to address health and safety issues through absorbing them into the 
household level B/C ratio and through a case-by-case approval system.  However, 
absorbing health and safety measures into the BC ratio detracts from program cost 
effectiveness overall.  One possible solution to this is to explore the requirements of 
having the non-CAA contractor coordinators become DOE sub grantees, which will 
provide access to DOE funds.  Another solution may be to reserve a pool of funds for 
health and safety measures, so program benefit cost goals can be calculated 
appropriately by treating such funds as fixed program costs with no associated 
savings.  This latter suggestion has the added benefit of providing a means of 
understanding and controlling health and safety spending levels.  
 

5. Conclusion: Several CAAs reported that the uncertainty associated with program 
implementation beyond December, 2003 is causing concern about ramping up 
resources for production needs that may diminish in the near future.  
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Recommendation, Priority A:  Decisions on future program operations beyond 
December, 2003 should be determined and provided to the CAAs to assist them in 
planning staffing needs.  

Audit and Software Recommendations 

1. Conclusion:  Originally, the full auditing process was envisioned to occur on-site.  
Actual program operations have the onsite audit recorded on paper, and manually 
transferred later into TREAT.  TREAT does have the ability to be used on-site, but 
interaction with OTTER is needed to finalize measure packages, which does not 
allow the fill auditing process to occur on-site.  Indeed, the current measure screening 
process occurs in OTTER (outside of TREAT).   

 
Interviewees reported that this method causes several problems with the program 
process.  The issues noted were:  

 
a. They need to spend more time in the process of determining eligible 

packages,  
b. They have to predict the measures ahead of time with the customer on-

site, and  
c. They deliver the final measure package and customer report by mail or in 

person, instead of being able to review the package and the customer 
report (electronically or otherwise) at the time the audit is performed.  
Interviewees said this slows down program momentum, and it does not 
take advantage of the opportunity for the auditor to directly educate the 
customer on the benefits of installing the measures. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A: To the extent that the software developer has committed 
to providing this capability, the full use of TREAT to finalize measure packages on-
site should be made available as an option to contractor coordinators.  To the extent 
that the software developer has committed to providing this capability, the use of 
TREAT on-site should be made available as an option to contractor coordinators who 
have the opportunity to perform the on-site audit electronically.  To the extent that the 
final TREAT and OTTER outcome of the on-site cannot be performed on-site, the 
CAAs should ensure that the auditors are educating each customer in person about the 
likely available measures and the benefits of installing them.  Interviews with CAAs 
indicate use of the energy tips brochure in the education process, as well as informal 
education during the walkthrough of the home by the auditor.  

 
2. Conclusion:  Some interviewees indicated that TREAT occasionally returns savings 

estimates that do not appear correct. 
 

Recommendation, Priority A: Instances where savings differ dramatically from slight 
changes in installation quantity should be documented and recreated for the software 
vendor to review.  Consider having flags to ward users of TREAT when measure 
savings exceeds a reasonable threshold of home consumption.  Consider an 
independent audit of the savings calculations in TREAT in lieu or in addition to an 
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impact evaluation.  For example, one interviewee mentioned that the energy savings 
returned for four bulbs installed in a home is sometimes dramatically different than 
the energy savings returned for five bulbs.  This situation should be documented and 
recreated for the software vendor to ensure correct calculation of energy savings.  

 
3. Conclusion:  OTTER has minimal reporting functions available for management and 

goal progress purposes.  There is an ad hoc reporting function that is due to be 
available in the coming months, which is expected to make OTTER more usable as a 
management tool.   

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Create a function in OTTER that provide an up-to-date, 
easy-to-use, and easily transferable report on the program’s status.  Specifically, a 
consistently formatted report with a selected subset of fields that can be viewed and e-
mailed for statewide reporting purposes and for assessing program progress on a 
regular basis is needed by utility (and ideally by contractor coordinator as well).  This 
data should include up to date information on completed participants, expenditures to 
date, and the lifetime energy savings associated with the completed participants.  
Currently, there is no easy way to determine the current level of the programs lifetime 
savings goal progress, or any way to determine the performance of each contractor 
coordinator by this primary indicator of production. 

 
Recommendation, Priority B: Create a function in OTTER that allows access to the 
entire program population for tracking purposes.  While the above reporting function 
is of immediate import for program management purposes, of secondary importance 
is an added reporting function for impact evaluation purposes.  This reporting 
function should include a means to access the full population of program participants, 
their measure level information, and contact information.   In addition, contractor 
coordinators reported that the current OTTER reporting provides minimal help with 
tracking projects for their own project management needs.  

 
We recommend, then, that the utility program administrators should continue to set 
improvement goals with the software contractor to address these tracking needs.   
Goals that are already included in the software development RFP and contracted with 
the developer should be actively managed and tracked to ensure timely delivery of 
these features. 
 

4. Conclusion:  OTTER has a dedicated appliances module in its customer report.   
However, it was noted in an interview that OTTER was intended to have a more 
modest appliances module integrated with appliance and home specific action items 
for participants to undertake.  For this customer base, providing recommendations on 
appliance use based upon their individual appliance behaviors would provide 
immediate energy savings that is not being tapped into in the current customer 
education report. 
 
