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SUMMARY 

Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL) prepared this Resource Handbook on Low­
Income Residential Retrofits for the Office of State and Local Assistance Pro­
grams of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). The purpose of the handbook is 
to provide technical assistance to state grantees participating in the Part­
nerships in Low-Income Residential Retrofit (PILIRR) Program. The grantees, 
in turn, may use the materials with partners in implementing their projects • 

PILIRR is a demonstration program aimed at identifying innovative, success­
ful approaches to developing public and private support for weatherization of 
low-income households. The program reflects the basic concept that responsibil­
ity for financial support for conservation activities such as low-income resi­
dential retrofitting is likely to gradually shift from the DOE to the states 
and the private sector. 

In preparing the handbook, PNL staff surveyed over 50 programs that provide 
assistance to low-income residents. The survey provided information on factors 
that contribute to successful programs. PNL also studied the winning PILIRR 
proposals (from the states of Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Oklahoma and Washington) 
and identified the approaches proposed and the type of information that would 
be most helpful in implementing these approaches. These findings shaped the 
format and content of the resource handbook. The first section describes key 
factors affecting participation in a low-income residential retrofit program. 
Those factors include: 

Developing partnerships. Forming partnerships or coalitions among several 
organizations or among organizations and local government is beneficial to a 
successful PILIRR program. In this way it is possible to achieve benefits 
that a single organization could not provide. 

Marketing strategies~ 
are required to accomplish 
support. 

Systematic organization 
measurable and realistic 

and direction of activities 
goals for generating 

Promotion~ Effective ways must be developed for targeting participants 
and obtaining support for low-income programs. 

Utility roles~ The reliance on utility participation is universal but 
it is important to realistically gauge the type and level of support available. 

Problems and opportunities in retrofitting rental housing. Rental housing 
represents a substantial portion of the low-income households. However, until 
now this segment of the housing sector has been largely overlooked in energy 
conservation efforts. Landlord participation in retrofit programs needs to 
be improved in order to include these participants in low-income programs. 

The second section of the handbook focuses on the main categories of 
nonfederal low-income residential retrofitting: 
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Utility programs. Fifteen utility programs were reviewed. Their services 
include home energy audits and antifiltration measures such as weatherstrip­
ping, caulking, and insulation. 

Nonprofit programs. Six nonprofit organizations were identified that 
have undertaken programs to help low-income residents weatherize their homes. 
These organizations primarily offered strictly low-cost measures that reduce 
air-infiltration. 

State programs. Nine state programs and one city program were identified 
as being designed to deliver weatherization services to low-income households 
without the use of federal funds. These programs involved the cooperation 
and assistance of nonprofit organizations, utilities, and other state offices. 

Business spin-offs. Nine organizations have used business spin-offs to 
support low-income conservation efforts. The types of spin-offs ranged from 
the fabrication of wooden windows to a thrift shop where elderly residents of 
a community donate time and unwanted possessions to a "worthwhile cause." 
Some businesses produced items used only in the weatherization program whereas 
others marketed their products to individuals and businesses in the community. 

While the circumstances associated with each nonfederal program are some­
what unique, several obvious patterns of experie1ce provided some insight 
into essential program characteristics. The factors that appear to contribute 
to the success and sustainability of programs include having a motivated 
director, developing an effective network, and providing incentives to 
participation. 
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The topics included in the first section of the handbook were selected 
because they represent related elements common to most of the proposed state 
programs to be developed and implemented through the PILIRR grants. The com­
mentaries that have been provided on these topics are not intended to reflect 
the full extent of current knowledge, but to serve as summaries and "jumping 
off" points for further discussions at the PILIRR workshop • 
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INTRODUCTION 

In February 1986, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office of State 
and Local Assistance Programs, issued a Request for Proposals for states to 
develop innovative demonstration programs for leveraging nonfederal dollars 
to supplement current federal low-income weatherization efforts. Florida, 
Iowa, Kentucky, Oklahoma and Washington were awarded grants to participate in 
the demonstration program, entitled the Partnerships in Low-Income Residential 
Retrofit (PILIRR) Program. The demonstration effort has several purposes: 

1. to determine the degree to which nonfederal public and private money and 
in-kind support can be generated by states to,successfully retrofit the 
residences of low-income households, in accordance with criteria of the 
federal government's Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) 

2. to test innovative ways for states to leverage public and private dollars 
for low-income weatherization 

3. to encourage the development of partnerships among the states and other 
public and private entities to address the low-income household weather­
ization needs that are not adequately met by current federal programs 
for weatherization assistance. 

The PILIRR program reflects the basic concept that responsibility for 
financial support for conservation activities such as low-income residential 
retrofitting is likely to gradually shift from the DOE and other federal 
agencies to the states and the private sector. As its role changes, DOE's 
present strategies also call for an active effort to support conservation 
through technical assistance, information transfer and strategic support of 
innovative nonfederal conservation efforts. In the PILIRR program, the DOE will 
be testing, under a specific setting, its ability to provide this type of 
support . 
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BACKGROUND 

To assist in accomplishing the purposes of the demonstration effort, t he 
DOE directed its Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL) 1) to prepare resource 
materials for use by state grantees, 2) to conduct workshops to initiate and 
facilitate the conduct of the projects and 3) to assist in evaluating the 
demonstration projects. A major objective of the first workshop, for which 
this handbook was prepared, is to help build information and support networks 
among the states and other partners that will enhance their ability to accom­
plish the goals of the PILIRR program. 

PNL was directed to identify and briefly describe current efforts by 
states and other public and private organizations (including those supported 
by federal grants) to improve the efficiency of low-income residences. By 
examining these current programs, PNL hopes to provide some insight, ideas, and 
guidance on innovative weatherization efforts for low-income households. In 
addition, the DOE and PNL jointly identified several topics related to the 
problems of low-income residential retrofitting by public and private entities 
other than the federal government. These topics were addressed as well, and 
this resource handbook reports those efforts. 

The handbook is intended for use by the state PILIRR grantees and thei r 
partners in this effort. The emphasis is on how to promote successful low­
income residential retrofit programs through partnershipping, promoting 
third-party financing, and resource leveraging. This material may also be 
useful to any public or private group that has an interest in promoting or is 
currently involved in energy-efficiency improvements of low-income homes . It 
should be a good starting point for those interested in devising new ways t o 
supplement the federal WAP program to solve the problems of energy-efficient 
housing faced by low-income households. 

SCOPE OF THE RESOURCE HANDBOOK 

The objective of this handbook is to concisely provide information that 
may be useful to the PILIRR grantees as they refine their programs and begi n 
to implement them. Two primary sets of activities were undertaken in preparing 
this handbook: a survey of existing nonfederal low-income weatherization 
programs and a gathering of supplemental information that may be helpful to 
PILIRR grantees. 

Survey of Existing Programs 

The survey was designed to collect information about existing weatheri ­
zation activities that are supported by nonfederal dollars. PNL identified a 
wide variety of programs to improve the energy efficiency of low-income homes. 
Many of those programs use innovative ways to attract support and to ensure 
susta inability. 
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Because no central source of information is available on low-income wea­
therization programs that receive support from nonprofit or private sources, 
the State Energy Offices were contacted as a first step. These offices are 
frequently involved in administering the WAP, and therefore are often good 
sources of information about low-income weatherization programs in the state. 
The offices provided names of utility programs, community action agency business 
spin-offs, and nonprofit programs. In addition, several nonprofit groups 
were contacted, including United Way, Green Thumb, Habitat for Humanity, 
National Urban League, the Alliance to Save Energy, and the National Association 
of Retired Persons. PNL interviewed the personnel of th~ organizations 
responsible for the programs to obtain information about the inception, imple­
mentation and status of these programs. This approach provided information 
about a substantial and diverse number of programs. 

Supplemental Information 

The PILIRR proposals from the five states were closely examined to under­
stand the proposed roles of the states and partner organizations in the program, 
and to identify the information that would be most useful to them. Three 
primary types of state roles were identified: -----

• policy/regulation-making for, and evaluation of, the demonstration program 

• program administration 

• establishing the institutional framework that would permit the partnership 
aspects of the programs to function--for example, setting up contract 
mechanisms; identifying or creating intermediary organizations; identifying 
intra-state, state-local and public-private sector coordination responsi­
bilities and procedures; and preparing fundraising and promotional 
strategies. 

Several types of roles for partnership organizations were also noted: 

• administration of leveraged funds 

• processing applications and contracting for, conducting, and/or certifying 
the retrofits 

• ensuring sustainability of programs through fundraising, successful 
recruitment of participants, materials, labor, and volunteers. 

Based on these roles, information in the following areas appeared to be 
useful and therefore was provided: development and operation of partnerships, 
promotion/marketing of support and participation, utility roles, and consider­
ations for rental housing retrofitting. 
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CONTENTS OF THE RESOURCE HANDBOOK 

The main text of the handbook is presented fn two sections, each containing 
several chapters. The first section, "Factors Affecting Participation," dis­
cusses partnershipping, promotion/marketing of support and participation, 
utility roles, and considerations for rental housing retrofitting. The second , 
section, "Existing Nonfederal Low-Income Residential Retrofitting," describes 
the categories of nonfederal programs that were identified in the survey. 
That section also includes a discussion of program features that appear to be 
related to program success (ability to weatherize low-income homes without • 
federal dollars) and sustainability. Finally, ffve program case studies are 
presented in the second section to help illustrate some of the observations 
made about success and sustainability. Three appendices provide further infor-
mation in specific areas. The content of the two main sections and the appen-
dices is described in more detail below. 

Factors Affecting Participation 

The creation and maintenance of partnerships are the first topics in this 
handbook. Although the notion of developing partnerships at the state and 
local level is not new, relatively little "when" and "how to" information-­
from the state perspective--is currently available. Therefore, PNL has drawn 
heavily upon the proceedings of an all-state conference sponsored by the DOE 
in September 1985 in Arizona. Community-level partnerships have been addressed 
more adequately in the literature, and the summarized information is accompanied 
by lists of suggested resources. 

Several of the states plan to rely fairly heavily on strategies to "market" 
or promote the idea of supporting low-income residential retrofitting. There­
fore, the topics of marketing, promotion and fundrafsing (support) are addressed 
next. These tools have been covered fairly comprehensively, but always from 
the perspective of idea or concept promotion, rather than from product market­
ing. 

The key role to be played by utilities in the programs of several of the 
PILIRR grantees prompted the addition of a chapter to clearly identify the 
role that utilities have played in conservation and low-income weatherization. 
With a good understanding of utilities' interest in this conservation activity, 
state and local partners may be able to develop more substantive support from 
uttl iti es. 

A final participation issue that is covered is energy-efficiency improve­
ments in low-income rental housing. This is a particularly important aspect 
of residential weatherization activities for the low-income population because 
substantial numbers of low-income households occupy rented housing, and because 
various factors have made rental and multifamily housing very difficult to 
address with traditional conservation programs. Two of the grantee states 
have chosen to focus on rental housing. While the information on rental housing 
retrofitting has been included with this in mind, other states and local organi-
zations that tackle this difficult sector most likely will benefit from a ~ 
better understanding of the barriers to improving the energy efficiency of 
rental housing. 
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Existing Nonfederal Low-Income Residential Retrofitting 

The survey of existing weatherization activities, conducted at the outset 
of the planning and preparation activities for the workshop, uncovered a wide 
variety of current low-income residential weatherizing activities that do not 

• rely on federal funding. The survey covered all fifty states, but was not 
intended to be an exhaustive and complete description of all current low-income 
residential retrofitting activities. A matrix of program characteristics was 
created from the survey information and was used to note several prominent 

• program features and trends. The second section also includes case studies 
of several notable programs as an illustration of the points made in this 
discussion. 

Appendices 

One appendix contains information about the many programs identified in 
the survey but not included in the case studies. The information is less 
extensive than that included in the case studies, so contact information is 
provided for those who wish to learn more about these innovative efforts. 

Readers who are interested in pursuing any of the topics discussed in the 
handbook, or in finding out more about any of the programs that were identified, 
will find the other appendices useful. One appendix includes a comprehensive 
bibliography of reports, articles, books and other relevant reading material 
that addresses the problems of retrofitting low-income homes to make them more 
energy efficient. The third appendix lists state contacts who can provide 
information about current state and local activities in low-income residential 
conservation. 
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DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIPS 

Despite expenditure of billions of dollars for weatherization of low­
income housing, tremendous resources will be needed to improve the energy 
efficiency of housing that remains untreated. A basic premise of the PILIRR 
program is that in the face of federal and state budget restrictions, these 
resources must come from nonpublic, as well as public, sources. A key concept 
that is being tested with PILIRR demonstrations grants is whether public money, 
manpower, leadership and commitment can be "leveraged" by combining public 
resources with support from the private and nonprofit sectors of the economy. 
Forming partnerships with businesses, community organizations, utilities, local 
governments and others appears to be one way states can effectively accomplish 
such leveraging. 

The development of partnerships or coalitions among several organizations 
or among several organizations and local government in communities is an 
increasing way to better provide for the well being of needy citizens. Groups 
are coming together to talk about, study, and often take action on matters 
that concern them and that they feel are important to the community. Formal 
attempts by state and federal governments to forge these linkages have been 
less common, but now are a rapidly growing activity, particularly at the state 
level. 

In the following subsections, several basic tenets for "partnershipping" 
are reviewed. First, local and community level arrangements are discussed, 
followed by a discussion of partnerships from the state perspective • 

LOCAL PARTNERSHIPS 

To be most effective in a community, an organization, whether it is private 
or nonprofit, must realize that there is a certain amount of interdependence 
between itself and other organizations and different levels of government. 
Therefore, good sound lines of communication should be maintained. By forming 
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partnerships with other organizations and/or local government, a single organ­
ization may be able to achieve additional benefits that it could not attain 
alone. 

In the book, Working With Groups, Committees and Communities (Trecher 
and Trecher 1979), the authors emphasize that an organization must develop 
certain criteria for selecting projects that it would like to work on with 
other groups or organizations, and it should develop a community relations 
policy. A set of guidelines for developing a community relations policy was 
outlined in the book. Some of these guidelines are presented below: 

1. There must be carefully formulated decisions as to which organizations 
share common goals and therefore should establish formal liaison relations. 

2. Serious efforts should be made to avoid duplication of programs and serv­
ices. Thus, the organization must develop ways of knowing what is already 
available to people, what is planned by other groups, and what is needed . 

3. A community relations policy for any organization must take into account 
the importance of wise expenditure of community resources in money and 
talent . There is never enough of either to go around, and communities 
must carefully use the money and the leadership they have. 

4. An organization that develops a community relations policy with other 
organizations must understand how much autonomy it sacrifices either on 
temporary projects or on a permanent basis . 

If a partnership or coalition is to be formed, all of the members must 
receive benefits: otherwise, there is little incentive to remain an active 
member. It is also important to keep in mind the personal goals of other 
organizations with which the program is linked. The Elders Helping Elders 
program, sponsored by Northeast Utilities and administered by New Opportunities 
for Waterburg (a community action agency) in Connecticut, found that although 
its goals were consistent in terms of providing weatherization assistance t o 
the elderly, the program encountered problems surrounding the personal needs 
of their individual organizations. For example, the utility had a need to meet 
the state Public Utility Commission (PUC) regulations, which the other organ­
izations had to take into account. Other weatherization-related groups and 
organizations found problems as well, so the Governors Energy Advisory Committee 
was formed. The committee is made up of representatives from utilities, state 
agencies and community action agencies (CAAs) in Connecticut. The committee 
meets monthly to discuss issues relating to energy conservation, weatherization, 
and low-income assistance. According to Toni Hearst of New Opportunities for 
Waterburg, this committee has worked extremely well to establish a network 
among the different organizations and a better understanding among members 
about the needs of each group. 

Selected readings that may be useful for learning more about forming 
partnerships or coalitions within a community include: 

• Working With Groups, Committees and Communities by H. B. Trecher and A. 
R. Trecher (1979) 
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Urban America by 

Also, several organizations and institutions can be helpful in providing 
more information about urban planning, community development, workshops and 
training materials for neighborhood groups. Some of these groups are: 

• Citizen Involvement Training Project 
138 Hasbrouck, Division of Continuing Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01103 

• Institute for Local Self-Reliance 
1717 18th St., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20009 

• National Association of Neighborhoods 
1612 20th St., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20009 

• National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs 
1521 16th St., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20036 

• National Training and Information Center 
954 W. Washington Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60607. 

STATE PERSPECTIVES 

Partnerships among federal and state government agencies and other organ­
izations sharing common interests have occurred to differing degrees in various 
cases in recent years. However, information on these partnerships and what 
has made them successful (or not successful) under various conditions is quite 
limited at the present time. The following information has been drawn primarily 
from the Brokering Energy Efficiency Partnerships Conference sponsored by the 
State Energy Conservation Programs/Energy Extension Service (SECP/EES) held 
on September 10-12, 1985 in Scottsdale, Arizona (McColley 1985). Proceedings 
from this conference were reviewed in order to summarize state experience to 
date on the subject of partnerships. Further information on partnerships in 
general was also obtained from secondary literature sources. 

The Brokering Energy Efficiency Partnerships Conference defined partner­
ships as "establishing and maintaining working relationships between agencies 
and organizations for common goals" (McColley 1985). Some of the key ideas 
to keep in mind when developing a partnership are: 
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• Partnerships take time to develop . 

• They have to be nurtured/maintained once started. 

• Personal contact goes a long way. It is important how people treat each 
other. 

Attendees at the conference identified some important steps to follow 
when developing partnerships (McColley 1985): 

• Draft internal goals and approaches. This step involves the state agency 
taking a close look at the goals that they expect from the program and 
the benefits they intend to gain from entering into a partnership with 
another organizatio~. 

• Identify players. Identify potential partner organizations and key persons 
in those organizations to approach with the partnership idea. 

• Make initial contact. Contact with the potential partnership organizat ions 
may come in the form of a telephone call, letter, presentation at a group 
meeting, or a personal visit. 

• Follow up initial contact. The best way to follow up initial contact is 
with a personal visit. 

• Identify common interests. Common interests should be expressed and 
understood because they may be the motivating force behind the development 
of a partnership. 

• Agree to common goals. Once the individual interests of the two organi­
zations are identified, common goals of the partnership can be agreed upon. 

• Identify existing mechanisms to reach goals. Be aware of currently avail­
able means of implementing a partnership. These may be easier to implement 
than ones that have not been tried. 

• Identify new and potential mechanisms to reach goals. These new mechanisms 
may be just what a program needs for success. 

• Identify barriers. Recognize the potential problems that might be encoun­
tered. These barriers may be regulatory, diversity of interests, or 
even personality conflicts. 

• Develop a formal plan. A formal plan of the partnership needs to be 
documented. 

• Identify special responsibilities. The formal plan should include a 
description of the individual responsibilities of each partner. These 
responsibilities may include who does what, who pays for what, and a 
schedule of events. 
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• Create an organizational structure. Internal and external organizational 
charts will better outline the relationships and responsibilities of all 
players. 

• Written agreement/commitment. A signed agreement that spells out the 
commitment of each partner will help ensure their support, even if the 
agreement is not binding. 

• Implement. Go ahead with your plans! 

The above steps provide a useful guideline for states to follow when 
developing a partnership. Some of the qualities or needs that should be inher­
ent in a partnership include creativity/spontaneity, mutual benefits for all 
players, quality and equality, clarified roles/responsibilities, and flexibility 
in partnership evolution that comes from patience and stamina • 
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MARKETING AND PROMOTION OF LOW-INCOME RESIDENTIAL RETROFITTING 

Most of the programs chosen for PILIRR grants propose to develop sustain­
able sources of funds to be used directly for weatherization or to be leveraged 
through the use of such mechanisms as interest rate buy-downs. In many of 
the proposed programs, the necessary resources are expected to primarily come 
from nonpublic sources. Therefore, some thought has been given to providing 
information to grantees and their partners to help them generate adequate and 
sustainable resources. 

In effect, grantees and their partners will need to "market" the notion 
of support for low-income residential retrofitting to individuals, groups, and 
businesses. Moreover, states may need to use marketing-like methods to identify 
appropriate partners and to secure their participation. The marketing infor­
mation in this chapter has been organized in two parts. In the first part, 
general notions of marketing strategy and how they relate to concept marketing 
are discussed. This background material should be useful in helping PILIRR 
grantees and their partners identify and think through the particular marketing 
approach that will best suit their needs and targets. 

Following this general information, more specific information on the 
promotion part of marketing is provided. Although support for low-income 
residential weatherizing is a concept, not a product for which demand must be 
encouraged, the "sales" strategy should be carefully tailored to the particular 
target that has been selected. The topic of promotion begins with a discussion 
of the primary potential targets for low-income residential retrofitting sup­
port. Following this, information has been provided on soliciting financial 
and material support from individuals, businesses and foundations. A second 
type of support, volunteer assistance, is also likely to be important to varying 
degrees in the PILIRR projects. The final segment of the second part of this 
chapter therefore takes a close look at the dynamics of creating and keeping 
an effective and motivated team of volunteers. 

GENERAL MARKETING STRATEGIES 

The term "marketing" is often thought to mean a set of business activities 
used to help a company identify and stimulate demand for the firm•s products. 
While this is often the case, considering marketing from this one view is 
much too limiting. A more expanded view of marketing is "the set of activities 
by which the demand structure for goods, ideas, and services is managed in 
order to facilitate the exchange process satisfactorily" (Rom 1982). It con­
sists of the organization analyzing the needs, perceptions and preferences of 
the target markets as the basis for program design, pricing, placement, promo­
tion and service. This view of marketing encompasses such diverse subject 
areas as consumer behavior, pricing, purchasing, sales management, product 
management, marketing communications, packaging, channels of distribution, 
marketing research, social issues, wholesaling, retailing, and international 
marketing. 
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Marketing Efforts by Nonprofit Organizations 

More and more nonprofit organizations in the United States are actively 
marketing ideas and services to attract support for their causes and/or to 
see that their services are distributed to those who need them. For example, 
the American Cancer Society and the American Heart Association have had some 
impressive successes based upon their marketing strategies and promotional 
campaigns that try to persuade smokers to abandon the habit because it is 
unhealthy. There has been widespread support for this cause, but the groups• 
funds are limited, particularly when measured against the huge advertising 
resources of the cigarette industry. Nevertheless, scores of cities in the 
United States have passed laws that prohibit smoking in public places, and i t 
has become very common to provide nonsmoking areas in other facilities used 
by the public, such as in restaurants. 

Marketing Plan Goals 

The purpose of a strategic marketing plan is to systematically organize 
and direct marketing activities to accomplish measurable, realistic, and desir­
able goals. To this end, the marketing plan consists of strategies (goals) , 
tactics (methods of achieving the goals), and controls to ensure that the 
goals are met. The overall objective of this planning process is to produce 
an optimal marketing plan that will bring out the desired change or reaction 
from its target audience. 

The fact that a plan is considered optimal does not, however, guarantee 
that the desired change will occur. Some types of changes are difficult to 
achieve and require a variety of marketing activities appropriate for the 
type of change (goal) desired. Four types of changes may be goals to marketi ng 
plans in a given situation: cognitive, action, behavioral and value. They 
are discussed below in order of their difficulty to achieve (i.e., from least 
to most difficult). 

Cognitive Change 

A marketing plan designed to create a cognitive change is seeking to change 
levels of awareness, education or knowledge. This type of change is relatively 
easy to achieve because it does not need any value, attitudinal or behavioral 
changes to be made. If action is required after the cognitive change has been 
accomplished, then value, attitudinal and behavioral alterations may become 
obstacles to achieving the desired action (goal). For example, a promotional 
campaign designed to create or increase the level of awareness concerning the 
problem of inefficient and poorly weatherized homes of low-income people would 
be attempting to provoke a cognitive change. This may be the first step in 
increasing the public•s awareness of the need for support in residential 
retrofit. 

Action Change 

• 

This is a second-level change and thus is harder to achieve than a cogni- • 
tive change. Marketing plans with the goal of action change are attempting 
to induce persons to take specific actions within a specific period of time , 
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such as donate funds or volunteer support or take advantage of low-interest 
loans for residential retrofit. The reason this type of change is more dif­
ficult to accomplish is because now, in addition to creating awareness and 
knowledge, it is desired that the person (target) take action based upon this 
new information, which involves costs (time, money, etc.) to the individual. 

Behavioral Changes 

While an action change induces a one-time response, a behavioral change 
• calls for a permanent modification of one's behavior in particular circum­

stances. Behavioral changes involve learning new behaviors and habits that 
occur over time. Attempting to gain long-term volunteer support from indi­
viduals would require a behavioral change in these people since such a com­
mitment would entail a change in the persons' everyday lifestyles. This type 
of change is thus much more difficult and takes longer to achieve than either 
of the two previous change types. 

• 

Value Changes 

The last category of change, and the most difficult to accomplish, is a 
change in an individual's values. Because values are few in number, and at 
the root of our behavior, actions and awareness, they form the foundation of 
an individual's choice. The appearance of information, actions or behavior 
that is inconsistent with an individual's value set creates dissonance (strain 
or stress), and this intruding stimuli is then usually ignored, avoided or 
rationalized away. Marketing efforts that call for value change are not likely 
to succeed because their message becomes the intruding stimuli, and are hence 
avoided. 

Residential retrofit marketing plans should concentrate their efforts on 
the first three goals: cognitive, action or behavioral changes. These goals 
are more likely to be achieved if they are induced properly and time expecta­
tions are realistic. These types of changes relate well to a hypothetical 
situation where a state and nonprofit community-based organizations are involved 
in a partnership to provide residential retrofit to low-income households. 
The state would be most equipped to market the idea and need for support of 
residential retrofit across the state (or in selected areas) to increase aware­
ness. Here, the state's role might be that of an influencer to those people 
who may consider the decision to donate or volunteer. These state efforts 
would supplement the efforts of the nonprofit groups that are actually recruit­
ing public support in terms of materials, money, or volunteer hours. These 
community-based groups would be trying to influence an action change (gain 
in-kind support), whereas the state would be trying to increase awareness 
(cognitive change) of a public problem or need. 

Value changes should be avoided because they generally produce counter­
productive results--generally resistance to any program or measure. With the 
proper or appropriate goal(s) selected, a marketing plan to achieve them can 
be developed. 
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Features of a Marketing Plan 

The following is a general marketing plan that has been adapted to a 
situation in which the firm or organization is attempting to influence the 
response of the target audience. This marketing plan is different from a 
situation in which a product or service is being sold directly to consumers . 

Problem Statement - A clear understanding of the root problem to be solved 
and a clearly defined target audience are essential to the program's success . 
A marketing plan cannot be successful if it focuses on symptoms or addresses 
the wrong problem. 

Goal Setting - Once the problem is properly defined, goals that will 
help solve the problem need to be established. As discussed above, the goals 
will be cognitive, action, behavioral or value changes on the part of the 
target audience. The appropriate goals must be selected in terms of effectively 
solving the problem as stated. The goals must be stated in realistic and 
measurable terms if they are to be achieved and used for control purposes. 

Tar et Market Se mentation - Because the target audience may not be cus­
tomers or constituents o the organization initiating the marketing plan, 
this step becomes especially important. Identifying the correct target markets 
allows the marketing effort to focus its attention upon the appropriate 
group(s), and because it narrows the focus, results in more cost-effective 
marketing efforts. Target audiences can be identified by a variety of seg­
mentation variables such as demographics, geographies, psychographies (life­
style, attitudes, etc . ), price sensitivity or role in the consumer decision . 
The variables used to segment the market must result in meaningful groupings 
of more homogeneous consumers or influences in order for marketing efforts to 
be effective. 

An example of a state program that might use segmentation to define its 
target audience could be a program that offers low/no interest loans to land­
lords of low-income housing units. The state would best use its resources by 
identifying, for example, a subgroup of these landlords who pay the utility 
bills of their tenants to target those who are most likely to take advantage 
of the loan program. Landlords who pay their tenants' utility bills would 
have an extra incentive to increase the energy efficiency of the residence. 

Consumer Analysis - Once segments have been identified, the consumers 
contained within each segment must be analyzed in terms of their characteri s­
tics, behavior and attitudes. In this way, proper communication and incentive 
structures can be developed to induce the change(s) desired. 

