


DISCLAIMER 

This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an 
agency of the United States Government. Neither the United States 
Government nor any agency Thereof, nor any of their employees, 
makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal 
liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or 
usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process 
disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately 
owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, 
process, or service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or 
otherwise does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, 
recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or any 
agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein 
do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States 
Government or any agency thereof. 



DISCLAIMER 

Portions of this document may be illegible in 
electronic image products. Images are produced 
from the best available original document. 





The Weatherization 
Assistance Program 
Annual Report For 7980 

November 1980 

U. S .  Department of Energy 
Assistant Secretary for Conservation 8 Solar Energy 
Office of State & Local Programs 
Office of Weatherization ~ssistance Programs 

- - - - -. - - - -- - 

DISCLAIMER 

- -- .- .~ - .- -. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Execut ive  Summary ................................................... 1 

I . I n t r o d u c t i o n  .................................................. 3 

I1 . Progress  Toward t h e  Achievement of  Na t iona l  Energy 
Conservat ion '  Goals . ......................................... 4 

A . Department of  Energy ...................................... 6 
B . Other  Fede ra l  Weather iza t ion  A c t i v i t i e s  ................... 12 

I11 . Adequacy and Cos t  o f  M a t e r i a l s  . ............................... 16 

I V  . Recommended L e g i s l a t i v e  Mod i f i ca t ions  ......................... 17 

.................................................... V . Conclusions 18 

Appendices 

............................................... A . Bibl iography 19 

B . Pre l imina ry  R e s u l t s  of  Survey o f  Adequacy and Cos t  ............................................. of  Materials 21 

Table  1 . S t a t e  Role i n  Purchasing Materials ............... 26 ............................ Table  2 - P r i c e  Ranges.by8Sta. te.  29 
Table  3 - F i b e r g l a s s  ~ n s u l a t i q n  P r i c e s  Pa id  by ..................................... Subgrantees  31 
Table  4 - C e l l u l o s e  I n s u l a t i o n  P r i c e s  Pa id  by 

Subgrantees  .............................. 33 
Table  5 - Storm Window and Storm Door P r i c e s  Paid  

by Subran tees  ................................. 35 
Table  6 - Subgrantee  Reports  o f  M a t e r i a l  A v a i l a b i l i t y  ...... 37  
Table  7 - M a t e r i a l s  Prices Reported by S u p p l i e r s  ........... 38 

C . S t a t i s t i c a l  Tables  ......................................... 39 

Table  1 . Homes Weatherized by , S t a t e  through 
August 1980 .................................... 40 

Table  2 . Program Expendi tures  by s t a t e " t h r o u g h  
August 1980 ........................................ 4 1  

Table  3 - persons  A s s i s t e d  by Sta te /Region through 
December 1979 ................................... 43 

Table  4 - D i s t r i b u t i o n  of  E l i g i b l e  
Households/ Individuals  i n  1975 .....:........... 46 

Table  5 - D i s t r i b u t i o n  of  E l i g i b l e  Renters/Owners 
i n  1975 ...................................... 48 

Table  6 - D i s t r i b u t i o n  of  Urban/Rural E l i g i b l e  Persons  
i n  1975 .................................... . 50 



EXECUTIVE S LT,MMARY I 
  his report on Federal weatherization activities is required 
by Section 254 of the National Energy Conservation Policy Act 
(NECPA). It addresses three major areas of concern relating 
to weatherization activities: (1) the extent of progress 
being made toward achievement of national energy conservation 
,-oals; (2) the adequacy and costs of materials; and (3) the 
need for and desirability of modifying weatherization 
activities and of extending such activities to a broader range 
of income groups, including changes to the legislation necessary 
to accomplish these modifications. The report concentrates on 
the efforts of the Department of Energy's (DOE) program for 
Weatherization Assistance for Low-Incone Persons, authorized by 
the Energy Conservation in Existing Buildings Act of 1976 
(Title IV of the Energy Conservation and Production Act (ECPA)), 
as amended, but also includes available information on related 
activities of other Federal agencies. 

Federal.weatherization activikies contribute to the achievement 
of national energy conservation goals by encouraging and funding 
energy conserving measures in dwelling units occupied by low- 
income owners and renters. From the inception of the first 
Federal program devoted to weatherization, early in 1975, through 
August 31, 1980, approximately 830,000 units have been weatherized. 
Operational difficulties in the program -- including shortages of 
labor, inadequacies in data collection, and delays in expenditure 
of program funds -- have resulted in a series of corrective 
initiatives. These include changes made by NECPA in 1978, and 
by the Energy Security Act in 1980, as well as by a series of 
amendments to the program's regulations, most recently an interim 
final rule.issued by DOE on February 27, 1.980. In addition, for 
four months (January through April) during 1980, the program was 
operated under the direction of the ~epartment's Under Secretary, 
which enabled the program to implement a number of important 
changes on an expedited basis. 

i 

Among the most significant innovations introduced to the program 
in 1980 are: performance fund'ing (granting funds on the basis of 
proven production capability), payment for labor and contractors, 
inexpensive interim measures, and more flexibility in-determining 
eligibility for multi-family buildings. In addition, the program 
improved communications with the Department of Labor (DOL) and 
the Community Services Administration (CSA) as well as with 
representatives of' the local program operators. Headquarters 
staffing was strengthened in 1980, and a management agreement was 
signed which clarified the respective responsibilities of the 
Assistant Secretary for Conservation and Solar Energy, the DOE 
Regional Representatives, and the Director of the Office of 
Weatherization Assistance Programs.. 



The costs of materials vary considerably among different areas of 
' 

the country because of variations in factors such as,transportation 
costs and purchasing procedures. Weatherization materials are 
generally available in adequate quantities, although certain items 
.may be temporarily in short supply, especially in the busy seasons 
for weatherization . . activities. 

DOE is presently reviewing a number of areas which could result 
in proposals for legislative modification to the program. These 
include: increasing the limitation on administrative expenses; 
raising the allowable expenditure per dwelling unit; and authorizing 
demonstrations to determine the effectiveness of innovative energy 
conservation approaches. The Department is in the process of 
implementing the series of legislative changes recently made to 
the program by the Energy Security Act, and is therefore making 
no legislative recommendations at this time. Such proposals will 
be forthcoming as appropriate. DOE believes that it would be 
inadvisable at this time to extend the program's activities to a 
broader range of income groups. There are an estimated 14 million 
households potentially eligible at the present income levels. 
Until all of these households have been surveyed, and assisted 
where necessary, DOE feels the program should continue to 
concentrate on the lowest income groups, who are most in need of 
assistance. 

This study was prepared by the Department of Energy in consulta~ion 
with the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, Housing and Urban 
Development, Labor, and Health and Human Services, and the 
Community Services Administration. 



I. INTRODUCTION 

The Federal involvement with weatherization activities began as 
a response to the fuel shortages and price increases during the 
1973 oil embargo. The need to conserve energy and to lessen ' 

the impact of rising energy costs on low-income -ericans led 
to the establishment of a number of Federal programs. The first 
such program was begun in 1975 by the Office of Economic 
Opportunity (OEO), which used its Community Action Agencies (CAA's) 
as the delivery mechanism. OEO became the Community Services 
Administration (CSA) , which continued the program through fiscal 
year 1978. The Federal Energy ~dministration (FEA, now part of DOE) 
began a similar program in fiscal year 1977, authorized in Title IV 
of ECPA, using for its local delivery mechanisms many of the same 
CAA's used by CSA. The DOE program became the sole Federal 
weatherization assistance effort beginning in fiscal year 1979. 
A number of other Federal agencies foster conservation by 
encouraging weatherization improvements as part of their overall 
missions. 



11. PROGRESS TOWARD THE ACHIEVEMENT OF NATIONAL ENERGY 
CONSERVATION . GOALS 

In April 1977, the President announced his National Energy Plan 
which, among other things, set forth a series of goals. for 1985. 
One of those goals was to make more energy efficient 90 percent 
of existing American homes. 

The Federal Government's weatherizatjon activities are involved . 

in the achievement of that goal and of two broader goals: to 
"reduce the annual growth of total energy demand to below 
2 percent,"* (from a projected 3 percent rate without new energy 
conservation initiatives) and to "reduce oil imports from a 
potential level of 16 million barrels a day (in 1985) to 
6 million..."* 

Conservation and fuel efficiency were major components of this 
Plan. 'Increased funding was proposed to "aid people with 
low-incomes to weatherize their homes."** The amounts 
appropriated were $130 million for fiscal year 1978, $198.95 
million for fiscal year 1979, and $198.95 million for fiscal 
year 1980.*** The revised budget request for the DOE program for 
fisca.1 year 1981 is $188.95 million. 

In May 1979, the National Energy Plan I1 was released. It 
re--emphasized the need for conservation and identified 
weatherization grants for low-income people as a crucial part of 
the Plan. 

The Federal weatherization activities reviewed in this study have 
contributed toward achievement of Na.tiona1 energy conservation 
goals. This contribution~will increase substantially as more homes 
are weatherized and related programs focus more on weatherization 
activities. Current DOE estimates, based on a pi.lot study conducted 
by the Mid-American Solar Energy Center (MASEC) for the State of 
Minnesota, indicate that weatherizing results in an average fuel 

*The' Na'ti~~al Energy Plan, Executive Office of the President. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printins Office. 1977. 

***Funds were divided evenly between CSA and DOE in fiscal year 
1978 ($65 million each); DOE received the entire weatherization 
appropriations in fiscal years 1979 and 1980. 
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savings of'14 percent per home,* which is the equivalent of 
approximately 2.5 barrels of oil per year per hone. This represents 
an estimated savings of the equivalent of some 2,075,000 barrels 
of oil per year based on the approximately 830,000 homes weatherized 
as of August 31, 1980, under the CSA and DOE programs. (This 
assumes that "weatherization" in the early years of the Federal 
program achieved equivalent energy savings to the weatherization 
being done' today, and that those savings continue to accrue. This 
assumption is highly questionable, since homes weatherized in the 
early years were done at a much lower cost. However, we have no 
better data on which to rely). 

Energy savings has always been a difficult area in which to gather 
data, for a number of reasons. There are great variations in the 
types and conditions of dwelling units weatherized, in climatic 
conditions, and in the prices of fuels. Records of fuel purchases 
before and after weatherization are frequently not readily 
comparable. In addition, there may be some cases where 
weatherization activities may lead to short-term increases, rather 
than decreases, in energy use. Some people may open up more rooms 
in their homes, or may raise their thermostats, once the 
weatherization measures take effect and heating bills start to go 
down. However, the steadily rising price of fuels should serve 
as a long-term disincentive for such counter-productive activity. 
Therefore, while it may never be possible to provide exact 
figures, it appears clear that the weatherization effort is 
resulting in significant energy savings.** 

A number of other Federal programs fund weatherization activities 
such as research, outreach efforts, and housing rehabilitation, 
but there is not sufficient data to quantify the amount devoted 
specifically to weatherization. The DOE and CSA weatherization 
programs and other Federal programs which include weatherization 
activities are described below. 