Recommendation, Priority A: Similar to the above recommendation, the utility 
program administrators should set an improvement goal with the software contractor 
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to improve the appliance module.  House specific appliance usage recommendations 
and associated energy and cost savings can be provided as an action plan in the 
appliances module.  This would provide a useful discussion point for customer 
education in addition to immediate energy savings with no program costs. 
 

5. Conclusion:  Some utilities are not requiring full TREAT models of piggybacked 
DOE/WXN sites where CORE funding is being used to install a baseload measure.  
Some contractor coordinators indicate that building the TREAT models can be highly 
time consuming.  Interviews with utility program managers revealed that there are 
ways within TREAT to create partial models for purposes of generating savings 
estimates for baseload measures. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Explore ways to streamline the data entry process into 
TREAT/OTTER for simplified baseload audits.  Ideas include using template homes, 
using default assumptions, or allowing contractor coordinators the option to perform 
partial modeling for baseload measures.  We believe one of the largest assets of 
using the TREAT modeling tool is that it provides accurate savings for temperature 
dependent measures associated with weatherization installations.  Given that baseload 
measure savings estimates are not generally temperature dependent and would have 
minimal interactive effects, the time and effort of performing a full house specific 
model for these measures may not be cost effective.  This also could be a contributive 
factor on the length of time it takes for the contractors to process audits.  The 
sponsoring utilities should consider using template homes, default assumptions, or 
allowing partial TREAT models when auditing baseload measures at DOE/WXN 
sites. 

Provision of services and installation of measure recommendations 

1. Conclusion: The measure screening process currently uses a single set of end-use 
assumptions regardless of the actual break out of end-use savings associated with the 
measure improvement. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Assess the possibility of applying individual end-use 
assumptions at the end-use savings level.  We recommend that the utilities meet with 
the software contractor to examine the appropriateness of using single end-use 
assumptions in the measure screening process.  These algorithms can then be 
examined for opportunities ensure the most accurate TRC ratios are presented during 
consideration of the various measures available for installation for a home. While 
there are several options that could be implemented to mitigate this issue, we 
recommend that the benefit cost ratio calculation be based upon assumptions that are 
applied at each discrete end-use level of energy savings before the aggregation of the 
cost benefits.  That is, demand factor assumptions and dollar value per lifetime kWh 
should be multiplied at the individual end-use savings of the measure installed before 
being summed in the benefit cost calculation. 

 
2. Conclusion:  Overall, we felt the general layout, content, and structure of the OTTER 

audit report for the customer is laid out very well.   
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Recommendation, Priority B: Give detailed explanations to customers for some 
program elements that may be difficult for them to understand.  We can offer these 
incremental steps towards further usefulness by further explaining some elements of 
the custom report under “Your Home’s Current Conditions”: 

 
Air leakage and blower door tests: The current conditions report what the building 
leakage rate is in CFM.  It may be more understandable and useful if there was a 
description of what the reading means, and what the “normal” or “acceptable” 
leakage rate should be. 
 
Insulation:  It may be helpful to describe what R-value means, as well as 
recommended amounts for ceilings and walls, so that customers can readily 
understand what they have versus what they should have. 
 
Heating and cooling systems:  We noticed that an efficiency level for any reported 
system is given.  In some cases, electric baseboard systems are reported as having an 
efficiency of 100%.  While technically accurate, this might present an unintended 
message.  It may be useful to either drop the efficiency rating on the electrical heating 
system altogether, or at least explain to the customer that electric heating may be 
efficient, but costly to run. 
 
Lighting:  It could be helpful to describe in the report template what the differences 
are between incandescent, compact fluorescent, and halogen.  To make it very easy to 
understand, a simple table that ranks the efficiency (and safety) issues such as a 
“Poor, Okay, Best” matrix.  In turn, the auditor can also detail what lamps the 
customer has in the “Current Conditions” section. For example, the standard template 
could have something like this shown: 
 

Lamp Type Rank Energy Efficiency Safety 
CFL (compact fluorescent) Best Best – uses the least electricity 

for the amount of light created 
Best – less heat generated 

Incandescent (standard bulb) Poor  Poor Okay – generates a lot of heat 
Halogen Very 

Poor 
Very poor  Dangerous – hot bulbs are 

known to start fires on walls or 
curtains 

 
3. Conclusion:  Some participants noted that there were some identified measure 

opportunities from the audit that were not upgraded.   
 

Recommendation, Priority B: Notify participants of reasons for not installing 
measures.  While there are many reasons for why a particular measure might not get 
installed, the participant should be notified of the reason behind the lack of 
installation of these measures. 
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4. Conclusion: Program caps on total expenditures per customer was cited as causing 

some sites to not have all measures installed that are identified as cost effective.   
 

Recommendation, Priority A: On a case-by-case basis, consider exceptions to the 
program caps.  We recommend, on a case-by-case basis, that consideration be given 
for these sites to exceed the program cap, so long as the individual measures installed 
are screened as cost effective. 

 
5. Conclusion: In our analysis of the date fields in OTTER, it was noted that some dates 

did not fall chronologically with program events.   
 

