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Executive Summary


Rhode Island’s Residential Energy Assistance Challenge (REACh) Program provided energy education and conservation information as well as personalized, intensive case management services to households eligible for the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LiHEAP), appliance management and weatherization programs.  Seven community action programs in the state provided these services. These included Blackstone Valley, Comprehensive Community Action, East Bay, Providence Community Action, South County, Tri-Town, and West Bay.  More than 350 were initially enrolled in the program. 


Case managers visited the families, assisting with tangible resources and collecting data regarding the families’ progress toward self-sufficiency and energy efficiency. Energy education was an important component as well, so that consumers would understand strategies for reducing consumption and expense.  Case managers maintained relationships with households during one year and conducted four visits to the homes.  Data were collected to monitor family progress (the Clients to Success measure), explore a sense of control over events and occurrences (a Locus of Control Scale), measure an individual/family’s concerns about energy use and cost (the Home Energy Insecurity Scale), and monitor electricity and gas usage.
Results

Findings from quantitative analyses indicated that participants made some gains across all measures.  Table 16 on page 36 shows the detail of these gains by agency. 
· Blackstone Valley participants decreased their concerns/worries about energy usage and costs 
· CCAP participants showed progress toward self-sufficiency and increased their sense of control; they also decreased their concerns about costs and energy usage 

· East Bay and Providence participants also decreased gas energy usage. 

· South County participants increased their incomes and progressed toward self-sufficiency; they decreased worries about energy costs and usage.

· Tri-Town participants progressed toward self-sufficiency and decreased gas electricity usage. 

· West Bay participants progressed toward self-sufficiency, lowered their worries about cost and usage and decreased their actual gas usage.  


Overall, participants showed significant, if modest, change in each area, with very limited success in reduced electricity consumption. The overall changes and progress seemed to be related to strengths the participants already had, as the best predictor of progress toward self-sufficiency was the status of the participant prior to joining the program.
 
Qualitative results indicated that participants found case management and energy education as far more helpful than other aspects of REACh, such as weatherization, financial assistance, and free items.  Both participants and case managers were able to highlight behavioral changes that had occurred within the program and case managers viewed participants as having many strengths and resources they could use to sustain those changes.  Case managers also defined barriers that families faced, including health problems, lack of support, and financial issues. Nevertheless, they focused on strategies for helping families to succeed and they provided many examples of families that changed on their own. For families that stayed a part of REACh, there were many gains in energy awareness and behaviors. 

Discussions with case managers revealed both their support for the program and its efforts and their frustration with paperwork and data collection.  They found some families difficult and resistant. They found others positive and grateful. Often they were overwhelmed with the level of need of some families. They supported each other in seeking resources and knowledge when they needed help.
Conclusions


The program promoted change in people’s lives, in the desired directions: more energy awareness and improved energy behaviors and decreased energy use, particularly use of gas, more self sufficiency in other aspects of clients’ lives.


Participants’ well being and sense of control increased over the life of the program in the desired direction.  The changes were modest and indicative of the short duration of the program. 


Some REACh participants were far more “needy” than others, as evidenced by their incomes and resources. Yet clearly these families brought strengths, assets, and determination to their participation.


As the program concluded, case managers reported high job satisfaction and beliefs that they had made important differences in people’s lives.


The collective evidence suggests that the multi-agency model can be effective.  While there are concerns about program fidelity, the case managers felt supported, especially with sufficient training, mutual consultation, access to information and professional back-up.  
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From 2003 through 2005 Rhode Island’s Residential Energy Assistance Challenge (REACh) Program provided energy education and conservation information as well as personalized case management services to families eligible for the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LiHEAP), appliance management and weatherization programs.  Services were provided through seven community action programs in the state. Case managers visited homes at least four times. They met with family members, discussed service and resource needs, provided education and resource assistance, and collected data for the project. The agencies working in the project were
· Blackstone Valley Community Action (BVCAP)


· Comprehensive Community Action (CCAP)

· East Bay Community Action (EBCAP)

· Providence Community Action (ProCAP)

· South County Community Action (SCCAP)

· Tri-Town Community Action (Tri-Town)

· West Bay Community Action (West Bay)

A total of 357 families was initially enrolled in the program.