*This study, completed in December 1979, found an average 
savings of 13.43 percent per home. The savings in this study 
ranged from a high of 17.49 percent to a low of 9.37 percent. 
The results were based on a survey of 59 sample group and 37 
control group homes representing the population of all 
weatherized and non-weatherized low-income homes in the State. 
The methodology used in this study was designed to have general 
applicability to other State programs. DOE is funding a . ) . .  
follow-up to the MASEC study as a part of its program evaluation. 
The second-year study will attempt to validate the energy savings 
determined in the pilot survey. 

**See Appendix C for more detailed information about the types 
of people served, number of homes weatherized, and expenditures 
for the UOE program. 



A. The Department of Enerqy (DOE) 

The Department of Energy's Weatherization Assistance Program 
provides for th'e installation of insulation, storm windows 
and doors, and other energy efficiency improvements to reduce 
heat loss and conserve energy in the homes of low-income people, 
especially the elderly and the handicapped. DOE has provided funds 
-to 75 grantees: 49 States (all except Hawaii, which originally 
declined to participate but has recently asked to be included, 
in order to insulate hot water heaters), the District of 
Columbia, and 25 Native American tribal organizations. Starting in 
fiscal year 1981, Hawaii will also be participating in the program. 

These funds can be expended for materials, administration, program 
support, training and technical assistance, and under certain 
circumstances, for labor and contractors. Labor to perform the 
actual weatherization work has generally been provided by the 
Department of Labor's Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
(CETA) program, or by volunteers. To date, approximately 80 to 
85 percent of weatherization workers in the DOE program have been 
paid by CETA. In most cases, local weatherization pro.jects are 
operated by the same CAA' s which perform. a number 0.f-__o_ther-.s_ervices 
for low-income people. Those not operated by CAA's are run by 
other local non-prof it organizations, including some operated 
by local governments or by the State. 

DOE's Weatherization Assistance Program awarded its first grant 
in August 1977 and is now preparing its fifth round of funding, 
for fiscal year 1981. As of August 31, 1980, 430,000 homes had 
been weatherized under DOE's program. 

Proa'r'es's' Ma'de' in 1980 

The DOE Weatherization Assistance Program encountered significant 
-operational problems which slowed anticipated production rates during 
the program's first three years. Legislative, administrative, and 
regulatory changes have been made to deal with these difficulties, 
including a number of significant changes made in 1980. The key 
changes in 1980 were introduced in the program's interim final rule 
published in the. Fed'er'al' Re'gi's'ter on February 27, 1980, (44 FR 13028) . 
&Response to these changes has been generally positive. Preliminary 
studies on the impact of these changes and on the effectiveness of 
the program's present delivery mechanism, should be available by 
January 1981. The major regulatory changes are: 

Prior to fiscal year 1980, the program's grantees were given annual 
allocations based,on a formula which did not take into account 
utilization of funds previously awarded. Grantees which were 
capable of spending more than they were allotted could not get 
additional funds, and grantees whose funding far exceeded their 
ability to produce simply retained their allocations, unexpended. 
Very sizable amounts of prior year funds were carried over from 
year to year under this system. 



In order to provide an incentive to grantees to produce at a 
more satisfactory level, the program's regulations were amended 
in 1980 to provide for giving additional funds to grantees which 
produce at a greater rate than their initial allocation can 
finance. This change enables the program to channel its limited 
resources to those grantees which prove best able to utilize them. 

I 

Under this new system, performance and funding levels are reviewed 
each year, so adjustments can be made on a responsible and timely 
basis. In reallocating the funds, DOE takes into account funds 
available, and each State's demonstrated production capability. 1 
The program anticipates continuing production at the rate.achieved 
in the last quarter of FY 1980 through CY 1981, using carry-over 
funds from prior years plus the 1981 budget request. At that 
rate of production, all program appropriations through FY 1981 
should be expended by December 31, 1981. 

( 2 )  Pa.yme,n't 'f'0.r' Labor and Contractors 

shortages of labor to weatherize homes have f requentl; been. a 
problem. The DOE program was designed to provide'materials and 
program support for the weatherization effort and relied heavi.1~ 
upon labor provided by the DOL (through its 'CETA program) or by 
volunteers. There are, however, limitations to .the extent to 
which the CETA program can respond to weatherization needs: it 
is designed as a short-term employment/training program, with 
strictly 'limited pay rates and tenure, and its funding is 
statutorily targeted to areas of high unen$loyment, whereas  DOE"^ 
program funds are allocated on the basis of climate (heating and 
cooling degree-days) and number of low-income persons. In the 
past, some areas that qualified for DOE weatherization assistance 
have been unable to meet weatherization production goals, due 
in part to inadequate supplies of CETA..labor or -alternative . .  . . 
volunteer resources. 

DOE began experimenting with ways to improve program administration 
and with increased flexibility on. the labor issue under the,. 
DOE/DOL/CSA "Action Plan" devised in'the fall of 1979 (see the . 
program's '1'9.7'9 'Annua'l' Report for a 'more 'detailed discussion of this 
plan). Further flexibility was deemed necessary in 1980, and a's a 
result the amended regulations issued on ~ebrua;~. 2?, 1980, included 
provisions to permit the hiring of labor 'or con.tractors where CETA- 
labor and volunteers are determined to be unavailable in,sufficient. 
numbers. .A companion provision was also included to allow for'-.:.. 
increased expenditures per dwelling unit where labor or contractors 
must be paid for from DOE funds. The average cost of weatherizing 
a dwelling unit has risen steadily since the Action Plan took 
effect, from $490 in calendar year 1979 to $790 in August 1980. A 
large part of this increase is undoubtedly due to payments for 
labor or contractors. More precise data on this question will be 
available next year, once the monthly reporting, form (discussed 
on page (9) has been implemented. 



( 3 )  Interim Weatherization Measures 

DOE'S program was originally designed to provide a one-time-only, 
complete weatherization job. However, considering the vast number 
of eligible dwelling units and the maximum production rates 
possible lat present funding levels, it appeared appropriate to 
allow for the installation of interim measures as a preliminary 
to complete weatherization. 

Therefore, the regulations were amended to allow for the installation 
of certain inexpensive interim weatherization measures as a separate 
effort to serve eligible households which might otherwise have to 
wait a period of time for any sort of weatherization assistance. 
DOE intends that a more complete weatherization of each dwelling 
unit will follow the installation of these interim weatherizatLon 
measures. Dwelling units receiving interim measures are not 
considered "completed," and are not included in the program's 
production figures. Data on the expenditures and the number of 
units receiving interim weatherization measures is requested on 
the weatherization program's new monthly reporting forni, and will 
be available in 1981. In addition to this regulatory change, DOE 
has entered into an interagency agreement with ACTION to sponsor 
a series of community-wide campaigns to install interim 
weatherization measures. 

(.4) ' M~'1ti'-f ami'ly Rental Housing 

For a variety of reasons rental dwelling units have not been 
weatherized as rapidly as single-family owner-occupied dwelling 
units. Although an estimated 56 percent of eligible households 
live in rental units, about 11 percent of the units completed in 
1979 were rental units. In order to encourage the weatherization 
of multi-family rental buildings, the program's regulations were 
amended in 1980 to provide that such buildings could be 
weatherized if 66 percent of the.dwelling units were eligible. 
The change also permitted vacant units to be weatherized where 
future occupancy is restricted to eligible tenants. 

In addition to instituting these new flexibilities, DOE is 
continuing to fund a demonstration project in New York City to 
determine viable approaches to encouraging the weatherization of 
rental buildings in large urban areas. DOE hopes to have a clearer 
picture of the effect of the changed regulations on the 
weatherization of rental buildings by January 1981, after the 
completion of an impact analysis on the expansion of the definition 
of an eligible mutli-family dwelling unit. 

. .  . .  . 

0 ther '19'8'0' '-' 1981 'Ini'tia'ti'ves 

FY 1981 is seen as a year for the program to consolidate and 
evaluate gains made in the past two years, and to strengthen 
management and improve quality control, to enable the program to 
operate at maximum efficiency under its present legislative mandate 
and, perhaps, to broaden its perspective in future years. 



(1) Record Kecping 

.. Obtaining timely and accurate information about the progress of 
. the program has been a continuing problem. In large measure, this 
difficulty arises from the need to collect data from 75 grantees 
and nearly 1,150 geographically dispersed local program operators. 

. "-DOE has designed a new comprehensive monthly reporting form, to 
be implemented late in 1980, to gather timely and accurate 
,information from its grantees. Specifically, the reporting form 
'.will collect data on number of homes weatherized, expenditures 
by allowable category, labor hours and expenditures, and number 
of people assisted. DOE is working to develop a standard 
methodology for determining energy savings. Once that is 
established, energy savings data will be required on the monthly 
reporting form. An automated data storage and retrieval capability 
is part of this system as well. 

( 2) Progr'am Guidance 

In order tu assist the grantees in providing effective management 
of the program, DOE is developing a number of instruction 
instruments, including audit guidelines, training modules, and 
a State Program Manual. These should be available by early 1981. 

(3 ) ' 'I'n.f6rnia.ti'o'ri Trarisf er 

Maintenance of effective communications with 75 grantees and nearly 
1,150 subgrantees has also proven to be a difficult task,. In its 
efforts to improve information flow and the administrative 
capabilities of the various grantees and subgrantees, DOE sponsored 
a pilot project in 1979 to develop a weatherization bulletin to 
disseminate information on administrative, legislative, technical, 
and management questions. The first issue in 1980 was published 
in ~uly, and DOE is currently seeking approval from the Office of, 
Management and Budget to publish this bulletin on a regular basis. 

For the first four (4) months of 1980 the program operated under 
the direction of the Under Secretary. This gave the program needed 
visibility and support from the highest 1evels.of DOE. Besides 
publishing the.interim final rule in February, the Department 
improved communications with DOL, CSA, and representatives of local 
program operators. In addition, headquarters staffing was increased 
and strengthened, and relations with the Regional Offices were 
clarified. 

(5) alte. . . . . rnatiire' De'l'ivery Mechanisms 

The program has, to date, limited itself to a single local program 
operator in any given area. A number of migrant farmworkers 
representatives have argued that this system neglects migrant . ,  

farmworkers. In order to test possible alternative approaches, DOE 
i . s  negotiating an interagency ayree~uexlt with DUL to fund a 



demons t ra t ion  p r o j e c t  t o  assist mig ran t s  d i r e c t l y .  DOE w i l l  a s s e s s  
t h e  r e l a t i v e  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  t h i s  new approach b e f o r e  seek ing  
t o  expand i t  t o  a d d i t i o n a l  s i tes  and o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

(6 )  En'e'rgy 'Se'cur'ity 'Act 

The Energy S e c u r i t y  A c t  (Pub. L. 96-294 (June 30, 1980) ) (ESA) 
made a  number of  impor tan t  changes t o  t h e  program, i n c l u d i n g  
r a i s i n g  t h e  r e p a i r  l i m i t a t i o n  ( t o  $150 from $100) ;  a l lowing  S t a t e s  
t o  p a s s  through up t o  10 p e r c e n t  of t h e i r  g r a n t s  t o  subgran tees  
f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  expenses;  changing t h e  b a s i s  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  
l o c a l  agenc ies ;  r e q u i r i n g  s t a n d a r d s  t o  ach ieve  uniform r e s u l t s  i n  
s i m i l a r  c l i m a t e s ;  and p e r m i t t i n g  payment f o r  t h e  h i r i n g  of  non-CETA 
l a b o r  under c e r t a i n  c i rcumstances .  DOE i s  i n  t h e  p roces s  of  
deve lop ing  a  f i n a l  rulemaking t o  implement t h e  f i r s t  two of  t h e s e  
changes and i s  p lanning  t o  seek p u b l i c  comments on t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  
changes i n  a n o t i c e  o f  i n q u i r y ,  p r e p a r a t o r y  t o  i s s suance  of  a 
n o t i c e  of proposed rulemaking. 