Recommendation, Priority B: Create a function in OTTER, which does not accept 
dates that precede those of prior stages.  We recommend a mechanism be 
implemented in OTTER to prompt the reentry of fields if the date provided is not 
subsequent to previous program stage dates. 

 
6. Conclusion: Some contractor coordinators appear to have project timelines that 

exceed the ten-week timeline presented in the program manual, and sometimes 
exceed twelve weeks.   

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Make contractor coordinators aware of instances 
where projects exceed the timeline outlined in the program implementation manual, 
and have OTTER prioritize projects for contractors in a way that provides the longest 
days in process jobs first. Raising awareness among those contractor coordinators 
with extended participant timelines is recommended.  The timeline between the 
provision of a lead and the inspection may be the easiest target for shortening the 
timeline for these projects.  The contractor coordinator with the most efficient 
timeline reported that their goal is to serve the customer within a week or two of 
acquiring the lead, and contact the customer immediately to schedule the audit.  This 
appears to be a best practice, as the implementation manual provides 28 days for this 
process but this contractor coordinator achieves these activities in just over a week.  

 
In some programs, RLW has found the use of case studies can provide motivation to 
improve measure installation practices and efficiencies, particularly when they are 
case studies of activities that peers of a similar organization are undertaking.  For 
example, a case study of the performance of an efficient contractor coordinator in a 
neighboring community in New Hampshire might be effective in motivating other 
contractor coordinators to become more efficient in their own program process. 

Quality Assurance and Job Closeout Recommendations 

Based on our interviews and observations during this evaluation, it appears that the 
quality assurance and job close out sequences are one of the strongest features of the 
program.  Quality Assurance processes are integrated into the implementation process as 
a direct feedback step with the goal of incrementally improving program performance.  
There are two salient recommendations that can be made with respect to QA and job 
close out activities. 
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1. Conclusion: There were some CAAs and contractors that reported providing reports 

to the utilities, although it was also mentioned that they do not regularly receive 
feedback on the status of the program or their own work from the utilities.  One 
contractor mentioned the desire to see the information that was provided by 
customers through the feedback cards that are sent by the utilities after job 
completion (believed to only be done by PSNH).   

 
Recommendation, Priority A:  Share results of customer feedback surveys/cards with 
contractor coordinators.  We recommend satisfaction surveys for all participants in 
conjunction with job closeout (or even QA activities) could be done, with results 
calculated regularly and provided to all utilities and contractor coordinators.  This 
would also provide valuable information on satisfaction with the program for use in 
reporting program success in subsequent filings with the PUC and other interested 
parties. 

 
2. Conclusion:  Some CAAs have reported that payment by the utilities sometimes 

exceeds 30 days, resulting in the accrual of late fees by subcontractors that have 
performed the program installations to the CAAs.  This issue appears to rise from a 
combination of batch invoice processes and a net thirty-payment term. 

 
Recommendation, Priority A: Batch process CAA invoices or shorten payment terms. 
To ensure timely payments to CAAs (and subsequently their subcontractors), either 
batch invoicing could be performed based upon the accumulation of projects in a 
shorter time period, or, the payment terms to the contractor coordinators could be 
shortened. 

General Recommendations 

 
1. Conclusion: It occurred to us that the concerns and perceptions brought to us during 

the interviews, as well as during the last quarterly meeting, might be discerned earlier 
and understood more readily by the program administrators if they could carve aside 
some time to visit with the contractor coordinators on-site.   

 
Recommendation, Priority B:  Tag along with CAAs while they are performing their 
program duties.  It was not brought up to us nor suggested that it was desired, but one 
recommendation we might offer is the opportunity for the utility program 
administrators to try some elements of a “management by walking around” (MBWA) 
approach.  The MBWA theory was exposed by Tom Peters in the book "In Search of 
Excellence".  MBWA is a means of promoting effective two-way communication 
between two parties. The two-way channels of communication are intended to 
provide for immediate exchange between these parties, thus filling the gaps left open 
by other communications techniques. MBWA enables the parties to express concerns, 
make suggestions, or obtain answers to questions, while also providing management 
with a practical means to become informed about others’ feelings or attitudes toward 
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organizational issues–information that can be used to minimize misunderstandings 
and avoid future problems.   

 
For this program, this may include going through some activities with the contract 
coordinators to experience how the program works from their side, and some time to 
see how the processing is done, going on an audit walkthrough, and tagging along on 
a customer education presentation.  This kind of approach would also strengthen 
goodwill with the CAA administrators and contractors. 
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE MARKETING LETTER 

 
Dear customer: 
 
Looking for a way to cut back on your electricity and heating bills?  Would you like to 
make your home more comfortable when it’s cold and windy in the wintertime?  As our 
valuable customer, <utility> has now made it possible for you to do just that. 
 
This Energy Solutions Program is run through a local agency in your area.  They will 
contact you to schedule an audit of your home, and then return later with a report.  This 
report will tell you what kind of things we can install or upgrade in your home – possibly 
more insulation, new windows, even a new refrigerator.   
 
If your income qualifies, we pay for all of it - all you have to do is sign up! 
 