Influence Channel Analysis - This step requires the marketer to determine 
which players in the consumer decision process (influence channels) are most 
important to the consumer's decision. Examples may be financial institutions, 
charitable organizations, advertisements, friends, etc. Marketing efforts and 
incentives can be focused correctly on the players with the highest impact 
only after they are identified. 
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Marketing StrateTy Development - At this point, alternative marketing 
approaches can be eva uated in terms of their ability to produce the desired 
results. Through this process, an overall marketing strategy can be developed 
to reach the desired goals. The marketing mix, which is a particular blend of 
controllable marketing variables the state can use to achieve their objective 
in the target market, can be classified into the following: 

• Product or merchandise planning - The product(s) that a firm or organi­
zation is marketing can be physical, such as a boat or toothpaste. Often, 
the product is a service such as insurance, tours, or banking. The 
"product" may also be a person such as a performer or political candidate. 
Sometimes it is an organization that is being marketed, like the National 
Football League or the American Red Cross. Finally, the product can be 
an idea. For example, Mothers Against Drunk Driving is spreading the 
idea of not drinking alcohol while driving. The previous examples relating 
to residential retrofit would also be marketing an idea. 

• Price - For consumer goods, the optimal price of the product is set at 
the level which optimizes some objective that has been set by the 
company - usually profit. Price is less relevant in the types of marketing 
programs that have been discussed; however, in this case it might be the 
interest level of the loan to landlords that maximizes the number of 
landlords that take advantage of the program, while keeping the interest 
rate at a level that will allow for growth in the loan pool. 

• Place - The place or distribution network should make it convenient for 
the target audience to obtain the product or information. For the loan 
pool for landlords, this might be where the loan is available. 

• Promotion - Promotion is an extremely important ingredient to the overall 
marketing plan, especially when the goal of the marketing plan is to 
create public awareness and support for an idea or issue, such as the 
need for residential retrofit. Promotional strategy deals with the blend 
of advertising, personal selling, sales promotion, and public relations 
that the company or organization uses to communicate with its market. 
For the loan program for landlords, promotion should communicate the 
comprehensive benefits of the retrofitting to the landlords in ways that 
are tailored to their primary interests (profit , improved tenant satis­
faction, convenience, low up-front costs). 

Implementation - Tactical planning puts the strategy decided upon into 
action . Specific budgets, media mixes, distribution channels and incentive 
structures, for example, are designed and put into effect. These should also 
be stated in measurable, realistic terms. 

Control - Lastly, monitoring results against desired goals will indicate 
the effectiveness of the strategy and/or tactics used to achieve the desired 
goal(s). At this point, the plan can be adjusted if results are less than 
satisfactory. 
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Summary 

Modern marketing pervades nearly all organizations. Not all organizations 
or firms use marketing techniques to make a profit, as is evident with the 
numerous nonprofit organizations that have developed marketing plans. A market­
ing plan that defines a specific problem and strategically incorporates the 
variables in the marketing mix will help an organization or firm reach its 
goals. The next section on promoting residential retrofit will address promo­
tion and fundraising issues that nonprofit organizations involved in PILIRR 
might use to recruit volunteers, materials or funding. • 

STOP 
HEAT 
Lossr 

PROMOTING LOW-INCOME RESIDENTIAL RETROFITTING 

A major objective of PILIRR is to help the states to develop effective 
ways to market support for low-income residential improvements from private 
and nonprofit sources. This section discusses promotional strategies for 
obtaining support for low-income improvements. Those strategies include deter­
mining the targets for marketing efforts, soliciting funds and materials, and 
planning and implementing a program to obtain volunteer support. 

Targeting Low-Income Weatherization Marketing Efforts 

As mentioned earlier, promotion is one element of the marketing mix and 
an integral part of the overall marketing plan. Before strategies can be 
developed to promote funding, material or volunteer support, specific target 
groups must be 1dent1f1ed. Communications to the different target groups 
need to be tailored individually to each group so the message will be most 
effective. For example, if funds are being solicited from a foundation, a 
brochure describing the current weatherization efforts of the group may not be 
acceptable. Rather, a proposal detailing the group•s specific needs would be ~ 
more appropriate for most foundations. 
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Potential supporters for low-income weatherization can be divided into 
three categories: 

• Nonprofit organizations - Nonprofit organizations can be an excellent 
source for recruiting individual volunteers or the entire organization 
to become a member of a partnership designed to better provide low-income 
weatherization to citizens in the local community. 

• Private organizations/foundations - Private organizations, particularly 
local ones, can be very helpful in providing materials either free or at 
cost. Businesses that are involved in manufacturing or retailing 
weatherization-related materials or services are very valuable supporters. 
Businesses can also be a good source for displaying posters or distributing 
brochures or pamphlets for advertising a particular organization's low­
income weatherization efforts. Private organizations may also be good 
targets for soliciting funds. Foundations, particularly those in the 
same region as the group soliciting funds, can be an excellent source 
for funding. 

• Utilities - In many states, utilities are mandated by their public utility 
commissions to provide a certain level of funding for low-income weather­
ization to their customers. In many cases this involves conducting energy 
audits, installing energy conservation measures and making necessary 
repairs. A collaborative effort among utilities and community action 
agencies or other nonprofit organizations can provide for a more efficient 
way to support low-income energy-efficiency improvements. 

Many of these organizations are currently involved in providing some 
type of support for low-income residential retrofitting. However, strategically 
developed promotion and marketing by the sponsor of a low-income housing retro­
fit program can be effective in broadening the extent and increasing the level 
of such support. Well-directed promotion also can be very helpful in getting 
low-income weatherization support from individuals and organizations who pre­
viously have not been involved. Therefore, several of the promotional 
approaches listed below may be helpful for soliciting funds and materials and 
recruiting volunteers. The approaches suggested here have been made general, 
so that they could be used by any organization that wants to start a residential 
retrofit program or that wants to improve its existing program • 
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Soliciting Funds and Materials 

Because of the uncertainty of federal funding for low-income residenti al 
retrofitting, several states have begun developing new sources for funding. 
One way in particular is by forming partnerships with utilities, nonprofit 
groups and other businesses or organizations in local communities that are 
also interested in supporting low-income residential retrofitting. Although 
the partners are often themselves a source of supplemental resources, it is 
also common for these entities to solicit support from other types of con­
tributors. The purpose of this section is to briefly review some ideas and 
suggestions on how states and the states• partners in low-income residential 
retrofitting can solicit funds and materials successfully. 

There are many ways to solicit funds and materials. However, most experts 
on fundraising suggest some basic rules: 

1. Develop a plan - Ideally, a specific person in the organization wil l be 
responsible for fundraising activities. That person will want to develop 
an overall fundraising plan that includes specific details on all steps 
involved and the person responsible for each step. A fundraising project 
may include several subtasks, such as approaching local businesses for 
materials, writing for grants, or promoting a raffle. The coordinator 
or fundraising committee should carefully evaluate the different methods 
that can be used to solicit funds and/or materials and chose the methods 
appropriate to the organization. Plans should be developed for each 
subtask and for each person who will be responsible for carrying out t he 
subtask. As the subtasks are carried out, the coordinator may want to 
request progress reports. 

• 

2. Set goals - An organization must be realistic in planning how much money • 
will be raised in fundraising activities. Prior experience is most helpful 
in estimating fundraising profits. If an organization has not had any 
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fundraising experience, other nonprofit organizations in the area may be 
able to help determine reasonable expectations. The announced goal or 
target should be low enough so that it can be achieved if no unexpected 
problems occur. Once an organization successfully reaches a fundraising 
goal, it will be easier to find people to help during the next fundraising 
activity and it will increase the public's confidence in the organization's 
judgment. 

3. Keep spending to a minimum- When trying to solicit funds it is important 
to keep spending at a minimum. Members of an organization may have busi­
ness or foundation relationships that can be used to solicit materials 
and funds. Also, a letter from someone of prominence from the organization 
or from the general public will help when approaching a business or foun­
dation for assistance. A letter or personal contact should include the 
benefits of the donation not only to the organization but to the contrib­
utor. However, if possible, businesses or foundations should be approached 
in person or by telephone rather than through a letter. It is more dif­
ficult to turn down a person than it is to ignore a letter. 

4. Evaluate the fundraising efforts -A fundraising effort should be evaluated 
during the campaign and at its conclusion. An accounting system should 
be set up to track all costs incurred. Also, the different fundraising 
activities should be itemized in order to evaluate the effectiveness of 
each. This will help in planning the next fundraiser, in deciding what 
to try again the next time, and in making improvements. Talk to everyone 
involved in the fundraising activities and get their opinions and sug­
gestions on how to do it better the next time. 

5. Acknowledge the workers - It is extremely important to thank everyone in 
the organization who contributed time and effort to the fundraising pro­
ject. This can be done informally such as a simple thank you, or formally 
such as a banquet. (This will be discussed more in the next section of 
this chapter.) It is also extremely important to thank the businesses 
and foundations that contributed in some way. This can be done in a 
letter, phone call, or possibly in an article in the local newspaper. 
For example, Westside Energy Coop in Denver, Colorado, gives private 
companies and nonprofit organizations a certain amount of space on a 
promotional sign or billboard, depending on the amount of funds donated 
or the number of volunteers in attendance from the group. The space is 
intended to recognize their donations of money and/or manpower. Depending 
on the contribution, an organization can provide the contributor with 
detailed information about the gift for tax purposes. Progress letters 
can also be sent to the contributors to let them know how their contribu­
tion is being used. Developing an ongoing relationship will benefit the 
organization over the years to come • 

Fundraising Targets 

An organization can direct its fundraising activities at various markets. 
The rest of this section will focus on three major target markets: individuals, 
foundations and corporations. 
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Individuals. Individuals are by far the largest source of charitable 
donations, accounting for over 80% of donations made each year (Kotler 1982). 
Almost everyone makes a contribution to one or more organizations each year. 
The amount donated will vary by an individual's age, education level, income, 
sex and other characteristics. According to Kotler (1982), relatively more 
money is donated by "high-income people, people in their middle years, and 
people of high education." Therefore, an organization should consider these 
characteristics when segmenting individuals according to their "giving poten­
tial." Fundraising activities can be developed to solicit different levels 
of funding from different segments of the population. For example, an auction 
is an excellent way to receive large donations from individual givers. Fre­
quently, organizations segment their target markets into three groups: small, 
medium and large donors. 

An organization should consider several factors when selecting the types 
of fundraisers most appropriate for the organization: 

1. Size of the project -The larger the organization, the bigger the fund­
raiser can be. For example, a small group might be wise to consider 
small fundraisers such as bake sales, book fairs, or car washes. However, 
a relatively large, established group might want to consider an auction, 
golf tournament or a talent show. If this is the group's first fundraiser, 
it may be best to start small and gain some experience before "tackling" 
a large project. 

2. Number of promotional projects - This will also depend on the size of 
the organization. Large organizations may only want to undertake one 
large annual project that is targeted to wealthy individuals in the com­
munity. A formal dinner and dance in combination with an auction might 
be one example of a large project that would involve a lot of planning 
and people in order to be done successfully. On the other hand, a small 
group may want to plan several small projects during the year that would 
not require much financial investment yet still have a good chance for 
financial success. This would also be good advice for a group that has 
never been involved in fundraising activities. 

3. Interests of the group - Before one or more fundraising projects are 
selected, the members of an organization should confer to determine their 
interests. An ideal situation would be to link fundraising activities 
with the activities of the organization's programs. An excellent example 
would be the "Caulk-a-thon" conducted by Westside Energy Coop in Denver, 
Colorado. Volunteers promote the event using several methods, such as 
asking people to put bumper stickers on their cars. While doing this, 
the volunteers are also soliciting for contributions of funds or volunteer 
hours. Volunteers are also trained to do caulking in the low-income house­
holds. Businesses in the community are solicited for donations of mate­
rials and funds. 

There are many types of fundraising projects an organization may choose 
to undertake. The projects can be relatively small and involve little initial 
investment, such as selling a service like washing cars at a gas station or 
selling tickets for a food bazaar. Or, a fundraising project can be quite 
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large and require a substantial prior investment by the organizations. This 
might involve holding an auction or sponsoring a show with big name 
entertainment. 

Many other types of fundra1s1ng activities are possible. It is more a 
matter of how creative an organization can be. Whatever the activity, effective 
marketing is a very important factor in the activity's success. Marketing 
activities can be useful for recruiting volunteers, soliciting materials and 
money, bringing people to the event, and promoting good public relations. 
Some of the promotional materials that are available include posters, flyers, 
bumper stickers, exhibits, billboards, balloons, and envelope stuffers. Free 
publicity from local newspapers, radio stations, service clubs, churches and 
businesses may also be available. Word of mouth should be the number one 
marketing method. Most fundraising experts will claim that this can be one 
of an organization's most valuable marketing techniques. Several books about 
fundraising are listed below; these and other similar materials may be good 
resources for fundraising at the community level: 

Fund Raising for the Small Organization by P. Sheridan (1968) 

The Grass Roots Book: How to Raise Mane in Your Communit 
by J. F anagan 

Handbook of Events for Non-Profit Or anizations by E. Liebert and 
B. She don 

Fund Raising: A Guide for the Non-Profit Organizations by N. Pendleton 
(1981) 

Shelters and 

Foundations. Foundations are nonprofit organizations that have been set 
up to give money to worthwhile causes. They can be classified into the fol­
lowing categories: 

1. Family foundations - set up by wealthy individuals to support a limited 
number of activities of interest to the founders. Typically, family 
foundations do not have permanent offices or full-time staff members and 
therefore usually are not included in foundation directories. Generally, 
decisions are made by family members and/or counsel. 

2. General foundations - set up to support a wide range of activities and 
usually run by a professional staff. They can include the extremely large, 
well-known organizations such as the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, 
which support a wide range of causes and give most of their money to 
large well-established organizations. Or, they can include more special­
ized general foundations that give money to a particular cause, such as 
health (Johnson Foundation) or education (Carnegie Foundation) • 

3. Corporate foundations - set up by corporations and allowed to give away 
up to 10% of the corporation's adjusted gross income. 
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4. Community foundations- set up in cities or regions and typically cen­
tralized under community management. The grants are usually restricted 
to the local area. 

Currently, there are over 26,000 active grant-making foundations in the 
United States. However, most of these have rather small assets. Approximately 
15% of the foundations account for over 90% of all grants. Some sources state 
that the acceptance ratio among larger foundations is about one in ten, whereas 
some small foundations accept most of the applications they receive. With the 
proper planning, an organization can select the few foundations that would be 
the most likely to support its given project or cause. 

Fortunately, many good resources are available to do research on founda­
tions. The best single resource is known as the Foundation Center, a nonprofit 
organization with research centers in New York, Washington, and Chicago, which 
collects and distributes information on foundations. The primary publication 
of the Foundation Center is the Foundation Directory (1981), which is revised 
every few years and can be found in most public libraries. The directory 
lists over 2500 foundations that either have assets of over $1 million or 
award grants of more than $500,000 annually. The directory describes the 
general characteristics of each foundation, such as type of foundation, types 
of grants, annual giving level, officers and directors, location, particular 
fields of interest, and contact person. The directory also contains an index 
of field of interest, listing the foundations that have a stated interest in 
each field and whether they gave money to that field last year. 

Several other publications produced by the Foundation Center include: 

1. National Data Book- Brief descriptions of over 26,000 foundations. 

2. Source Book Profiles (1981) - A loose-leaf subscription service with in­
depth analyses of 1,000 major foundations. 

3. Foundation Grants Index Bimonthly - An annual index that lists by founda­
tions, subject, state and other groupings, and the grants that have been 
given in the past year. 

As previously mentioned, many requests for foundation grants are declined. 
Requests may be denied for a number of reasons, such as there are not enough 
funds to go around, the application falls outside the foundation's field of 
interest, or the application was poorly prepared. Because of the competition 
for foundation money, an organization requesting a grant should do all of the 
necessary homework before submitting a proposal. 

Nonprofit organizations will have the most success in getting a grant if 
they try to find foundations that have interests similar to their own. It is 
also important to look for foundations that regularly award grants approximately 
the same size as what the organization is requesting. Too often a small non­
profit organization will send a proposal to the Ford Foundation because it 
would like the support of a well-known foundation. However, the Ford 
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Foundation only accepts about 1 out of every 100 proposals and may be less 
inclined to help a small nonprofit organization than would a more regional or 
specialized foundation. 

After an organization gathers information about several foundations' 
programs that might have high interest in its project, the organization should 
try to qualify its level of interest before investing a lot of time in preparing 
a grant. Foundations should be willing to respond to a letter of inquiry, 
phone call or possibly a personal visit to tell an organization how interested 
they are likely to be in a project. Based upon this information, the number 
of foundations on an organization's list can be further reduced to those most 
appropriate to the organization's goals and programs. 

Each foundation should be contacted to see if they have a specific appli­
cation and/or format that a proposal should follow. Most proposals will require 
the following information: 

1. cover letter briefly describing the proposal 

2. the problem an organization is attempting to solve 

3. background of the organization and previous accomplishments 

4. amount requested 

5. plan and schedule for raising other funds to supplement the grants and 
to accomplish the objectives of the organization 

6. personnel working on the project and their resumes 

7. budget for the project 

8. method for evaluating the project 

9. the financing that the organization will use after the grant ends. 

When writing the proposal, an organization should be aware of the criteria 
that the foundations may use to evaluate it. Many foundations describe their 
criteria in their annual reports or they can be inferred by reviewing past 
proposals that they have supported. According to P. Kotler (1982) in Marketing 
For Non-Profit Organizations, the following are some of the most common criteria 
used by foundations to evaluate proposals: 

1. the importance of the project 

2. how worthwhile or needy an organization is 

3. the ability of the organization to use the funds effectively and 
efficiently 
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4. how much the foundation will benefit from supporting the proposal 

5. how important it is to satisfy the person(s) who submitted the proposal. 

If an organization can find out which criteria are most important to the 
foundation, the organization can emphasize those features in the proposal. 
For example, if the foundation places greatest emphasis on how much they will 
benefit from supporting the proposal, the organization should thoroughly 
describe the various benefits of that grant to the foundation. 

Corporations. Business organizations are another source of funds for 
nonprofit organizations. By law, business organizations are allowed to give 
up to 10% of their pre-tax income as charitable contributions. However, in 
the past, yearly contributions have been only approximately 1% of their pre-tax 
earnings (Dermer and Wertheimer 1982). There are some important differences 
between foundation and corporate giving that should be kept in mind when decid­
ing how to target fundraising. Making charitable contributions is a major 
activity for foundations as opposed to corporations, where it is a minor activ­
ity. The amount given by corporations will vary with the level of their current 
and expected income. Corporations will also be more concerned with the personal 
benefit they can expect from their grants. Corporations are also in a position 
to offer gifts other than money. For example, a business can be approached 
for goods (materials for weatherstripping), services (asking a utility to 
evaluate a percentage of the audits done by subcontractors) or space (use of 
a conference room for monthly meetings involving several nonprofit 
organizations). 

There are numerous reasons why corporations make donations of money or 
materials to nonprofit organizations. Those reasons should be considered 
when an organization is setting up a fundraising campaign. Generally, a cor­
poration will only support an organization if it is in their own best self­
interest. Some businesses may make donations to gain acceptance by the public 
for their products or services or to better their image in the local community. 

Most recently, the federal government has been encouraging private busi­
nesses to help support public programs. This has been particularly true as a 
result of the federal budget cuts in social services during the late 1970s. 
The Reagan administration has strongly advocated businesses to help fill the 
gap where public programs are no longer funded through government grants and 
programs. 

To increase the chances of receiving a corporate donation, an organization 
must do the same kind of research as required for a foundation grant. Some 
of the information that should be collected on potential businesses includes: 

1. corporate name, address, zip code, telephone number, major products pro­
duced or services provided, office locations, and earnings record 

2. names of key individuals, such as the chairman, president, senior officers, 
public affairs officer and others involved in the actual selection of gift 
recipients 
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3. the type of grants or materials they have donated in the past, recipients 
of grants or materials, and amounts given to similar organizations. 

Like foundations, many sources of data are available on corporations. Some 
of the sources recommended by the Public Service Materials Center include: 

I. Standard & Poor's Register of Corporations Directors and Executives 
contains data on some 37,000 U.S. and Canadian corporations and 75,000 
executives. 

2. Dun & Bradstreet Million Dollar Directory- lists over 75,000 firms with 
a worth of at least one million dollars. 

3. Dun & Bradstreet Reference Book - lists over 100,000 companies. 

4. Director of Corporate Advertisers- lists 17,000 advertiser companies, 
arranged by industry categories. 

5. Thomas Register of American Manufacturers - a directory of manufacturing 
firms by products. 

Several other sources for information can be obtained from industry associa­
tions, business groups such as Chambers of Commerce, National Association of 
Independent Business, business journals, daily newspapers and newsletters. 

The importance of segmenting a market and identifying the appropriate 
target market was covered earlier in this handbook. By identifying its target 
market, an organization or state office can concentrate its efforts on cor­
porations that offer the greatest chance for success in terms of recruiting 
funds or materials. Some of the factors to consider when identifying the 
target market of corporations include: 

1. Local business - Businesses located in the same geographic location as 
the organization would be an excellent prospect. The business may already 
be somewhat familiar with the organization, and any contributions given 
could be advertised locally. 

2. Related activities - Businesses that are involved in activities that are 
related to the organization will be good targets. A business that manu­
facturers storm windows may be much more inclined to make a donation or 
provide materials than a business that manufactures computers. 

3. Prior donations - Businesses that regularly make donations to nonprofit 
organizations will be much easier to reach than businesses without a 
history of making donations. This does not mean that an organization 
should not approach businesses that have not donated in the past, only 
that the success rate may not be as high. 

4. Personal relationships - An organization should check with its members 
to find any possible relationships with local businesses. An established 
relationship can help in deciding how to approach a business. 
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Once an organization has decided on the businesses it wants to recruit for 
funds or materials, an appropriate approach must be chosen. Larger corporations 
may require a specific proposal similar to those required by foundations. 
Smaller business may only require a letter or phone call. In either case, 
researching the business will help to decide this. 

Developing a Volunteer Program 

Some important differences between paid employees and volunteers need tJ 
be considered. One difference is that a volunteer is donating his/her time 
and effort and therefore can also choose the amount of time that will be devoted 
to the organization. Also, the volunteer normally will not have the training 
and experience that a paid employee will have. Volunteers are usually motivated 
by the cause itself, the purposes, and goals of the organization rather than 
the specific tasks he/she may be asked to do. Therefore, a volunteer may do 
a task not because he/she necessarily enjoys doing it, rather because he/she 
believes in the goals of the organization. 

Volunteers have certain needs and expectations that should be recognized 
by an organization. These needs and expectations can best be explained by 
looking at some of the reasons given by people for doing volunteer work: 

1. gratification from helping others, which in turn can enhance their own 
self-worth 

2. a source for stimulation and socializing 

3. training and work experience, especially for students and women who have 
been homemakers but intend to re-enter the work force. 

These reasons or "benefits" can be emphasized and used in a promotional 
campaign to recruit volunteers. It should be remembered that these volunteers 
are the target market of the organization's promotional efforts (to recruit 
volunteers). As mentioned earlier in this handbook, the needs or benefits of 
the target market which, in this case, are those listed above, are the backbone 
of any marketing effort. Recruiting volunteers is the first step. It is 
important to have a carefully planned volunteer program in order to help main­
tain their support. 

Organizations that are going 
specifically geared to volunteers 
for its employees. A successful 

• planning 
• recruitment 
• training 
• management 
• recognition. 

to use volunteers should develop a program 
just as a company would develop a program 
plan might consist of the following parts: 

Each of these parts is discussed in the following subsections. 
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Planning 

Good planning can help develop a good volunteer program and avoid many 
unpleasant problems. Ideally, the organization would want to have a coordinator 
or manager for the volunteer program. This person would be responsible for 
the actual program and serve as a liaison between the volunteers and the rest 
of the organization. The coordinator or those involved in developing the 
volunteer program should consider several of the following factors when devel­
oping the overall plan: 

• How many volunteers are needed? 
• What skills are needed? 
• When are the volunteers needed? 
• How much money is necessary to recruit and support the volunteers? 
• What type of an attrition rate can be expected? 

Recruitment 

When recruiting volunteers, it would be helpful to develop one or more 
job descriptions for the tasks that volunteers will work on. The job descrip­
tion will help the volunteers know what roles they will be expected to fulfill 
and will help them decide if their skills, interests, and time limitations 
will match with what is needed by the organization. 

Several methods 
many organizations. 

of recruiting volunteers have been 
Some of the more effective methods 

used successfully by 
include: 

1. Word of mouth - This method has probably been more effective than any 
other method, especially with an established volunteer program. Volunteers 
who are happy with their work will want to tell their friends and acquain­
tances about their efforts. 

2. Presentations at service groups and associations - The volunteer coor­
dinator or volunteers who have been with the organization for a while 
are good candidates to talk about volunteering to organizations such as 
the Chamber of Commerce, Elks, Rotary, Kiwanis, business associations and 
other neighborhood groups. Many of these groups are willing to become 
involved in such a project but are unaware of the kinds of low-income 
assistance programs that are operating. Letters explaining a program's 
operation can be sent to these local groups to get volunteer support. 

3. Churches - Church leaders can be recruited to approach their members 
about an organization's need for volunteers. Many church groups are 
involved in low-income residential retrofitting efforts, particularly as 
a source for volunteers • 

4. Senior citizens programs- Senior citizens can make excellent volunteers 
because many have a lot of time and a desire to still be productive and 
made to feel needed. Senior citizens work especially well in the many 
programs that target elderly residents, because they make the recipients 
feel more comfortable interacting with others in their own age group. 
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One example of seniors working well with their peers is the Hand in Hand 
program, established by the Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company. 

5. Volunteer centers - The United States has approximately 380 volunteer 
centers that serve almost 100,000 private organizations and public 
agencies. Volunteer centers refer or place an estimated half a million 
volunteers each year. Volunteer centers are usually engaged in several 
of the following activities: 

• volunteer recruitment/referral/placement 

• consultation and training 

• promotion of the meaning of volunteering and the benefits to 
community and volunteer 

• recognition of volunteer efforts in the community 

• resource information on volunteering 

• program development and community planning 

• program administration and support. 

Volunteers centers are listed in the phone book, or the National Volunteer 
Center in Arlington, Virginia, can be contacted for a listing of local 
Volunteer centers. 

6. Newspaper- Articles about a volunteer program or letters to the editor 
are an excellent way to market the need for volunteers. Newspapers also 
provide a way for thanking volunteers. Generally, newspapers like to 
cover special events in the community as special human interest stories. 

7. Brochures/flyers- Brochures and flyers can be distributed door to door, 
sent to organizations that may have members interested in volunteer work, 
or left at businesses, libraries, grocery stores, or any other place where 
large numbers of people may visit. Utility programs rely extensively on 
flyers or "'stutters'" that are sent along with utility bills to potential 
weatherization recipients. 

8. Television and radio - Public Service Announcements should be used whenever 
possible. Local stations, in particular, are often willing to make 
announcements about an organization's need for volunteers or special 
events. If an organization has a large budget for recruiting, paid adver­
tisements could also be considered. 

9. Open house - An open house will allow prospective volunteers to see and 
learn about an organization and the opportunities available to volunteers. 

When recruiting volunteers, the benefits they will receive from their 
efforts should always be stressed. The benefits of weatherization training 
can also be stressed if such training will be given. 
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Training 

Training may or may not be required, depending on the volunteers' skills 
and the type of weatherization work to be done. However, the possibility 
should be evaluated because most volunteers will not have the specific skills 
required by an organization, particularly by organizations that perform the 
weatherization services. Some amount of training will invariably be required 
in such programs. A training schedule should be developed so the volunteer 
can decide if he/she has the time to participate. More than one schedule may 
be needed to include volunteers who have time restrictions. The Department 
of Commerce in Indianapolis, Indiana, organized a one-year program consisting 
of workshops that were conducted in 14 areas throughout the state. The work­
shops trained retired senior volunteers to teach and demonstrate several wea­
therization techniques to their peers. 