No t i ce  o'f I 'nqui r y  

DOE r e c e i v e d  many v a l u a b l e  comments i n  response  t o  i t s  i n t e r i m  f i n a l  
r u l e  of February 27, 1980, many of  which suggested changes t o  t h e  
program. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  ESA has  mandated a number of  changes,  a s  
d i s c u s s e d  above. I n  o r d e r  t o  g i v e  a l l  i n t e r e s t e d  members o f  t h e  
p u b l i c  a  chance t o  comment o n ' a l l  a s p e c t s  of  t h e  program, b e f o r e  
changing t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  f u r t h e r ,  DOE i s  p lanning  t o  i s s u e  a  Not ice  
o f  I n q u i r y  ( N O I )  seek ing  comments on a  number of  a r e a s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  
concern ( t h e  ESA changes, p l u s  o t h e r  a r e a s  such as t h e  l i s t  of  
p e r m i s s i b l e  m a t e r i a l s ,  t h e  g r a n t  funding a l l o c a t i o n  formula ,  t h e  
i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  i n t e r i m  measures, t h e  w e a t h e r i z a t i o n  of  mul t i - fami ly  
r e n t a l  b u i l d i n g s ,  c o s t  averag ing ,  F e d e r a l  and S t a t e  management r o l e s ,  
and t r a i n i n g . a n d  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e )  a s  w e l l  as g e n e r a l  comments. 
T h i s  N O 1  should be publ i shed  i n  t h e  Fe.de'r'a1 R e q i s t e r  i n  t h e  f a l l  
o f  1980. 

DOE w i l l  t hen  combine t h e  comments r ece ived  i n  response  t o  t h e  
i n t e r i m  f i n a l  r u l e  w i t h  t h o s e  from t h e  N O I ,  and w i l l  t hen  p repa re  
a n o t i c e  o f  proposed rulemaking add res s ing  a l l  a r e a s  of  t h e  
r e g u l a t i o n s  deemed t o  need changing on t h e  b a s i s  of  a l l  t h e  
comments. 

(8  Impr'o'veme'n'ts i n  Monthly Rates  of  Produc t ion  and Expendi ture  

Monthly r a t e s  o f  p roduc t ion  i n c r e a s e d  markedly i n  1980, from 18,099 
homes i n  January t o  28,473 homes i n  August. By c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  
ra te  f o r  an average month i n  t h e  f i r s t  q u a r t e r  o f  1979 was 
approximately  9,300 homes, and f o r  t h e  t h i r d  q u a r t e r  of 1979 w a s  
approximately  12,300 homes. A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  expend i tu re s  
i n c r e a s e d  from a monthly average of $3.6 m i l l i o n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
q u a r t e r  of  1979 t o  an  average  of $11 m i l l i o n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  q u a r t e r ,  
and $17 m i l l i o n  i n  t h e  second q u a r t e r  of 1980. Expendi tures  f o r  
August 1980 were approximately  $22.5 m i l l i o n ,  w i t h  an average 
c o s t  p e r  u n i t  wea ther ized  of  $790. 



The program i s  c u r r e n t l y  spending a t  a n  annua l  rate o f  $270 m i l l i o n ,  
and a n t i c i p a t e s  wea the r i z ing  310,000 homes i n  1980. With c u r r e n t l y  
a v a i l a b l e  funds  and t h e  budget  r e q u e s t  o f  $189 m i l l i o n  f o r  F Y  1981, 
t h e  program estimates t h a t  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  300,000 homes w i l l  b e  
wea the r i zed  i n  CY 1981. I f  t h e  program c o n t i n u e s  a t  i t s  c u r r e n t  
rate  of p roduc t i on  through 1981, a l l  c u r r e n t  and p r i o r  y e a r  fund ing  
i s  scheduled  t o  be  expended as of December 1981. 



OTHER FEDERAL WEATHERIZATION ACTIVITIES 

The Community Services Administration's Weatherization Program was 
the first Federal program to concentrate on weatherizing the homes 
of low-income persons and was part of a larger CSA program to 
assist people in coping with scarcer and more costly energy 
supplies. The CSA program provided funds directly to the local 
Community Action Agencies, rather than through the States, as DOE's 
program operates. CETA served as the primary source of labor for 
the CSA program as it does for DOE's program. 

CSA's Weatherization Program was established at the end of fiscal 
year 1975, and funded weatherization projects through fiscal year 
1978. CSA has reported that approximately 400,000 homes were 
weatherized under its 1975 to 1978 program. ' 

A number of other Federal agencies sponsor programs which include 
weatherization activities similar to those in the current DOE and 
the former CSA programs. In general, weatherization is not the 
major function of any of these programs, but it does constitute an 
important side benefit. While separate weatherization statistics 
are not maintained for these programs, it is clear that they result 
in energy conservation benefits for the Nation. These programs are 
briefly described below. 

The' Depa'r.tmen't b'f Aqr'iculture, Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) 

The Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) is the largest Government 
direct housing lender, with $3.08 billion of its over $14 billion 
fiscal year 1980 budget available for Single Family Rural Housing 
Programs. FmHA has a series of loan and grant programs, administered 
through FmHA State Directors, and County Farmers Homes Offices, that 
can be used for energy conservation measures by rural homeowners. 

FmHA 502 Rural Housing Loans - the Section 502 Loan Program 
provides funds for individual families to buy, build or 
repair a home for their own use. Homes financed under this 
program must meet minimum property standards including FmHA's 
more rigid thermal standards.. The program includes a rural 
housing weatherization loan provision. 

The objective of Section 502 loans. is to provide ,eligible 
applicants the opportunity to obtain adeqate but modest, 
decent, safe and sanitary housing and related facilities.. 
Applicants must be unable to obtain the needed financing 
from private lending institutions, and be of low or moderate 
Tncome. The houses financed must be situated in rural areas. 
The 1980 funding level for this program was.$3.08 billion. 
The budget request for 1981 was $2.77 billion. 



FmHA Section 504 Lwarls and Grants - Section 504 loans and 
grants are made to assist very low-income owner-occupants 
in rural areas repair or improve their dwellings in order 
to make their homes safe and sanitary by removing hazards 
to the health and safety of the occupants and/or the 
community . 
The maximum grant assistance is $5,500. To be eligible for 
a grant, an applicant must be 62 years of age or older and 
be unable to repay that part of the assistance received as 
a grant. Authorized purposes for a 504 loan or grant include 
insulation, storm windows, roof repair, adequate heating 
system, etc. A recent survey indicated that a majority 
of these loan and grant funds are used for weather'ization . 
purposes. 

The f~~nding 1980 levels I u r  these prdgrams were: 

504 Loans $24,000,000 
504 Grants $24,000,000 

The 1981 budget request was: 

504 Loans $50,000,000 
504 Grants $25,000,000 

Section 504 C Weatherization Program - provides authority 
for the Secretary of Agriculture to develop and conduct a 
weatherization program to weatherize dwelling units occupied 
by low-income families. Priority would be given to 
weatherization of dwelling units occupied by elderly or 
handicapped persons. Section 504 C has not been funded. 

The Depa'rtmerit' of Housi'ng' and Urban Development (HUD) 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development's (HUD) Office of 
Community Planning and Development and Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA) manage the following programs which may provide for the 
inclusion of weatherization improvements: 

Community Development Block Grants - focus on projects 
primarily benefitting low and moderate income people; 
have been awarded to over 5,000 cities, including about 
3,000 annually; about 25 percent of the funds go to 
property rehabilitation, which often includes weatherization 
measures. For FY 1980, $3.8 billion was appropriated and 
the Administration's request for FY 1981 was $3.95 billion. 

Section 312 of Rehabilitation Loans - have financed the 
renovation of over 110,000 housing units and are made 
only when the rehabilitation work conforms to HUD's 
energy conservation standards. For FY 1980, $216 million 
was appropriated for loans, and the request for 1981 
was $192 million; 



The Urban Homesteading Program - Section 810 of the Housing 
and Community ~eve1opment'~ct of 1974 provides for the 
transfer of HUD properties in designated areas to cities 
for urban homesteading programs. These vacant properties 
are then turned over the urban "homesteaders" who agree to 
3ring the property up.to local building standards, frequently 
including the installation of weatherization materials. For 
FY 1980, $12 million was allocated under Section 810 and for 
FY 1981, $13 million has been allocated. 

Title I- Home Improvement Loans - the Federal Housing 
Administration provides insurance for loans made by 
private lenders on single and multi family dwellings; 
funds may be used for weatherization retrofits. 

HUD also insures, subsidizes or holds an estimated 8,000 housing 
projects, with nearly 1,000,000 low-income tenants. In the summer 
of 1980, HUD advised its local offices that such projects might 
qualify for assistance under DOE'S program. Many project owners 
or- managers inquired-about such assistance, and in some areas, 
DOE local program operators were able to schedule work on these 
projects along with their regular applicants. At its present 
funding levels, however, the DOE program would not be able to do 
more than a few of these projects in any given year. 

The ,Department '0.f Health and Human Services (HHS) 

The Department of Health and Human Services' ~dministration on 
Aging provides the States with formula grant funds which can be 
used, particularly in emergencies, for minor home repairs and 
renovations, including weatherization improvements. Funds are 
not earmarked specifically for home repair and renovation, but 
these services may be provided through programs administered by 
Local Area Agencies on Aging (AAAs) based on a determination of 
the priority needs of the older persons being served. 

. H H S  will also be administering a new program in fiscal year 1981 
to provide cash assistance to low-income persons to help them pay 
their fuel bills. This program, called the Sow-Income Energy 
Assistance Program, is not involved in weatherization. For FY 1981, 
Congress has provided funds in the amount of $1.7 billion. 

The' D.e. .a. ' p rtmen't 'o'f Come'rce ,' National Bureau of Standards 

The Community Services Administration (CSA) and the National Bureau 
of Standards (NBS) are cooperating in a Demonstration Project to 
determine the energy savings achieveable through economically 
optimized weatherization of low-income family homes. Some 200 homes 
in 14 locations, covering all major climate zones of the contiguous 
States are involved. For each demonstration house, energy use, 



infiltration rate, mechanical efficiency, building dimensions, and 
weather data were collected, both pre-weatherization and 
post-weatherization. The data can be used not only to determine 
the savings and costs associated with various weatherization 

I options, but also to develop mathematical models for infiltration 
and energy consumption of residential buildings and to check the 
accuracy of existing calculation methods. 