Many people have taken advantage of our program.  We make your home safer and 
warmer in the winter.  Best of all, people who use our program pay less on all their 
electric and fuel bills. 
 
The money for this program comes from a small charge you help pay through your 
electricity bill.  Why not use what you have helped pay for? 
 
Like to get started or learn more?  Just fill out the handy response card inside the 
brochure and mail it back to us.  We’ll give you a call shortly to tell you more and get 
you started.  You can also call our Customer Service people at 1-800-662-7764. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
XXXXXXX 
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APPENDIX B: REVISED HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE BROCHURE 

No one likes to waste money.  But that’s precisely what you may be doing if your home isn’t 
energy efficient. 
 
To understand how your home uses energy, think of your home as one system – appliances, 
lighting, heating, and your home’s structure itself.  By improving one part, you will make the rest 
run better.  These improvements can also make you feel less cold in the winter, make your house 
last longer, and cut down your bills.   
 
The NHSaves@Home/Home Energy Assistance Program has been developed by Public Service 
of New Hampshire to help our residents.  If you qualify, we can install energy efficient measures 
in your home.  This can be up to $3,600 of products and services in your home that will cut back 
your energy bills and make your house more comfortable to live in.  
 
There is also a Weatherization Assistance Program from the Department of Energy.  You may 
apply for that program as well.  If you qualify, you can receive additional services and 
improvements at no cost.   All services of both programs are custom fit to meet exactly what your 
home needs. 
 
After you apply and qualify, we will schedule a visit to your home by an energy specialist.  
During the visit, that person will show you what improvements we can make, and which ones will 
be the most important.  Some of the more common program services are listed below. 
 
To qualify for NHSaves@Home/Home Energy Assistance, you must meet certain income levels.  
If you think you and your home can benefit from this program, follow these steps: 
 
1. Fill out the attached reply card and mail it to <utility>. 

2. One of our Energy Auditors will call you.   The auditor will help to see if you qualify through 
your local New Hampshire Community Action Agency (CAA).  If you qualify, we will then 
schedule an audit. 

3. Our Auditor will measure the overall energy efficiency of your home with professional 
techniques. We will look at and record information about your appliances, lighting, heating 
system, and home construction. 

4. Using this data, the Auditor will then create a Home Energy Assessment.  This Assessment 
lists the specific improvements that are most important to reduce your home’s energy use. 

5. Your Auditor will bring this Assessment back to you.  You can review this report with your 
Auditor, who will answer any questions you may have about how the improvements are 
installed. 

6. After you approve the work, the Auditor will then schedule skilled subcontractors to make the 
necessary energy efficient improvements to your home. 

7. The Auditor will inspect all work when completed. 

The energy efficient measures of this program can have a dramatic effect on the comfort of your 
home…..and your wallet.  Fill out and return the attached card today and bring your home to a 
whole new level of energy efficiency!  To learn more about the Home Energy Assistance 
Program, contact your <utility> Customer Service Representative at 1-800-662-7764. 

Flesch Readability Ease score: 56. 2, Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level:  8.9 
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APPENDIX C:  READABILITY TESTS AND PLAIN LANGUAGE USAGE 

In our assessment, we used the Flesch Reading Ease score and the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level 
test to determine the readability of the various marketing and customer education materials that is 
used in the program.  This appendix describes the background behind these tests and explains 
why they are valid measurements for readability. 
 
Both readability tests are widely used by private firms and governmental agencies to determine 
the readability of public documents.25   Several U.S. states already use the scale to set plain 
English requirements for insurance policies.  The state of New Hampshire requires a minimum 
Flesch readability test for insurance filings26.  Connecticut and Florida requires a minimum scores 
of 45, and Maine mandates a 50.  The Oregon state legislature goes as high as a minimum of 60 
for any legislation introduced into session. 
 
The Flesch Reading Ease computes readability based on the average number of syllables per 
word and the average number of words per sentence. Scores range from 0 (zero) to 100. Standard 
writing averages approximately 60 to 70. The higher the score, the greater the number of people 
who can readily understand the document. 
 
The Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level computes readability based on the average number of syllables 
per word and the average number of words per sentence. The score in this case indicates a grade-
school level. For example, a score of 8.0 means that an eighth grader would understand the 
document. Standard writing approximately equates to the seventh-to-eighth-grade level.  
 
Typical descriptions found about the Flesch Reading Ease Scale are shown in the table 
below: 
 

Score Description Sentence Structure 
90 - 100 Very easy to read; something like a comic 

strip 
Average sentence length is 12 words or less. 
No words of more than two syllables 

70 – 90 Easy to fairly easy to read  
60 – 70  Regarded by the Flesch formula as plain 

language 
Average sentence length is 15 to 20 words. 
Average word has two syllables 

50 – 60 Means fairly difficult to read.  Major city 
newspapers can score in this range 

 

35 – 45 Means difficult to read.   News magazines or 
specialized newspapers such as Newsweek or 
Wall Street Journal may score in this range. 

 

30 and under Classed as very difficult to read. Law journals 
and law reviews typically fit in this range. 

Average sentence length is 37 words. 
Average word has more than two syllables. 