Management 

It has already been mentioned that a coordinator or manager would be 
beneficial to a volunteer program. For example, the Senior Energy Saver pro­
gram, sponsored by the North Carolina Alternative Energy Corporation, stressed 
that it is worthwhile to pay a "key" motivated and enthusiastic person to 
oversee the recruitment and coordination of volunteers. The coordinator should 
be able to delegate specific tasks to each volunteer and then keep track of 
what work has been done. The volunteer should also feel comfortable about 
approaching the coordinator to discuss problems, ask questions or present 
ideas or suggestions. 

The amount of management or superv1s1on required in a program will vary 
depending on the tasks involved and the level of the volunteers• expertise 
with a given task. A coordinator can also help the volunteers feel important 
to the organization by keeping them informed about current activities, explain­
ing why they are being asked to perform specific activities, and describing 
the results that can be expected on behalf of the volunteers' direct or indirect 
efforts. 

The coordinator should also keep a file of the relevant information about 
the volunteer, such as name, address, phone number, the source of referral, 
task interests, an attendance record, the number of hours volunteered, and 
accomplishments. Some of this information will be helpful when recognizing 
the volunteers' efforts and when conducting future recruiting efforts. 

Recognition 

Even though recognition is mentioned last, it may be the most important 
aspect of a successful volunteer program. Everyone, whether salaried or vol­
unteers, appreciates being recognized for their work. Recognition can help 
promote motivation in the volunteers and therefore can reduce the attrition 
rate and can help recruit new volunteers. 
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Recognition can be given both formally and informally. Formal recognition 
might take place annually and involve a lunch or dinner banquet paid for by 
the organization. The volunteers could be recognized verbally at the banquet 
and/or be presented with a certificate or pin. Recognition could be based on 
number of hours volunteered, number of projects completed, number of years 
with the organization, or special efforts provided by the volunteer. Another 
type of formal recognition might be to have a ''Volunteer of the Month" program 
that would be based on the volunteers' efforts. 

Informal recognition should be ongoing. A simple thank you or greeting 
a volunteer by name can have an important impact. Other examples of informal 
recognition include sending a birthday card, writing letters to the editor of 
the local newspaper and other media thanking the volunteers for their assis­
tance, taking time to talk with the volunteer, inviting the volunteer to staff 
meetings, and celebrating outstanding projects and achievements. 
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UTILITY ROLES IN CONSERVATION AND LOW-INCOME RESIDENTIAL RETROFITTING 

All of the winning proposals for PILIRR grants identify utilities as a 
planned or potential source of support for low-income residential conservation 
improvements. The role of the utility in each demonstration program, and the 
type and expected magnitude of the support vary considerably from state to 
state, but the reliance on utility participation is universal. The purpose 
of this chapter is to present a concise but realistic view of utility involve­
ment in conservation programs such as those to be undertaken in the PILIRR 
project. Specifically, the importance of understanding a given utility's 
operating environment will be discussed, followed by a review of incentives and 
disincentives to utility participation in low-income residential weatherization 
efforts that have been identified. It is hoped that this information will be 
useful to states as they plan and conduct their campaigns to secure the needed 
support from utilities. 

THE UTILITY OPERATING ENVIRONMENT 

Several factors help to shape a utility's past and future activity in 
energy conservation. These influences make up a utility's "operating envi­
ronment" and are critical to understanding and developing the best ways to 
approach utilities as potential partners in low-income residential retrofit­
ting. States and local organizations that seek partnerships with utilities 
should take note of the following list and comments. This is not an exhaustive 
list. Other factors may well be equally important, but the general notion of 
the value of identifying important factors will not change. 

The type of utility: The ownership of a utility (public or private) shapes 
the economic and regulatory climate in which it must operate. Investor-owned 
utilities, in general, face greater constraints (legal, institutional and 
economic) on their ability to participate in innovative conservation activities 
than do publicly owned utilities • 
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The size and characteristics of a utility's residential load: The number 
and economic/demographic characteristics of a utility's residential customers 
can influence the type of residential conservation programs that utilities t end 
to support. The level of importance a utility places on conservation as an 
energy resource (which may also be a result of a utility's views toward 
demand-side management, discussed below) can also be shaped by this feature. 

The climate: Utilities, as businesses, are generally more interested in 
reducing peak demand than total consumption, since capacity requirements (and 
the need to expand generating facilities) are linked to the former. When 
they use conservation to forestall construction, utilities with summer peaks 
(Southern and Sunbelt) are more interested in promoting measures that reduce 
cooling loads; utilities with winter peak demand generally prefer to support 
space heating conservation. Therefore, seasonal peak load requirements are 
very important in determining the attractiveness of specific conservation 
programs. 

The size and expected duration of a utility's current energy supply : A 
utility awash in surplus energy may be hesitant to make heavy commitments t o 
additional conservation activities, unless there are overriding regulatory, 
long-term planning or public pressure reasons to do so. 

The utility's commitment to demand-side management: Utilities with a 
strong and active demand-side management policy may be more supportive of new 
conservation concepts to aid low-income households than utilities that use 
more traditional planning approaches. Utilities have found from experience that 
traditional programs are able to attract very little participation from their 
low-income customers for various reasons. If the low-income sector is a si g­
nificant portion of a utility's residential load, reductions in energy consump­
tion within that group can be viewed as an important supply resource in the 
utility's long-term plans. Accordingly, such a utility may be eager to par­
ticipate in innovative programs that can be sold to management and regulatory 
bodies as demand control strategies. 

Many, if not most, of these factors operate in concert when a utility is 
making decisions about its role in conservation and low-income residential 
retrofitting. Little can be predicted here about how these factors enter 
into the equation. What is important, however, is that states and local organi­
zations carefully assess each utility's situation before making assumptions 
about its likely support for innovative low-income residential retrofit 
programs. 

REASONS WHY UTILITIES PARTICIPATE IN CONSERVATION 

Whether they are publicly or privately owned, utiliti es have a need and 
responsibility to operate efficiently--that is, not to operate at a loss over 
the long term. The profit motive is, of course, stronger for investor-owned 
utilities, but the controls on such utilities, as a form of monopoly, are 
correspondingly strong. Most conservation actions that are undertaken by 
both publicly and privately owned utilities are based on sound business 
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decisions. Even conservation programs mandated by regulatory bodies are usually 
structured so as to promote, or at least to not impair, a utility•s economic 
position. 

Economists have argued that the primary economic incentive for regulated 
utilities to promote conservation is a tight regulatory climate. That is, 
when the state and federal regulatory controls prevent a utility from either 
charging a price that is high enough to make competitive rates of return or 
from realizing such rates of return because of a regulatory lag, the utility 
has a strong economic incentive to promote customer conservation ~A)electricity 
(Synergic Resources Corporation 1984; Schroeder and Miller 1982). 

A second economic rationale has become more important in recent years. 
Before the late 1970s and early 1980s, little restriction was set on the 
utilities• practice of including facility construction costs in their rate 
base. However, when abandonment of partially built power plants became 
increasingly common, public utility commissions (PUCs) and courts began to 
interpret the costs of aborted construction somewhat differently. It has 
become very difficult for utilities to recover such investments as a result 
of court findings on the "prudency" of utility decisions to make immense capital 
investments in the face of uncertain demand. Therefore, even without regulatory 
mandates, utilities increasingly choose conservation over construction. 

Demand-side management and planning, mentioned above, is a third and 
related reason why many utilities are choosing to participate in conservation. 
Strategic conservation--that is, conservation programs that are expressly 
designed to achieve some desired load-shaping goal--is one way that utilities 
have to control the need for new generating capacity and to deal with uncertain 
load growth. Although many utilities use load-management mechanisms that 
afford them direct control (e.g., air conditioner shut-off devices), strategic 
conservation programs are a far more common method used by demand-side manage­
ment utilities to cut peak demand or reshape loads. (However, as discussed 
below, utilities cannot always rely on a specific amount of conservation 
response from such programs, or know when it will occur.) A strong related 
reason is that many conservation activities (including residential retrofitting) 
have impressive cost-effectiveness characteristics. That is, on a per unit 
basis [generally expressed as cents per kilowatt hour (kWh) for a megawatt of 
power], conservation is a better investment than construction, often by a 
factor of two or three. For example, estimates for new construction of 
coal-fired plants are about 6 cents per kWh in the Pacific Northwest; residen­
tial retrofit programs saving an equivalent amount of electricity cost 2 to 3 
cents per kWh (Northwest Power Planning Council 1986). 

(a) Also, Fang, J. M. and B. J. Harrer. 1981 (Draft). Factors Influencing 
Electric Utility Energy Conservation Programs. Pacific Northwest 
Laboratory, Richland, Washington. 
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As noted above, because the low-income conservation market has historically 
been very difficult to access through traditional programs, utilities are 
becoming more interested in supporting innovative ways to overcome the apparent 
barriers to proportional participation of this segment of the residential 
sector. Furthermore, if a utility program is close to achieving saturation 
levels of participation by higher income households, a demand-side management 
utility may be especially willing to contribute t o efforts targeted toward 
low-income households. 

The above are some of the main economic just ifications for utility par­
ticipation in PILIRR-type conservation programs for the poor. Utilities have 
other incentives as well. Although these additional reasons are not as directly 
tied to economics, they are nonetheless also based on businesslike decisions, 
rather than on altruism or on philanthropy. 

SOME ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES 

The environment in which utilities operate has become increasingly comp lex 
since the 1970s. Utilities have faced increased costs, increased numbers of 
bills that cannot be collected, challenges from citizen groups, and morator iums 
on service disconnections imposed by PUCs in some states with cooler climates. 
In response to these pressures, a number of utilities have undertaken programs 
to help those who have the most problems paying their utility bills, especi ally 
when the rates increase rapidly. 

Some of the utilities have been required by their state PUCs to develop 
a low-income weatherization program. However, most utilities, even those 
that have mandated weatherization services, have recognized a need to provide 
assistance to low-income customers. Six of the utility weatherization programs 
identified by PNL staff had been mandated to provide assistance to needy cus­
tomers. Other utility motives for providing weatherization assistance to 
low-income customers include: 

• Increasing their customers• ability to pay monthly bills: Utility com­
panies and rate payers have a longstanding and regular financial rela­
tionship; therefore, it is in the utilities• best interest to improve 
the customers• ability to pay, especially for the low-income customers . 

• Corporate responsibility: Most U.S. companies, including utilities, 
have recognized a corporate responsibility to become a worthwhile and 
concerned addition to the community in which they operate. Companies 
often satisfy these responsibilities by establishing charitable programs , 
usually ones related in some way to their business area, to help the 
community or country. 

Smaller companies often donate funds or materials to charities or 
fundraisers in their communities. Larger corporations have 
established foundations to help the needy; for example, the McDonalds 
Corporation has established the Ronald McDonald House in several 
locations to provide parents of terminally ill children with a "home 
away from home" while their child is in treatment. In the case of 
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utility companies, a large number of unpaid bills within a service 
area indicates that a poverty problem exists. One way for a utility to 
help the community address this problem is to undertake a low-income 
weatherization program of some sort. This is a logical means to satisfy 
their commitment to the community. 

• Public image: Utilities, like other companies, are concerned with the 
public's perception of them. Low-income weatherization programs can 
promote a positive image for the utility in several ways. With such 
programs, the utility can reduce the number of needy customers because 
these customers are more able to pay. Thus, the utility avoids a negative 
public image created by shutting off service to less fortunate people. 
Also, these programs show that the utility recognizes its responsibility 
to the community as part of the solution versus part of the problem that 
poor people face. Ultimately, a feeling of goodwill is created between 
the utility and customers and may stimulate the customer to make more of 
an effort to pay utility bills. 

An organization can point out these reasons as benefits to a utility 
when they are encouraging utilities to become involved in a low-income weather­
ization program. 

WHAT ARE SOME OF THE DISINCENTIVES TO UTILITY PARTICIPATION? 

Although most utilities now operate some type of conservation program, 
several disincentives may be limiting factors when a utility is asked to con­
sider expansion of its conservation activities in low-income residential 
retrofitting: 

• Reliability: Except in situations of very high and long-term energy 
surplus, utilities have traditionally viewed the risks of undersupply of 
energy as being greater than the risks of oversupply. From the utility's 
perspective, conservation programs do not provide a great degree of cer­
tainty as to how much conservation-generated energy will be available at 
any given time. Reliance on an uncertain supply source could increase 
the risk of future shortfalls, which is contrary to their mission of 
supplying reliable energy resources. 

• Tax disadvantages of conservation investments: The tax treatment of 
conservation investments by utilities can create a barrier to the insti­
tution and expansion of such programs. Because a utility does not have 
definite ownership of the conservation measures it has helped to finance, 
it will not be able to declare, for tax purposes, the depreciation expense 
of the measure in the same manner as it would for a new generating plant. 
Thus, equal investments in conservation programs and new generating units 
will not yield the same tax advantages for depreciation. 

• Potential liability problems: Although there are contractual mechanisms 
to safeguard utilities involved in conservation retrofitting, potential 
liability for damages due to ineffective or hazard-creating conservation 
measures can deter utilities from certain types of conservation programs. 
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• Regulatory restrictions: The National Energy Conservation Policy Act of 
1979 contained several restrictions on utility conservation activiti es. 
Among these was a provision that prohibited utilities from directly sup­
plying and installing conservation measures. The Energy Security Act of 
1980 amended some of the restrictions, but still allows utilities to 
supply and install energy conservation measures only through contractors 
or suppliers who are not subject to control by the utility (Section 546). 
These restrictions arise out of anti-trust concerns, i.e., that uti l iti es, 
as monopolies, could adopt predatory pricing policies whereby they would 
use profits from their protected monopoly market to subsidize below-cost 
pricing in the competitive markets for conservation activities. As an 
example of the effect of this regulation, recent rulings in several states 
have, in fact, limited the ability of regulated utilities to promote t he 
use of energy-efficient appliances. 

• The difficulty of effectively reaching low-income populations with weat her­
izing programs: Utilities usually opt for programs that are not admini­
stratively complex. The difficulty of dealing with the barriers to rental 
and multifamily weatherizing can often discourage a utility from estab­
lishing active and effective low-income weatherization programs. However, 
this factor may also be viewed as an incentive to ut i lities to form par t­
nerships with other organizations. This approach al lows utilities t o 
effectively avoid direct involvement in these more problematic activ­
ities, yet to meet regulatory requirements or demand-side management 
goals for reaching low-income populations. 

• Negative public attitudes toward conservation for rental units: A final 
factor is public perceptions of programs designed to weatherize rental 
housing. Such an activity is often viewed in a hostile manner by rate­
payers who consider low- or no-interest loans or other types of incentives 
payments to landlords unjustifiable. Although these incentives have 
been upheld in the courts, the legal uncertainty and controversy of pro­
grams that clearly benefit only specific ratepayers can serve to discourage 
utilities from participation (Schroeder and Miller 1982). 

It can be seen that there are persuasive incentives and disincentives t o 
utility participation in conservation and low-income residential weatheriza­
tion. In reconciling the opposing considerations, utilities have often adopted 
the compromise approach of promoting customer conservation programs to the 
extent tht~)they are cost effective and/or mandated by federal and state reg-
ulations. This fact again reinforces the conclusion that utility part i-
cipation in low-income residential retrofitting may rely primarily on 
business-related decisions. Therefore, to be successful, strategies to market 
support for PILIRR low-income programs to utilities should be carefully con­
structed and conducted so as to take these considerations into account. 

(a) Also, Fang, J. M. and B. J. Harrer. 1981 (Draft). Factors Influencing 
Electric Utility Energy Conservation Programs. Pacific Northwest 
Laboratory, Richland, Washington. 
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IT CAN HELP 
'(OUR BUILDING! 

PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES IN RENTAL HOUSING RETROFITTING 

Two PILIRR grantees (Washington and Iowa) chose to address the problems 
of weatherizing rental housing that is occupied by low-income households. In 
thei r proposals, both states justified their focus on rental housing by noting 
the fo 11 owing: 

• A substantial proportion of low-income households (probably a 
majority) occupy rental housing. 

• Rental and multifamily housing is seriously under-represented in most 
federal, state, utility and local weatherization programs. 

• Traditional residential retrofit approaches do not seem to be able to 
penetrate the economic and institutional barriers that appear to be the 
primary cause of this under-representation. 

• Energy-efficiency improvements of multifamily rental housing, when they 
can be accomplished, generally show better cost-effectivenes~ayatios 
than similar single family home weatherization improvements. 

(a) Support for this assumption can be seen in calculations by the Northwest 
Power Planning Council (1986) in its 1986 Conservation and Electric Power 
Plan for the Pacific Northwest region. The Council estimates that 
weatherization to the regionally cost-effective level of 5 cents per kWh 
results 1n average annual space heating energy consumption reductions of 
almost 300% for multifamily housing (5,421 kWh/year to 1,838 kWh) • 
Weatherization of single family homes yields a reduction of about 180% 
(11,047 kWh to 6,077 kWh). 
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These considerations underscore the importance and value of treating 
rental and multifamily housing in the PILIRR program. This chapter of the 
handbook was prepared to highlight some of the reasons why this housing sect or 
has been under-represented in conservation and low-income residential retrof it 
programs, so that appropriate strategies can be developed by grantees and 
others to overcome the barriers. 

There are at least two schools of thought about solutions to the probl em 
of improving participation in retrofit programs by owners of rental housi ng. 
The first view is decidedly pessimistic. Some groups and individuals with 
direct experience in weatherizing rental housing contend that no incentive 
short of complete subsidization of the cost of retrofitting tenant-occupied 
housing is likely to achieve significant participation by landlords. These 
groups advocate the use of for-profit and nonprofit "energy service corpora­
tions" to provide the capital for energy efficiency improvements. The savi ngs 
in energy bills are then used to recoup the investment. Strategies to enli st 
owners in these programs often recommend minimizing the potential for energy­
use reductions, and emphasizing instead the value of property improvements. 

A contradictory perspective is obtained from a study conducted by the 
DOE in 1982. In that study nine programs that have solicited participati on 
by landlords in WAP-supported weatherization programs were evaluated 
(Funkhauser, Jensen and Reiff 1982). This study concluded that: 

• landlords will participate in programs designed to require some kind of 
contribution (money, materials or labor) 

• marketing the programs directly to landlords generates substantial program 

• contribution programs are somewhat more time-consuming for the 
administering agency than the regular WAP program, but result in 
extending limited WAP funds. 

The authors attribute the success of these programs to several factors. 
First, it is necessary for the state or local agency to make a strong com­
mitment to working with landlords. The agency must establish credibility 
with important landlords in a community and must concentrate on actively sel l i ng 
weatherization directly to landlords, rather than attempting to appeal to 
them through tenants. Second, effective marketing programs stress the owner 's 
potential benefits from the weatherization, while the more common approach 
(the report concluded) to weatherization highlights the tenants' benefits and 
minimizes the positive aspects of participation for property owners (Funkhauser , 
Jensen and Reiff 1982). 

Finally, this report also concluded that screening and ranking appli cants 
were effective ways to identify and recruit owners who were willing to con­
tribute their share of the weatherization costs. Criteria such as the long-term 
viability of the building, the financial status of the owner, tenant eligibi l­
ity, and sound building operation and management procedures were found to be 
useful. 
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A more recent study conducted in Seattle by two large utilities is also 
useful in gaining an understanding of factors that improve the participation 
rate of landlords. The report for the study titled Background Information 
for Pro rams to Im rove the Ener Efficienc of Northwest Residential Rental 
Property, P. L. Hendrie son 1986 eva uate severa surveys o rental property 
owners and other research on rental housing retrofitting. The rest of this 
chapter has been excerpted from that report (pp. 5.1-5.6) • 

OWNERS' DECISION PROCESS FOR CONSERVATION INVESTMENTS 

Survey information on decision criteria used by owners of residential 
rental property to make conservation improvements suggest that most owners do 
not use a rigorous quantitative approach in deciding to make conservation 
investments, are not inclined to borrow money to make improvements, and do 
not make improvements when funds are needed for other purposes. These facets 
of energy-efficiency improvement decisions are discussed below. 

Reasons for Making and Not Making Conservation Improvements 

Respondents were asked to give their two major reasons for action or 
inaction. The results of question are shown in the following table. 

The principal reasons cited for making improvements were that "energy 
efficiency is important" and to "help the tenants." In one respect these 
apparently altruistic reasons are surprising. The literature on energy­
efficiency improvements usually assumes that improvements(~jll only be made 
if they satisfy the owner's economic investment criteria. This assumption 
is based on the reasonable notion that since the rental property itself is an 
investment, improvements to the property will be made only when the owner's 
investment criteria are met. Nevertheless, the responses are somewhat consis­
tent with other parts of the surveys. First, the responses are consistent 
with the finding that most respondents used little economic analysis in reaching 
a decision. Second, the responses are consistent with the large percentage 
of individual owners among the survey respondents and the relatively long 
periods they plan to hold their properties. Finally, it should be noted only 
about one-half of the survey respondents made improvements. The remainder had 
apparently not been sufficiently motivated by altruistic feelings toward energy 
conservation to make improvements. 

There was somewhat more of a tendency among owners of properties with 
five or more units to recognize and act on the economic aspects of improvements. 
These owners were more likely than small property owners to cite increased 
property value, increased rental marketability, and reduced energy costs as 
reasons for improvements • 

(a) See for example, Southern California Association of Governments, Selling 
Enerly Efficiency to Apartment Owners: An Investment Approach, (updated), 
avai able through the California Energy Extension Service, Sacramento, 
California. 
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Reasons Seattle Rental Housing Owners 
Made Energy-Efficiency Improvements(a) 

Percent of Owners 
Reason 1-4 Unit Properties(b) )5 Unit Properti es (c) 

Energy efficiency is important 

Help tenants 

Increase value of property 

Increase marketability 
of units 

Tenant complaints 

Energy costs got too high 

Energy-efficiency improvements 
added in conjunction with 
other planned improvements 

Other 

Number of respondents making 
improvements 

45% 

24% 

16% 

12% 

7% 

8% 

4% 

34% 

83/151 

33% 

20% 

20% 

16% 

8% 

24% 

2% 

37% 

51/ 100 

(a) 

(b) 
(c) 

Respondents were asked to give their two major reasons for making the 
improvements. 
Survey Research Center (questions 20, 1984). 
Hall and Associates (question 26, 1984). 

The Seattle City Light survey data on reasons for not making energy con­
servation improvements are shown in the next table. 

The most popular reason for not making improvements was that the owners 
had other uses for available funds that were considered to be more import ant . 
A general reluctance to borrow money to make improvements was also evident, 
especially among owners of larger properties. Surprisingly, few owners ci t ed 
a need for more information as a reason for not making improvements . 
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Reasons Seattle Rental Housing Owners Did Not Make 
Energy-Efficiency Improvements(a) 

Percent of Owners 
Reason 1-4 Unit Properties(b) )5 Unit Properties(c) 

Money needed for other things 

Don•t want to borrow 

Interest rates too high 

Oon•t believe 1•11 save money 

Lack of time 

Nothing needs to be done 

Too much hassle 

Tenant will benefit rather 
than owner 

Need more information 

Energy is insignificant part of 
operating budget 

Other 

No answer 

Number of respondents 

18% 

3% 

3% 

4% 

2% 

1% 

2% 

15% 

68% 

151 

36% 

14% 

5% 

8% 

8% 

10% 

7% 

8% 

5% 

7% 

17% 

7% 

59 

(a) 

(b) 
(c) 

Respondents were asked to indicate their two major reasons for not making 
any or more conservation improvements. 
Survey Research Center (question 30, 1984). 
Hall and Associates (question 32, 1984). 
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Decision Criteria Used for Conservation Improvements 

Data on the type of economic analysis used by residential rental property 
owners in the Seattle City Light surveys to make conservation improvement s 
are shown below. Remarkably, the vast majority of owners said they used no 
economic analysis in making their investment decision. This result would not 
have been too surprising if the respondents were homeowners; it is surprisi ng 
for investment property owners. Perhaps the owners made a mental calculati on 
of the economic attractiveness of the improvement, but answered "none" to t he 
question because the calculation was not committed to writing. 

Type of Economic Analysis Used for Conservation Investment by 
Seattle Rental Housing Owners 

Percent of Owners 
Type of Analysis 1-4 Unit Properties(a) )5 Unit Properties(b) 

None 
Savings/investment ratio 
Simple payback 
Return on investment 
Don•t know 
Other 
Number of respondents 

84% 
1% 
2% 
1% 
5% 
5% 
83 

(a) Survey Research Center (question 21, 1984) . 
(b) Hall and Associates (question 27, 1984). 

78% 
5% 
4% 
4% 
2% 
2% 
51 

Other studies have found that return on investment, payback periods, 
and life-cycle cost are the most common decision tools for investment proper ty 
owners. The Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) (1982) found that how fa st 
a conservation improvement would pay back the i nvestment in energy savings was 
the most common decision criterion. For most multifamily building owners, 
the minimum acceptable payback period ranged from 1 to 3 years (OTA 1982). A 
1984 survey conducted for the Bonneville Power Administration found that com­
mercial building developers were most likely t o use return on investment and 
life cycle cost as investment criteria (Church/Davis Architects 1984). Devel­
opers using return on investment as a criterion looked for a return of 13% t o 
16% in their projects (Church/Davis Architects 1984) . This range is consist ent 
with current return requirements. A recent survey of institutional real est ate 
investors found that they were seeking a pre-t ax yield, i.e., internal rate 
of return, of 12.75 to 15% in the third quarter of 1985 (Real Estate Research 
Corporation 1985). 

The survey results shown in the above table suggest that, at least in 
Seattle, residential rental property owners do not evaluate energy conservat ion 
investments with the same criteria they (presumably) use for purchasing or 
developing a property. Many of the owners who make conservation improvement s 
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do so because they view energy efficiency as important and to help their 
tenants. They are apparently content to make improvements without making a 
formal economic evaluation. 

Source of Funds for Conservation Improvements 

Data on the sources of funds used by owners in the Seattle City Light 
surveys who had made conservation improvements are shown below. Owners of 
smaller properties were most likely to use funds generated from sources other 
than their property. Owners of larger properties used cash flow from their 
rental property as their principal source of funds. 

Source of Funds Used for Conservation Improvements by 
Seattle Rental Housing Owners 

Percent of Owners 
Funds Source 

Capital reserve fund 

Rental income 

Loan 

Seattle City Light zero 
interest financing 

Combination of above 

Other 

Number of respondents 

1-4 Unit Properties(a) 

45% 

11% 

5% 

13% 

6% 

20% 

83 

(a) Survey Research Center (question 22, 1984). 
(b) Hall and Associates (question 28, 1984). 

)5 Unit Properties(b) 

16% 

31% 

4% 

20% 

16% 

16% 

51 

None of the owners in the surveys for Seattle City Light were very 
inclined to borrow money from a conventional source to finance improvements, 
although there was a greater inclination to use zero interest financing avail­
able through Seattle City Light. Other studies have also shown that homeowners 
(Stern et al. 1985) and rental property owners (Levine et al. 1982) have little 
interest in borrowing or in loan subsidies to make conservation improvements, 
with the possible exception of zero interest loans. This attitude is especially 
prevalent for loans secured by a lien on the property. Apparently those home­
owners and rental property owners who believe energy conservation is important 
and who have available funds proceed to make improvements. Owners without 
available funds do not generally think conservation improvements are suffi­
ciently important to incur the risks and the out-of-pocket and administra-
tive costs of obtaining a loan unless the loan carries no interest. 
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PREFERENCES OF OWNERS FOR ASSISTANCE 

The following material reviews the limited information found on the 
preferences of rental property owners for energy-efficiency improvement 
assistance. The three most preferred areas of assistance appear to be energy 
audit and analysis, financing, and information on the costs and merits of 
various energy conservation options. 

Preference data from the two surveys conducted for Seattle City Light 
are shown below. The three types of assistance that the owners most preferred 
to obtain from Seattle City Light in decreasing order were energy analysis 
and audit, financing assistance, and inspection assistance after installation 
of conserva-tion improvements. Less interest was shown in obtaining assistance 
for getting bids, contractor selection, and supervising installation of 
improvements. 