ACTION 

ACTION and DOE have entered into an Interagency Agreement to 
mobilize a number of communities throughout the Nation to conduct 
low-cost energy conservation campaigns. ACTION'S Office of 
Voluntary Citizen Participation will assist communities in 
designing and implementing energy conservation citizen efforts. 
Funds for planning and implementing these campaigns have been 
provided by DOE, and the weatherization materials to be installed 
will be provided by DOE subgrantees. 



111. ADEQUACY AND COST OF MATERIALS 

DOE commissioned a survey, undertaken in July and August of 1980, 
to determine the adequacy and cost of materials used in the 
Weatherization Assistance Program. The preliminary results of 
this survey'are included as Appendix B -of this report, and are . , 

surrrmari'zed below. (Final results of the survey should be available 
by the end of 1980.) 

In general, supplies of materials were found to be adequate, 
although many subgrantees reported some delays (usually less than 
two months) in deliveries of storm windows. Frequently the 
shortages were seasonal, and the subgrantees serving less populous, 
rural areas tended to have the most problems with supply 
availability (they also tended to pay higher prices for the 
materials they use). 

On average, the subgrantees are paying lower prices than the 
regular prices quoted by suppliers, which indicates the local 
agencies are obtaining quantity discounts or competitive bids 
from suppliers. Prices in the West tend to be generally higher, 
and in many areas prices tend to rise during the fall and early 
winter, when demand for the products is highest. Subgrantees 
serving rural areas tend to pay higher prices due to the smaller 
volume of their purchases and their general lack of warehouse 
space. 



IV.  RECOMMENDED LEGISLATIVE MODIFICATIONS . - , . . , 
- . .  

DOE'S Weather iza t ion  Ass i s t ance  Program o p e r a t e s  through 75 g r a n t e e s  
( c u r r e n t l y  49 S t a t e s  ( t o  i n c r e a s e  t o  .50 . S t a t e s  i n  f i s c a l  yea r  1981) , 
t h e  D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia, and 25 Nat ive  American t r i b e s ) ,  and * a  

n e a r l y  1;SSO subgran tees .  A number of  l a b o r  sou rces ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
t h e  Department o f  Labor ' s  CETA program, prov ide  l a b o r  f o r  t h e  ..- 

Weather iza t ion  Ass i s t ance  Program. Developing a v i a b l e  mode of  
o p e r a t i o n  has  taken  t i m e  because of t h i s  complex s t r u c t u r e .  Some 
ad jus tments  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  program were made in,NECPA,, f u r t h e r  
changes w e r e  made by ESA, and some have been made a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  
o r  by r e g u l a t i o n .  These changes came about  a s  a . r e s u l t  of  
exper ience  gained through a c t u a l  o p e r a t i o n  of  . . the 'program: 

. , 

The program is. still evoiving.  DOE is  prese 'n t ly  reviewing a 
number of ' a r ea s  which could r e s u l t  i n  p roposa l s  f o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  
mod i f i ca t ion  t o  t h e  program. These inc lude :  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  
l i m i t a t f o n  on a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  expenses;  r a i s i n g  t h e  a l lowable  
expend i tu re  p e r  dwel l ing  un i t ; .  and a u t h o r i z i n g  d,emonstrat ions t o  
determine t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of i nnova t ive  energy conse rva t ion  
approaches.  The Department i s  i n  t h e  p roces s  of implementing 
t h e  series of . l e g i s l a t i v e  changes r e c e n t l y  made t o  t h e  program 
by t h e  Energy S e c u r i t y  A c t ,  and i s  t h e r e f o r e  making no l e g i s l a t i v e  
recommendations a t  t h i s  t i m e .  Such p roposa l s  w i l l ' b e  forthcoming 
as app rop r i a t e .  ,: 



V . CONCLUS'IONS 

Federal weatherization activities are benefiting those people 
least able to afford the financial burden of escalating energy 
costs, and they are also encouraging job opportunities.for 
unemployed individuals. 

Federal weatherization activities contribute to the achievement 
of the Nation's energy conservation goals by reducing the amount 
of fuel needed to heat American homes. Weatherization also makes 
homes more comfortable and more healthful. DOE and CSA programs 
have weatherized approximately 830,000 dwelling units as of 
August 31, 1980, at an'annual estimated savings of 2,075,000 
barrels of oil equivalent per year. Recent changes to the DOE 
program have been designed to increase production; encourage 
weatherization of multi-family rental buildings; improve data 
collection; add production capabilities to the factors used in 
allocating funds; and otherwise make the program more responsive 
and effective. ' 

By providing for training and job experience which can later be 
used in obtaining employment in the private sector, ~ederal 
weatherization activities, which seek to employ CETA labor, are 
helping many people who might otherwise remain unemployed. Current 
records indicate that approximately 20,000 CETA workers were 
employed in the program at any given time in 1980. No definitive 
data are available on the number of CETA workers who move on to 
private sector weatherization work. However, discussions with 
local program operators indicate that as many as 50 percent, or 
more, of the CETA workers in the program use their weatherization 
training and experience to get private sector employment. 

The Federal. weatherization activities mentioned in this report 
have succeeded in directly 'weatherizing a significant number of 
homes (in the cases of the CSA and DOE programs) or in encouraging, 
or funding, weatheriza.tion as part of a larger -program (the FmHA, 
NBS, WD, and. HHS 'programs) . It is expected that the ongoing 
Federal programs involved in weatherization will continue to 
contribute'to the conservation of enercJy and the assistance of 
those least able to afford rising energy costs. 
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Appendix B 

PRELIMINARY RESULTS OF SURVEY OF ADEQUACY AND COST OF MATERIALS 

1n~tro'd~'~ti'o.n 'and De'sc'rip'tion of the' Survey 

In order to determine the adequacy and cost of materials necessary 
for weatherization activities, DOE commissioned a survey of States, 
subgrantees, .and private sector material suppliers. This survey 
effort was undertaken in July.and August 1980, and preliminary 
results for the' survey are reported here. 

Des'~ri'~tidn ,o'f 'the Survey 

Separate surveys with correspondingly different survey plans were 
administered to the three groups of respondents (States, 
subgrantees, and suppliers). The State administrative questionnaire 
was given to all 49 States in the program (Hawaii was not 
participating in the program at the time) plus the District of 
Columbia. The purpose of this survey was to determine the role 
of the State in the purchase of materials as well as to ascertain 
any information State officials had concerning the range of prices 
paid in their State and the extent of intrastate price variation. 
The reason for identifying the role of the State was to assess 
whether it contributes to any differences -in prices. 

I 

A sample of the approximately 1,150 subgrantees in the country'. 
was surveyed also. The'size of this sample was 241. In order to 
increase the precision of the ,collected data for analysis, the 
subgrantees were stratified by the four Census Regions and by. 
three sizes of population areas (less than 75,000; 75,000 - 200,000; 
over '200,000) . In the design of the survey, it was assumed that 
price,variation is greatest for program operators in, small, rural 
areas; and smallest in large urban areas where there is greater 
information and competition. Therefore the smallest populat2on 
areas were oversampled and the largest areas undersampled relative 
to their proportional composition in the program. Subgrantees in each 
of the 49 States were surveyed, however. The size of the sample is 
as follows (completed surveys are in parentheses) : 

POPULATION OF AREAS SERVED 
CENSUS LESS THAN. OVER 
REGION '7'5 , '0'0'0' 75,000-200,000 200,000 TOTAL 

Northeast 16 (15) 14 (13) 9 (9) 39 (37) 
North Central 23 (23) 24 (23) 8 (7) 55 (53) 
South 55 (48) 32 (26) 9 (5) 96 (79) 
We s't '3'4. (2.5.) 10 (8) 7 (4) 51 (37) 
To'tal' 128' '(111) 80 (70) 33 (25) 241 (206) 



The purpose of the subgrantee survey was to determi-ne prices paid on or. 
as close as possible to July 1, 1980, for insulation materials, storm 
windows, storm doors, and other materials used in the program. This 
survey also gathered information on the prevalence of discounts and 
on general procurement procedures, and identified suppliers of 
materials. 

It should be emphasized that in both the subgranteest and supplierst 
surveys, the geographic stratification was the Census Region - 

(No'rthea'st: Maine, Connecticut, New Hampshire, Vermont, 
Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania; 
North Centr'al: Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, F~isconsin, 
Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, ~issouri, 
Iowa; South: Delaware, Maryland, Washington, D.C., Virginia, 
West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia., Florida, 
Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, Kentucky, Arkansas, ~ouisiana, 
Texas, and Oklahoma; and West: Montana, Idaho, Washington, Oregon, 
Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, California, Nevada, 
and Alaska). 

Consequently, the conclusions that are drawn are statistically 
significant only for those regions. 

The definition of supplier that was applied was a business 
establishment which sells insulation materials, storm windows, 
and/or storm doors to organizations or individuals whose purpose 
is to apply these materials to residences for energy conservation 
purposes. That is, manufacturers of constitutent parts of the 
materials (e.g. manufacturers of glass panes which are sold to 
other manufacturers who assemble the storm windows) and 
manufacturers who limit their sales to wholesalers/retailers or 
industrial clients were precluded. The sample of suppliers was 
stratified by Census Region in order to permit reporting results 
at the same geographic detail as that used in the subgrantee 
survey. The universe of suppliers was partitioned into two sets: 
manufacturers and retailers/wholesalers. The supplier sample sizes 
are as follows: 

CENSUS REGION MANUFACTURERS WHOLESALERS/RETAILERS 

Northeast 43 (10) 44 (7 
North Central 56 (20) 55 (19) 
South 10 1 (26) 44 
We's't 

(8) 
'5 1 (2) 25 (5 

To'tal '25'1' ' ' (58 16 8 (39) 

Data from the supplier survey are incomplete at this time but will 
be fully analyzed in the final report on this survey. 



The purpose of the' supplier survey was to determii-ie prices-charged 
for.weatherization supplies and to get the suppliers' perspectives 
of why and how prices' are. set and changed. There were also a 
number of questions on discount policies and supply availability. 

Because the survey was done by telephone, it was not possible to 
inspect the materials - however, it was assumed that subgrantees 
were responding about.purchases of materials which meet the 
standards set-for this program: 

Summary of Re'sul'ts 

The preliminary results of the survey point to several conclusions. 
First of all, the subgrantees are, on average, paying lower prices 
than those generally quoted by suppliers. This suggests that the 
agencies are shopping around and getting competitive bids. 
Suppliers responded that their pricinq policies often included 
discounts for large volume purchases and it is clear that many 
subgrantees are taking advantage of these. On the other hand, a 
relatively small percentage of subgrantees (perhaps 10 percent or 
less) , appear to be paying disproportionately high prices, as 
indicated by the price variations in Tables 2 through 7. Once 
the results of this survey are completely tabulated DOE is 
planning to advise all subgrantees of the conclusions regarding 
purchasing procedures. 

Compared to other regions, the West seems to be facing somewhat 
different circumstances. The delivered costs of almost all 
materials are higher, which results in the following: 

i) A higher incidence of subgrantee's building their 
own storm windows and storm doors; 

A higher usage of less expensive materials such as 
wood or rigid vinyl framed storm windows or plastic 
glazing; and 

Greater use of the more durable silicone caulking, 
which is relatively more cost effective in high-cost 
,areas. . Silicone caulking is. costlier .than other 
types, but the disparity in cost is'considerably 
less in the Nest. 