 
Adapted from these sources:  “WRITING COLLECTIVE AGREEMENTS IN PLAIN LANGUAGE” by David C. 
Elliott, Edmonton, Alberta (Revised 1998) (www.davidelliott.ca/papers/5b3.htm#flesch); GNOME software 
developer’s page (developer.gnome.org/documents/style-guide/usability-readability.html) 

                                                 
25 A typical example is “Writing for Readability in Professional Publications”, Robert J. Dickey, Chair, 
KOTESOL Publications, January, 2001 (www.kotesol.org/pubs/submissions/readability.rtf) 

________________________________________________________________________ 
.   

26 www.state.nh.us/insurance/RateForm/IndustryPDF_Files/Checklist4FormFilings.pdf. 
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APPENDIX D:  SAMPLE PASSAGES FROM THE HOME ENERGY ASSESSMENT 
PRINTOUT SCORED FOR READABILITY, WITH SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVES 

Your Home Energy Assessment 
Your home energy assessment has been customized to identify the specific needs of your 
home.  The building performance contractor assigned to audit your home has used 
advanced diagnostic techniques, experience and training to analyze your home’s energy 
data and has documented the results in this report.  The report identifies which repairs 
and improvements are most appropriate for increasing your home’s energy efficiency.  
The contractor will also help you prioritize these improvements, discuss options available 
to you, and identify those opportunities that are the most cost-effective. 
 
Flesch reading ease:    21 
Flesch-Kincaid level:   12.0 
 
Your home energy assessment is custom fit to your home.  The contractor who did the 
audit used specialized knowledge and tools to examine the energy use in your home.  The 
results are shown in this report.  It tells you what repairs and improvements are the best 
for cutting back your energy costs.  The contractor will be glad to help you make a list of 
which improvements to do first, talk over the choices you have, and point out which ones 
will give you the best results for your money. 
 
Flesch reading ease:  72.7 
Flesch-Kincaid level:   7.5 
 
Health and Safety: 
Your contractor has been trained to observe certain health and safety issues related to 
your home’s energy and weatherization systems.  In the course of installing energy 
efficiency measures in your home, the contractor will attempt to identify potential 
hazards related to the work being performed in your home including mold, mildew, lead 
paint, particulate asbestos or other potential sources of airborne pollution.  Your 
contractor will also look for any signs of backdrafting.  Backdrafting is the introduction 
of hazardous gases into your home which are for the most part the product of combustion 
appliances such as a furnace, boiler, gas, or propane hot water heaters, ovens and other 
heating equipment.  If your contractor observes any potential hazards, he will encourage 
you to immediately contact the appropriate qualified professional or, if you are a tenant, 
your landlord.   
 
Flesch reading ease:  29 
Flesch-Kincaid reading level:  12.0 
 
Your contractor is trained to look for any parts of your home’s energy use and 
weatherproofing that might cause safety or health problems.  While the contractor puts in 
the energy improvements in your home, he/she will look for any harmful materials that 
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might be in the indoor air.  These would be such things as mold, mildew, lead paint, or 
tiny particles of asbestos.  The contractor will also look for signs of backdrafting.  
Backdrafting is a term that describes the problem of harmful gases that might enter into 
and build up inside your living areas.  These gases typically come from anything that 
heats from oil, natural gas, or propane, such as ovens, furnaces, boilers, and hot water 
heaters.  Carbon monoxide is the most well known harmful gas.  If your contractor spots 
any of these hazards, he/she will ask you to contact a service person to correct the 
problem (or if you’re a tenant, to tell the property owner).  
 
Flesch reading ease:  60 
Flesch-Kincaid reading level:  9.8 
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APPENDIX E:  PARTICIPANT SURVEY RESPONSES AND FREQUENCIES 

Home Energy Assistance Participant - Introduction Script and Survey 
 
Resident Name: ___________________________ 
 
Utility: ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Contact 1: Date_________ Time________ Call Back 1: Date__________ Time_______ 
 
Contact 2: Date_________ Time________ Call Back 2: Date__________ Time_______ 
 
Contact 3: Date_________ Time________ Call Back 3: Date__________ Time_______ 
 
Important issues to remember for this survey: 
1. The customer responses are strictly confidential. 
2. You will be representing the New Hampshire utilities; professionalism and politeness is as 

important to us as getting results.  If scheduling a call back, be sure to set up a time that is 
convenient to the customer. 

3. Please give out the specific New Hampshire utility contact name and number for the 
customer to contact if they have any questions or concerns about the call. 
Connecticut Valley Electric Cooperative – Ken Roberts – (802) 747-5650 
Granite State Electric – Kim Ihrig – (508) 421-7278 
New Hampshire Electric Cooperative – Chris Johnson – (603) 536-8672 
Public Service of New Hampshire – Bob Montmarquet – (603) 634-2518  

Or Danielle Martineau – (603) 634-2323  
Unitil Service Corporation – Keith Frieschlag – (603) 773-6458 
 

4. Each program may have a slightly different name.  Clarify that we are asking about the 
“home energy audit & insulation program" or “weatherization” program if necessary.  We are 
NOT asking about the electric or fuel assistance programs (which provide cash support for 
energy bills) 

 
Opening Script 
Hello, can I please speak with _____________________?  This is  __________ with [UTILITY].    
• If contact not available>Ask for better time to call back 
• If contact is different than the name provided >Reintroduce yourself, use above 
• Refuses to participate> Thank for their time and end call 
 
When contact gets on phone:  Hi, Mr./Ms. __________; this is __________ with 
[UTILITY].  We are interested in finding out how well our energy assistance program 
has worked for you and would like to take about 10 minutes of your time to ask you some 
questions about your experiences with it.  Could I go over these questions with you now? 
 