Approximately 50% of the owners in the Seattle City Light surveys 
expressed an interest in obtaining financial assistance from the utility to 
make conservation improvements. Owners of buildings with low-income tenants 

Types of Conservation Improvement Assistance Desired by 
Seattle Rental Housing Owners 

Percent of Owners 
Owners of Owners of 

Type of Assistance 1-4 Unit Properties(a) )5 Unit Properties(b) 

Energy analysis/audit 
Getting bids 
Selecting a contractor 
Supervising installation 
Inspection 
Financing 
Number of respondents 

52% 
21% 
14% 
22% 
39% 
42% 
151 

(a) Survey Research Center (question 35, 1984). 
(b) Hall and Associates (question 39, 1984). 

65% 
28% 
14% 
35% 
46% 
52% 
100 

were most inclined to desire assistance. Those owners who did want assis­
tance preferred a capital contribution from Seattle City Light to loans with 
an interest rate subsidy (Survey Research Center 1984; Hall and Associates 
1984). 

In 1981, 35 owners of residential rental property in Boston, Chicago, 
Denver, and San Francisco were interviewed as part of a study conducted by 
the Solar Energy Research Institute. The types of assistance most desired by 
the sample of owners were enhanced tax benefits, low-cost financing and better 

• 

information (Levine et al. 1982). A consultant who has studied the probl ems ~ 
of improving energy efficiency in rental housing also concludes that the 
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greatest needs of landlords are better information and financing assistance 
(Friedman 1982). In contrast to these views of information needs, however, 
only a small percentage of Seattle owners who had not made energy-efficiency 
improvements cited lack of information as a reason. 

TECHNIQUES FOR CONVEYING INFORMATION TO OWNERS 

Those who are interested in improving the energy efficiency of rental 
housing are faced with the task of finding landlords and presenting a persuasive 
case to them. Many owners view their rental properties as investments 
only and try to minimize their involvement and time commitment to the invest­
ment. Attempts to persuade owners to invest in energy-efficiency improvements 
must overcome this underlying resistance. Owners of properties in low-vacancy 
markets where tenants pay for their own utilities are likely to be especially 
resistant. 

Techniques for reaching owners include direct mailings; personal contact; 
advertising in various media such as radio, television, newspapers, and trade 
journals; and presentations at trade groups such as apartment owners associa­
tion meetings. Each technique has particular merits and associated costs. 

If direct mailings to or contact with owners is deemed desirable, an 
initial formidable hurdle is simply identifying and locating owners. Few 
owners of residential rental units live at the property site. Moreover, title 
to the property is often in the name of a partnership, proprietorship, or 
association that does not identify individual owners. In some cases, utilities 
will have the name of individual owners when the owner pays the utility bill 
for vacant units or common areas, or agrees to pay when the tenant defaults on 
payment. If the desired ownership data are not available from a utility, it 
may be necessary to use such things as business license records, tax assessor 
records, or privately compiled city directories to locate owners. 

Direct mailings can be expensive and time-consuming, but one utility, 
Wisconsin Gas Co., found them to be effective in reaching owners (Fay 1984). 
Including information brochures on conservation programs in utility bill enve­
lopes is also a potential way to reach landlords. If utility bills are paid 
by a third party such as the property manager or bookkeeper, though, a "bill 
stuffer" will not necessarily reach the owner. South California Gas Co., for 
example, found that many rental property owners in its service area do not 
actually see their natural gas bills because someone else pays it (Harbicht 
Research, Inc. 1984). Moreover, a property manager may have little incentive 
to pursue weatherization if he perceives that it will not affect his 
compensation. 

Wisconsin Gas Co. found that radio and television advertising was their 
least effective technique for reaching landlords. This result is perhaps not 
surprising given the very select target market. The company did find, however, 
that radio and television advertising was reasonably effective in encouraging 
tenants to look for rental properties carrying the Wisconsin Gas energy­
efficiency certificate (Fay 1984). Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (PG&E) has also 
found radio and television to be relatively ineffective for reaching rental 
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property owners. The company has found face-to-face presentations to owners 
to be most effective. The Tennessee Valley Authority has also found that 
face-to-face meetings and discussions with rental property owners are the 
most effective approaches to convince them of the desirability of 
energy-efficiency improvements (Bleviss and Gravitz 1984). 

PG&E provides sales training to its auditors and installation contract ors 
to help them convince rental property owners of the desirability of 
energy-efficiency improvements (Crowe and Callaway 1985). The themes that 
PG&E has found useful in making presentations to owners include increased 
property value, better tenant relations, reduced tenant turnover, enhanced 
marketability of rental units, and state and federal tax benefits (Crowe and 
Callaway 1985). 

Data from the surveys for Seattle City Light on where owners obtain their 
energy conservation information are shown in the following table; Seattle 
City Light and self-generated information were the most common information 
sources. Owners of larger rental complexes were more likely to obtain 
information through an apartment owners association than were owners of 
properties with 1 to 4 rental units. 

Energy Conservation Information Sources for Seattle Rental 
Property Owners 

Percent of Owners 

Source 
Seattle City Light written materials 
Self 
Newspaper 
Apartment Owners Association 
Television/radio 
Trade journals 
Friends/associates 
Number of respondents 

1-4 Unit 
Properties(a) 

45% 
38% 
26% 

2% 
7% 
9% 
7% 

151 

(a) Survey Research Center (question 13, 1984). 
(b) Hall and Associates (question 19, 1984). 
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)5 Unit 
Properties(b) 

43% 
43% 
16% 
17% 

6% 
6% 
2% 

100 
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Federal dollars provided by the WAP and LIHEAP programs help to weatherize 
the homes of thousands of low-income households every year. However, a number 
of additional types of low-income residential retrofit programs have also 
sprung up in every state in the nation. The DOE asked PNL to conduct a survey 
of a varied sample of these programs to identify innovative ways that states, 
cities, utilities, and private and nonprofit groups have collectively or indi­
vidually developed to supplement the WAP/LIHEAP activities. The programs 
identified were examined to assess their motivation, sources of support, wea­
therization goals and apparent sustainability. This portion of the handbook 
describes the findings of that survey. 
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EXISTING NONFEDERAL LOW-INCOME RESIDENTIAL RETROFITTING 

This study has identified 50 programs that provide weatherization assis­
tance to low-income residents without federal funding (see Table 1). The 
organizations that sponsor these programs include utility companies, nonprofit 
groups, state offices and social service agencies (most often involved with 
business spin-offs). Of course, these organizations have many differences 
that make them unique. These differences include the motivation for offering 
programs (i.e., utility companies• reasons are much different from nonprofits 
and state offices). Size and internal structure also dictate the types of 
weatherization programs that are offered. Because of the differences in organ­
izations and the resulting differences in the programs that are offered, pro­
grams are categorized in this handbook according to the type of sponsoring 
organization. 

In some instances, a variety of organizations are involved in partnerships 
to administer a low-income weatherization program. In this handbook, the 
program was categorized by the type of organization that provides the majority 
of support to the program in terms of administration, funding or other efforts. 
For example, in some cases a nonprofit organization has been set up by a utility 
to satisfy its Residential Conservation Service (RCS) requirements and to 
administer its low-income residential retrofit program. In that case the 
program would be categorized as a utility program, not a nonprofit program, 
because the utility plays the primary support role. 

The programs that were identified by PNL are discussed in this section 
of the handbook and are categorized as utility programs, nonprofit programs, 
state programs, and business spin-offs. More detailed descriptions of these 
programs and their contact addresses can be found in Appendix A. 

UTILITY PROGRAMS 

Fifteen of the programs reviewed in the survey are sponsored by utilities 
and are supported internally or in part by state, private, or nonprofit sources. 
These programs have been in operation from less than one year to nine years, 
with the majority in operation less than three years. 

The most common types of weatherization services offered by utilities to 
low-income residents include home energy audits (often required as part of 
the RCS), and anti-infiltration measures, which include weatherstripping, 
caulking, broken glass replacement, insulation, door sweeps, and window plastic. 
Many programs also offer other minor home repairs if they are needed for 
weatherization. 

Where Does The Money Come From? 

Utilities have traditionally supported their weatherization programs 
through several different methods. These methods include increases in their 
rate base, customer donations, grants obtained through government entities, 
and internal funds such as stockholders• equity. The amount of funding provided 
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TABLE 1. Low-Income Weatheri zat ion and Related Programs 

IIAXIIUI AVERAGE 
PROCRAII HAllE OfFICE PROCRAII TYPE STATE PROCRAII SIJIV ICES EXPEND ITIJ!E EXPEHOHIJ!E PARIN( RS lYI'E OF S\J'PORI ---

COIIIIJN ITY ENCRCY IIAHACiliENT PROCRAII OEPARIIIOH OF COI.MRCE STATE Ill l ii'ORIIA Tl ON/TRAIN INC N/ A N/ A VOLUHT[rRS HOLD I ORKSIIDPS 1 INT ERPRET 
TIIERMOCRAIIS 

OPERATION TltR£SitolO CAP FEOI:RAL lA AIA>ITS, LOI AND HICII COST 24H 1511 NONE ACTJVaY SEEXS ADDITIONAL 
I EATHERIZATION FUHDINC 

HaPER GOVERNOR'S OFFICE STATE lA LOJ COST I EATHERIZATIDN 251 251 PUll. I C UTI L DONATIONS-CHECK-OFF BOX 

LTD . INCOIIE ENEJICY ASSISTANCE PROG ENERGY EXTENSIVE SVC SlATE CA III'ORIIA TJOH/IRAIHING HOH-PROr I IS SPREAD IIFORIIATION 
VOLUHTECRS 

LOI INCOIIE WEATIIERIZATIOH 6 POINtS ORGANIZATION F[J)£AAL co III'ORIIA T ION/TRAIN INC, 311 N/ A NONE US£5 HANDICAPPED 

101 COST WEATHERIZATION 

ALABAIIA ENERGY SYSTiliS FOR LOI ALABAIIA Alii UH IVERS HY S T A IE Al III'ORIIA Tl ON/TRAINING N/ A N/ A VOLUHIEERS 11008. FAlllll£5 

0'1 IHCOIIE CM CM IDENTIFY 11008. FAIIILIES . 
N 

SENIORS WEATHERIZATION PROCRAII UNIVERSITY OF VERIIONT SlATE VT LOI COST WEATHERIZATION 26 25 VOLUHTEERS PERFORII AWIT, INSTL l EATHER IIEAS . 
CHURCII[S, 0 lfiER 
NOH PROfHS IIATERIALS 
UTILITI ES 

aOER.Y/fEATHERIZATION I ORKSHOPS IHDIAHA DEPT OF COlli STATE IN lii'ORIIATIOH/TRAIHIHC, LOI N/ A N/ A RSVP VOLUHTEERS TRAINED TO I [ATHERIZE 
COST WEATHERIZATION 

SENIORS HaPINC SENIORS ARIZONA ENEJICY OFFICE STAlE AZ AW ITS, LOI COST 25 25 HAROIARE DISCOUNTS ON IIAIERIALS 
(TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE) l EA THERIZAII ON UTILIIY IIATERIALS 

SENIORS ORCS VOLUNIEERS 

IL EDUCATIONAL PILOT PROCRAII ll . DEPT OF ENEJICY STATE Il III'ORIIATIDH/TRAIHING, LOW COST N/ A N/ A UTILI li ES I CAIHERIZE PACKAC( l AWIOVIS . Eq. 

I EATHlRIZATION CITY OF CIIICACO UHEAP APPLICATION CENTERS - SPAC 

fEAIIERIZE IIOIIES IN PORllAHD OfF ICE OF ENEJICY R£5 STAlE IE AIA>ITS, LOI COST N/ A N/ A VOLUHiffRS HOLD WORKSHOP AHO AOIIIN IIAIERIAlS 

WEATHERIZATION FROII NON 
PROFIT ORCS 

OPERATION INSlU TION CITY Ot III NN[APOLIS em IIH INFORIIATION/IRAIHINC, LOI COST 415 H/A UTILIIY IIA IERIALS, l AOOR, CLIENT BUOGET 

WEATHERIZATION 

'" .. • 
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TABLE 1. (contd) 

IIAXIIoUI AVERACE 
PROCRAII HAlE OFFICE PROCRAII TYPE STATE PROCRAII SERVICES EXPEND ITIJIE EXPEND ITIJIE PAAINERS lYPE Of SU'PORT -

CAPACIIY llJILOIHO FOR ENERGY CONSER AIIOCO fOUNOAriON NON-PROFIT OH AU> ITS N/A 1K l AP, llEAP fUNDING 
CORPORAl! ON FUNDING 

CENTRALIA AREA ENERGY ASSISTANCE WINISTERIAL ALLIANCE NON-PROFIT ll LOI COST I EATIIERIZATION N/A N/A CIU!CHES VOlUNIEERS 
FOUNDATION Fl.ltDIHO 

1211 ell VHLITIES AUDITS 

ENERGY ASSISTANCE FOUNDATION IUIHOIS POWER COIIPANY NON-PROFIT ll AU> ITS IHI 751 UTILITY AUOIIS, FUNDING 
UTILITY CUSl Fl.ltDIHG 

CAULKAlHON WESTSIDE ENERGY COOP NON-PROFIT co LUI COST I EATHERIZATION N/A N/A CIU!CHES VOll.ltTEERS 

0'1 GOOD SAiotARllANS GOOD SAWARITANS NON-PROFIT TN LOI COST I EATHERIZATION 211 151 CIM«:HES VOLUNTEERS . TVA IRAINIHO 
w 

SENIOR ENERGY SAVERS H. CAROLINA ALTER NON-PROFIT NC IIFORWATION/TRAINIHO, LOW COST N/A 71 SENIORS PRONUIIONAL IIAT ERIALS 
I EATHERIZATION NON-PROFIT ORG VOLUNIEERS 

IIEloiBER UTIL FUNDING 

I ORCES TER LABOR CORP . WORCESTER LABOR COP NON-PROFIT IIA IIFORWATION/TRAINIHO, LOr COST VAAYS VAAYS NOH-PROFIT VOlUNTEERS 
JEATHERIZATION 

IIETROPOLITAN ENERGY IIFORIIATION WETRO ENERGY INFOR NON -PROFIT lotO I IF ORiolA Tl ON/TRAIN INC VARYS VARYS llJSINESSES fUNDING 
SERVICE ORGS VOLUNTEERS 

ENERGY RI:SOU!CE CORP E/IERCY RI:SOU!CE CElli NON-PROFIT Ill AOOITS, LOANS 151H LOAN 13111 LOAN 

OARNRAISINO WESTSIDE ENERGY CORP NON -PROFIT co INFORIIAIJONJlRAINING, LUI COST N/A N/A CIMlCIIES VOLUNIEERS 
I EAHIERIZATION 

CHRISTIANS FOR lJ!BAIC JUSTICE CIIRISl FOR URBAN .AJSI NON-PROFIT IIA IHFORWA TIONJIRAINIHO N/A N/A CIU!CHES fl.ltDIHO 

PEOPLE'S NATURAL CAS I EATHERIZAIION PEOPLE'S NATURAL CAS UTILITY lA IHFORIIATIONJIRAININO, LUI COST 2411 1211 1'\J!l.IC DONAlE 10 UlllliY CHECK-
WEATHERIZATION DONATIONS BOX 

SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT ACTION lEAiot UNITED lllliiiiHATING UTILITY CT IIFORIIATIONJIRAINIHO, LUI COST NONE 931 CM SWCONIRACT 
WEATHERIZATION 



TABLE 1. (contd) 

IIAXIIUI AVSIAOE 
f'ROGRAII NAIIE OFF ICE PROGRAU TYPE STATE PROGRAII SERVICES EXPE/10 ITURE EXPE/10 ITI.RE PARINUlS TYPE Of SIA'PORT 

aOERS Hll PING aoERS N E. UIJLIIJES UTILITY CT AOOITS, LOI l HIGII COST NONE 131 CAA SUOCON I RAC I 
I EATHERIZAIION 

OIRfCT JEATilERIZATION SAN 0 I (GO GAS UTI LilY CA LOI COST I EAHlERIZATION N/A 425 N/ A N/A 
WEATHERSTRIP , ETC 

ARKANSAS GAS CO ARJ(ANSAS GAS CO UIILITY AR UFOAWATION/TRAININC, LOI NONE I ll II/A H/A 
COST I EATHERIZAIJON 

OPERATION ASSIST ALABAIIA GAS CO UIJLITY AL ALOITS, IIFORIIATION/IRAININC II/A II/A STATE Bf' SOOSIOIZE I ORI<ERS 
I EATHERIZAIION 

"' . 
RHODE ISLANDERS SAVING EIIERGY (RISE) ~ RISE UTILITY Rl IIFORIIA liON/TRAIN INC II/A II/A UTILITIES FUNDING 

PROJECT 2881 NASHVILLE aECI SE.R . UTILIIY TN LOI COST I EATHERllATION NONE VARYS SEIIIORS UaP LOCAlE LOI INCOIE RESIDE/ITS 

CARES Ctu:ACH aEC. ASSO UIILITY A¥. ALOITS, LOI COST I EATHERIZ LOAN LOAN H/A N/A 

SOUTIIERH CALIFORNIA EDISON SOUIHERN CAL EOIS UTILIIY CA ALOITS, LOI COST I EATHERIZ . NONE , CM IOfNIIFY RESIOCNTS l 
SUOCONTRACT 

IEATHERIZE BOSION CIIY OF BOSION UIJLIIY IIA LOI COST I EATHERIZAIJON, IIINIUAL III II IUAL VOLUNIE.ERS l ORD OF-110\JTH l 
AOOITS, LOANS I ORKSIIOPS 

liMIER lliiTON-UP BALTIIIORE GAS l aEC UIJLITY 110 INFORIIATION/TRAININO, LOI COST 35 35 HEIGIIOORIIOOO OISTRIIlUIE KllS, IIOLO 
I EATHEJUZArtON, ALOITS, NON PROFilS TRAINING I ORKSIIOPS 

llANO IN llANO OKLAIIOIIA CAS l aEC UrtLITY OK I IFORIIATION/TRAINIHQ, LOI COST 581 211 SEIIIORS CONIRACT I EAHIERIZATION 
I EATHERIZATION l ORI< 

CAS I EATilERIZATJON PRQ(l!Wj IISCONSIN Pill ER UTILITY " ALOITS, LOI COST I EATHERIZ 2K es H/A N/A 

BALIIIIOR£ aEC ALLIANCE PRO(l!Wj OALTIIIORE CAS l B lC UTILITY 110 HIGH COST I EATIIEIHZAIJON 4el H/A CllY OF TfCIINICAL. ASSISTANCE, 
BALIIIIOR£ IIAifRI ALS. SUPERVISION 
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by utilities and other sources varies depending on the type of weatherization 
services offered, the number of homes to be weatherized and the amount of 
assistance the utility receives from other sources. Several of the utility 
programs identified for this handbook were mandated by their state PUC to 
provide weatherization services to low-income customers (see Table 1). These 
utilities are normally able to recover their costs through their rate base. 

Public donations are often solicited through utility bill customer check­
off boxes and have been used by many utilities to gain financial support • 
These donations cover at least part of the utility's weatherization program 
costs; however, most utilities do not rely entirely on this funding source to 
cover all of their low-income weatherization efforts, but rather to supplement 
other funding sources. For example, People's Natural Gas Company in Iowa 
obtains about 30% of its weatherization program funding through customer utility 
bill check-off donations. The utility weatherizes about 150 low-income homes 
per year. 

Utility companies often submit proposals to federal and state offices in 
an attempt to gain funding for weatherization programs. State and federal 
assistance can also come in other forms, such as subsidized workers. In the 
case of Alabama Gas Company's Operation Assist Program, the Alabama State 
Employment Office hired low-income youths to perform weatherization work for 
Alabama Gas Company. The Employment Office provided the utility with tax 
incentives for employing these workers for the summer of 1985. This program 
proved to be successful for both Alabama Gas Company in weatherizing homes and 
for the state-subsidized workers, who gained work experience. Alabama Gas 
Company has submitted a request to provide the same program to low-income 
customers for the summer of 1986. 

Many utilities use internal funds, at least to some degree, to assist 
their needy customers. This assistance, however, does not always come in the 
form of weatherization. Some utilities choose to provide fuel assistance 
funds to pay the bills of needy customers and planning assistance for budgeting 
fuel bills of needy customers. 

Who's Eligible for Utility Programs? 

Many utility programs give first priority to senior citizens or handi­
capped; 5 of the 14 utility programs identified for this handbook specifically 
targeted these groups. Ten of the programs use the federal income eligibility 
requirements developed by the LIHEAP and WAP (125% and 150% of federal poverty 
level, respectively) to identify potential recipients. Most utility programs 
have fairly flexible income eligibility requirements and make special considera­
tions for customers whom the utility feels are needy. 

What Sort of Networking/Partnerships Exist? 

In some cases, utilities have combined efforts with government agencies 
and nonprofit groups to help solve energy-related problems facing the poor. 
Some utilities have informal relationships with other groups that assist the 
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utility in identifying and screening residents, while other utilities have 
helped establish formalized panels or committees made up of representatives 
from the utility and other concerned groups. 

Utilities and Social Service Agencies 

Utilities have found that networking with local community action agenci es 
is an effective way to identify potential weatherization recipients because 
the utilities are able to use lists of clients waiting for federal weatheri za­
tion assistance. In fact, most of the utility programs that PNL identified 
worked in conjunction with community action agencies at least to some degree. 
By working with local agencies, the utilities reduce the chances of dupl icat ing 
the efforts of government programs and supplement federal weatherization pro­
grams. Another common method for identifying low-income participants is the 
utility's fuel assistance lists. 

Utilities often award weatherization subcontracts to local social service 
agencies, which bid on the work along with other private contractors. Socia l 
service agencies are familiar with the target group of recipients, whereas 
most private contractors have had experience with higher-income groups. These 
agencies also have the advantage of offering the utility a mechanism for iden­
tifying potential recipients. 

As federal weatherization funds have diminished, some social service 
agencies and other nonprofit organizations have increased their amount of 
utility subcontracts. For example, the Lutheran Housing Corporation (LHC) fn 
Ohio is a nonprofit organization that has traditionally administered federal 
weatherization programs that were supplemented through foundation grants . 
Recently, both LHC's federal monies and foundation grants have been reduced. 
To continue to provide weatherization assistance to low-income residents in 
its community, LHC is looking to utilities for weatherization subcontracts. 
As of yet, LHC has not secured any weatherization contracts, but expects to 
do so in the future. 

Partnerships Between Utilities and State Offices 

A more formalized effort to develop networks/partnerships has taken pl ace 
in Connecticut. The state of Connecticut, in conjunction with utilities, 
community action agencies and nonprofit groups, has organized the Governor' s 
Advisory Committee to centralize the efforts and interaction between those in 
the state concerned with energy-related problems facing low-income residents. 
The committee includes representatives from state offices, utilities, community 
action agencies, and other nonprofit groups that have consistent goals but 
usually different ideas about how these goals can/ should be met. This commi ttee 
allows these organizations to express their personal objectives and to hear 
the views of others on a regular basis. According to a representative from 
New Opportunities for Waterburg, a community action agency involved in the 
committee's development, organizing the committee required hard work and coordi­
nation by all involved, but the benefits of better understanding and cooperation 
among all involved have been well worth it. 
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NONPROFIT PROGRAMS 

Private and nonprofit organizations sponsoring low-income weatherization 
programs were of interest in PNL's search for innovative programs that are 
supported at least in part by nonfederal funding or efforts. Six nonprofit 
organizations were identified that had undertaken programs to help low-income 
residents weatherize their homes. These nonprofit organizations were fairly 
small and helped low-income residents in their own community. Relatively few 
of the private and nonprofit programs identified fit into this section of the 
handbook because nonprofit groups are more often involved in helping implement 
other programs set up by utilities or state and city governments. PNL staff 
did not find any private, for-profit organizations or companies that sponsored 
its own low-income weatherization program; however, some nonprofits do support 
programs sponsored by other groups through contributions of funds and materials. 

Typical Services Offered by Nonprofit Organizations 

The types of weatherization services offered by the nonprofit organizations 
differed from those offered by other types of organizations such as utilities 
and state or city governments. These differences are mainly due to the more 
limited resources of the smaller nonprofit organizations. The nonprofit pro­
grams identified offered strictly low-cost weatherization measures that dealt 
with air-infiltration problems, whereas utilities and government-sponsored 
programs many times offered more extensive weatherization services, such as 
structural repairs and furnace retrofits. Nonprofits also provided low-income 
residents with weatherization-related information and/or training, as did 
many of the state programs. Two nonprofit organizations provided low-income 
residents with free energy audits and one offered state low-cost loans (see 
Table 1). 

Why Do Nonprofits Become Involved In Low-Income Residential Retrofit? 

The background and development of the nonprofit organizations identified 
by PNL staff explain in part their motivation for becoming involved in low­
income weatherization programs. A few nonprofit programs were developed for 
philanthropic reasons as a means to help the poor solve their energy-related 
problems. The development and success (in terms of weatherizing low-income 
residences without federal monies) of these programs depended on the commitment 
of a few determined individuals. Another program was developed specifically 
for assisting low-income residents to weatherize their homes; however, most 
other nonprofit organizations have a more general set of goals and are involved 
with several assistance programs for the poor--not just weatherization. Few 
nonprofit organizations have the expertise, motivation or desire to start 
their own weatherization program. Also, there is usually an already established 
program that they can become involved with in the area. 

Development of a partnership with a larger, established low-income wea­
therization program offers the nonprofit organizations several benefits. In 
a partnership, the nonprofits can donate their services on an "as available" 
basis and do not have to worry about the administrative aspects of the weather­
ization program. 
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Examples of Programs Supported Mainly by Nonprofits 

The Good Samaritans program was developed by a concerned citizen as a 
way to provide weatherization services to low-income residents in Cumberland 
County, Tennessee. The developers and other volunteers recruited area residents 
(mostly from churches) to help weatherize homes. The program was also able 
to gain material discounts from area manufacturers and assistance in training 
volunteers from Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). 

Capacity Building For Energy Conservation, in Chicago, Illinois, initially 
funded by the AMOCO foundation and later by the local community organizations 
that helped develop the program, is an example of a low-income weatherization 
program developed and supported by nonprofit groups. The local community groups 
provide weatherization services to low-income residents following a plan they 
developed with the assistance of the AMOCO foundation. This program relies 
on volunteers and donated funding. This program is described in more detai l 
later in the next chapter. 

How Are Nonprofit Groups Normally Involved? 

As mentioned previously, nonprofit organizations rarely have the expertise 
to develop and implement their own weatherization program, so they become 
involved in some other established program that will provide them with weatheri­
zation training, administrative assistance, and usually some funding. Examples 
of nonprofit involvement in utility and state programs were mentioned earl ier 
in this handbook. 

Nonprofits' contributions to a program normally are in the form of donating 
their own group's time or recruiting the support of others in the community . 
This support may be in the form of volunteers, funds, and materials needed to 
implement a larger program at the community level. These groups are often 
important sources for referrals of low-income residents because of their estab­
lished networks with the community. 

What Role Do Large Nonprofit Organizations Play? 

Most larger nonprofit organizations, such as the United Way and the 
National Urban League, do not have their own low-income weatherization programs. 
Rather, they donate funds to other groups that administer weatherization ser­
vices such as local community groups and some of their own affiliates. For 
example, the Pinellas County Urban League (PCUL) in St. Petersburg, Florida, 
contracts with the DOE to weatherize low-income homes under the WAP program. 
PCUL also receives supplemental funding from the National Urban League and 
the United Way in order to weatherize more homes. 

STATE PROGRAMS 

The DOE does not expect current federal efforts and funds to be adequate 
to meet the energy improvement needs of low-income residents. To maintain 
the same level of weatherization services currently provided by federal weather­
ization programs, alternative sources for providing services are needed. For 
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this handbook, nine state programs and one city program were identified as 
being designed to deliver weatherization services to low-income households 
without federal funding. These programs involved the cooperation and assistance 
of nonprofit organizations, utilities, and other state offices. 

• History of State Weatherization Involvements 

Since the 1970s, federal weatherization programs operating through state 
offices have become the principle means for providing weatherization assistance 
to low-income residents throughout the United States. The federal WAP provides 
states with grants to enable community agencies to install weatherization 
measures in homes occupied by low-income residents, particularly the elderly 
and handicapped. 