Finally, there appears to be some sensitivity to supply and demand 
in the markets for all weatherization materials, with a history of 
5-20 percent price increases reported in the fall or early winter, 
when weatherization activities generally accelerate. 

I 



I 

S t a t e  Response 

A l l  f i f t y  S t a t e  programs responded t o  t h e  survey.  The p r i c e s  
r e p o r t e d  by t h e  S t a t e s  f o r  a l l  of t h e  m a t e r i a l s  (based on t h e i r  
knowledge of p r i c e s  pa id  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l )  showed s i g n i f i c a n t  
v a r i a t i o n .  Furthermore, most S t a t e s  r e p o r t e d  cons ide rab le  
i n t r a s t a t e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  p r i c e s  paid.  Twelve of  t h e  S t a t e s  
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  they  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  exper iencing a v a i l a b i l i t y  
problems wi th  some s u p p l i e s .  Ten of t h e s e  twelve responses  
concerned s i g n i f i c a n t  d e l a y s  i n  having storm window o r d e r s  f i l l e d .  
South Caro l ina  r e p o r t e d  having problems o b t a i n i n g  s k i r t i n g ,  and 
N e w  Mexico was having d i f f i c u l t i e s  purchasing water  flow 
c o n t r o l l e r s .  

Role of  t h e  S t a t e  i n  M a t e r i a l s  Acqu i s i t ion  

Table 1 provides  d a t a  on t h e  S t a t e s '  pe rcep t ion  of t h e i r  r o l e  
i n  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of m a t e r i a l s .  The t o t a l  responses  a r e  more than 
50, s i n c e  more than one response  may be a p p l i c a b l e  p e r  S t a t e .  S i x  
S t a t e s  r epor ted  t h a t  they  played no r o l e  i n  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  
m a t e r i a l s .  O f  t h e  remaining S t a t e s ,  a  m a j o r i t y  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
they  provided t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  (28) and r e g u l a t e d  procurement 
procedures ( 2 4 ) .  Most of t h o s e  t h a t  responded t h a t  they  provided 
t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  it was n o t  an a c t i v i t y  t h a t  
r e c e i v e d  a g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis. 'On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  two 
dozen S t a t e s  which r e g u l a t e  procurement procedures ,  r equ i red  a  
f a i r l y  s t r i c t  r e l i a n c e  on compet i t ive  bidding.  In f i v e  S t a t e s ,  
an  upper l i m i t  was set  on p r i c e s  t h a t  may be  pa id .  

S ince  t h e  p r i c e  informat ion  t h a t  was ga the red  was i n  terms of 
i n t r a s t a t e  ranges,  it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine whether those  
S t a t e s  emphasizing compet i t ive  b idding o r  maximum p r i c e s  a c t u a l l y  
p a i d  lower p r i c e s .  An a n a l y s i s  of t h e  d a t a  seems t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  does n o t  hold.  Using c e l l u l o s e  and storm window 
p r i c e s  (because t h e s e  a r e  t h e  most comparable a c r o s s  S t a t e s )  , t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between S t a t e  emphasis on competive b idding and p r i c e s  
pa id  was c ross - t abu la ted  by t h e  midpoint of t h e  repor ted  p r i c e  
ranges .1  The r e s u l t s  a r e  a s  fo l lows:  

S t a t e  Emphasis on Competitive 
Bidding and/or S t a t e  
S e t s  Maximu'm Pr ice '  ' 

C e l l u l o s e  ( 4.25 
P r i c e  

Midpoint - > 4.25 

Storm Window < 25.00 
P r i c e  

Midpoint 2 25.00 

1 
The midpoint of t h e  p r i c e  range might be skewed i f  t h e r e  i s  a 
s i n g l e  agency which i s  paying extremely h igh p r i c e s .  A judgement 
was made t o  exclude obvious o u t l i e r s .  



For  t h e  23 S t a t e s  which emphasize compe t i t i ve  b idd ing  o r  set  maximum 
p r i c e s  and which had c e l l u l o s e  p r i c e  d a t a ,  13 had midpoints  l e s s  
t han  $4.25 and t h e  o t h e r  10 r e p o r t e d  ranges  w i th  midpoin ts  g r e a t e r  
than $4.25. For  t h e  o t h e r  18 S t a t e s  w i t h  d a t a  on c e l l u l o s e  p r i c e s ,  
h a l f  of  t h e  midpoints  were above and below $4.25. Fo r  t h e  
22 S t a t e s  which emphasize compe t i t i ve  b idd ing  o r  maximum p r i c e s  
which had s t o r n  p r i c e s ,  7 had midpoints  less then  $25.00, wh i l e  
15 r e p o r t e d  ranges  t h a t  had a  midpoint  h i g h e r  than  $25.00. For  
t h e  o t h e r  18 S t a t e s  w i th  d a t a  on s torm windows, 10 had midpoints  
less than  $25.00 and on ly  8 had midpoints  g r e a t e r  than  $25.00. 

S t a t e  c o n t r o l  o r  emphasis on p r i c e s  i s  n o t  enough t o  e x p l a i n  p r i c e  
v a r i a t i o n .  O r  s t a t e d  more p o s i t i v e l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  subgran tees  i n  
S t a t e s  which are p a s s i v e  toward e x e r c i s i n g  c o n t r o l  o v e r  m a t e r i a l s '  
p r i c e s  which a r e  pay low p r i c e s .  

. > 



Table 1 

State Plays 
No Role 

2 

1 

1 

2 

6 

State Assmes' F u l l  
Responsibility For 

A l l  
Other 

1 

1 

2 

State Assi?mes F u l l  
Responsibility For 

Some 

0 

Eaegion 

I 

I I 

111 

IV 

v 

V I  

VI I 

VIII 

I X 

X 

TOTAL 

la 

1 

State Fe~dlates 
Procedures 

5 

1 

2 

5 

4 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 5 

State Provides 
Technical 
Assistance 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

4 

2 

4 

3 

3 

2 8 

State Sets 
Maximum 
Prices 

1 

1 

1 

2 

5 



Wtthin S t a t c  P r i c e  Var ia t ion  and Seasonal i ty  p a t t e r n  

The v a s t  major i ty  of S t a t e s  (39) i nd ica ted  t h a t  t h e r e  was v a r i a t i o n  
i n  p r i c e s  paid f o r  m a t e r i a l s  wi th in  t h e  S t a t e .  A number of these  
respondents f e l t  t h a t  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  was minor and was explained 
simply by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  vendors were used. However, t e n  
t o  twelve S t a t e s  r epor ted  t h a t  t h e  volume of t h e  subgrantees '  
purchases made a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  p r i c e  paid and t h e r e f o r e  smal l ,  
r u r a l  agencies  paid s l i g h t l y  h igher  p r i c e s ,  while two S t a t e s  
repor ted  t h a t  urban a r e a s  paid higher  p r i c e s  because of t h e  
t y p i c a l  p a t t e r n  of  genera l ly  h igher  p r i c e s  f o r  a l l  goods i n  
urban areas .  

About t e n  S t a t e s  ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e  i n t r a s t a t e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  p r i c e s  
was due t o  t h e  l o c a t i o n s  of t h e  var ious  subgrantees  which r e s u l t e d  
i n  d i f f e r e n t  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s .  F i n a l l y ,  four  S t a t e s  ind ica ted  
t h a t  t h e r e  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  buying p r a c t i c e s  which 
caused t h e  p r i c e  v a r i a t i o n  wi th in  t h e i r  S t a t e s .  That is ,  i n  these  
S t a t e s  some subgrantees  searched f o r  barga ins  more aggress ive ly  
or  shopped around t o  more vendors than o t h e r  subgrantees .  

S l i g h t l y  fewer than h a l f  ( 2 2 )  of t h e  States ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e r e  
was a seasona l i ty  p a t t e r n  i n  m a t e r i a l s '  p r i c e s .  Sixteen of these  
respondents repor ted  t h a t  c e l l u l o s e  i n s u l a t i o n  p r i c e s  were 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  s e n s i t i v e  t o  supply and demand and thus  rose  5 t o  15 
percent , in  f a l l  and e a r l y  winter ,  when demand i s  high. 

P r i c e s  Paid 

Table 2. g ives  t h e  repor ted  p r i c e  ranges by S t a t e .  I t  should be 
emphasized t h a t  these  p r i c e s  a r e  e s t ima tes  and a r e  no t  s t r i c t l y  
comparable. The i n t e n t  of t h e  S t a t e  survey was t o  de r ive  genera l  
e s t ima tes  and n o t  t o  p inpoin t  e x a c t  p r i c e s  f o r  comparable m a t e r i a l s  
(which was, however, t h e  i n t e n t  of t h e  subgrantee survey) .  Because 
of  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  way t h e  e s t ima tes  were r epor ted ,  a t t e n t i o n  
should be paid t o  t h e  footnotes  t o  t h e  t a b l e .  A s i n g l e  e n t r y  i n  a 

'column u s u a l l y  r ep resen t s  a S t a t e  average; otherwise t h e  responses 
a r e  supposed t o  be lows and highs ac ross  subgrantees .  

The c e l l u l o s e  p r i c e s  a r e  probably t h e  most comparable, and a s  can 
be seen from t h e  t a b l e ,  genera l ly  l i e  i n  t h e  $3.25 - $4.25 range 
(per  30 pound bag) .  S t a t e s  which exceed t h i s  range a r e  t y p i c a l l y  
somewhat i s o l a t e d  geographical ly  and presumably pay more f o r  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s :  Maine, New Mexico, North Dakota, Utah, 
Wyoming, Arizona, C a l i f o r n i a ,  Oregon, and Alaska. The v a r i a t i o n  
i n  p r i c e s  paid wi th in  S t a t e s  o f t e n  exceeds $1.00 per  bag (25-30 
pe rcen t  of t h e  p r i c e ) .  



F i b e r g l a s s  i n s u l a t i o n  p r i c e s  a r e  no t  a s  e a s i l y  compared due t o .  - 

g r e a t e r  v a r i a t i o n  i n  types  of products  o f f e r e d  i n  t h i s  m a t e r i a l .  
Such i n s u l a t i o n  may be purchased i n  b l anke t s  ( r o l l s )  o r  b a t t s  and 
comes i n  a v a r i e t y  of R-values, t h i cknesses ,  and l e n g t h s  and v i d t h s ;  
Furthermore, it may be unfaced o r  may have f a c i n g  of  aluminum f o i l  
o r  k r a f t  paper.  Subgran tees - in  a number o f  .S t a t e s  purchase f i b e r g l a s s  
i n s u l a t i o n  a t  a p r i c e  range of 10 c e n t s  - 20 c e n t s  pe r  square  f o o t ,  
whi le  i n  o t h e r  S t a t e s  p r i c e s  ranged cons iderably  < .  h i g h e r ,  up t o  50 - 

c e n t s  - 65 c e n t s  i n  some cases .  



Region 11 

New J e r s e y  4.35 - 4.52 NC 26.50 - 27.75 70 - 72 1.25 - 1.79 
New York NA NA NA N A ' NA 

, . PRICE RANGES PAID POR WEATHEPZATION W R U U S  BY STATE 

.. . . .  . . . . . 