 IF YES > Continue 
 IF NO > Attempt to reschedule 
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SCREEN 1:  First, just to verify – did your home recently receive an energy audit from this utility 
program? 
• YesContinue 
• Unsure Politely probe if hesitant or unsure 

• NoPolitely thank and terminate; note error on contact sheet 

These questions can be answered anyway you like, and your answers are confidential.   It will 
take only about ten minutes, but you are welcome to spend more time to give me your answers if 
you like. Your answers will be added together with all the other responses in our report. 
 
BACKGROUND 01:  Besides the Home Energy Assistance Program, have you ever 
participated in a program to reduce energy use in the past?  This does not include any 
programs that directly help out with paying bills. 
 

No 82
Yes 6
Grand Total 88  

 
1. On a scale of 1(very unfavorable) to 5 (very favorable), what is your overall impression of the 

Home Energy Assistance Program? (Circle one) 
 

Response Frequency
1 1
2 0
3 4
4 16
5 67

Total 88
Avg 4.68  

 
2. How did you learn about this program? 
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Brochure from A Community Agency 4
Don't Know/Refused 6
Letter From the Utility 19
Other 6
Referred After Visting A Community Agency 48
Word of Mouth from Friend, Neighbor, etc. 5
Grand Total 88  

 
Other

Radio
Self referral
Ads
Program called "listen"
Called utility direct
Ads/Fliers  

 
3. How hard or easy was it for you to understand what the utility was offering and what it would 

give you? 
Very Easy 7
Easy 6
OK 8
Somewhat Difficult 1
Difficult 1
Grand Total 23  

 
4. Did you call the utility when you learned about the program? 
 

No 60
Yes 28
Grand Total 88  

 
5.  And the reason you called was for:  [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY] 

 
Ask Follow-Up Questions 7
Ask Understanding Questions 3
To Sign Up 18
Grand Total 28  

 
6. Which of the following best describes why you decided to participate in the program? 
 

Other 22
To Be More Comfortable 3
To Reduce Electric Bill and Pay Less 49
To Save Energy 14
Grand Total 88  
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Other
All of the Above 22  

 
7. When you signed up, how sure were you that you were going to save money from reduced 

electricity bills?  [CODE TO BEST FIT – OKAY TO PROMPT] 
 

Doubtful 7
Had No Idea 15
Not Really Sure 13
Positive 19
Pretty Sure 22
Somewhat Sure 12
Grand Total 88  

 
8. On a scale of 1(poor) to 5 (excellent), please rate the auditor who came to your home to 

perform a home audit on the following items: (Circle only one number for each item) 
 

Auditor Ratings One Two Three Four Five Avg.
Timeliness of Initial Call After You Signed Up 3 0 7 8 70 4.61
Scheduling the Audit for A Convenient Time 0 0 3 8 77 4.84
Being On Time for the Audit 0 1 2 5 80 4.86
Length of Audit 0 0 0 11 77 4.88
Ability to Explain Information Clearly 1 0 1 10 76 4.82
Knowledge and Competancy of the Auditor 0 0 1 10 77 4.86
Courtesy and Professionalism of Auditor 0 0 0 4 84 4.95
Overall Service Received From Auditor 0 0 1 7 80 4.90  

 
9. In your opinion, how professional and complete was the audit?  
 

Great/Very Good 68
Good 17
OK 3
Grand Total 88  

 
10. How hard or easy was it for you to understand the audit results and make decisions on what 

to have put in your home?  
 

Very Easy 26
Easy 38
OK 19
Somewhat Difficult 3
Difficult 2
Grand Total 88  

 
11. Did you decide to accept the installations? 
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Yes 88
Grand Total 88  

 
12. IF NO > Why not, or, what happened?  Write response and SKIP TO Q13. 
 
13. The auditor gave you several types of educational information to help you understand your 

energy use, either at the time of the audit or in the ail after the audit.  On a scale of 1(not at all 
helpful) to 5(very helpful), please rate the following: (circle only one number for each item) 

 
Educational Information Ratings One Two Three Four Five Did Not Receive Avg.

Helpfulness of letter or brochure describing the program 0 1 4 11 52 20 4.68
Helpfulness of actual audit of home 0 2 2 6 69 9 4.80
Helpfulness of Home Energy Assessment Report 1 0 2 6 55 24 4.78
Helpfulness of "Practical Tips" Booklet 0 0 2 8 45 33 4.78
Helpfulness of Overall Educational Information 0 1 4 13 58 12 4.68  
 
14. Overall, what do you think was the level of technical detail in the educational information 

you received? 
 