According to the u.s. General Accounting Office, weatherization of all 
currently eligible homes will not occur until well into the 21st century if 
current federal and state policies, procedures, and funding continue at their 
present rates. Since 1982, because of the slow progress of weatherization and 
the realization that it makes more sense to reduce rather than subsidize energy 
consumption, states have been able to direct up to 15% of their LIHEAP funds 
to supplement WAP. The remaining 85% of LIHEAP funds are still appropriated 
for paying the energy bills of low-income residents. Traditionally, both WAP 
and LIHEAP have been administered by the states and distributed through local 
social service agencies. 

Both the WAP and LIHEAP programs have encountered budget reductions, and 
state and federal weatherization administrators generally feel that these 
federal monies will diminish in the future. However, the speed at which they 
might decline is not known. To date, however, states still rely heavily on 
these federal weatherization monies and have not developed alternative sources 
of funding to match the same level of weatherization support now available 
through WAP and LIHEAP programs. State and city offices provide block grants 
to weatherize specific communities, but these monies are not comparable in 
scale to federal efforts. 

What State Efforts Go Beyond WAP and LIHEAP? 

The state-sponsored low-income residential retrofit programs that derive 
most of their resources from nonfederal sources are listed in Table 1. States 
also have provided support on a smaller scale to utilities and nonprofit groups, 
as mentioned earlier in this handbook. Most of the state programs identified 
in this handbook involve formal or informal partnerships with utilities and 
community-based organizations, provide low-cost weatherization, and are admin­
istered at the local level. Formal partnerships involve an agreement among 
the parties that specifies a time frame and level of support from each, while 
an informal partnership depends on the parties' cooperation without any set 
agreements concerning levels of involvement. 
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The States• Role in Partnerships 

States• contributions to the low-income weatherization programs normally 
have come in the form of administration and/or development of a weatherization 
program model and technical assistance. The Senior Energy Savers program, 
co-sponsored by the Arizona Energy Office, the Governor•s Advisory Council on 
Aging, and the Southwest Gas Corporation, is an example of a state-developed 
and co-administered low-income residential weatherization program. The Seni ors 
program provides elderly low-income homeowners with free home energy audits and 
installation of up to $25 of weatherization measures. These weatherization 
measures are installed by community volunteers who are recruited by nonprofit 
community groups (usually churches). The Arizona Energy Office provides tech­
nical information, program administration, and training for the volunteers; 
Southwest Gas Corporation contributes most of the funding; the Governor•s 
Advisory Council encourages businesses to provide discounts on more extensive 
weatherization supplies to senior citizens; and senior citizen organizations 
recruit volunteers to install the weatherization measures. Another similar 
state program is HELPER, coordinated by the Governor•s Office in Iowa. 

Services Offered by State Programs 

The state low-income home conservation programs examined in this handbook 
do not provide as extensive weatherization services to low-income residents 
as do those provided by federal programs or most utility programs. Most of 
these state programs provide information to low-income residents on low- or 
no-cost measures that residents could install themselves, often accompanied 
by a take-home weatherization packet of materials worth about $25. Some of the 
state programs also provide installation of weatherizing materials, as in the 
Senior Energy Savers program mentioned above. 

Typically, these states• motivation for developing programs is to supple­
ment the WAP program and to assist residents who are too far down on federa l 
assistance lists to receive any service for some time. Elderly and handicapped 
individuals are often targeted in these state programs because these groups 
respond less often to federal weatherization program recruiting techniques 
than do other low-income groups, yet they are often in great need of assistance. 

The Senior Energy Savers program mentioned above, the Seniors Weatheriza­
tion Workshop in Vermont, and Weatherize Homes in Portland are all examples 
of state low-income weatherization programs that provide information and/or 
services through workshops held by nonprofit groups. 

State Coordination With Social Service Agencies 

State programs, like utility and nonprofit programs, often rely on LIHEAP 
and WAP eligibility lists from community action agencies to identify potential 
recipients for weatherization services. States have also relied on these 
agencies assistance in various ways, including identifying potential volunteers 
and distributing weatherization and informational materials to low-income 
residents. For example, in a 1979 state-sponsored pilot project, Alabama A&M 
University coordinated with local community action agencies to identify poten­
tial volunteers. In their Alabama Energy Systems for Low-Income Residents 
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Program, the university coordinated with local community action agencies, 
which identified potential "model families" (community volunteers) to deliver 
conservation/weatherization information to low-income residents. Because 
community action agencies have experience with low-income families, they were 
able to help identify people in the community who had leadership skills and 
who were well respected by their peers. 

Another example of how states coordinate with community action agencies 
to provide energy-efficiency improvement assistance is the Educational Pilot 
Program, sponsored by the Illinois Department of Energy in cooperation with 
the city of Chicago and two utility companies. This program is intended to 
supplement the financial assistance portion of LIHEAP. When applicants arrive 
to apply for the program, they are first shown a ten-minute informational 
slide show on low-cost conservation measures and are given a free packet of 
weatherization materials. 

~ 

THE WI~DOW 
51-fOPPE. 

BUSINESS SPIN-OFFS 

The search for increased or alternative revenues to provide weatherization 
services has led several local community act!~" agencies and other nonprofit 
groups into the area of business spin-offs. These are businesses that 
produce services and/or products, the revenues from which are used to support 
the parent organization's energy conservation program. In searching for 
innovative low-income weatherization programs for this handbook, nine 
organizations were identified as developing some sort of business spin-off; 

(a) The DOE has recognized the promise implied by the spin-off concept by 
awarding business development grants through the WAP. These grants are 
now under way. Further information is available from the WAP contact 
person in the DOE support offices. 
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most were weatherization-related. The types of business spin-offs ranged 
from the fabrication of wooden storm windows to a thrift shop where elderl y 
residents of a community donate time and unwanted possessions to a "worthwhi le 
cause." The nine business spin-offs are listed fn Table 2. 

Some of these spin-off businesses produce items that are used only with in 
the agency's weatherization program to supplement federal dollars for purchasi ng 
materials, while other spin-offs market their products to other individuals 
or businesses in the community. The internal and environmental (such as avail ­
able discretionary funds and weatherization mater ial needs) circumstances 
surrounding the decision to spin-off a business and the type of business spin­
off differed among programs. 

Profit was sometimes, but not always, the motive for starting the business. 
For example, one rural Oregon agency, Blue Mountain Development Council, was 
faced with losing its only supplier of storm windows and decided to purchase 
the company when it was offered for sale. Factors in the purchase included 
its affordable purchase price, and a co-manager of the company agreeing to 
stay on after the sale. In this case, the agency had not specifically intended 
to start a business spin-off, but a situation arose that made the possibili ty 
more viable. Other reasons encountered for an agency starting business spin ­
offs included the inability to find the needed products in the privat e sector , 
and a way to keep agency workers on staff duri ng slack time (so the agency 
and its workers would build the product themselves ) . 

Where Do The Profits Go? 

Most community action and social service agencies administer several 
low-income assistance programs other than low-income weatherization. Therefore, 
there is no guarantee that the profits from a spin-off business, even if it 
is weatherization-related, will be channeled back into the weatherizing 
activities. 

In the programs encountered by PNL staff, profits from the spin-offs 
were usually allocated by the organization's Board of Directors to programs 
where the most need existed at the time. For example, a Meals On Wheels program 
that had limited funds might be considered to have greater need than the wea­
therization program in the middle of summer. Al so, because most of the programs 
encountered had only been in operation for a shor t period of time, any excess 
funds were often channeled back into the business or used to pay back loans, 
or there may have been no profits to be used by any program. Most of the 
program managers interviewed expected their investment in the business to be 
paid back in less than three years. 

How Are Spin-Offs Started? 

Business spin-offs identified in this handbook basically were undertaken 
in one of three ways: 1) acquisition of an exist ing business, 2) developmen t 
of an in-house business on a small scale, and 3) start-up of an independent 
business venture. The most popular among these t hree spin-off options was 
the in-house development on a small scale. This option allows the social 
service agency to "test the water" before they take the big financia l plunge. 
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TABLE 2. Spin-Off Businesses 

ANNUAL 

PROFIT/ IIIERE PROFITS/ 
TYPE OF PRODUCT I HEN REASON FOR SAVINGS SAVINGS HOt IIARKETED I HY NOT IIARKET 

STAlE PAOCIIJJ4/ ACLJIJCY OR SERVICE STARTED STAR! IHC IIARkETS PER lJIIT CHANHEUD TO PRIVATE SECTOR TO PRIVATE SECTOR ADVICE 

AR En~ Cen~rol CAA S~oro windows 1984 Supp leoen~ A few to prin~o 128,881 O~her l ord of oou~h on ly lli gh~ pu~ other lni~ully used 
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AR ~iversal lheroo doors/ 1971 Suppleoent Mono Save 125 l eather- Too ouch work Use subsidized 
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(federal 1), thuo 
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afford 

0"1 
ready udes ,.._. 
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AR Office of S~oro panels 1978 Suppleoent Mono Sne Ill- l ea thor- Liaboloty 
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AR orr ice of Thro fL shop 1984 Prof o ~ To private sector 185,881 Elderly lledo a-cover stories Fo~ onto 
Huoan Concern pregrau local adv . c~•un1t.y 
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TABLE 2. (contd) 

ANNUAl 

PROFIT I WHERE PROFITS/ 
TYPE OF PRODUC f IIIEH REASON FOR SAVINGS SAVINCS 1101 IIARKEIEO I UY NOT WARK£T 

STATE PROCIWI/ ACEHCY OR SERVICE SIARIEO SIARIINC IIARXEIS PER UHIT Cf!AHNaED TO PRIVAIE SECTOR TO PRIVATE SECIOR ADVICE 
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Often, this is the only way for an agency to accomplish a spin-off because 
there are no extra funds, or its Board of Directors will not approve such a 
venture:- Staff from some of the social service agencies PNL staff contacted 
had made room in their own buildings for the spin-off business to cut cost s. 
This also allowed the social service agency to better nurture the spin-off 
business and in a sense "hold their hand" while the business got started. 

Only a few of the spin-off programs identified for this handbook had 
been purchased outright by agencies. This is probably because of the hi gh 
price involved when purchasing a business, especially if it has been profitabl e. 
In addition, nonprofit agencies usually do not have the expertise required to 
go in and manage a for-profit business. It is also apparently difficult t o 
find an established weatherization business that is affordable, profitable, 
and managed by someone who is willing to stay with the company--such as in 
the case of ABC Weatherization Company, mentioned above. 

PNL staff found that an independent business venture is the least li kely 
way for a spin-off to begin because of the financial risk involved; however , 
many spin-offs have became an independent venture after being nurtured in­
house for a period of time. 

What Administrators Should Know About Social Service A enc Attitudes Toward 
Spin-O fs 

To identify some of the advantages and some of the barriers to devel oping 
and operating business spin-offs from those responsible for them, PNL staff 
used two sources: PNL ' s conversations with agency officials, and insight gained 
from the Energy Related Economic Development Conference sponsored by the 
Illinois Department of Community Affairs on April 21-23, 1986. Some of the 
advantages seen by agencies in starting a for-profit business include: 

• greater self-sufficiency 
• more opportunities for employment 
• more respectability from politicians 
• possibility that staff may share in the profits 
• possibly the only way to survive financially. 

Some of the barriers seen by agencies in undertaking a for-profit business 
include: 

• lack of start-up money (the biggest reason) 

• the possibility of losing federal grant monies because of the legal ques-
tions associated with starting a for-profit business 

• inability to attract qualified labor at a reasonable price 

• organizational problems 

• competition with established businesses 

• increased responsibility and paperwork 
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• lack of sufficient technical knowledge on how to start a business 

• damage to the agency's public image as a nonprofit service organization 

• inconsistencies with the agency's mission (i.e., programs developed to 
help the poor should not be involved in for-profit ventures) 

• lack of incentives to take on the extra burden 

• lack of "entrepreneurial" staff and the "savvy" to start a business. 

These potential problems and barriers should be kept in mind if the development 
of business spin-offs is being contemplated as a way to supplement funds for 
weatherizing activities. 
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ASSESSMENT OF NONFEDERAL PROGRAMS 

In this chapter, a closer look is taken at the various residential retrofit 
efforts by identifying specific characteristics that have helped these programs 
to be successful. A "successful" nonfederal weatherization program is defined 
in this handbook as any effort that appears to be sustainable and that meets 
its program objectives (i.e., providing weatherization assistance to a specific 
group of low-income residents). 

WHAT MAKES RESIDENTIAL RETROFIT PROGRAMS WORK? 

Characteristics of nonfederal low-income residential retrofit efforts 
that were reviewed in the survey are listed in a matrix (Figure 1). These 
characteristics have been categorized into the following groups to help develop 
some generalizations about these programs and to help focus on key elements 
that appear to be important: 

• motivation 
• financial support (source and type) 
• in-kind support (source and type) 
• marketing 
• success factors. 

The programs that were identified in the survey were reviewed in terms 
of these characteristics. The results of the review are discussed in more 
detail in the following subsections for each characteristic. 

Principal Program Motivation 

A review of the weatherization programs identified in this resource guide 
shows that the programs were established for various reasons, including: 

• mandated by state regulatory boards - Such programs are operated by several 
organizations, including state agencies and utilities. They were fre­
quently very broad in terms of the targeted residents. 

• philanthropic - Programs such as Tennessee's Good Samaritans are motivated 
by a desire to provide assistance to the needy. 

• utility load leveling -A number of the utility programs are designed to 
help reduce peak demand for electricity. 

• special needs - Some programs such as Vermont's Senior Weatherization 
focus exclusively on the needs of one segment of the population. 

• public relations - Low-income programs sponsored by utilities can help 
enhance their public image. 
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• institutional factors - Programs such as Rhode Islanders Saving Energy 
(RISE) develop out of a need to provide a unified source for weatherizing 
assistance. 

• profit - Many of the business spin-off programs such as Blue Mountain 
are initiated as a way of making money to supplement their weatherization 
efforts. 

• internal needs of agency - Programs such as Spring Tite start businesses 
because of the need for specialized weatherization materials. 

Information presented in the matrix indicates that special needs are one 
of the principal motivating factors for establishing nonfederal residential 
retrofit programs. For example, some organizations or groups have identified 
local needs among certain groups, such as senior citizens and handicapped 
individuals. These groups may need weatherization assistance but may not 
meet the income criteria set by federal weatherization programs. If these 
individuals qualify under the federal low-income guidelines, they are usually 
referred to the appropriate government-funded programs. 

Several of the utilities have started low-income weatherization programs 
as an extension of meeting their RCS requirements. That is, they provide not 
onl y audits but also energy-efficiency improvements. Frequently, the utility's 
public image is also enhanced as a result of providing services beyond simple 
energy audits. A growing justification for utility-sponsored weatherization 
efforts is the need to forestall the utility's need for increasing on-line 
generating capacity and the need to reduce peak demand. 

Financial Support 

Low-income weatherization programs presented in the matrix have received 
financial support from various sources, including the following: 

• federal and state governments - Frequently some portion of funding is 
provided by the state and/or federal government, usually in the form of 
WAP or LIHEAP funds. 

• utilities - These frequently are good sources of steady support. 

• foundations/private donations - A few programs identified in this resource 
guide receive support from foundations such as AMOCO. Several other 
programs rely heavily upon private donations. 

• self-generated - Many spin-off businesses generate funding for their 
weatherization efforts although many are still in their payback period. 

One feature of the non-WAP/LIHEAP programs is that these programs frequ­
ently receive monies from several sources. For example, programs such as 
Seniors Helping Seniors, People's Natural Gas, Energy and Aging, and Weatherize 
Boston receive monies from government as well as nongovernment sources and 
utilities. 
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Diversifying the source of financial support reduces the risk of the 
program relying on one funding source . If one organization decides to reduce 
or to eliminate its support, the weatherization based on diversified support 
has a better chance of surviving. Some programs have found an alternative 
method for assuring continuous program support by establishing profit-making 
businesses. These spin-off organizations often provide both materials fo r the 
weatherization program as well as money to support the effort. 

Nonfinancial Support 

Nonfinancial (in-kind) support of weatherization programs can take t he 
form of any of the following: 

• donated volunteer hours - Volunteers can perform a variety of tasks, 
including identifying low-income residents and weatherizing homes. 

• donated materials - Materials donated to weatherization programs can 
range from caulking compounds to rolls of insulation. 

• subsidized workers - Some businesses or utilities will donate a staff 
person to assist local weatherization efforts. 

• information/ training sessions - Utilities will often provide free infor­
mation on home energy conservation and weat herization. 

This support is often provided by several types of organizations, such as 
utilities, businesses and nonprofit and service organizations. 

A review of the matrix indicates that about 50% of the programs reviewed 
received either volunteer support or material contributions. Again, most of 
the programs receiving nonfinancial support received it from more than one 
agency or organization. For example, the Seniors Helping Seniors and the 
Seniors Weatherization Program received nonfinancial support from ut i lities, 
businesses, nonprofit groups, and seniors' organi zations. This divers i ficat ; on 
lessens the impact of one agency reducing its program participation and, conse­
quently, reducing the program's ability to provide weatherizing services. 
The donation of volunteers and materials has added benefits , including 
stretching limited monies for use in other weatherization activities such as 
marketing, adding credibility to the program, and enhancing the image of program 
contributors. 

Marketing 

Many of the programs use promotion to solicit in-kind support. Various 
options are available for informing the public of the goals and objectives of 
the program and to solicit the public's assistance. The types of media used 
and techniques that have been found to be useful were discussed in the previous 
chapter on fundraising. The matrix shows the methods used by each program 
identified in the survey. 

In the various weatherization programs that were revi ewed, word of mouth 
was the most frequently used method. It was also noted that the one-on-one 
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interactions were often the best approach when soliciting volunteer support. 
There is really no good substitute for the personal touch afforded by word of 
mouth. It tends to make people feel as though their assistance is really 
needed by the program and that they are making a positive contribution. Also, 
it is much more difficult to turn down a person's plea for assistance in a 
one-on-one situation • 

Often the promotional activities are designed and written by program 
staff and are published and distributed regularly. Self-produced newsletters 
are being used by several programs because they are an effective and fairly 
inexpensive way to keep the public informed of program progress. They are 
also a way of acknowledging the in-kind support of various organizations and 
individuals. 

What Factors Are Related to Successful Retrofitting Efforts? 

The residential retrofit programs listed in the matrix were also reviewed 
to identify any factors in addition to those listed above that may have led 
to a program's success (as we have defined it). The review of the survey 
identified the following success factors: 

• dynamic director - Several of the programs identified noted that having 
a highly motivated and active director was a key element to their success. 
This individual acts as the program's chief sales person and cheerleader 
but may also be particularly effective in structuring the program in a 
workable way. Such a director can be instrumental in developing and 
maintaining critical relationships with supporters and in promoting 
interorganizational networks that reduce duplication of effort and 
competition for scarce resources. 

Programs lacking this particular type of leadership may have to rely 
more heavily on fairly consistent sources of weatherization financial 
support, such as utilities. 

• ability to network - The ability to draw on a variety of community 
resources was noted as a key to the success of several weatherization 
efforts. Many community organizations would be interested in providing 
support to low-income residential retrofit efforts if they were aware of 
program needs. 

The key to successfully networking with various organizations is to first 
identify the weatherization program's principal needs. Are materials 
required? What about volunteers to perform the weatherizing? Next, it 
is critical to identify the various organizations within the area to be 
weatherized as well as the organization's capabilities. Can they provide 
volunteers? Do they have the ability to donate money and/or materials? 
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The third key to successful networking is that the various organizations 
need to be informed of the program's efforts to provide low-income 
residential retrofit assistance. This can be done by sending a letter 
to each of the various community organizations, although most program 
directors noted that word of mouth was the most effective means of 
recruiting these individuals. 

Once the various community organizations are recruited, it becomes 
essential that the program director or some other individual with st rong 
leadership be involved to coordinate the activities of all parties 
involved. This coordination activity ensures that all program needs are 
being met and that services are not being duplicated. 

• senior citizen/volunteer participation - The use of volunteer support by 
a low-income weatherization effort is an obvious way of extending a 
program's financial resources. The survey of low-income programs identi­
fied the use of senior citizen volunteers as key to several programs. 
Many senior citizens have both the time and a willingness to participate 
in weatherizing homes. The use of senior citizen volunteers has reduced 
problems such as poor quality work and inconsistent volunteer support , 
which were mentioned more frequently by programs using other kinds of 
volunteer support. 

A key to successfully using senior citizens as volunteers is to minimi ze 
their costs to participate since most are l iving on limited income. For 
example, seniors who volunteer should be enrolled in Retired Sen iors 
Volunteer Program (RSVP) since this program will compensate them for 
their gas mileage while they are engaged in retrofit activities. 

A second key to successfully recruiting and using senior volunteers is 
making sure that their contributions are recognized and appreciated. 
Some programs hold annual banquets where senior volunteers are awarded 
certificates for their participation. 

• agency support - The agency sponsoring the residential retrofit activity, 
such as a utility or private organization, must be fully committed to 
the program's activities. Furthermore, the agency must convey this support 
by addressing the needs of program staff immediately and champion the 
activity to the community. Such support can be conveyed using several 
media techniques such as brochures or speeches that endorse program 
activities. Round table discussions with residential retrofit staff 
will help identify program problems and needs, and are an effective means 
of reinforcing the support of the agency in the mind of the staff. 

Such support is crucial when a retrofit program is recruiting financia l 
as well as nonfinancial support from other organizations and individual s. 
Organizations and individuals are more likely to contribute funds, volun­
teer hours and materials if they feel that the program is receivi ng the 
backing of a major organization such as a utility or foundation. Such 
backing adds legitimacy to the effort. 
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• incentives for partners and participants - A successful residential 
retrofit program requires the cooperative effort of various organizations 
and individuals. To recruit the assistance of these groups, a program 
must use incentives to make the groups' participation meaningful. An 
incentive frequently used to recruit businesses and service organizations 
is noting their association with the retrofit effort and making this 
association known to other businesses and community groups. One way of 
making this association is noting their participation in posters that 
businesses can display in store windows. 

With individuals, an effective key incentive is the assurance that they 
are truly helping other, less fortunate individuals within the community. 
A second incentive is a feeling that through their donations they are 
indirectly helping to conserve energy. 

• innovative product and good business management - Several of the spin­
off businesses have provided a way to supplement program monies through 
the sale of innovative products. Blue Mountain succeeded because it 
manufactured a product that was needed by the residential retrofit effort 
and because the product is of high quality and is useful to others in the 
community. 

Development of a successful spin-off business also requires a skillful 
business manager. If the business was a success before it was acquired 
by the residential retrofit program, try to retain key employees-­
particularly the manager. If the business was not successful or if it 
is a new business venture, try to recruit a manager with the skills to 
make the business a profitable operation. 

Several generalizations can be made as to factors and attributes that 
are found in effective weatherization efforts that have been self-sustaining. 
These characteristics were found in several of the programs listed in the matrix 
and these factors have had a significant influence on the success of the 
programs. Such factors include: 

• a specific targeted group - Focus on the weatherization needs of a specific 
group of residents rather than on all the residents within an area. 

• diversification of financial and nonfinancial sources of support -
Diversifying funding sources will reduce the likelihood that the overall 
effort will fail. The programs that rely exclusively on one source for 
support are taking the risk that the weatherization effort will be 
significantly reduced if the funding source withdraws from the program. 

• development of a profit-making venture out of weatherization - One way 
to develop an assured source of weatherization funds is to set up a 
successful spin-off business. A spin-off business can also help to ensure 
that the proper materials are available for weatherizing homes. In such 
a venture, a good manager to run the business is essential • 

• promotion of the weatherization effort - Promotion of the weatherization 
effort should use the media most appropriate for the audience. A program 
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newsletter is a recently developed method for increasing the visibil i ty 
of a program. Once a program•s name has been established, various media 
can be used. Word of mouth is still viewed as one of the best techniques 
for gaining program in-kind support. 

• highly motivated director - Programs need an enthusiastic and dedi cat ed 
director to promote the program. This must be a person who is convi nced 
of the program•s assets and is willing and able to sell the program to 
others. 

Summary 

This section has listed and discussed several characteristics that appear 
to be important in a sustainable residential retrofit program. However, 
including such elements as a strongly motivated director will not guarantee 
the success of a given effort. Program success and characteristics that have 
led to that success depend upon the specific situational factors. For example, 
strong and dynamic leadership may be an effective catalyst in a community 
where there is interest in assisting the needy, but a driving force to encourage 
businesses and volunteers to participate is needed. If that interest in hel ping 
the less fortunate is not already present within the community, a motivated 
di rector may not be able to provide sufficient impetus for a program to succeed . 

CASE STUDIES 

The success of any residential retrofit effort is the result of several 
factors. The following five case studies were sel ected from the 50 residenti al 
retrofit programs identified in this report. These particular programs were 
selected to be described in more detail because t hey appear to be sustainable 
programs that have a diversity of financial and nonfinancial support, motiva­
tion, promotional techniques and success factors : 
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• Project 2000 uses an innovative approach to solicit support from 
private businesses. 

• Blue Mountain Economic Development Council illustrates how weatherization 
efforts can be turned into for-profit ventures. 

• Senior Energy Savers shows how a nonprofit energy services corporation 
was formed through a partnership arrangement among the state offices, 
the public utility commission, utilities and nonprofit organizations. 

• Centralia Area Energy Assistance Program illustrates how a utility formed 
a nonprofit foundation that solicits service group support to perform 
low-income weatherization. 

• Capacity Building for Energy Conservation is an example of how six 
nonprofit organizations formed a consortium with the assistance of the 
AMOCO foundation. 

These descriptions will illustrate how the various characteristics work 
together to build a sustainable program. 

Project 2000 
Nashville Electric Service 
1214 Church Street 
Nashville, Tennessee 37246 
Contact: Jim Perkins 

(615) 747-3665 

Background 

Project 2000 was started in 1980 by Nashville Electric Service (NES) to 
improve the energy efficiency of the homes of its low-income, handicapped, 
and senior citizen customers who were unable to pay their monthly electric 
bills. Project 2000 targets those customers who are above the income 
eligibility requirements for the state•s low-income weatherization program, 
but who still need assistance. 

When Project 2000 first began, the NES sponsored energy conservation 
training sessions for volunteers provided by college and church organizations. 
Once trained, these volunteers weatherized the homes identified in the NES 
service area. Materials for the original program were supplied through 
donations from private individuals; the energy conservation materials are now 
purchased with project funds. 

Unfortunately, several problems arose with the original program, such as 
volunteers not showing up to perform the services and poor quality workmanship . 
To help resolve these problems, NES decided to train and pay high school 
students to weatherize homes. In 1983, NES hired 39 public and 5 private 
high school seniors to weatherize homes during an 11-week summer session. 
The students were chosen from several different social classes in order to 
promote interaction among the students. 
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Program Structure 

Project 2000 is directed and supervised by NES, with Jim Perkins as the 
project director. NES is responsible for hiring and training high school 
seniors to perform the energy conservation services, for conducting home energy 
audits, and for developing promotional efforts (see organizational chart). 

The primary residents receiving the current Project 2000 energy con­
servation efforts are the elderly, handicapped and senior citizens . A sen ior 
citizen group is responsible for identifying the project recipients. The 
weatherization services performed are limited to those that reduce air 
infiltration, primarily weatherstripping. Weatherizing needs are identified 
through an energy audit performed by NES staff. If more than weatherstripping 
is needed, the resident is referred to the state energy office for further 
assistance . 

Program Support 

Private businesses within the community provide most of the project•s 
financial support. In 1985 Project 2000 had a budget of $72,000. The NES 
and the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) provide the staff salaries, and in 
1985, over $30,000 was received from private sources. The private donations 
are used to pay the students• salaries and to purchase the materials. During 
1985, 501 homes were improved in the 11-week summer session. 

Promotional Techniques 

NES relies on funds from private businesses for continuing operation. 
Fundraising within NES is the responsibility of its advisory board, which i s 
made up of community leaders, as well as business and media people. Project 
promotional efforts begin with an annual kick-off breakfast to inform local 
businesses of the project•s objectives and past weatherization accomplishment s. 
After a brief presentation, pledgecards are passed out, and each business is 
asked to donate $2000 to the project or whatever it can afford. 