Region I11 

Delaware 
D.C. 
M r y l a n d  
Pennsylvania 
V i r g i n i a  
W. V i r g i n i a  

. \ 

- <  I . . ,  . . :, . . . ,Region and. S t a t e  . . .. 

Region IV 

Alabama 
F l o r i d a  
Georgia 
Kentucky 
H i s s i s s i p p i  
North Carol ina  
South Carol ina  
Tennessee 

Region V 

I l l i n o i s  
Indiana  
Hichigan 
Hinnesota 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Region I ' , ' 
. . 

Connect icu t  3: ?5. - 4.25 . .190 - .23" , 21.,00 55 - 85 .89 - .99 
m i n e  4.45 - 5.99 .14' 21.75 - 35.00 115 - 125 2.80 . 
Uassachuse t t s  3.60 - 4.60 ' .10 - .2sb ' 25.00 - 45.00 - NC 
New Hampshire 3.50 - 5.00 . l q b  23.00 - 32.75 6 3  - 84 .  .83 - 1.30 
Rhode I s l a n d  4.25 - 5.00 . 24b 30.00 80  1.00 
Vermont 4.25 - 4.60 .18 - .20a . 27.50 - 29.50 80  - 87 1.20 - 2.53 

~ e l l u l o e e  
.' ( P r i c e  p e r  
-30 .lb. bqg) 

R0gion vl 

Arkansas 
Louis iana  
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Region VII 

I W S  
Kansas 
n i s s o u r i  
M b r a s k a  

P l b e r g l a s s  
(Cents p e r  
sq. i t . )  

Region V.11 

Oolorado 
m n t a n a  
North W o t a  
South Dakota 
Utah 
Warning 

Fmgion I X  

A r i w n a  
C a l i f o r n i a  
Srsvada 

Storm 
Windows 
( ~ o l l s r s )  

Region X 

Alaaka 
Idaho . 
Oregon 
Washington 

- - ~ - - -  

a +inch t h i c k n e s s  w i t h  'fac.ing 
b t h i c k n e s s  n o t  r e p o r t e d  
u ~sspuruleci in $/rq. XC.i wnveited b ' a  par r indw p r i c e  by u m d n g  1 5  .q. f t . / w i n d a  
d u n l e s s  noted.  a l d n m  t r i p l e - t r a c k  
e double-track 

Storm 
Doors ' 

(Dol la re)  

- -  " - - -  - Mater ia l  n o t  w e d  i n  sate 
)u\ Respondent did not a n a r e r  
NC mspMd.nt  r e p o r t e d  in a un i t  which could not be converted.  

29 

Caulking 
(Per t u b e  
o f  l a t e x )  



Storm window p r i c e s  ranged from $15-$25 i n  some States,  up t o  
$35-$50 i n  o t h e r s .  Most S t a t e s  responded t h a t  they  used 
predominant ly  aluminum frame, t r i p l e - t r a c k  windows. There w a s  a  
c l e a r  geographic  p a t t e r n  t h a t  Southern S t a t e s  p a i d  lower p r i c e s ,  
wh i l e  t h e  New England and Rocky Mountain S t a t e s  p a i d  h i g h e r  p r i c e s .  
Ana lys i s  of t h e  d a t a  does n o t  conf i rm t h e  no t ion  t h a t  S t a t e s  which 
r e p o r t e d  a v a i l a b i l i t y  problems w i t h  s torm windows pay h i g h e r  p r i c e s  
t han  o t h e r  S t a t e s ,  a l though  it i s  r easonab le  t o  assume t h a t  t hey  
would be  paying lower p r i c e s  w e r e  supply n o r e  p l e n t i f u l .  Oregon 
has  a unique source  of s torm windows - they  are manufactured i n  
t h e  S t a t e  Women's C o r r e c t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t i o n  and s o l d  t o  t h e  
subgran tees .  

The s torm door p r i c e s  t h a t  w e r e  quoted t y p i c a l l y  p e r t a i n e d  t o  
aluxr,inum frame doors  w i thou t  s c r eens .  A s  can be  seen  from t h e  
t a b l e ,  p r i c e s  p a i d  w e r e  extremely v a r i a b l e  ranging  a l l  t h e  way 
from $30-$125. S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  cau lk ing  p r i c e s  w e r e  ex t remely  
v a r i e d ;  i n  some c a s e s  t h e  cau lk ing  p r i c e s  quoted w e r e  f o r  t h e  more 
expens ive  b u t y l  o r  s i l i c o n e  t y p e ' c a u l k i n g  a s  opposed t o  t h e  cheaper  
l a t e x .  

Subaran tee  R e s ~ o n s e  

I n  t h i s  survey,  241 subgran tees  w e r e  con tac t ed .  Responses w e r e  
r ece ived  from ove r  200 o f  t h e s e  agenc ies .  This  s e c t i o n  w i l l  b e  
l i m i t e d  t o  a d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  p r i c e s  pa id  f o r  materials by t h e s e  
subgran tees .  

F i b e r s l a s s  I n s u l a t i o n  

Table  3 shows t h e  unweighted median p r i c e  and p r i c e  ranges  f o r  t h e  
purchase  of  f i b e r g l a s s  i n s u l a t i o n .  The geographic  p a t t e r n  does n o t  
show much v a r i a t i o n ,  which i s  probably exp la ined  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  f i b e r g l a s s  i n s u l a t i o n  i n d u s t r y  i s  f a i r l y  concen t r a t ed ,  w i th  
t h r e e  l a r g e  n a t i o n a l  s u p p l i e r s  account ing  f o r  most of  t h e  supply.  
These s u p p l i e r s  have r e g i o n a l  p roduc t ion  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  s o  t h a t  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s  a r e  n o t  an i s s u e .  

An i n t e r e s t i n g  conc lus ion  of  t h e  survey i s  t h a t  i n  many c a s e s  t h e  
r u r a l  subgran tees  are g e t t i n g  s l i g h t l y  b e t t e r  p r i c e s  on f i b e r g l a s s  
t han  are subgran tees  i n  popu la t ion  a r e a s  of  g r e a t e r  than  75,000. 
For  example i n  t h e  Nor theas t ,  t h e  median p r i c e  f o r  r u r a l  subgran tees  
was $.136/sq. f t .  f o r  R-11 ,  whi le  it was $ . I6  and $ . I4  f o r  t h e  
l a r g e r  agenc ies .  I n  t h e  North C e n t r a l  S t a t e s ,  bo th  R-11  and R-19 
have been less expensive f o r  t h e  r u r a l  subgran tees .  A s  w i l l  b e  
shown, t h i s  p a t t e r n  does n o t  ho ld  f o r  any of  t h e  o t h e r  w e a t h e r i z a t i o n  
m a t e r i a l s .  That  i s ,  it i s  almost  u n i v e r s a l l y  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t h e  
r u r a l  subgran tees  pay more than  urban agenc ies .  I t  i s  n o t  y e t  
c l e a r  why t h e r e  i s  an appa ren t  d i sc repancy  on t h i s  one p roduc t ,  
b u t  t h e  q u e s t i o n ' w i l l  be  more f u l l y  addressed  i n  t h e  more d e t a i l e d  
f i n a l  v e r s i o n  of  t h i s  p r i c i n g  survey  t o  be  i s s u e d  l a t e r  i n  1980. 



Table  3 

FIBERGLSS INSULATION PRICES PAID BY SUBGRANTEES, BY RGGION 

Nor thea s t  

Ru ra l  

Census Region 
and Subgrantee  

TYPe 

Semi-urban 

Urban 

R-ll 
($/sq. f t . )  

Median -9e I 

North  C e n t r a l  

Rural .135 .091 - .153 .18 .083 - .20 

Semi-urban 
. . 

.14 . I 25  - .17 .24 .16 - .  .45 

Urban - - .241 .241 - .34 

R-19 
($/sq. ft.) 

Median I Range 

South 

Rural .12 .087 - .18 

Semi-urban .15 ' .ll - .24 

Urban - - 

West - 
Rural .14 -113 - .40 . 21  .19 - .40 

Semi-urban - - .22 .18 - .29 

Urban - - .195 .19 - .20 

~. 

(-) = 2 or f e w e r  o b s e r v a t i o n s  



Cel lu lose  I n s u l a t i o n  

The use of c e l l u l o s e  by t h e  weather iza t ion  subgrantees  was f a r  more 
p reva len t  than t h e  use  of f i b e r g l a s s  b l a n k e t s ' o r  b a t t s .  This  i s  
because it i s  cheaper on a per  square f o o t  b a s i s  and because it i s  
e a s i e r  t o  use i n  r e t r o f i t t i n g  a home. The c e l l u l o s e  indus t ry  i s  
marked by a l a r g e  number of small  f i rms  and i s  r a t h e r  competi t ive.  
Within an a rea  of t h e  country,  t h e  median p r i c e  f o r  c e l l u l o s e  
tended n o t  t o  vary g r e a t l y  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  types of subgrantees .  
There were i s o l a t e d  subgrantees  paying $7.00 o r  more f o r  a 30 
pound bag, but  t h i s  was t h e  except ion r a t h e r  than t h e  r u l e .  

I n  Table 4 ,  unweighted median p r i c e s  and p r i c e  ranges f o r  c e l l u l o s e  
i n s u l a t i o n  a r e  reported.  P r i c e s  i n  t h e  Cen t ra l  U.S.--the North 
Cen t ra l  region and t h e  South--are lower than e i t h e r  t h e  Northeast  
o r  West. 'The d i f f e r e n c e  i s  s o  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  with only one 
except ion,  a l l  of t h e  p r i c e  observat ions  i n  t h e  North Cen t ra l  
Region were l e s s  than t h e  medians f o r  t h e  Northeast  o r  West. 

Within each of t h e  regions ,  subgrantees with s e r v i c e  a r e a s  of less 
than 75,000 persons paid higher  p r i c e s  f o r  c e l l u l o s e  than t h e  next  
l a r g e s t  groups (populat ion 'between 75,000 and 200,000). However, i n  
t h e  Northeast  and North Cen t ra l  regions,  t h e  l a r g e r  urban programs 
a l s o  paid higher  p r i c e s  than t h e  medium-sized group.. It  i s  l i k e l y  
t h a t  t h e  p r i c e  premium paid by t h e  smal ler  subgrantees i s  due t o  
smal ler  volume purchases. Not only  do t h e  smal ler  agencies  
weatherize fewer homes, bu t  they a l s o  t y p i c a l l y  have smaller  
warehouses f o r  s torage .  



Table 4 

CELLULOSE INSULATION PRICES PAID 
S-, BY REGICN 

Northeast 

Census Region 
and Subgrantee 

T Y P ~  

Rural 4.40 3.75 - 5.03 

Cellulose Price 

Median 

Semi-urban 

Urban 4.58 

North Central 

Rural 

Semi-urban 

Urban 

South 

Rural , 

Semi-urban 

Urban 

West - 
t 

Rural 

Semi-urban 4.41 

Urban 3.90 

a 
If price was reported for bag size other than 30 lbs., the 

price was normalized by an adjustment factor of (30/bag size). 