Didn't Read/Receive Any 18
Just Right 63
Not Technical Enough 1
Too Technical 6
Grand Total 88  

 
15. As part of your home audit, you received action steps on how to reduce your energy use.  Are 

you/do you plan on using these steps? 
 

Never Received Action Steps 23
Yes, Most of the Steps 49
Yes, Some of the Steps 16
Grand Total 88  

 
16. From what you know, is there anything that the audit found and wasn’t upgraded, but could 

have been?   
 

No 69
Yes 19
Grand Total 88  

 
17. [IF ABOVE IS YES  What were they?  [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY] 
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Lighting 2
Windows 7
Weatherstripping 10
Attic Insulation 2
Wall Insulation 0
Pipe Wrap 0
Other 6  

 
Other

Water heater
Shower heads
Thermostat
Slider door
Insulation under mobile home
Heating System  

 
18. Was there anything that was offered to you to upgrade or install that you turned down?   
 

No 82
Yes 6
Grand Total 88  

 
 

19. [IF ABOVE IS YES  what were they?  [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY] 
 

Lighting 0
Windows 2
Weatherstripping 0
Attic Insulation 1
Wall Insulation 0
Pipe Wrap 0
Other 3  

 
Other

Outside weather proof light
Appliance
Exhaust fan  

 
20. Why did you turn them down?  [ASK OF EACH MEASURE TURNED DOWN, RECORD 

RESPONSE] 
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Measure Why It Was Turned Down
Outside weather proof light Did not use outside light enough to warrant a bulb that was weather proof
Appliance Just upgraded
Attic Insulation Did not want remove wood stove
Exhaust fan Did not want to remove 
Windows Found a window in the basement they could use
Windows Did not need them-already had good windows  

 
21. On a scale of 1(poor) to 5 (excellent), please rate the subcontractor(s) who delivered and 

installed your appliances and energy efficiency measures on the following items: (Circle only 
one number for each item) 

 
Subcontractor Ratings One Two Three Four Five Incomplete Avg.

Scheduling Delivery/Installation for A Convenient Time 1 2 1 10 72 2 4.74
Being on Time for Delivery/Installation 2 1 2 9 72 2 4.72
Length of Delivery/Installation 1 1 0 13 71 2 4.77
Adequacy and Completion of Installation 1 1 2 15 67 2 4.70
Explanation of How to Operate New Equipment 5 0 2 9 69 2 4.58
Cleanliness of Work Areas 0 2 3 10 71 2 4.74
Knowledge and Competancy of Subcontractor 1 1 0 9 75 2 4.81
Courtesy and Professionalism of Subcontractor 0 1 0 8 77 2 4.87
Overall Service Received From Subcontractor 0 2 1 8 75 2 4.81  
 
22. How professional and complete was the installation work? 
 

Great/Very Good 60
Pretty Good 19
OK 6
Not Good 1
Incomplete 2
Grand Total 88  

 
23. How many times, in terms of days, did the contractor have to visit you from beginning to end 

for the whole program?  
 

________________________________________________________________________ 
.   

Days Frequency
1 28
2 20
3 22
4 7
5 5
6 1
7 1
8 1
9 1

Incomplete 2
Avg. 2.52  
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24. On a scale of 1(not satisfied) to 5(very satisfied) scale, how satisfied are you with the 
appliances and energy efficiency measures you received and had installed? (Circle one) 

 
 

One 0
Two 2
Three 1
Four 11
Five 72
Incomplete 2
Avg. 4.78  

 
25. Please list any other major electric appliances or energy efficiency measures that you think 

should be part of this program. 
 

AC units 5
Clothes dryer 2
Clothes Washer 1
Electric Heating 1
Heat 1
Hot water heater 1
Stove 7
Sump pump 1
Use of thinsulate insulation instead of traditional insulation 1
Washer, dryer, stove 2
Water heater 2
Window Replacement 1
Grand Total 25  

 
26. Was there anything installed that you are not pleased with? 
 

No 78
Yes 10
Grand Total 88  

 
27. What is it, and why are you not pleased?  [WRITE RESPONSE] 
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Basement ceiling 1
Didn't get windows, weatherstripping, light bulbs 1
Door weatherstripping is crooked & thermostat is crooked 1
Foam insulation was installed and one workers was "careless" and "sloppy" 1
Refrigerator is making a strange noise 1
Screen in Faucet 1
Showerhead 2
Thermostat 1
Wasn't told what was actually done 1
Grand Total 10  

 
28. Apart from the energy savings, what other benefits you have enjoyed from the project? 
 

Benefit Frequency
Temperature Comfort 64
No or Reduced Drafts 52
Health Improvements 9
Safety Improvements 5
Other Benefit 9
None 14  

 
Other

Electric heating control panel
Light bulbs
Iridescent lights
Refrigerator
Knowledge about energy efficiency
New flooring
Quieter because of insulation that was installed
Can now open windows easily
Able to control the temperature better  

 
29. Did you happen to receive a visit from the program Quality Assurance people after your 

project was completed? 
 