Businesses participating in the project are acknowledged through a program 
flyer that is sent to NES customers, at an annual awards banquet and through 
a certificate noting their support . High school seniors participating in the 
program also receive certificates. 

Program Accomplishments 

Project 2000 has proven to be a sustainable weatherization alternative 
and is viewed as a success by both the NES and t he local Nashville community. 
Since 1984 over 1000 homes have been weatherized, about 100 high school seniors 
have been trained in weatherization techniques, and hundreds of individuals 
from various social classes have been able to interact. 

Project staff have successfully solicited much of the funding for this 
project from private donations . The information breakfast is a novel approach 
that has been used quite successfully for encouraging private business support . 
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Successes are acknowledged through the program's newsletter, "Project 2000", 
and at an awards banquet held at the end of each summer session. Other 
communities are encouraged to send magazine and newspaper reporters to 
weatherization sites. 

This program provides benefits to all participants: seniors citizens, 
handicapped, and low-income residents receive weatherization; NES fulfill s 
its RCS requirements and projects a positive public image; high school seniors 
learn a skill and receive summer employment; senior citizens are able to 
identify and help other senior citizens within their community; and privat e 
businesses are associated with a worthwhile cause. 

Building a successful program requires planning, coordination, and 
dedication. The impetus for this project has been provided by the project 
director, Jim Perkins. Jim is responsible for overseeing all aspects of the 
project but has been particularly active as the programs primary salesperson. 
He has made numerous public speeches to business and community leaders and 
has been asked to present his program to other utilities that are interested 
in starting their own weatherization programs. 

Jim's participation during the past year has been limited, and he has 
not been able to direct the program and to soli cit the resources as he had in 
the past. Because of his reduced involvement, the 1986 program will be scal ed­
down significantly from the previous year; only 4 high school students will be 
participating and businesses financial support will be limited. 

Blue Mountain Economic Development Council 
P.O . Box 1426 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 
Contact: Rick Gay 

(503) 276-6136 

Background 

Blue Mountain Economic Development Council is a community action agency 
that administers the DOE's WAP and other government-funded assistance programs 
to low-income residents in the Pendleton, Oregon , area. 

On November 1, 1985, Blue Mountain purchased the ABC Weatherization and 
Home Improvement Company. ABC manufactures storm windows and sells them and 
home insulation, which it purchases from a supplier, in a small downtown 
Pendleton shop. Before being purchased by Blue Mountain, ABC was the closest 
materials supplier of the type of storm windows that Blue Mountain needed. 
To use the nearest alternative materials supplier, Blue Mountain would have 
had to pay shipping costs. When ABC's former owner informed Blue Mountain that 
ABC was for sale, Blue Mountain decided to purchase the business. Blue Mountain 
had an accountant and a banker on its board of di rectors who helped with the 
decision process and the actual purchase of the company. The decision to 
purchase ABC was based on several factors: 
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• ABC was affordable and profitable. 

• ABC's products could be used in Blue Mountain's DOE weatherization program 
to reduce its supplies costs and therefore stretch federal funds. 

• ABC was a small enough operation for Blue Mountain to handle. 

• The person who had helped manage and run the business for the previous 
owner agreed to stay with the company after the sale. 

• By purchasing ABC, Blue Mountain would have greater control over its 
material supplies. 

Program Structure 

Blue Mountain and ABC are operated as separate ventures with different 
names, board meetings, employees, and offices (see organizational chart). 
Currently, ABC employs three production workers, who manufacture a total of 
30 to 40 storm windows per week. Workers at ABC are paid hourly with no 
benefits, while Blue Mountain employees are on salary with health benefits. 

Promotion 

The storm windows produced by ABC are sold to the public, mainly middle­
income homeowners, in a downtown shop in Pendleton. Customers normally hear 
about the windows through word of mouth or through advertisements placed in 
the Yellow Pages. ABC has not yet undertaken any sort of a promotional campaign 
to increase sales, largely because the business was only recently purchased 
and is just beginning to operate. 

Program Support 

Blue Mountain purchased ABC for about $12,500 plus inventory. The acqui­
sition was financed through 1) a bank loan, 2) agency discretionary cash, and 
3} a loan carried by the former owner. Because Blue Mountain uses the storm 
windows in its low-income assistance programs, it has saved money by getting 
the windows for cost. Profits from ABC initially will be used to pay off 
loans and later will be used to supplement Blue Mountain's assistance programs, 
as needed. The loan from the former owner is expected to be paid off in 3 
years or less. 

Program Accomplishments 

The Blue Mountain program has been successful in terms of meeting the 
objective of providing low-income weatherization by purchasing a for-profit 
business. By acquiring the company, Blue Mountain has a fairly consistent 
source of funding, has reduced the cost of its weatherization materials, and 
has ensured a consistent source of reliable materials. With the assurance of 
continued future financial support, Blue Mountain can establish a long-term 
plan for expanding its weatherization efforts to the needy in the Pendleton 
area. 
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The continued growth 1n the ABC weatherization business can be attributed 
to Blue Mountain's decision to retain the company's business manager. This 
move by Blue Mountain helped to ensure that the business was run properly and 
helped to retain the same clientele. A second factor that has lead to the 
success of this spin-off is that Blue Mountain has an accountant and a banker 
on its board of directors. These individuals, along with the business manager, 
have been instrumental in ensuring that the business is run profitably. 

Discussions with various program directors who have decided to try spin­
off businesses indicate that this particular move sho4ld be made with caution 
and only if sufficient business expertise is available to oversee the business. 

Senior Energy Savers 
North Carolina Alternative Energy Corporation 
P.O. Box 12699 
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27709 
Contact: Keith Aldridge 

(919) 549-9046 

In 1980, the North Carolina Alternative Energy Corporation (AEC) was 
formed by the State Utilities Commission and six of the state's major utility 
companies: Carolina Power and Light Company, Duke Power Company, ElectriCities 
of North Carolina, Nantahala Power and Light Company, North Carolina Electric 
Membership Corporation, and North Carolina Power. The goal of this nonprofit 
corporation is to stimulate the efficient use of energy to reduce the need 
for new power plants and to keep consumers• electricity costs at an affordable 
rate. 

AEC conducts several types of programs, including community programs 
that provide weatherization and education services. The goals of the AEC's 
community programs are 1) to help decision makers, particularly homeowners, 
renters, nonprofit organizations, schools and government, to realize the value 
of alternative energy systems for significantly reducing demand, and 2) to 
increase the use of energy-efficient systems by residential consumers. In 
most cases, the AEC works with other community groups and provides technical 
assistance and in some cases, provides initial financing for the program. 
Senior Energy Savers is an AEC community program that has been particularly 
successful. Its success, in turn, has led to the development of a statewide 
Energy and Aging Consortium. Each is discussed separately below (see 
organizational chart). 

SENIOR ENERGY SAVERS 

Background 

In 1982, the AEC became interested in exploring innovative methods for 
providing energy education and services to senior citizens, who were not 
responding to AEC's programs through more traditional approaches. The Senior 
Energy Savers project was designed to demonstrate the feasibility of providing 
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such services. These efforts are designed to supplement other government­
funded efforts; residents who are eligible for other programs are also referred 
to the appropriate state office. 

Program Structure 

To demonstrate the feasibility of the Senior Energy Savers• project, local 
nonprofit seniors organizations in seven counties were selected to sponsor 
Senior Energy Savers projects. The AEC provided technical and financial assis­
tance to these seven organizations. These sponsoring agencies, which included 
churches, the YMCAs, and senior centers, recruited and trained volunteers to 
conduct simple home energy audits and to install low-cost energy conservation 
materials such as caulking, weatherstripping, door sweeps, storm windows, 
water heater jackets, and outlet covers. The volunteers were also given some 
tips on effective communication techniques to use with the elderly and were 
trained to inform these residents about further ways to conserve energy. 

Since the Senior Energy Savers• program began, 1310 homes have received 
energy-efficient improvements by 673 volunteers, who have spent 8411 hours to 
help elderly citizens in their community. The program has spent an average 
of $70 per home for services and the state has spent an average of $1000 per 
home. 

Program Support 

The AEC provides technical assistance and seed money to groups for 
administrative and start-up expenses for their own senior citizen 
weatherization/education programs. Information provided to groups sponsoring 
these programs include specifics on the Senior Energy Savers• model program 
and strategies for fundraising and coordinating and managing volunteers. AEC 
has developed valuable resources in a •how-to" manual to assist organizations 
in all areas of implementing a program and in recruiting and using volunteers. 

Local social service agencies help these groups identify potential elderly 
residents for assistance. In addition to their contributions to the AEC, 
utilities will often provide energy conservation materials to the groups. 

Promotional Techniques 

A step-by-step manual and slide show was developed to assist community 
groups in organizing local volunteer campaigns for Senior Energy Savers• proj­
ects. Staff in the Senior Energy Savers program suggest that one way to suc­
cessfully recruit volunteers is to pay a "key" motivated and enthusiastic 
person to take charge and oversee the recruiting activities . 

ENERGY AND AGING CONSORTIUM 

Background 

The success of the Senior Energy Savers• projects in providing 
weatherization/educational assistance to elderly residents led to the formation 
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and organization of Energy and Aging Consortium. The Senior Energy Savers • 
program is still providing technical assistance to local groups interested in 
designing energy conservation programs for senior citizens, but it is also 
organizing the consortium. The purpose of the consortium is to encourage 
cooperative efforts in energy conservation and education among the uti l i t i es 
and their elderly customers, statewide organizations, and local community 
groups. 

Program Support 

The AEC receives nearly all of its funding from the member ut i lity com­
panies, whose donations have steadily increased since 1983. In 1985, about 
$2.7 million was donated and dispersed among AEC's programs. The amount of 
funds spent on the Senior Energy Savers project from October through November 
1985 to provide technical assistance to organizations and to form the Energy 
and Aging Consortium was $39,048. 

The AEC provided technical assistance to the consortium through a guide, 
SENIOR ENERGY SAVERS -A How-To Guide for Organizing Local Weatherization 
Projects. The guide was designed mainly to help the organizations implement 
their weatherization programs. However, the guide also may encourage groups 
to undertake a weatherization project because i t provides information about 
all aspects of undertaking and managing the program. The guide also incl udes 
specific promotional information such as ideas for recruiting through the 
media, recruiting special groups (skills), and various ideas for 
workshops/energy campaigns. 

Promotional Techniques 

AEC initially held a brainstorming session with state officials and 
nonprofit groups involved with the elderly, such as the Council on Aging and 
the area Agency on Aging, in order to identify organizations that might be 
interested in becoming involved with the consorti um. Organizations identifi ed 
were then contacted, briefed on the consortium and asked to attend an 
informational meeting. The informational meeti ng was intended to gain the 
support and involvement of these groups. 

Currently, about 20 organizations are actively involved in developing 
the consortium. These groups are encouraged to take an active part in 
determining the goals, objectives and organization of the consortium. Thi s 
may encourage the groups to become more involved if they have an active part 
in forming the consortium and can claim some "ownership." 

A survey to assess the energy needs of elderly citizens was developed 
and distributed to senior centers across the state. A brochure explaining 
the purpose and goals of the consortium has also been developed, by the Ameri can 
Association of Retired Persons. 

Program Accomplishments 

The State of North Carolina has extended the North Carolina Alternative 
Energy Corporation's lifespan from 1985 to 1990. The success of this program 
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can be attributed to the ability of the state utilities commission, the six 
utilities and the seven nonprofit organizations to work together. 

The Senior Energy Savers' program was developed by the AEC to combat the 
lack of senior citizen involvement in AEC's more traditional weatherization 
programs. This program required the cooperative effort of several nonprofit 
organizations in seven counties. The Senior Energy Savers' program has demon­
strated a viable model for weatherizing homes with the assistance of nonprofit 
organizations and individuals by focusing on the weatherization needs of the 
elderly. Through this program, 1310 homes have been weatherized by 673 vol­
unteers representing various nonprofit groups. Significant assistance and 
encouragement were provided to the Senior Energy Savers' program, including 
technical information, seed money, and administrative assistance. 

Similarly, the North Carolina Energy and Aging Consortium was established 
by the AEC as a mechanism for continued growth of energy conservation and 
education projects, once again focusing on the needs of the elderly. This 
consortium will facilitate cooperation and nontraditional interaction among 
organizations concerned with the needs of the elderly in a more "formal ·" and 
regular basis. 

Centralia Area Energy Assistance Program 
Ministerial Alliance 
1606 East Second Street 
Centralia, Illinois 62801 
Contact: The Reverend Loren Rovenstine, Program Director 

(618) 532-7776 

Background 

The Centralia Area Energy Assistance (CAEA) Program was organized in 
1983 and began operation in May of 1985. This program is one of many in a 
large network of grass-roots, community programs that are funded by the Energy 
Assistance Foundation. The Foundation, in turn, is primarily funded and 
administered by the Illinois Power Company. 

The Foundation makes grants to the grass roots organizations, such as 
the Ministerial Alliance of Centralia, to administer energy conservation 
services at the local level where low-income individuals do not qualify under 
the traditional programs but need assistance. The CAEA Program was developed 
primarily to weatherize the homes of those area residents whose incomes were 
just above the limit set by the state/federal weatherization program (a family 
of 2 with less than $10,800 income annually). 

The Ministerial Alliance of Centralia is one of the several nonprofit 
community groups that the Energy Assistance Foundation funds to perform energy 
conservation services. Each group (organization) determines its own program 
by foundation guidelines. The programs are throughout Illinois Power Company's 
11 service areas, which cover 25% of the state of Illinois • 
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Program Structure 

The nonprofit organization directing the energy-efficiency improvements 
decides what groups of people will receive first priority. The overall guide­
lines for prioritization are 1) senior citizens, 2) handicapped, and 3) single­
parent families. If there is an exceptional case that is outside of these 
categories, the sponsoring group can choose to help them; the group is not 
bound to certain eligibility requirements. Also, if an unusual amount of 
help is needed by an individual, the Foundation 's director must approve the 
case. Any group or individual can refer people for assistance, or anyone 
can apply for assistance. If a resident qualifies for another program, he / she 
is referred to the appropriate agency. 

The Illinois Power Company performs a pre-audit of all homes to be wea­
therized. The services provided through the program consists of attic insu­
lation, weatherstripping, caulking, window repair (panes and operations), 
storm window repair, water heater jackets, and occasionally a furnace replace­
ment. Twelve homes were weatherized in the first eleven months of the program's 
operation. No house has exceeded $1200 in services and the average has been 
$600. 

The alliance uses all volunteers to perform the energy conservation ser­
vices; five of the fifteen churches in the alliance have provided volunteers . 
The program director tries to get volunteers from any church that has parish­
ioners who apply for assistance in order to broaden the base of volunteers. 
However, the sponsoring group has the option to subcontract the weatherization 
work, or in a few cases the resident can be given the materials and make the 
improvements. 

All installations are inspected. The executi ve director of the Foundat ion 
is responsible for follow-up audits and for providing the Alliance with a 
print-out of any application, energy-audit recommendations from initial audi t s, 
and follow-up audits when weatherization is completed. The Foundation suppl i es 
the computer processing of applications and tracks the program. 

Program Support 

The CAEA program is funded by the Energy Assistance Foundation and by 
customer contributions (through their bills) (see organizational chart). The 
CAEA is a continuing program which draws from a foundation fund that was orig­
inally started with $250,000 granted from the Illinois Power Company and an 
additional $60,000 contributed from utility customers in a bill check-off 
system (any amount from $1.00). Customer contributions have varied from $50,000 
the first year, to $16,000 the second year, to about $27,000 as of May 1986. 
The Illinois Power Company matches customer contributions. 

Promotional Techniques 

To promote customer contributions, the Illinois Power Company allows one 
insert per year in their customers' bills to inform the customers about the 
program and to receive their commitments. Any additional local contribution 
of time, talent or money is the result of the one-on-one and direct appeal 

7.22 



Utility matches 
Customer $ 
Contributions 

II Vo 1 unteers 111------n 

7. 23 

Illinois Power 
Energy Assistance 

Foundation 
(funds, technical 

assistance) 

CENTRALIA AREA ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(and other grass 
roots organizations) 

Low-Income 
Residents 



from the CAEA program director. The Foundation's philosophy is to direct any 
publicity about the program to the local organization rather than to the 
Foundation. 

Program Accomplishments 

This program has several innovative feat ures that have led to its continued 
success. The program focuses on the needs of one specific sector of the 
Illinois Power Company's service area--residents that need energy-efficiency 
improvements but do not qualify for assistance under state and federal gui de­
lines. Focusing on the needs of this group allows the program to operate 
successfully on a smaller annual budget than would be necessary if their wea­
therization efforts were broader in scope. Also, the program sets assistance 
priorities which allows the program to expand or contract depending on the 
availability of funds. 

The program also uses the skills of several organizations--the Illinois 
Power Company pre-audits homes to ensure that a weatherization need exists; 
the Foundation reviews each program, provides a full-time executive director 
for coordination and administrative duties of the overall weatherization pro­
gram, and allocates monies available to perform weatherization; and churches 
and other local service groups provide volunteers to manage the weatherization 
program in each of their respective communities. 

Funding for the program comes from two key sources: the foundation and 
from utility customer contributions. Diversifying the funding source enhances 
the chances that the program will continue to operate in the future. 

Finally, the directors of both the local program and the foundation are 
sincerely dedicated to providing energy conservation services to the needy 
and to having local citizens involved in providing this service. 

Capacity Building for Energy Conservation 
AMOCO Foundation, Inc. 
200 East Randolph 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
Contact: Bob Arganbright, Associate Director 

(312) 856-2050 

Background 

Capacity Building for Energy Conservation started in Chicago in 1982 
when three nonprofit groups asked AMOCO for $26 million for gas-bill assistance 
funds. AMOCO believed that the people would be better served if AMOCO could 
help them develop ways to get energy-conserving weatherization technology 
installed in their houses. That approach would be a far-reaching conservation 
of energy, would save the people money, and would give the groups the capab i l i ty 
to function as businesses or with business attitudes. 

With three other community nonprofit groups t hat AMOCO had previous 
experiences with, the three original nonprofit groups formed a group of six 
"grass roots" nonprofit organizations that became i nvolved in the program: 
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Bethel New Life, Neighborhood Institute, North River Commission, Northeast 
Community Organization, Northwest Community Organization, and South Austin 
Action Coalition Community (SAACC) (see organizational chart). 

Program Structure 

Because these neighborhood organizations were in the low-income areas of 
the city, the consortium served a low-income weatherization need, although it 
also helped some moderate-income residents in these communities. 

AMOCO's program with the six nonprofit organizations was structured in 
three phases: 

1. Each group was given $2,500 to develop a business plan for their 
own neighborhood weatherization work. The plan had to be reviewed 
and approved by AMOCO before the group could begin the next phase. 
If the plan needed to be clarified, AMOCO provided assistance. 

2. Each group received $15,000 to implement their business plan in order to 
prepare for full-scale operation. The groups could use this money for 
hiring subcontractors for installing weatherization services, recruiting 
and setting up a plan for training volunteers, and getting bids or 
contracts for materials for the program. 

3. When a viable business plan had been approved, the group received 
$50,000 for its first year of operation. 

These groups progressed at different rates because they had different 
levels of expertise. Each group was given the freedom to develop a program 
that was judged suitable for its particular neighborhood. There was no one 
format. 

A seventh nonprofit organization, the Center for Neighborhood Technology, 
was involved in the program by providing consulting and technical assistance. 
Scott Bernstein, an engineer at the Center, provided that assistance. 

All six of the organizations met the requirements and went into operation 
in their first year. Two received their grants before the end of 1982, and the 
others completed their planning and preparations in 1983. Over $400,000 went 
into the program with the completion of the 3 phases. This did not include 
the cost to the Foundation of Bob Arganbright's administration and leadership. 

Program Accomplishments 

The key elements in the success of this program were the groups• ability 
to successfully develop and implement their business plans and their systematic 
approach to the program development. Before the first year of operation was 
completed, the six groups were able to function in a consortium, bid for and 
be awarded, approximately $15 million that was available from the City of 
Chicago and utilities for low-income weatherization. They had the wisdom to 
form a partnership with two other nonprofit organizations that could provide 
the additional expertise that a project of that scope would involve. The two 
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groups were Neighborhood Housing Services and Community Investment Corporation, 
which is itself a consortium of lending institutions in the Chicago area that 
serve low-income energy conservation and improvement programs. The consortium 
of eight groups competed in Chicago for the bid to administer the funds and 
won it on their own merit with their organizational abilities, their 
business-like approach and their track record. 

In addition, this program had several innovative features: 1) it was 
more than a stop-gap; 2) program participants learned how to help themselves; 
3) neighborhoods could make plans which seemed appropriate to their own 
priorities; and 4) both organizations and individuals were given an opportun­
ity to better understand and to better use energy conservation technologies 
to their advantage. 
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APPENDIX A 

NONFEDERAL PROGRAMS IDENTIFIED IN SURVEY 

Appendix A contains descriptions of low-income residential retrofit 
programs sponsored by utility companies, community service organizations, 
nonprofit groups, and state or city governments. These programs were identified 
through contacts made with State Energy Offices and other sources. A contact 
person and organization are provided so that further information may be obtained 
on the program. 
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Community Energy Management 
Michigan Department of Commerce 
P.O. Box 30226 
Lansingf Michigan 48909 
Contact: Barb Chubb 

(517) 373-9090 

The Community Energy Management (CEM) program is sponsored by the Michigan 
Department of Commerce to save energy and jobs in Michigan. The major component 
of this program is the Neighborhood Open Houses, which are held at several 
locations throughout the city, usually at community centers, schools, etc., 
at differing times. 

The program uses volunteers to encourage residents to take energy conservation 
actions in their homes. As a demonstration tool, these volunteers are trained 
to interpret thermograms (heat loss pictures of homes) that are taken of an 
area before an open house is held. Residents are informed about where they 
are losing heat in their homes, what actions could reduce heat loss, why they 
should sign up for the residential conservation standards (RCS) audit offered 
by utility companies, and how they can finance energy conservation actions. 

Neighborhood Open Houses are designed to reach 25% of the homeowners in the 
city. Since 1980, 2,100 volunteers each have received 6 hours of conservation 
training, and about 31,000 people have been taught about conservation through 
this program. The Michigan Department of Commerce provides local CEM 
coordinators with a wealth of information on how to promote these open houses 
and recruit volunteers. Although this is not a low-income program, the program 
model and technical assistance would be of value to any program using volunteer 
support. 

A.2 



Operation Threshold 
Community Assistance Program 
120 Independence Avenue 
Waterloo, Iowa 50703 
Contact: Ray Mcintire, W. P. Director 

(319) 235-6243 or 233-7886 

Operation Threshold is a traditional community action agency that is a 
subcontractor for the DOE 1 s Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) and Low­
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). The director of this agency, 
Mr. Mcintire, has been able to obtain additional funds that have increased 
the number of homes weatherized. One such source is utility money. Another 
source is through other subcontractors who cannot fully use their funding; 
Mr. Mcintire requests that the funds be transferred to his project. For 
example, Mr. Mcintire obtained funding from the area Agency on Aging for 12 
roofs for aging residents. From June to November 1985, he administered $519,466 
(from all sources) in energy retrofit materials and labor. 

To select residents to receive program assistance, Mr. Mcintire has developed 
a point system that includes these criteria: elderly or handicapped; electric 
heat, oil or liquid petroleum gas in the home; single-family residence or 
family with small children (under age 3); and 125% of 150% low-income poverty 
guideline levels. By applying point values to each applicant for each criterion 
met, the requests are prioritized, which saves time in decision making. 

In November 1985, Mr. Mcintire expanded the agency's effort to include energy­
efficiency improvements to older mobile homes. For many years, mobile home 
designs did not includ~ energy-conservation technology, although measures are 
available to conserve energy in them and to contain energy costs. Today's 
manufactured housing usually includes energy-efficient components. 
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Project HELPER 
Lucas State Office Building 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
Contact: John Burnquist, Program Planner 

(515) 281-3268 

Project HELPER--Helping Elderly and Low-Income Persons with Energy Relief-­
was originally a mandate of the governor of Iowa when he was inaugurated in 
1983. The purpose of the project is to provide energy-efficiency improvements 
for residents outside the DOE 1 s Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) limits. 
The people targeted for assistance are those at or below the 150% of poverty 
(DOE guidelines), particularly the elderly and handicapped. Eligibility also 
may be established by a self-declaration of need. 

Proceeds from the 1983 inaugural ceremonies were contributed as the seed money 
to start the project. Iowa businesses and industries contribute to the project, 
and Iowa utility companies participate in a check-off program that allows 
customers to add a voluntary contribution to their fuel-bill payments. 

Under the project, 4,000 to 5,000 residences are expected to be improved at a 
cost of $16 to $50 per home. HELPER contracts with the 19 community action 
agencies throughout Iowa to purchase and distribute the low-cost retrofit 
materials to be used. The materials are 3 mil plastic, weatherstripping and 
caulk and cost about $16.50 per household. Volunteer groups and community 
organizations distribute and install the materials for those who cannot do it 
themselves. 

An ongoing statewide network of community service organizations and churches 
have established a list of local volunteers to assist with applications for 
low-cost materials. To the greatest extent possible, funds are used within 
the county where they were raised. 

The key elements of the project's success are the governor's leadership, which 
enables the support of the State Energy Assistance Division and the Governor's 
Office on Volunteerism, and the networking with the 19 community action grouos 
statewide. Public support through contributions in utility bills has also 
been important. 
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Limited Income Energy Assistance Program 
Energy Extension Service 
270 Washington Street S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
Contact: Elizabeth Sparrow Robertson 

(404) 656-5176 

The Limited Income Energy Assistance Program was developed by the Energy 
Extension Service (EES) in 1980 to provide conservation information to low­
income individuals and the elderly. This program was specifically developed 
to reach residents who are not being reached through the more traditional 
methods, such as mass media promotional campaigns. 

The program is staffed by volunteers who are trained by the EES in conservation­
related subjects such as air infiltration, energy management, comfort factors, 
money management, and heat loss/heat gain. The volunteers deliver this 
information to the target audience individually in their homes or in small 
groups. Volunteers are usually members of groups or organizations that have 
established networks for working with the elderly and low-income individuals. 
Different packages of materials have been developed to match the differing 
levels of education and understanding of conservation among low-income groups. 

This program has had a total funding of $200,000 since 1980 and has reached 
about 35,000 residents. The program is expected to grow substantially in 
1986 with the addition of oil overcharge funds. 
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Six Points Evaluation and Training, Inc. 
Office of Energy Conservation 
125 W. Virginia 
P.O. Box 1002 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 
Contact: Marilyn Leftwich 

(303) 641-3081 

Six Points is a workshop/training facility for developmentally delayed adults. 
During the summer of 1985, the workshop started supplementing its state funding 
with the Weatherization Assistance Program contracts through the Office of 
Energy Conservation. The residential retrofit work also provides a source of 
job training for the workshop participants, who install the energy-efficiency 
improvements. 

Six Points has contracted to improve 75 homes in 1986 at a total program cost 
of about $25,500. Services include weatherstripping, caulking, and installing 
door sweeps, hot water heater wraps, and plastic covers for windows. Six 
Points will also provide cost and effectiveness information to homeowners on 
additional energy conservation measures. 

The maximum expenditure per home is $300. Low-income homeowners are informed 
about the available services by word of mouth, announcements at religious and 
senior citizen meetings, and public service messages carried by local radio 
and television stations. 
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Alabama Energy Systems for Low-Income Groups 
Alabama A & M University 
P.O. Box 22 
Alabama A & M University 
Normal, Alabama 35762 
Contact: Chinella Henderson 

(205) 859-7446 

The Alabama Energy Systems for Low-Income Customers (AES) was a pilot program 
sponsored by Alabama A & M University with a $97,033 grant from the Alabama 
Cooperative Extension Service. This program began in 1979 and operated for 
18 months. 

The program focused on 30 "model families" who were given training on low-cost 
energy conservation techniques. The families then served as outreach agents 
to other low-income families in their communities. These model families set 
up and taught energy conservation workshops to their neighbors. About 72 
seminars and workshops were held during the term of the program, and over 
2,500 low-income residents were reached. 