An i n t e r e s t i n g  o b s e r v a t i o n  which came o u t  of  t h e  survey w a s  t h a t  
t h e  subgran tees  i n  t h e  West tended t o  purchase  c e l l u l o s e  i n  bag 
s i z e s  o t h e r  than  30 pounds,, w i t h  40 pounds bags  most common. I n  
a l l  t h r e e  o t h e r  r eg ions ,  fewer t han  f i v e  p e r c e n t  of t h e  subgran tees  
purchased bag s i z e s  which were o t h e r  than  30 pounds. Perhaps  t h e  
l a r g e r  bag s i z e s  i n  t h e  West are a way of  ho ld ing  down an a l r e a d y  
h igh  r e l a t i v e  p r i c e .  

Storm Windows and Storm Doors 

V i r t u a l 1  every  subgran tee  engaged i n  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  s torm 
windows. 1 Approximately 85 p e r c e n t  i n s t a l l e d  aluminum t r i p l e -  t r a c k  
o r  double  t r a c k  windows. The remaining 15  p e r c e n t  used wood o r  
vinyl-framed windows, p l a s t i c  g l a z i n g ,  o r  aluminum framed windows 
w i t h  p l a s t i c  i n s e r t e d  windows. The i n s t a l l a t i o n  of  s torm doors  
w a s  f a r  less p reva l en t .  However, t hose  agenc ie s  which d i d  i n s t a l l  
s torm doors  tended t o  u s e .  aluminum, hollow frame doors .  Table  5 
p r e s e n t s  t h e  unweighted median p r i c e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  and t h e  p r i c e  
r anges  o f  s torm windows and s torm doors .  

A s  f a r  as storm windows are concerned,  t h e  South seemed t o  pay t h e  
l owes t  p r i c e  o f  any of t h e  r eg ions .  The Nor theas t  and North C e n t r a l  
p a i d  comparable p r i c e s ,  wh i l e  t h e  West w a s  much h ighe r .  For  example, 
t h e  median p r i c e  i n  t h e  South f o r  t h e  s m a l l e s t  agenc ie s  was $19.99, 
wh i l e  it w a s  $25.00 and $25.95 i n  t h e  North C e n t r a l  and Nor theas t ,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  I n  t h e  West t h e  comparable median p r i c e  w a s  $35.00. 
S i n c e  s torm windows and s torm doors  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  manufactured 
and s o l d  by t h e  same f i r m s ,  t h e  r e g i o n a l  p a t t e r n  of  s torm door 
p r i c e s  i s  similar t o  t h a t  o f  s torm window p r i c e s .  The South 
and North C e n t r a l  r e g i o n s  a r e  paying t h e  lowes t  p r i c e s ,  wi th  
t h e  Nor theas t  and West paying much h i g h e r  p r i c e s .  

There w a s  e x t e n s i v e  v a r i a t i o n  r e p o r t e d  f o r  bo th  s torm windows 
and s to rm doors .  For  windows, t h e r e  was u s u a l l y  a d i s c o u n t  f o r  
purchas ing  l a r g e  q u a n t i t i e s  which no doubt  added t o  t h e  p r i c e  
v a r i a t i o n  a c r o s s  agenc ie s .  Also t h e r e  were a number of  agenc ies  
which purchased double t r a c k  as opposed t o  t r i p l e  t r a c k  windows 
(a l though  it w a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no te  t h a t  double  t r a c k  s torm 
windows w e r e  n o t  always cheaper  than  t r i p l e  t r a c k  windows). 

I n  t h e  c a s e  of s torm doors ,  p r i c e  v a r i a t i o n s  appear  t o  be  due t o  
t h e  qua1it .y of t h e  doors  as w e l l  a s  t h e  agenc ie s '  purchase  volumes. 
A number of  agenc ies  on ly  purchased doors  o c c a s i o n a l l y  and 
t y p i c a l l y  bought expensive wood-f i l led  doors  from l o c a l  vendors  
a t  p r i c e s  o f  $100 and up. Other  agenc ie s  had h ighe r  volumes and 
p a i d  lower p r i c e s .  

There were 3 o r  4 excep t ions ,  where agenc ie s  claimed on ly  t o  be  
c a u l k i n g  o r  weathers t r ipping homes. 



Table 5 

STORM WINDOW AND STORM DOOR PRICES PAID 
BY SUBGRANTEES, BY REGION 

Census Region Storm Windows Storm doors 
and Subgrantee 

TYPe Median ' Range Median Range I 
Northeast 

Rural 

Semi-urban 

Urban 

North Central 

Rural 

Semi-urban 

Urban 

South 

~ u r a l  

Semi-urban 

Urban 

West - 
Rural 

Semi-urban 

Urban 

(-1 = 2 or fewer observatinns. 



Other  M a t e r i a l s  

The surveys  ga thered  d a t a  on cau lk ing  and w e a t h e r s t r i p p i n g ,  b u t  
no a n a l y t i c  r e s u l t s  are a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h i s  d.ate because of t h e  
tremendous v a r i a t i o n  i n  t ypes '  o f   product.^:. .... 

. 

A v a i l a b i l i t y  of M a t e r i a l s  

Almost 40 p e r c e n t  of t h e  subgran tees  had problems w i t h  t h e  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of m a t e r i a l s .  A s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  Table  6 ,  by f a r  the 
b i g g e s t  complaint  concerned s torm window a v a i l a b i l i t y  o r  sh ipp ing  
d e l a y s .  Many o f  t h e  subgran tees  r e p o r t e d  seasona l  problems on ly ,  
however, and most i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  d e l a y s  w e r e  less than  two 
months i n  du ra t ion .  . , 

. . . , 

There w a s  l i t t l e  geographic  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  among t h e  subgran tees  
r e p o r t i n g  a v a i l a b i l i t y  problems. However, t h e r e  was a d i s t i n c t  . 
p a t t e r n  between t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  agenc ie s  w i t h i n  a reg ion .  I t  was 
c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  smaller,  r u r a l  agenc ie s  had a  g r e a t e r  problem . 

o b t a i n i n g  s u p p l i e s .  While s e v e r a l  subgran tees  i n d i c a t e d  t h e r e *  
had been problems wi th  i n s u l a t i o n  s u p p l i e r s  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  t h e r e  
c u r r e n t l y  seem t o  be  on ly  s p o t  sho r t ages .  

. . 
S u p p l i e r  Response 

A t  thi's t i m e ,  o n l y  approximately  25  p e r c e n t  of  t h e  s u p p l i e r  ' .  . . . ,. 

responses  have been r ece ived  and analyzed.  Therefore  t h i s  
s e c t i o n  of  t h e  r e p o r t  w i l l  b e  somewhat ske tchy .  The main r e s u l t s .  
of  n o t e  a r e  t h a t  a  subs tan t ia1 .number .o . f  s u p p l i e r s  do o f f e r  
d i s c o u n t s  f o r  ca sh  and/or l a r g e  volume purchases ,  o f t e n  t r e a t i n g  
subgran tees  a s  i f  t hey  were c o n t r a c t o r s  and o f f e r i n g  1 0   percent^ 
o r  more d i s c o u n t s  and t h a t  t h e  repor ted-  p r i c e s  fo r ' -  merchandise . 
a r e  g e n e r a l l y  h i g h e r  than  t h o s e  be ing  p a i d  by subgran tees .  Table  7 
p rov ides  unweighted medians and p r i c e  ranges  a s  : r epo r t ed  by t h e -  
s u p p l i e r s .  

- I  . '- 

S u p p l i e r s  g e n e r a l l y  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  p r i c e s  have r i s e n  by more than  
1 0  p e r c e n t  f o r  most of  t h e i r  w e a t h e r i z a t i o n  m a t e r i a l s  ove r  t h e  
p a s t  yea r  and blamed t h e  r i s i n g  c o s t  of  * r a w  mater iaTs f o r  mos t -o f  
t h e  i n c r e a s e .  C e l l u l o s e  manufac ture rs  noted e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  r i s i n g  
c o s t s  of  s c r a p  paper  and b o r i c  a c i d  (used a s  a  f i r e  r e t a r d a n t ) .  
The l a t t e r  i s  i n  such s h o r t  supply  t h a t  a number of  manufacturers  
a r e  c u r r e n t l y  import ing it. For  o t h e r  commodit ies .besides  c e l l u l o s e ,  
s u p p l i e r s  blamed r i s i n g  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  fue.1 
su rcha rges ,  a s  t h e  primary reason  f o r  p r i c e  i n f l a t i o n .  5 .  . . 



Table 6 

SUBGRANTEE REPOKTS OF MAmRIAL AVAILABILITY 
PROBLEMS, BY REGION 

Storm Window 
Availability 
or Delays 

Problem 

Insulation . . 
Availability 4 .  . . , 4a . . 6 qd 
or .Iklays 

Region 
Northeast South West I North Central I 

Caulking or 
Weatherstrip-. 2 
ping Avail- 
ability 

Other , . 

. . a 
Rural agency had. problems finding an R-30 supplier. 

biobile home storm doors had no eupplier. 

C 
Two agencies which made their own windows and doors reported on 

. . aluminum shortage; . one agenqy had problems obtaining ,ma soni te 

'includes one Alaskan subgrantee. 
e 
~ncludes one: agency' which makes its. own storm windows &d doors 
which reported shortages of~aluminum and glass; three agencies 

., ',which reportpd problems in. obtaining quality storm doors; and 
one agency reporting problems in obtaining aluminum vents and 
water heater blankets. 



Table 7 

MATERIALS PRICES AS R E P O m D  BY SUPPLIERS, BY REGION 

Northeast 

Retailers or 
Wholesalers 

Manufacturers .257 .24 -.31 4.50 4.25-7.56 31.50 25.50-38.00 77.50 68.00-120.00 

Region and 
Supplier Type 

North Central 

R-19 Fiberglass 
($/sq. it.) 

Median Range I 

Retailers or 
Wholesalers 

Cellulose 
($/30 lb. bag) 

Manufacturers + 

Storm Windows 

Median Range Median 

South 

Retailers or 
Wholesalers 

Storm Doors 

Median Range Range 

I Manufacturers .22 .19 -.36 4.50 3.80-7.00 - - - - 
West - 

(-) = Too few observations. 



Appendix C 

STATISTICAL TABLES 

The information in Tables 1 and 2 is as of August 31, 1980. 

The information in Table 3 is as of December 31, 1979. The 

information in Tables 4 through 6 is as of 1975. 