No 54
Yes 34
Grand Total 88  

 
30. On a scale of 1(poor) to 5(excellent), rate the overall service that you received from the 

Quality Assurance Auditor? 
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One 0
Two 0
Three 0
Four 4
Five 30
Avg. 4.88  

 
31. How did you feel about participating in this extra step? 
 

Annoyed 2
Fine/Good 27
OK 5
Grand Total 34  

 
32. How useful was this extra visit to you? 
 

Not Useful 2
OK 11
Very Useful 21
Grand Total 34  

 
33. Some people like yourself have learned about the program but did not choose to take 

advantage of that.  Can you think of any reasons why someone would choose not to 
participate in the program? 

 
No 59
Yes 29
Grand Total 88  

 
 
34. IF YES  What do you think the reasons are?   
 

Self Pride 10
Self Consciousness 6
Difficulty Reading/Understanding Brochures 4
No Time/Too Busy 3
Don't See A Need 1
Don't Believe It 6
Afraid of the Utility 1
Afraid of Losing Energy Assistance or Other Benefits 1
Don't Care 0
Other 12  
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Other
Cost
In the 70s the utility took back a special price offer after the oil crunch, now older people do not trust them
People are not informed enough
Privacy
They thought they did not qualify
Afraid of scam
They over looked it
Foam insulation takes up a lot of space and is unsightly
Nervous a/b having a stranger come into the house
Somewhat messy to have the foam insulation done
Nervous a/b having a stranger come into the house
If they have a lein on their house  

 
35. What do YOU think the program should do to reach more people like yourself to know about 

it?  [RECORD RESPONSE] 
 

Additional mailings, calling randomly 1
Ads in local paper, Talk to Lyon's Club Association members 1
Advertise 18
At food stamp and WIC locations 1
Commercials on TV 1
Get more involved in community 1
Have elderly encourage other elderly 1
Have senior citizen organizations send out info (ex: AARP) 1
Make known 3
Make part of welfare program 1
Meeting where people can be educated 1
More ads in fuel assistance brochure 1
No idea 45
Pamphlets 2
Put fliers in w/ the bills 1
Put info in w/ food stamps 1
Put pamphlets a/b it at fuel assistance and welfare locations 1
Send bill inserts 4
Send out mailings 1
Send out more infor to the senior age group 1
Word of mouth 1
Grand Total 88  

 
36. What do YOU think the program should do to get these people interested in signing up?  

[RECORD RESPONSE] 
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Advertise 12
Do not have CAP; Count kids jobs as household income if utility is going to work with CAP 1
Explain all of the benefits 1
Express the need for energy savings 1
Fuel Assistance and Welfare workers should suggest it 1
Give enough detailed info 1
Have info booths at senior citizen functions 1
Hold some kind of meeting 1
Just explain how beneficial the program is 1
Make known 2
No Idea 64
Real people with pictures and personal statement 1
Send bill inserts 1
Grand Total 88  
 
37. What could be done to improve this program? 
 
AC units 1
Advertise 1
Better job explaining audit & effects of program 1
Choice of thermostat add option of heat box 1
Faster turnaround 1
Get better contractors for a better quality of work 1
Get the word out to a larger group of people 1
Give more detailed info a/b the program; Follow up to make sure educational info is received 1
It is somewhat misleading - Gives the impression it will replace actually replace doors/windows and it doesn't 1
Lower standards for refrigerators 1
Make known 1
Make more accessible 1
More information 1
Need better communications between auditors and subcontractors 1
No Idea 59
Nothing 10
Quality assurance that they check that all services were actually completed 1
Replace old windows 1
So far, so good. 1
Tell people what to expect 1
Use thinsulate and check roofs for leaks 1
Grand Total 88  

 

38. What problem, if any, have you experienced with this program? 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 
.     RLW Analytics, Inc July, 2003

 



New Hampshire Low Income Program Process Evaluation 
Final Report ______________________________________________________________________________ Page 77 
 
Could have made some changes on own like ac covers; Felt that all of the problems listed were not taken care of 1
Did not get lights that was told would get; Wants help with electric water heater 1
Incomplete work 1
Info in the brochure is not detailed/specific enough 1
Lack of customer info 1
Left a mess, not sure what exactly was done (contractors should document for the home owner what was done) 1
No checkup 1
None 65
Not all of the things the auditor said should have been done were actually done 1
Scheduling 1
Sloppy work done by one individual in particular but the others were very good 1
Still waiting for light bulbs 1
Still waiting for refrigerator 5
Subcontractor did not finish wrapping the pipes and never came back to do it 1
Subcontractors were really messy and did not clean up after themselves, also left stains on the carpet 1
There is not enough detailed info given about what the program actually is and/or does 1
Thermostats 1
Wait time 2
Was told by auditor that if she smokes it counts as two people and she uses up oxygen in the house 1
Grand Total 88  
 
39. Has the Home Energy Assistance Program met, exceeded, or fallen below your expectations? 
 

Exceeded Expectations 51
Met Expectations 33
Fallen Below Expectations 4
Grand Total 88  

 
We appreciate your participation in helping us to better understand how to make this program 
better.  Thank you for your time! 
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