Model families were identified through area social-service-type agencies that 
could help identify people who had established themselves as community leaders. 
The idea behind using model families was that these people would be more readily 
accepted by the target audience, which consisted largely of low-income black 
people residing in rural areas. 
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Demonstration Window 
Elderly/Fixed Income Weatherization Workshops 
Department of Commerce 
Division of Energy Policy 
I North Capitol, Suite 700 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2288 
Contact: Dennis Harris, Program Coordinator 

(317) 232-8982 

Demonstration Window is a one-year state-funded program consisting of workshops 
to be conducted in each of 14 areas designated in Indiana. The workshops 
will train retired senior volunteers (from the Retired Senior Volunteers 
Program) to teach and demonstrate several weatherizing techniques to their 
peers. 

Workshop participants will be identified through volunteers from Agencies on 
Aging. Volunteers from each community or neighborhood in the designated area 
will attend a workshop. The volunteers who receive training at the workshops 
will return to their peer group and one-on-one will demonstrate and teach 
weatherizing techniques such as the use of different types of caulking, water 
flow restrictors, and water heater jacket placements; the best and most cost­
effective methods and material types; the aPPlication of heat shrink plastic 
for storm windows; and the use of visqueen over windows where appropriate. Each 
householder is expected to supply his/her own materials. 
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Illinois Educational Pilot Program 
Illinois Dept. of Energy 

and Natural Resources 
325 West Adams, Room 300 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 
Contact: Carol Cavanaugh 

(217) 785-3412 

The Illinois Department of Energy and Natural Resources (ENR) has developed an 
educational program to supplement the financial assistance provided by the 
Illinois federal Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), 
administered by the Department of Commerce and Community Affairs (DCCA). The 
educational program consists of a ten-minute informational slide show that 
discusses low-cost and no-cost conservation tips. The slides are shown to 
Chicago-area clients while they wait to apply for LIHEAP assistance. These 
clients are also given a free packet of energy conservation materials. 

This pilot program is a partnership between ENR and DCCA and uses federal funds 
from LIHEAP and the City of Chicago, which operates the Illinois LIHEAP 
application centers. Two utility companies, Peoples Gas Light and Commonwealth 
Edison, provide the audiovisual equipment and energy conservation packages. 
Over 4,000 Chicago-area residents were expected to be served by this program 
during the 1985-1986 heating season. 
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Weatherize Homes In Portland (WHIP) 
State Office of Energy Resources 
State House Station #53 
Augusta, Maine 04333 
Contact: Herb Sperry, Director 

(207) 289-3811 

Weatherize Homes In Portland (WHIP) is sponsored by the State Office of Energy 
Resources. Since WHIP 1 S inception, two workshops have been held: one in 1985 
and one in 1986. A targeted area in Portland, Maine, was selected for the 
first pilot workshop in 1985. Through an existing community organization, 
homeowners were identified and mailings were made to promote a Saturday 
demonstration workshop as a way to teach weatherization techniques. No limit 
on the income level of participants was set. A free materials kit was given 
to all workshop participants as an incentive to encourage attendance. 

At the first workshop, staff helped participants put together a free, customized 
kit for use in their homes. These materials included weatherstripping and 
fiberglass insulation, door sweeps and other anti-infiltration materials. 
Community action agency people were present at workshops to be a liaison for 
low-income people identified. The agency people can therefore direct the 
participants to appropriate programs or verify greater needs and enable them 
to get more materials. The success of the workshop was evaluated in two way5: 
evaluation by the Office of Energy Resources and an independent survey done 
through visitation or telephone communication with homeowners. 

Others who have had key roles in the support and networking of this coordinated 
effort are the local gas and electric utilities, oil dealers, the State Housing 
Agency of Maine, a private bank 1n the state which makes 6% loans for energy 
conservation improvements, community action agencies, and the State Energy 
Extension Service, funded by the U.S. Department of Energy. 

In early spring of 1986, a second pilot effort for WHIP consisted of six 
workshops in two neighborhoods. The effort was funded primarily by the City 
of Portland, with support from local utilities and oil dealers. Also at that 
time, a workshop, "WOW," was held in the rural town of Washburn, Maine. This 
workshop became a community effort where all of the supporting community 
entities put together a committee to organize and coordinate the workshop. 
The workshop was extremely successful and the participation level was high. 

These workshops have generated interest in home energy audits. Some of the 
recommended improvements from the audits have been substantial enough to require 
loans to accomplish the improvements. Thus, besides the utilities, fuel oil 
dealers and state resources supporting the workshops, a Maine bank has also 
been involved by offering financial consulting services and low-interest loans 
for the retrofit materials and labor, where necessary. 

The success of the pilot program has motivated a proposal to the State 
legislature to use a portion of Maine's compensation for oil excess charges 
as seed money for a statewide program using a similar format. 
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Operation Insulation 
City of Minneapolis Energy Office 
(Coordinated with MinneGasCo) 
330 City Hall 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415 
Contact: Sheldon Strom 

(612) 348-5670 

In June 1985 a city-certified insulation program called Operation Insulation 
was instituted. The City of Minneapolis Energy Office is responsible for 
administration and overall supervision of the program. MinneGasCo contributes 
materials and labor costs up to $475 per household. 

Program recipients are identified through three criteria: 125% of poverty; 
high gas (fuel) use, over 2,000 ccf gas/year; and fuel-bill assistance cases. 
Also, because 70% of low-income families live in single-family and multifamily 
rental units, rental property owners are targeted. The recipients are contacted 
by staff from Community Assistance Programs (CAPs). 

The program provides free energy audits and educational workshops, and anti­
infiltration problems are emphasized. At the workshop, staff or volunteers 
from community action groups are present to 1) refer people to the appropriate 
agency or program, and 2) sign up participants to work out a fuel payment 
budget to put their annual utility bill on monthly payments (to be approved 
by the utility). The budget consultation and planning are done by the CAPs. 

As of May 1986, 150 to 200 homes have received anti-infiltration measures. 
In the program's first year, 75% of the first 50 who agreed to receive anti­
infiltration measures and to do a budget are current in their payments. 
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Energy Assistance Foundation 
Illinois Power Company 
P.O. Box A 1749 
Decatur, Illinois 62526 
Contact: Harold Powell, Executive Director 

In December 1982 the Illinois Power Company incorporated the Energy Assistance 
Foundation to provide grants to grass-roots groups, such as the Jaycees, 
Kiwanis, and churches, to operate residential retrofit programs in their 
communities. The target income group is residents between 125% and 150% of 
federal poverty level. Priority is given to the elderly, handicapped and 
single-parent residents: no restrictions are set on the types of homes receiving 
services. The local organizations, not the foundation, ultimately make the 
final decisions on who receives the services. The foundation serves all of 
the utility's 11 service areas, which comprise 25% of the state of Illinois. 
Over 200 homes a year are improved through foundation grants. 

Illinois Power Company provides energy audits, initial funding for the 
foundation's program, educational and promotional resources, and matching 
contributions of the utility's customer donations through a utility-bill check­
off system. As of May 1986, Illinois Power Company customers had contributed 
almost $27,000 from the annual appeal made in a bill insert early in the year. 
The foundation administers the funds, coordinates program, does promotional 
work, and provides direction and guidance to the grass-roots organizations. 

The program's success can be attributed to the multibased funding, the 
foundation's expertise, and the volunteers' enthusiasm for grass-roots 
operations. 
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Westside Energy Co-op 
825 w. lith 
Denver, Colorado 80214 
Contact: John Procter 

(303) 973-8207 

In 1984, John Procter started Westside Energy Co-op to help the people in the 
very low-income district of Denver to reduce their energy dependence. The 
cooperative operates much like a community action agency (administers federal 
weatherization monies). To provide mare services, Westside also conducts 
special promotional events to help weatherize homes and to educate residents 
on energy conservation. The promotional events are accomplished through the 
use of volunteers. Since 1984, federal assistance to Westside has increased 
from $65,000 to about $1 million. However, these monies are not used for the 
special educational and training events sponsored by Westside. 

Several methods are being used to assist and train the low-income people. 
Westside annually conducts a caulk-a-than to teach people how to caulk their 
homes. Volunteers are relied on exclusively; last year's event attracted over 
100 volunteers. Westside relies on various techniques to recruit volunteers, 
who come from all income levels. For example, they knock on doors in the 
community and ask to put a bumpersticker on the residents' cars to promote 
the event; however, this effort is also aimed at getting the residents' support. 
In 1986 Westside plans to add a similar event, a strip-a-than, to teach people 
about weatherstripping. 

Another activity, called a "Barnraising" event, is held to train the residents 
in the community to install conservation measures. Low-cost services that 
produce high-energy savings, such as replacing a broken window, wrapping pipes, 
repairing furnaces, and weatherstripping are stressed in the barnraisings. 
About 2 days of a staff person's time is required to organize the barnraising; 
to decide on the demonstration location, such as a home (or church, or school 
gym if many people are expected); and to have the supplies ready. The event 
is relatively inexpensive because there are no/few materials to buy {only those 
needed for the demonstration). The barnraisings and caulk-a-thens are promoted 
to volunteers as a fun way to meet friends, to help a neighbor and to learn 
something. Caulk-a-thons are held once a year and barnraisings are held about 
every other month. 

John Procter stressed that volunteers must be adequately trained. For example, 
with the caulk-a-than, the volunteers are trained for 2 hours to use a caulk 
gun. Mr. Procter also notes that organizations should not expect to have 
long term-support from the volunteers, but to use them for an event where 
they provide and receive some benefit. 

Beyond these heavily promoted events that use a lot of volunteer support, 
Westside also bids on federal Weatherization Assistance Program contracts. 
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Worcester Labor Coop 
205 Millbury Street 
Worcester, Massachusetts 01610 
Contact: Richard Widak, Executive Director 

(617) 757-2238 

Worcester Labor Coop is a nonprofit, private company reorganized in 1982 to 
perform energy-efficiency services as a business. Before 1982, the group was 
a nonprofit organization that performed energy-efficiency improvements with 
funds from government grants. When funding diminished in the late 1970s, the 
group looked for ways to continue operating and maintaining its original charter 
and mission to perform low-income housing improvements. 

Worcester began its private business with help from a consultant group, 
Technical Development Corporation. Worcester developed a market profile and 
plan, operations plan, and bookkeeping system that allowed it to operate without 
low-income project grants. To be self-supporting, Worcester advertises in 
the telephone book yellow pages, bids on jobs, and bids on grants from utilities 
and government agencies for low-income conservation projects. 

Annually, Worcester makes improvements in about 100 buildings. The work 
includes insulating, weatherstripping, repairing windows, and installing storm 
windows and anti-infiltration measures. 
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The Metropolitan Energy Information System 
3808 Paseo 
Kansas City, Missouri 64109 
Contact: Peter Dreyfuss, Executive Director 

(816) 531-7283 

The Metropolitan Energy Information Center (MEIS) is the only comprehensive 
energy service agency operating in the metropolitan area of Kansas City. Its 
mission is to provide information and services that will involve people 
individually and collectively in managing and controlling energy use. In the 
summer of 1983, the MEIS was incorporated as a not-for-profit corporation 
separate from the City of Kansas City, where it had been operating since 1981. 

During the past three years, the Center has established itself as the central 
source of information on all aspects of energy conservation and alternative 
energy. It is the clearinghouse and coordinator of information and services 
to other energy agencies and groups and is the focal point for discussion and 
implementation of new energy programs. The Center also develops and implements 
specific conservation programs in areas of demonstrated need. Low-income 
residential retrofits are one of the services offered by the Center. It is 
currently operated by four full-time paid professional staff under the direction 
of an eight-member volunteer board. 

The Center's current programs are supported by a combination of public and 
private funding. The Center receives support from area corporations and 
foundations, from local and state government, and from the United Way. The 
level of support reflects the importance with which energy conservation is 
perceived in the area. Currently, the Center's service area includes two 
metropolitan communities, Kansas City, Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, 
plus five surrounding counties in the two states. 

Hundreds of volunteers, neighborhood groups, and local service organizations 
are engaged in the various projects for the Center. The Center operates on a 
$250,000 budget, which includes donations, and has a $750,000 loan fund. 

The executive director believes the Center's success is due to persistence, 
broadening of the funding base, and commitment from corporate businesses and 
society to promote energy conservation. He feels that it is necessary to 
demonstrate that there really is a payback when energy-conserving technology 
is used and when education on energy-saving techniques is carried out. 
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Weatherization Project for Low-Income 
Christians for Urban Justice 

563A Washington Street 
Dorchester, Massachusetts 02124 
Contact: Leslie Jackson, Operations Manager, 

Christians for Urban Justice 
(617) 825-6080 

In 1984, the Christians for Urban Justice founded a community project to help 
low-income households reduce energy losses. The objective was to use step­
by-step instruction to teach householders in poorer communities to use materials 
and techniques to reduce their energy use and thus their energy costs. 

The project operated by training a nucleus group in a parish. That group was 
then responsible for educating and training others to use insulation, caulk 
and weatherstripping, and to repair windows. Project staff produced a step­
by-step instruction booklet that was sold below cost at training sessions 
held in the churches. The Christians for Urban Justice did not distribute 
any materials. 

The project did not set any eligibility limitations based on income levels; 
any request by needy persons was met. Anyone who attended a workshop and 
expressed a need for assistance received the services. The promotional efforts 
for this project were low key, primarily word of mouth, announcements in the 
churches, and direct referrals from local churches. Project staff also tried 
to involve outlying suburban churches that had financial capabilities for 
providing funding. 

This project, which provided the knowledge and taught the application of energy­
saving technology, was successful and filled a need while it was functioning. 
The project is no longer operating because the metropolitan, state and federal 
government projects in the area are now well coordinated and networked, and 
therefore can better fill the low-income needs at this time. 
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Furnace Retrofit 
Lutheran Housing Corporation 
1217 Hayden Ave. 
Cleveland, Ohio 44110 
Contact: Rick May 

(216) 651-0721 

The Lutheran Housing Corporation (LHC) is a nonprofit religious organization 
that operates like a community action agency, in that it administers many 
government-supported weatherization programs. LHC's current efforts are 
directed toward performing furnace repairs. In 1985 LHC repaired 220 furnaces 
of low-income residents at an average cost of $660. 

LHC has received grants from the Ford Foundation and Standard Oil. The grants 
are used to supplement federally funded programs. However, these grants have 
diminished over the years and are not considered by LHC to be long-term sources 
of support. Faced with diminishing federal and foundation funds, LHC has 
started to look to utilities for future sources of support. 
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Thrift Store and Storm Panels 
Office of Human Concern 
Rogers, Arkansas 72757 
Contact: Bill Brown 

(501) 636-7301 

Since 1978 the Office of Human Concern, a community action agency, has been 
fabricating storm windows for the homes it weatherizes through federal programs. 
The agency also operates a successful local thrift store. 

Storm Panels - In 1978 the agency began fabricating storm windows for the 
homes it weatherizes. These windows have an aluminum-type frame with a screen 
that is similar to that used on screen doors. They are installed from the 
inside of the home and are especially useful in mobile homes, where many other 
types of storm windows will not work. 

Currently, 7 people are employed in the agency's residential retrofit program. 
These workers also fabricate the storm windows during slack time, which allows 
the agency to retain the employees during slower times. By fabricating the 
storm windows instead of purchasing them, the agency saves an estimated at 
$10 to $15 per unit. 

The agency has considered marketing the storm panels to the general public, 
but because of the increased threat of liability, they have decided against 
it. However, the design and fabrication of the panels are relatively simple 
and could be easily replicated by other weatherization-type agencies. The 
agency has taught other neighboring agencies to fabricate these windows. 

Mr. Brown stated that the storm windows were designed in response to the need 
for a storm panel that would work on mobile homes and because of a large demand 
for the panels. The agency has an architect on staff plus other personnel 
who are exceptionally creative and were critical to the development of the 
panels. 

Thrift Shop- In 1976, the agency started selling second-hand merchandise on 
a small-scale basis. The shop was run by elderly volunteers and all merchandise 
was donated. Two years ago, the thrift shop moved into a 5,000-square-foot 
building in the downtown area. The shop is still run in part by volunteers 
and all merchandise is donated. Last year the thrift shop made $85,000 in 
profit. This money is channeled back to the agency and used in programs to 
help the elderly, such as meals on wheels, transportation services, etc. 

One contributing factor to the shop's success is that many senior citizens, 
to whom the shop is targeted, live in the community. These people donate much 
of the merchandise and also purchase what others have donated. Another 
contributing factor has been the agency's special effort to publicize that 
the shop's profits are channeled back into senior citizen programs. Publicity 
in the form of media stories has also helped the shop. The agency advertises 
in the local paper and sends out flyers to request donations. The ads always 
state that the profits will be used to help senior citizens. 
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R Brite Windows Company 
Project Home Inc. 
214 S. Madison 
Madison, Wisconsin 
Contact: Jane Goodrich 

(608) 258-4800 

Project Home is a nonprofit community action agency that has been successful 
in supplementing its federal funds by purchasing and revitalizing a window 
manufacturing company, R Brite Windows, which was going out of business~ 
Project Home's mission is to weatherize the homes of the elderly and disabled 
and to create jobs for the traditionally unemployable--minorities and women. 

Project Home was able to secure contracts from many of the governmental agencies 
administering weatherization because R Brite uses Humphrey windows, which 
were set as the standard for windows installed through government contracts. 
Government contracts specify ''Humphrey or better." The windows are built 
from extruded aluminum, a high-quality material for storm windows. R Brite 
has exclusive rights to these materials for the area. Project Home was also 
able to sell the windows on a sliding-scale basis to the general public. It 
has not marketed the windows to the general public, but has relied on word of 
mouth to sell them. 

R Brite Windows was operated as a separate corporation from Project Home with 
a separate Board of Directors. The effort was so successful that the company 
was recently bought out by the workers who helped make the company a success. 
The workers have renamed the company SUMPREA Air Tight Windows and incorporated 
the company as a nonprofit concern. 

R Brite Windows was originally started by the local Community Action Committee 
to employ underpriviledged workers, but lost a lot of money. In 1984, Project 
Home purchased the business for only $1,800, which included all tools and 
materials. The funds were secured through the Creamer foundation--a national 
foundation made up of cheese wholesalers. This foundation donates $10,000 
yearly to Project Home. A member of the foundation works for Project Home 
and helped obtain funding. R Brite Windows' success story had its ups and 
downs. At one point, R Brite Windows was in debt $40,000, but many of the 
risks that were taken paid off. 

Jane Goodrich, a Project Home representative, stated that the two reasons 
vital to the success of the business were timing and extremely hard work. In 
1984, Wisconsin received a one-time federal $100,000 grant that subsidized 
minority and underpriviledged workers. Part of that money was used to pay 
the wages of the workers of R Brite Windows for one year. After that subsidy, 
the company was able to become self-sufficient. Many workers stayed on through 
rough times after that year because they could not find employment elsewhere, 
even with their new skills. Profits resulting from R Brite Windows were 
channeled back into the business or were used to help weatherize more homes • 

Project Home is in the process of developing another spin-off weatherization 
business to supplement its federal funding. One possibility being considered 
would provide assistance to homeowners who are over the maximum income set by 
the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP). 
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Wayne-Metropolitan Community Services Agency 
Wayne-Metropolitan Community Action Agency (CAA) 
3715 W. Jefferson 
Ecorse, Michigan 48229 
Contact: Luther Flanagan, Executive Director 

(313) 843-2550 
Or contact: Denise Brasille, Mgr. of Econ. Development 

The Wayne-Metropolitan Community Services Agency created two spin-off businesses 
to secure more funding in order to continue to provide energy retrofit services 
and to create jobs for low-income people. Federal funding was expected to 
decline and the agency viewed foundation grants as one-time relief. 

RE-NU Wood and Metal Stripping, the first spin-off, was started in 1984. RE­
NU is a small-scale business that employs a maximum of seven people. RE-NU 
markets its services to three market segments: retail, commercial, and 
residential, its primary market. The business has not yet paid for itself, 
but contract negotiations currently are being conducted with Chrysler 
Corporation. In an adjacent county, a sister company that is owned by a 
community action agency (CAA) has a contract with Ford Motor Company and is 
doing quite well. 

The franchise for Spring Tite Windows, the second spin-off, was purchased by 
Wayne-Metropolitan CAA in early 1986 through a seed-money grant from the city 
and through some of its own funds. The franchise secures the sales of patented 
storm windows in one county, but because no other franchises exist in the 
area, they are able to sell to half the state. The windows, which recently 
had been developed and patented, offer several benefits to low-income residents: 

1. The windows are spring loaded to fit into any existing 
window, even those not quite square. 

2. These windows are installed from the inside. Labor costs 
are greatly reduced because of the ease of installation, 
which can be done by the residents. This feature greatly 
reduces labor costs in buildings taller than one story, 
including apartment complexes. 

3. These windows can be removed when an occupant leaves the home, an 
important benefit to renters. 

The overall cost savings to the agency from these windows is about 40%. The 
manufacturer guarantees the windows for 20 years. Wayne-Metropolitan orders 
the window frames from the franchise headquarters in Illinois. The agency 
then installs the glass, purchased locally, and completes the window 
construction. Currently, three workers are on call to construct windows. 
Salespersons will be employed for three months on salary plus commission (5%), 
after which they will be on straight commission of 15%. 
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Custom Home Improvement Association 
Comunidad de Amigos 
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 
Contact: Lucio Feuntey 

(414) 459-2784 

Custom Home Improvement Association (CHIA) was started in 1983 as a for-profit 
spin-off of Comunidad de Amigos, a community action agency. CHIA manufactures 
windows that are sold primarily to Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) 
subconstractors. According to CHIA, WAP coordinators purchase the windows 
primarily because of their high quality. 

Comunidad contributes office space and gave CHIA a $15,000 start-up grant. 
The remaining needed funds were obtained through a bank loan, which is almost 
repaid. CHIA's annual operating costs are $120,000 and revenues are $140,000, 
leaving a $20,000 annual profit. Currently, CHIA employs four part-time 
assemblers. 

Lucio Feuntey, manager, gave several hints for developing a successful spin­
off business from a nonprofit organization: 

Hire a strong full-time manager to build the business. 
- Obtain and retain government supply contracts. 

Hire workers skilled in the technical aspects of the work and in work­
efficient techniques. 

Lucio Feuntey notes that when the spin-off first started, it lost money because 
the production workers were also trying to market the windows to other WAP 
subcontractors, and CHIA had no full-time manager. A manager was hired, but 
because he was on a commission basis, his compensation did not provide an 
adequate incentive. CHIA hopes to begin marketing to the general public again, 
but needs a source of startup funds to pay an experienced manager. 

A.Zl 



Economic Opportunity Agency of Washington County 
2325 N. Gregg 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 72703 
Contact: Bruce Davis 

(50!) 521-0528 

This community action agency began manufacturing two types of storm windows 
about eight years ago because its suppliers did not make windows that met its 
needs. The only windows available were of low quality and difficult to obtain. 
As a result, the agency began to order certain parts for the windows and to 
manufacture the windows itself. 

The agency saves about 50% on the overall cost of the new windows installed. 
Manufacturing these windows also allows the agency to keep workers on staff 
when residential retrofit work is slow. Last year they produced about 1,000 
windows with a crew of 3 (regular staff) workers and retrofitted 115 homes. 

The agency currently sells a few units (windows) per year to the general public, 
who see the retrofit jobs done on homes in their neighborhood and want the 
same windows installed. Although these sales are profitable, the agency 
currently does not make an effort to market these windows. However, the agency 
is considering this option because of possible budget cuts. The agency is 
also considering using a recently purchased blower door, a device to estimate 
a home's infiltration rate, on a "for-hire" basis to supplement its federal 
funding. 
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Syracuse Energy Service Company, Inc. 
Peoples' Equal Action and Community Effort (PEACE) 
Syracuse, New York 
Contact: Joan Brooks 

(315) 470-3300 

The Syracuse Energy Service Company is a business spin-off of PEACE, a large 
community action agency that completed about 1,500 federal weatherization 
contracts last year. Energy Service was incorporated in September 1984, and 
became operational in June 1985. Energy Service received a $71,000 model 
project grant for training and assistance from the U.S. Department of Energy. 
It also received a $40,000 grant from the State Energy Office to put together 
business and loan partnerships to became more self-sufficient. The company 
is seeking nonprofit status. 

Energy Service currently targets landlords who own energy-inefficient buildings 
that have a payback potential of less than 5 years on the weatherization 
materials installed and a high potential for energy savings. Energy Service 
is primarily assisting residents (rental) who are eligible for federal 
weatherization assistance in order to establish a track record in the eyes of 
the property owners. 

In the long-term, the company plans to develop a loan pool that will enable 
landlords to borrow money at lower-than-market rates. This loan pool will be 
obtained from utilities, banks, and possibly oil overcharge funds that will loan 
Energy Service money at 0% interest. Energy Service will leverage these monies 
and charge a percentage of cost to the landlords for providing them with a 
"packaged" service, which will include conducting an energy audit, coordinating 
the different contractors to perform the work, inspecting the work, i dent ifyi ng 
residents who are eligible for federal assistance, and providing lower-than­
market loans. 

Energy Service expects to have a payback period of about 3 years. To date, 
the company has completed one 15-unit apartment complex and has 5 other 
buildings (10 to 50 units each) at various stages of completion. The company 
contracts for all types of energy-efficiency improvements, which it subcontracts 
out to other companies. 
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American Indian Economic Development Council 
North American Indian Cultural Center 
1159 Lakeshore Blvd. 
Akron, Ohio 44301 
Contact: Joe Myers 

(216) 374-6973 

The North American Indian Cultural Center is a nonprofit organization that 
helps support, among other programs, the federal Weatherization Assistance 
Program (WAP). In 1984, the Center created a for-profit company called the 
American Indian Economic Development Council in order to obtain less-expensive 
long-term leases for vehicles needed to transport materials for their 
weatherization program. The leasing of new, quality vehicles is expensive 
and risky unless a long-term lease is signed. Many agencies are reluctant to 
sign such leases because most of their federal contracts can be withdrawn on 
30 days notice. However, older vehicles are more expensive than new vehicles 
to maintain. 

The Council signs long-term (3- to 4-year) leases with an automotive company 
for a large number of vehicles and receives a preferential rate. This rate fs 
passed on in part to nonprofit organizations that in turn lease from the 
Council. The Council makes money on each vehicle it leases and saves substan­
tially on its own vehicle costs. The Council also leases vehicles to employees 
of these nonprofit agencies if the employees meet certain criteria. 

To further supplement its federal weatherization monies, the Cultural Center 
relies primarily on fund raisers, usually using well-known singers. Volunteers 
and callers, who work on commission, conduct a telemarketing campaign to 
encourage area businesses to advertise in the concert's program. A 
telemarketing campaign is also used to sell tickets to the concert, and the 
fact that these monies go to help the poor is stressed. Overall profits usually 
amount to about $10,000. 

Currently, the 
weatherization 
organizations. 
soon. 

Council has a fleet of 21 vehicles for the Cultural Center's 
program and has 4 to 5 other contracts with other nonprofit 

The Council plans to start seeking contracts with other agencies 
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Weatherization Program 
People's Natural Gas Company 
1414 West Broadway 
Council Bluffs, Iowa 51501 
Contact: Ron Koopmeiners, Director/Administrator 

(712) 325-3004 

People's Natural Gas (PNG) Company started a low-income residential retrofit 
program in 1982 because no local community action group was functioning at 
the time. PNG also was concerned that its customers were wasting energy . 
The program improves approximately 150 houses per year, with priority going 
to senior citizens and handicapped in both urban and rural areas. The service 
includes a free audit, insulation, caulking, weatherstripping, window repair, 
and educational literature. A limit of $2400 per house is set; an average of 
$1150 to $1200 is spent per home, not including PNG's contribution of 
educational materials and the labor cost of its energy auditors. 

PNG's customers contribute about 25% to 30% of the program's cost through 
utility-bill check-off donations. PNG contributes $40,000 to $50,000/year for 
administration and technical assistance. 