State 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
TOTALS 

TABLE 1 
HOMES WEATHERIZED 

CALENDAR YEAR 

Thru 1980 
1978 1979 Thru 
Total Total 8/31/80 Total 

8580 
1286 
2100 
8296 

13330 
5174 
4308 
1167 
1357 
1634 
8042 
-0- 

4267 
11269 
15454 
12840 
5947 

16257 
3433 
6912 
6885 
7135 

16182 
21924 
57 50 

25526 
7120 
9714 
1036 
3 6 14 
5787 
6849 

22242 
7369 
5967 

14305 
6600 
6010 

39105 
3481 
4233 
5270 

12247 
10126 
2704 
2863 

13257 
10179 
8320 
7545 
1487 

430485 



State 
Thru 
1978 - 

Alabama 390,811 
Alaska 87,175 
Arizona 127,768 
Arkansas 247,666 
Calif~rnia 490,999 
Colorado 275,277 
Connecticut 170,000 
Delsware 117,310 
District of Columbia 4,785 
Florida 94,076 
Georgia 483,795 
Hawaii 
Idaho 236,563 
Illinois 1,266,986 
Indiana 160,977 
Iowa 767,649 
Kansas 40,000 
Kentucky 603,023 
Louisiana 152,877 
Maine 354,654 
Maryland 358,250 
Massachusetts 286,557 
Michigan 1,467,567 
Minnesota 1,418,568 
Mississippi 153,837 
Missouri 707,773 
Montana 357,587 
Nebraska 106,312 
Nevada 93,605 
New Hampshire 258,000 
New Jersey 218,456 
New Mexico 247,969 
New York 981,483 
North Carolina 342,472 
North Dakota 599,807 
Ohio 851,074 
Oklahoma 404,576 
Oregon 386,738 
Pennsylvania 4,322,700 

, TABLE 2 
EXPENDITURES 
(in dollars) 

.Calendar Year 

Thru 
1979 8/31/80 



State 

Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

TABLE 2 (Cont'd) 

Thru 
1'978 

. . 

Total 25,055,517 

Calendar Year 

1980 
Thru 

1979 - 8/31/80 Total 



TABLE 3 

PERSOWS U S I S ~ D  MR~UCH THE WEATHERIZATION ASSISTANCE~PROCM 

Tota l  People 
MaiOtcd 1977 6 1978 

c#.r.cticut 369 8 9  3 0 3,775 708 152 4,144 797 182 
Ma in. 3,417 824 276 6 .472 1 ,660  698 9 ,889 2,492 974 
mmachumatta 2,277 408 196 6 .592 1 ,101 645 8 ,869 1,509 84 1 
nou ~ a p s h i r a  2,793 505 48 3,632 '109 128 6,425 1,214 176 
Rhale Is land  3 ,769 421 111 1,946 3 34 153 5,713 755 264 
Varrmt  993 66 38 3,502 433 319 4,495 499 357 
RgQOI( I TVrL 13,576 2,313 699 25,919 4,953 2,095 39,495 7,266 2,794 
Itou Joraey 5,611 637 141 7 ,010  98 3 150 12,621 1,620 291 
Itou York 12,127 2,531 762 10,264 2,234 664 22,391 4,765 1,426 

moll 11 ml'At 17,738 3,168 903 17,274 3,217 814 35,012 6 ,385 1,717 
D e h v a r e  660 364 4 6 869 297 74 1,537 661 120 
0i.t. of Col 98 17 4 1,904 171 4 2 2,002 188 46 
Marylmd 1,286 606 63 6 ,230 932 161 7,516 1,538 224 
Pemaylvania 16,838 11,572 1 ,439 15.649 8,357 1,755 32,487 19,929 3,194 

Virpinia  8,028 4 ,910 900 10.246 5,488 1 ,334 18,274 10,398 2,234 

Y0.t Virg in ia  4 ,535 2 ,490 58 3 5,886 2,682 71 4 10,421 5,172 1 ,361 

mal I11 'IWrAt 31,453 19,959 3 ,035 40.784 17,927 4 ,150 72,237 37,086 7.185 

Al- 3,640 2,361 525 5,651 3 .786 84 2 9 ,291 6,147 1,367 

Florida 97 3 380 8 1 1.100 388 66 2,073 768 147 

Georgia 3,858 2 ,776  1,081 5 ,082 1,415 - 5 2 3  . 8,940 4 ,191 1 , 6 0 1  

KenLucky 8 ,108  2 ,480  662 12.317 3 ,649 1 ,106 20,425 6,129 1,768 

l i m i o e i p p i  1,898 787 173 3.046 1,4-77 34 1 4,944 2,264 514 

Wont 'dl 



TABLE 3 (Cont'd) 

South Carolina 

Tennemmee 

=Ion N mu 
Il l inoim 

Indiana 

Michigan 

Colorado 

Uontana 

Uontana h i b e  

North Dakota 



TABLE 3 (Cont'd) 

Total People mtakthru 1979 
Ammieted 1977 c 1978 Total 1 ~ l d e r l ~  I Handicapped 

North Dakota h i k  

Bouth mta 

h t h  Dakota h i b e  

Utah 

W-ing 

REGIOll W I I  TIJTAL 

k t i r m  

Hawaii 

W i n d w  RDck 

m 3 . a  
California 

RIGIat IX TOlXt 

hlaska  



TABLE 4 

New Hmpshi re  

Rhode 181md 

V q n t  

REGION I TOTAL 

New J e r s e y  

New York 

REGION I1 

Delaware 

D i s t .  of Col. 

Muyland 

Pennsylvania 

V i r g i n i a  

Vest  Vi rg in ia  

REGION X I 1  'KITAL 

Alabama 

?lorid0 

Georgia 379 

Kentucky 277 

N.iss iss ippi  249 

North Carol ina , 4 08 

South Caro l ina  188 

Tennessee . 330 97 5 

IIECION N 2,766 8,182 

I l l i n o i s  536 1,530 203 87 

1 ndiana 24 5 62 9 104 - 2 0 

Michigan 44 1 1,202 14  5 64 

ninnemota 193 520 96 2 0 

Ohio 522 1,459 211 73 

V i ~ c o n r i n  193 53 0 90 27 

~ I M  v 2 . 130 5.870 84 9 291 
\ 

(Continued) 



TABLE 4 (Cont'd) 

.. 
state 

*** 
Boureholds Individuals Elderly Handicapped 

kkulsas 

Louisiana 

W o w  Huico 

0)rlahimlb 

m s a s  111 

Uissouri 323 

Nebraska 89 

REGION VII 662 

Colorado 122 

Montana 44 

North ~akota 3 5 

, South Dakota 44 . 

Utah 

Wyoming 

REGION VXII 317 868 123 32 

Arizona 141 

California . 1,107 

Hawaii 30 

Nevada 27 . 80 7 4 

REGION IX 1,305 4,396 381 326 

Alaska 

Idaho 

Oregon 118 298 48 14 

Washington 166 424 6? . c 
3 1 

National Total 12,331 35,319 . 5,106 1,865 

Pamilies plus unrelated individualo living alone plus unrelated 'individuals living 
in group quarters. 

In families plus unrelated individuals. 

***Blind m d  Disabled receiving Supplsmtal Socurity Incme. 
bourceo: 

1. Wnev 1r;came m d  Poverty Status in 1975 of Pamilies and Permons in the U.S. 
and R.gionr by Division m d  States. Suies p 6 O .  United States Deptar-ent of Comnerce. 
Buruu of thr C~numua. June 1370; 

2. Social Security Bulletin. U.S. ~epar-ent of nealth, tducation uld Welfare. 
Social Security Administration. D u m b e r  1975. Vol, 38, no. 12. 



TABLE 5 

8mtt Gmer  k n t e r  %fa1 RMter/Tetal  ($1 

Connecticut 3 9 7 6 115 67 

W i n e  36 . 28 6 4  4 3 

W S M ~ ~ U S ~ ~ ~ S  . 7 3 185 ' 258 7 2  . 

New Hampshire 16 .1J 3 7 57 

,%ode I s land  1 5  . 36 51 7 1 

1 5  18  33 5 5 

REGION I TOTAL 194 3 64 558 6 5 

New Jersey  90 197 287 

New York 260 758 1.018 

REGION 11 3 50 955 1.3.45 . 

Delaware 

D i r t .  of Col. 

h r y l a n d  

Pennsylvania 

Vi rg in ia  

West Vi rg in ia  

REGION 111 a 
Alabama 

Flor ida  

Georgia 

Kentucky 

M i s s i s s i p ~ i  

North Carol ina 

South Carol ina 

' Tannessee 

REGION I V  

I l l i n o i s  

Indians 

Michigan 

k n n e s o t a  

Ohio 

Wisconsin 

IIIECIrn v 

(cont inued)  

4 8  



S t a t e  Ovner -tar rOu1 n a n t u / ~ o t a l  (r) 

&-s 

1;ouis iana ' 

Mew Mexico 

0kl.hOms ' 

F u a  B 

llEGION VI a 

Missouri 

Nebraska 

REGION VII 

Colorado 

Wntana  

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

Utah 

w a n i n g  

P G I D N  VIII TOTAL 

Arizona 

C a l i f o r n i a  

Hawaii 

Nevada 

REGIOH N 

Alaska 

Idaho 

Oregon ., 

Washington 

IIEGION X a 
National  Total 

Source: lloney Incane ud Poverty S t a t u s  in 1975 of Fami l ies  and Persons i n  t h e  U.S. 
ud Persons in t h e  U.S. and -ions by Divis ion# ud S t a t e s .  S e r i e s  p60. 
Unit& S t a t e s  D.p.rtsMt of w c e .  Burmu of  the Census. June 1975. 

*Prisuy P a ~ i l y  end Prkrry  I n d i v i d u a l s  (mu & rontu (cash) ;  M y  not  oqual t o t a l  
hundreds in Table C due t o  rounding .nd a c q u i s i t i o n  from d i f f e r e n t  mutiont i  of P-60 
n r i o s .  



TABLE 6 

Conneeticut 

m i n e  

mssachuretta 

Bmd Hampshire 

Rhode Island 

Vernon t 

REGION I m A L  

New J e r ~ e y  

Wcv York 

REGION 11 TUTAL 

Delavare 

D i s t .  of  Col. 

Maryland 

Pennsylvania 

V'irginia 

Uest Virginia 

REGION I I1 TOTAL , 

Alabama 

Florida 

Georgia 

frntucky * 

Misoissippi : 

Worth Carolina 

South Carolina 

1 l l i n . o i s  . . . . . .  
Indiana 

nichigan 

ninnasota 

Ohio 986 473 . 1,459 3 2 

Wimconsin .' , , : 243 . . 287 , 530 54 
. . . . 

~ ~ G I O W V W A L  :,, 3,953 . 1,917 s,e?o'., 3 3 

(continued) 



TABLE 6 (Contqd) 

. . 

Xwa 101 240 ' 34 1 70 . .  . 
k n s a s  100 - . - 168 268 . 63 

Missouri 41 5 390 ' 805 * .  48 

Webraska 77 14 2 219 65 

REGION VII TOTAL 693 940 1,633 57 

I t a t e  

Colorado 

Wonma 

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

u tall 

W y d n g  

REGION VIII TUTAL 

Urban 

Uizona 

California 

Bava i i 

Wevada 

REGION I X  FQTAL 

Alaska - 

Idaho 

Orwon 

Washington 

REGION X TUTU 

nat ional  'Ibtal 

*Wet Available 

I ' R u a l  m t a l  . 

does not  include.missing data. 
I 

. . 
Rual/Tot.l (t) 

*a* 
msed  on s a t a s  w i t h  c a p l a t e  bta. 

**** my not -1 individuals in Appendix Table C due to rounding 
m: -lloney fnc- and Poverty Statuo i n  1975 of Pamiliar and Persons i n  

the United S t a t e r  md%y&qns Qivirfimc urd E U t a a .  8arI.m *60. 
mlt&d + t i t a r  D o p r r w t  of Cemerce. h u e a u  of t he  Cenmus. June 1978. 