The Director believes the program is successful because there is open 
communication among all the involved parties: utility, customers, program 
recipients, the state, and the local community action agency that is now 
actively functioning. 
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SCAT 33-500 Program 
United Illuminating 
P.O. Box 1564 
New Haven, Connecticut 05606 
Contact: Robert Brown 

(203) 787-7200 

The SCAT 33-500 low-income assistance program is coordinated by United 
Illuminating (UI), a medium-sized electric public utility. The goal of the 
project is to save recipients 33% annually on their energy bills and to 
weatherize 500 single-family and multifamily dwellings. The program is 
administered by 12 organizations that make up the Southern Connecticut Action 
Team (SCAT). 

Funding for this program was obtained through a $500,000 grant from the State 
of Connecticut in 1985, and UI contributes about $200,000 of its own funds. 
About $550 is spent per home on retrofit materials. 

The Community Action Agency of New Haven (CAANH) is the prime contractor for 
installing the retrofit materials. Low-income elderly and handicapped 
residents, and multifamily dwellings are given first priority. Residents are 
identified through UI 1 s fuel-assistance lists and waiting lists for the CAANH 
Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP). 
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Elders Helping Elders 
New Opportunities for Waterburg 
Selden Street 
Berlin, Connecticut 06037 
Contact: Toni Hearst 

(203) 575-9799 

New Opportunities for Waterburg (NOW) is one of ten community action agencies 
that contract with Northeast Utilities to provide weatherization services to 
low-income utility customers in NOW's community action territory. NOW 
established the Elders Helping Elders program as an expansion of a previous 
low-income weatherization program started in 1984. The previous program 
targeted any low-income customer, whereas the Elders program targets elderly 
low-income customers. Funding provided to NOW from Northeast Utilities for 
1986 is about $200,000, and 500 homes are expected to be weatherized. 

NOW targets residents who are under 200% of federal poverty level, although 
anyone needing assistance according to a CONNSAVE audit is eligible for NOW 
assistance. CONNSAVE is a nonprofit consortium of electric and gas utilities 
that perform Connecticut's Residential Conservation Service (RCS) activities. 
The types of conservation measures provided include weatherstripping, caulking, 
insulation, storm windows, water heater wraps, and door sweeps. The total 
cost of these measures usually is about $500 per home. When more extensive 
repairs are needed, the resident is referred to other government agencies for 
further assistance. 

NOW is involved with the recently created the Governor's Energy Advisory 
Committee. The State of Connecticut created the committee to unite 
representatives from state offices, utility companies, community action agencies 
and nonprofit groups in order to promote interaction and cooperation among 
groups concerned with the energy needs of the poor. The committee meets monthly 
and has been quite successful according to NOW . 
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Direct Weatherization 
San Diego Gas and Electric Company 
P.O. Box 1831 
San Diego, California 92122 
Contact: Roger Munson 

(619) 280-3400 

The Direct Weatherization Program, sponsored by the San Diego Gas and Electric 
Company (SDG&E), was mandated in 1983 by the California Public Utilities 
Commission. Currently, the criteria for eligibility are single-family homes 
(up to 4-plex) and incomes of up to 150% of the federal poverty level. 
Assistance includes hot-water-heater wraps, caulking, weatherstripping, glass 
repair, and low-flow shower head installation. The utility contracts with 
both local community action agencies and with private contractors to improve 
the homes. 

In 1985, 2900 homes were weatherized at a cost of $2.2 million. The average 
expenditure per home has been about $400 (plus overhead). During 1986, the 
utility intends to improve 3,000 homes with a budget of $1.5 million. The 
number of homes targeted is down by 1,000 from last year because with the 
large number of assistance programs offered throughout the state, fewer homes 
are left to receive assistance. 

Since the inception of the Direct Weatherization Program, SDG&E has improved 
approximately 15,000 low-income homes at a cost of about $8 million. Media 
campaigns have reached most of the customers who might respond to advertising, 
so San Diego Gas and Electric has undertaken a door-to-door campaign in low­
income communities to identify eligible residents. Because no overall account 
is kept across the state of which homes are serviced by the utilities, some 
duplication of efforts may occur. 
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Operation Assist 
Alabama Gas Corporation 
P.O. Box 1351 
Montgomery, Alabama 36192 
Contact: Jim Eason, Consumer Affairs 

(205) 326-8100 

Alabama Gas Corporation (AGC), in cooperation the with the Alabama State 
Employment Service, conducted a community service program called Operation 
Assist for two months in the summer of 1985. Because of the program's success, 
AGC is going to conduct the program again for two months during the summer of 
1986. The program, funded totally by AGC, provides free home energy-efficiency 
improvements to low-income families within AGC's service area. 

Services provided by the program in 1985 included window caulking, weather­
stripping, repairing holes or gaps in walls, and providing door sweeps and 
frames for plastic sheeting around windows. The workers brought the sheeting 
and showed the residents how to install it when temperatures dropped. A booklet 
containing winter energy conservation tips was also left with the resident. 
The workers also looked for signs of structural damage to roofs and foundations 
in order to report those needs to other community agencies that perform major 
repairs. 

The program was available to anyone who has all or part of his/her gas bill paid 
by the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). Also eligible was 
anyone who is part of the service continuation program (SCP), which establishes 
a set payment plan for low-income customers who are unable to pay their utility 
bills. 

Program recipients were identified through LIHEAP and SCP lists and were 
contacted by letter from AGC. The letter explained the services and notified 
the recipients of an upcoming visit from workers. Community awareness was 
essential to the program 1 s success because many people are suspicious of "free 
services." Therefore, AGC asked community leaders to inform people of the 
program and to encourage them to take advantage of the service. 

The State, using specifications set by AGC, hired work crews of teenagers 
through the Alabama State Employment Service. Thirty-five foremen, 38 
superv1sors, and 286 installers were hired and then trained by AGC. The 
teenagers improved 14,571 homes. AGC paid the workers~ wages and received a 
50% tax credit for the first $3000 paid to each supervisor and an 85% tax 
credit for the first $3000 paid to each of the installers. Last year, the 
utility inspected every 20th home, but planned to inspect every 5th home during 
the summer of 1986 • 
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Arkansas/Louisiana Gas Company 
P.O. Box 751 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203 
Contact: Tanya Amo 

(501) 370-2702 

The Arkansas/Louisiana Gas Company program is scheduled to begin in the summer 
of 1986. The program is very similar to the Alabama Gas Company low-income 
residential retrofit program except that this program uses the community to a 
greater extent. The gas company is sponsoring the program to better its image 
and to help low-income customers decrease their utility bills. The gas company 
will also sponsor workshops to help low-income people develop resume writing 
and interview skills. 

The gas company program will hire low-income youths from local schools to 
improve homes of low-income gas customers. These youths will be trained to 
install materials such as caulking, door sweeps, weatherstripping, and plastic 
window covering, and to instruct the resident on further energy-efficiency 
tips. Customers will be identified by the gas company•s fuel-assistance lists, 
and from lists and referrals for the state Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP). 

The gas company estimates that it will spend about $100,000 during this 10-
week program, improving 1,000 homes at an average expenditure of about $100 
per home. 
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Chugach Assistance for Real Energy Savings (CARES) 
Chugach Electric Association 
P.O. Box 19630 
Anchorage, Alaska 99519-6300 
Contact: Sue McCauley, Energy Mgmt. Supervisor 

(907) 563-7494 

The Chugach Association for Real Energy Savings (CARES) is a low-cost energy 
loan program started in February of 1986 by the Chugach Electric Association, 
a publicly owned electric cooperative. The loan program is available to all 
members of Chugach Electric. 

The program offers 5% loans to its members to finance home energy-efficiency 
improvements. Money for the loan program is available under a program offered 
by the federal Rural Electrification Administration (REA), which provides 
financial assistance to eligible public electric utilities. REA allows its 
borrowers to defer part of the principal payments on their oldest REA loans 
and to use the money to make energy-efficiency-improvement loans to cooperative 
members. For the next two years $1.1 million a quarter is available for the 
CARES program. Loan amounts will range from a minimum of $3,000 to a maximum 
of $10,000. The program is managed by Chugach Electric, which contributes 
$13,000 for administrative staff salaries. 

Although the program is new, 600 to 800 homes are expected to be improved the 
first year. Since the program began operating, 244 loan applications have 
been received. The loans will be processed on a prioritized basis. Top 
priority will be assigned to members requesting an electric-to-gas heat 
conversion in owner-occupied, single-family residences. The second priority 
will be for members requesting energy retrof1t measures for owner-occupied, 
single-family residences. All other requests will be assigned a priority of 
three, the lowest level. Individually metered and heated condominiums and 
townhouses will be treated as single-family residences. Duplexes and larger 
multifamily housing will be considered commercial property. Mobile homes 
will not be eligible unless they qualify as real property (the mobile home is 
permanently affixed to the property and the home is assessed as real property 
rather than personal property). 

A CARES loan applicant must own the building in which the energy improvements 
are to be made, and the building must receive electric service from Chugach 
Electric. An energy audit (conducted for no charge) and a review of the 
project's estimated costs determine the amount of the loan. Members may choose 
their own contractor or do the work themselves, but they must have two bids 
and the work must be inspected after it has been completed . 
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Southern California Edison 
California Public Utilities Commission 
P.O. Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Contact: Mr. Nall 

(818) 302-3693 

Southern California Edison (SCE) operates a low-income home weatherizing program 
that was mandated in 1983 by the California Public Utilities Commission. 
Other major utilities in the state have similar programs, but they operate 
independently. Each year, SCE provides conservation assistance to about 500 
low-income customers. Assistance includes an initial audit, weatherstripping, 
ceiling insulation, and air-duct insulation at a cost of about $500 per home. 

Eligible residents are identified from the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP) and fuel-assistance lists. Many residents also hear about 
the program by word of mouth. First priority is given to senior citizens and 
the handicapped. SCE contracts out all the conservation work conducted for 
its program. Community action agencies perform most of the home energy audits 
for SCE and bid on much of the conservation work. 

Funding for the program has remained about the same since 1983. The utility's 
main problem in operating the program has been the difficulty in identifying 
eligible customers who have not already been assisted by government programs 
or other utilities. As a result of the lack of coordination among various 
low-income conservation efforts, the utility feels that some duplication of 
effort may be occurring. 
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Weatherize Boston 
1 City Hall Plaza 
Boston, Massachusetts 02201 
Contact: Jill Kolva 

(617) 725-3307 

Weatherize Boston is a cooperative effort of public and private entities to 
provide coordinated, leveraged services to all homeowners and tenants in the 
Boston Metropolitan area. About 40% of Boston's householders lack attic 
insulation, storm windows and doors; 90% lack other cost-effective conservation 
measures that would cut fuel bills by 20% to 30%. Weatherize Boston's combina­
tion of neighborhood outreach, workshops, free kits, low-cost energy audits 
and attractive financing makes conservation easier and more likely to occur. 

The program differs from other previous efforts to educate the householder in 
energy conservation by its methods and tone of outreach, by the motivating 
slant of its workshops, and by its finance options. By coordinating the 
cooperation and participation of different groups, Weatherize Boston effectively 
maximizes the strengths (talents) and resources of all groups. 

Weatherize Boston rel1es on community-based outreach and extensive use of 
volunteers for marketing. The Office of Neighborhood Services consults with 
leaders of community groups to identify "good workers," who are then recruited 
for telemarketing or door-to-door outreach to publicize a workshop and persuade 
residents to attend. A free conservation kit worth $25 is offered to attract 
workshop participants. Those who install the materials themselves become 
eligible for an additional $25 worth of materials that are installed by an 
energy auditor. Those who do not install the kit have only the kit installed 
for them as part of their audit. By installing the materials, workshop 
participants also learn how easy energy home improvements are and became 
committed to the idea of energy efficiency. 

An energy audit or "personal home survey" is scheduled for participants at 
the workshop by the Fair Share Development Corporation (FSDC), a member of 
the Community Energy Partnershop (CEP). This scheduling approach allows the 
participants to meet their auditor, ensures a speedy delivery of the audits 
and gives them a choice of date and time for the audit. The auditor analyzes 
the home for energy waste, makes conservation recommendations, inspects and 
installs the kit materials, explains Weatherize Boston's financing options, 
helps participants fill out pre-application forms for financing and gives them 
a list of approved contractors. These actions and assistance at this time 
increase the percentage of particpants who actually have energy-efficiency 
measures installed. All improvements financed by this program are inspected 
to assure that a quality job has been done. 

The first workshop, held November 1985, was successful in attracting 
participation. About 300 to 500 people were targeted for attendance in the 
community where it was held. About 12% of these people participated, and 70% 
of the participants signed up for audits. This translates to a participation 
rate of aver 8% of the targeted audience. Low-income participants are directed 
to the Weatherization Assistance Program during the workshop, insuring that 
the most needy participants get free weatherization assistance. 
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Other key participants in Weatherize Boston include Boston Edison, which 
contributes $25,000 to the salary of the outreach director; Bay Banks, Inc., 
which provides loans for Energy Conservation Bank; and the Bank of Boston, State 
Energy Office, and State Office of Communities and Development, which assisted 
with the planning program. 

Weatherize Boston 1 S goal is to continue the program for three to four years 
until most Boston Neighborhood communities have been reached. However, a 30% 
basic funding cut occurred as of July 1, 1986, from the Community Development 
Block (CDBG) grant funds. The program will have to seek alternate funding 
sources to continue the program as planned or cut back the services and 
materials offered. The CDBG contributes most of the money for workshop and 
material costs. 
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Hand In Hand 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 
P.O. Box 321 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73101 
Contact: Dick Banks 

(405) 272-3580 

In July 1984, Oklahoma Gas and Electric (OG&E) Company developed Hand-In-Hand, 
a low-income residential retrofit program. OG&E voluntarily developed the 
program to help elderly customers reduce their utility bills. The program 
employs "senior citizen contractors" to perform energy-efficiency services 
for other senior citizens. To be eligible for the services, the senior citizen 
resident must own his/her home and be within the utility 1 s service district. 

The utility uses senior citizen contractors because they work well with and 
relate to senior citizen clients. Senior contractors also have been found to 
be a valuable source for client referrals. Currently, 50 senior citizen 
contractors work for the utility. These seniors were recruited by OG&E through 
social service agencies and church groups. Most of these senior contractors 
have prior experience in carpentry, but OG&E trains them further. 

Since the program began, 3561 homes have been improved. A full range of 
services and materials are provided by the program, including audits, 
weatherstripping, caulking, broken glass replacements, reglazing of windows, 
water heater jackets, insulation (insulation contractor), and minor repairs 
that will improve the home's energy efficiency. The maximum allowable 
expenditure per home is $500. In 1986 about $816,000 has been budgeted for 
the program through OG&E • 
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Baltimore Energy Alliance Program 

Baltimore Gas & Electric Co. 
P.O. Box 1475 
Baltimore, MD 21203 
C. Miller, Civic Affairs Rep. 
(301) 234-6541 

City of Baltimore 
920 East 25th Street 
Baltimore, MD 21218 
Richard Aull, Chief of Energy 

Weatherization Program 

In September 1983 Baltimore Gas and Electric (BG&E) Company and the City of 
Baltimore started a joint part'nership program, the Baltimore Energy Alliance 
Program (BEAP), to provide permanent conservation and roof insulation services. 
As of May 1986, 6,400 homes have been improved in Baltimore through this 
program. {Recognition of the "6,000th roof" received media coverage.) In 
1986, BEAP expects to improve 1200 to 1500 homes. 

BEAP is targeted to the low-income households to supplement Department of 
Energy (DOE) and Health and Human Services (HHS) programs using the Maryland 
Assistance guidelines of 150% of poverty. City employees are trained to install 
the conservation materials; no volunteers are used. A $400 maximum is set 
per job but averaging is allowed, so homes requiring more than $400 in materials 
and labor can be serviced because of the offset from homes requiring fewer 
services. BEAP provides retrofit roof insulation, anti-infiltration work, 
and furnace repairs or replacement. 

The City of Baltimore administers the technical aspect of the program under 
the direction of Richard Aull. Mr. Aull is responsible for purchasing materials 
in quantity buying with other programs, storing materials in city warehouses, 
scheduling the services, supervising employees, ensuring quality control, 
interfacing with BG&E, and managing insurance and other such business needs 
as the project requires. 

BG&E has contributed the following to the project: 1-year warranty on replaced 
gas-fired furnaces; re-imbursement labor for 11 city employees; loan of 2 
one-half ton vans for transporting materials; 1 Econoline van; maintenance on 
the vans; a computer; and energy audits on homes. The total package from 
BG&E is $250,000 per year. The social service agencies administer the 
applications and identify participants. 

The key elements of success in this program are the expeditious central 
purchasing and installation of the conservation materials, the project workers' 
expertise, and the utility's funding to ensure cash flow. The number of homes 
improved in this program quantify its success in supplementing the DOE and 
HHS programs. 
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Weatherization Residential Assistance Program 
Potomac Edison Company 
Downsville Pike 
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740 
Contact: Jo Mullendore, Supervisor Residential Activities 

(301) 790-3400 

In November 1985 the Potomac Edison Company began full-scale operation of the 
Weatherization Residential Assistance Program (WRAP). The program's objective 
is to help the utility's low-income customers cut their electricity costs for 
the long term by providing energy retrofit services. The philosophy is that 
permanent energy-efficiency improvements save money for the recipients every 
year and reduce generator demands. 

The utility provides materials and funds for installation to eligible customers. 
Volunteers are not used in this program. Eligibility is determined by local 
weatherization agencies operated through Human Resource Development Commission 
Offices in the three state areas involved: Western Maryland, Eastern West 
Virginia, and North Central Virginia. The state guidelines and energy 
assistance eligibility lists from federal Weatherization Assistance Programs 
(WAPs) are used to identify recipients. 

Each residence is allowed up to $500 for materials and labor for the long­
term measures. In addition, each residence receives free energy audits, 
insulated water heater jackets, flow restricting shower heads, door sweeps 
and post-insulation inspection. The objective is to install as many major 
energy-saving materials as possible for the money. 

The goal of WRAP is to lmprove 550 homes in a two-year perlod. Thlrty homes 
were retrofltted ln a pilot program in 1984. In that program, no dollar limits 
were set in order to determine a limit that might be needed for the remaining 
homes. The program has been enthusiastically accepted. Two problems 
encountered are that it is sometimes difficult to obtain landlord permission 
on multifamily rental residences, and the process of identifying recipients 
through inspecting the installation is taking longer than the expected six 
months • 
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Community Conservation Program 
Potomac Electric Power Company 
1900 Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest, Room 528 
Washington, D.C. 20068 
Contact: Gwen Hawkins, Program Manager 

{202) 872-3287 

Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO) established the Community Conservation 
Program (CCP) in mid-1983 to offer its senior citizens and low-income customers 
free assistance in installing energy conservation measures in their homes or 
apartments. This program was initiated specifically to help those customers 
reduce their energy bills and to respond to the concerns of public service 
commissioners of Washington D.C. and Maryland that the customers most in need 
of conservation services often do not use the conservation programs available. 

The CCP contracts with community-based organizations (CBOs) (similar to 
community action agencies) to provide energy conservation education for the 
target groups and to install the necessary energy conservation improvements. 
CBO contractors are selected through a competitive process: a proposal request 
is sent out to as many as 200 organizations; the CCP director holds 2 open 
meetings to answer questions and to discuss any program issues; proposals are 
submitted; and contracts are awarded. Applications are judged on the CBOs' 
past work, operations and education plans, the size of the target group within 
the CBOs' area, and the CBOs' ability to obtain matching funds. A CBO 
contractor must also commit to a definite number of units to be weatherized, 
must outline its financial arrangements, and must meet standards for the 
materials it uses. Finally, the CBO contractor must obtain permission from 
the program recipient to track the energy use in the residence after the 
conservation measures have been installed. 

PEPCO trains the people designated by the CBO to install the conservation 
measures, and provides technical and management assistance to the contract 
recipients. PEPCO also performs energy audits and inspects at least 50% of the 
installations. The CBO may obtain matching funds from government programs or 
agencies that provide funds for weatherization and rehabilitation or from 
private-sector businesses, such as banks or foundations. 

Benefits of the program include energy savings, both to the utility and to the 
program recipients; job skills developed; economic growth in the community 
through jobs, material sales, and more cash flow for consumers; and energy 
consumption tracking in residential sectors. In 1983, 500 homes were improved. 
The goal in FY 1986 is to weatherize 3,300 residences; of these 1,700 will be 
major rehabilitation, which can cost up to $1600. The low cost range of work 
is $70 to $200 per residence. 
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The Bibliography is organized into five sections: 1) community 
• organizing/planning, 2) fund raising by community groups or other foundations, 
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STATE WEATHERIZATION OFFICES 

Alabama Department of Economic 
and Community Affairs 
P.O. Box 2939 
Montgomery, Alabama 36105-0939 
Contact: Careen Wontowski 

(205) 284-8946 

Alaska Division of Community Affairs 
Weatherization Section 

949 E. 36th Avenue, Suite 403 
Anchorage, Alaska 99508 
Contact: John Munson 

(907) 563-1955 

Arizona Energy Office 
1700 W. Washington, 5th Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Contact: Russel Clark 

(602) 255-3303 

Arkansas Department of Human Services 
P. o. Box 751 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203 
Contact: Gene Martin 

(501) 370-2702 

California Office of Economic 
Opportunity 

1600 9th Street, Room 340 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Contact: Dennis Miller 

(916) 324-2940 

Colorado Division of Housing 
1313 Sherman, Room 419 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Contact: Susan Mad1an 

(303) 866-2033 

Connecticut, Under Secretary of Energy 
80 Washington Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06016 
Contact: John Ruskes 

(203) 566-2800 

c .1 

Delaware Department of Community 
Services 

Division of Community Affairs 
820 North French Street, 4th floor 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
Contact: Ken Davis 

(302) 571-3491 

Florida Department of Community Affairs 
2571 Executive Center Circle East 
Tallahassee, Florida 
Contact: Ray Smith 

{904) 487-3481 

Georgia Office of Energy Resources 
270 Washington, SW, Room 615 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
Contact: Kris Allison 

(404) 656-5176 

Hawaii State Energy Office 
Department of Planning and Economic 

Development 
335 Merchant Street, Room 109 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 

Idaho Division of Energy Resources 
Department of Health and Welfare 
450 West State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
Contact: Pete Gonzales 

(208) 334-3815 

Illinois Department of Commerce and 
Community Affairs 

Office of Human Services 
620 East Adams 
Springfield, Illinois 62701 
Contact: Wayne Curtis 

(217) 785-6203 

Indiana Department on Aging and 
Community Services 

Division of Community Services for 
Low Income 

One North Capitol, Commerce Center 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
Contact: Sabrina Edwards 

(317) 232-7006 



Iowa Energy Power Council Energy Assistance 
Division 

Weatherization Program 
Lucas Building, Room 2001 
State Office Complex 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
Contact: Walter Pickett 

(515) 281-4204 

Kansas Department of Social and 
Rehabilitation Services 

c/o Kansas Corporation Commission 
State Office Bldg., 4th Floor 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 
Contact: Joe Konrad 

(913) 296-5460 

Kentucky Energy Cabinet 
P.O. Box 1188 
3572 Ironworks Road 
Lexington, Kentucky 40578 
Contact: Carol Wallace 

(606) 252-5535 

Louisiana Department of Urban & 
Community Affairs 

Office of Community Services 
P.O. Box 94455 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 
Contact: J. W. Vaughn 

(504) 925-7948 

Maine Office of Energy Resources 
301 W. Preston St., #53 State House 

Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333 
Contact: Herb Sperry 

(207) 289-3811 

Maryland Weatherization Office 
1123 North Eutaw Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
(301) 383-3266 

Massachusetts Office of Energy 
Conservation 

100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, Massachusetts 02202 
Contact: William Concannon 

(617) 727-6964 

C.2 

Michigan Department of Social Services 
Office of Income Assistance 
300 South Capitol 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
Contact: Linda Crandall 

(517) 373-2004 

Minnesota Department of Jobs and 
Training 

690 American Center Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
Contact: Mark Kaszynski 

(612) 297-2590 

Mississippi Office of Energy and 
Community Services 

Low-Income Weatherization Assistance 
Program 

301 West Pearl Street 
Jackson, Mississippi 39203-3094 
Contact: Eddy Ramsey 

(601) 949-2038 

Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources 

Division of Energy, Weatherization 
Section 

P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
Contact: Eldon Hattervig 

Montana State Department of Social and 
Rehabilitation Services 

P.O. Box 4210 
Helena, Montana 59604 
Contact: Charles Poole 

(404) 444-4137 

Nebraska Energy Office 
State Capitol Building, 9th Floor 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509 
Contact: Pete Davis 

(402) 471-2867 

Nevada State Office of Community Service 
1100 E. William St. Suite 117 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 
Contact: Craig Davis 

(702) 885-4420 

.. 
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New Hampshire Governor's Energy Office 
II Depot St., 3rd Floor 
Concord, New Hampshire 0330 
Contact: Rick Haines 

(603)271-2611 

New Jersey Department of Community 
Affairs 

Office of Low-Income Energy 
Conservation 

363 West State Street 
Trentonf New Jersey 08625 
Contact: Grey Adkins 

(609) 292-6140 

New Mexico Department of Energy and 
Minerals 

Conservation and Management Division 
525 Camino de los Marquez 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
Contact: Anita Heisenburg 

(505) 827-5922 

New York State Energy Office 
Two Rockfeller Plaza 
Albany, New York 12223 
Contact: Mr. Petty 

(212) 587-5724 

North Carolina Department of Commerce 
Energy Division 
P.O. Box 25249 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 
Contact: Walter Bray 

(919) 733-2230 

North Dakota Weatherization Program 
Office of Intergovernmental Assistance 
State Capitol Building, 4th Floor 
Bismark, North Dakota 5B505 
Contact: Kim Nesbig 

Ohio Office of Energy Conservation 
Ohio Dept. of Development 
P. 0. Box 1001 
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0101 
Contact: Stjepan Vlanovich 

(614) 466-2480 
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Oklahoma Energy Conservation and 
Consumer Department 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission 
17 NE 28th Street 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
Contact: Jennifer Flack 

(405) 521-3941 

Oregon Department of Energy 
102 Labor and Industries Building 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
Contact: Gary Curtis 

(503) 378-4040 

Pennsylvania Department of Community 
Affairs 

Bureau of Human Resources 
RM 362 Forum Bldg. 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 
Contact: Dennis Darling 

(717) 787-7301 

Rhode Island Governor's Energy Office 
275 Westmenster Mall 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903 
Contact: Al Scappaticci 

(401) 277-6920 

South Carolina, Office of the Governor 
Division of Economic Opportunity 
1712 Hampton Street 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Contact: Grey Adams 

(803) 758-3191 

South Dakota, Energy Assistance Office 
217 1/2 W. Missouri 
State Capito 1 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
Contact: Cindy Loen 

(605) 773-3766 

Tennessee Department of Human Services 
Ill 7th Avenue North 
Nashville, Tennessee 37203 
Contact: David Farmer 

(615) 74!-5924 



Texas Energy Efficiency Division, 
Public Utilities Commission of Texas 
7800 Shoal Creek Boulevard, Suite 400N 
Austin, Texas 78757 
Contact: Chris Reitsch 

(512) 458-0315 

Utah State Energy Office 
355 W. North Temple 
Third Triad Center, Suite 450 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84180-1204 
Contact: Mike Glen or Mike Johnson 

(801) 538-5428 

Vermont State Economic Opportunity Office 
103 S. Main 
Waterbury, Vermont 05676 
Contact: Marcel Rcheleau 

(802) 241-2450 

Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals 
and Energy 

2201 West Broad Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23220 
Contact: Jennifer Snead 

(804) 257-0330 
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Washington Department of Commerce 
400 East Union, 1st Floor 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
Contact: Claire Hopkins 

(206) 753-4106 

West Virginia Governor's Office of \ 
Community and Industrial Development 

State Capitol Complex Bldg. 6, RM B553 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 
Contact: Dan Cottrill 

(304) 348-4010 

Wisconsin Department of Health 
and Social Services 

P.O. Box 7868 
Madison, Wisconsin 53707 
Contact: Peter Polish 

{608) 266-1049 

Wyoming Energy Conservation Office 
Barrett Building, 3rd Floor 
2301 Central Avenue 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002 
(307) 777-7131 
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