Methods


Each agency hired a new staff member or appointed an existing case manager to work with families.  Visits were to be made to families at start-up, three months later, at the sixth month, and again during the ninth month. Each visit had an agreed-upon structure with data assigned for collection. Relationship building was also important during the time the case manager visited. Specific energy information, materials, and resources also were made available to participants. Energy checklists, information about energy savings and conservation constituted the energy information. Products such as blankets, energy star appliances, bonus funds for energy bills, and other tangible resources were made available. Table 1 below shows these distributions.
Table 1.  Information and products disbursed by CAP agencies

	CAP Agency
	Instances of Information or Materials Given 
	Products or Tangible Resources Given 



	Blackstone Valley 
	448
	232


	Comprehensive Community Action
	159
	250


	East Bay
	156
	207


	ProCap
	80
	73


	South County
	38
	316


	Tri-town
	102
	125


	West Bay
	246
	227


	All Cap agencies
	1,229
	1,430



Data Collection

Measures. Several tools were used to collect data from participants. The Clients to Success (CTS) tool was used at each visit to measure progress in ten domains. The tool had been used at Tri-Town (the project’s facilitator/contractor) and staff believed that its use would facilitate discussions about income, employment, education, transportation, housing, mental and physical health, substance abuse, parenting, and subsistence.  The case manager uses the tool to gather information in each of the domains and to ask questions about change in any area. Each domain features a set of questions, then a scale in which the participant rates her/his position/place. The domains include the following:

	· Income
	· Employment

	· Transportation
	· Adult Education

	· Subsistence
	· Shelter

	· Family Health
	· Mental Health

	· Substance Abuse
	· Parenting


The tool suggests discussion about change and goal setting, encouraging the participant to set the tone and direction of change. The goal setting also fits with the philosophy of case management that the participant needs to be in charge of the change that she or he will make.  Reliability tests done using the entire population indicated an ( of .61 for the initial application of the instrument, and an ( of .94 at follow-up.

Two scales were created or modified for the project. One sought information about a participant’s sense of worry and apprehension about energy use and other energy-related issues. Called the Home Energy Insecurity Scale (HEIC), it attempted to measure the perceptions of participants regarding energy costs, usage, and needs. It was developed and initially presented for use by a community action agency at a REACh evaluators’ meeting in Portland, Maine, in June 2003. It is a 17-item scale based on the concepts used in constructing food insecurity scales and it is intended to follow the patterns used in Results Oriented Management and Accountability (ROMA) scales. That is, it examines a family’s progress toward self-sufficiency as required by the federal Community Services Block Grant Program. The scale contains sentences such as “Our home energy bill became due and I did not have money to pay it without somebody's help” and “In the past 12 months, did you ever have an energy supplier disconnect or discontinue making fuel deliveries because you were unable to pay a past due home energy bill?” Participants were asked to choose among three or more responses such as “often,” “sometimes,” or “never true.”  We report results for the scale looking at overall scores. Tests of reliability were applied to this scale using the initial data collection and again using follow-up data. The Cronbach’s ( = .85 at initial application and .88 at follow-up.  

A locus of control scale also was constructed to examine the degree to which participants view themselves or others as responsible for what happens in their lives. This is a ten-item scale that asks questions about the participant’s current circumstance and asks next about the nature of the circumstance one year from now. It contains items such as “Right now, my ability to solve problems in my life is 0. no response, 1. not sufficient, up to 10. excellent” and “A year from now, I expect my ability to solve problems in my life to be . . .”  The scale was 1 to 10, “the worst it can be” to “the best it can be.” Reliability was tested for this instrument initially and at follow-up.  Cronbach’s ( = .91 at initial data collection and .88 at nine-month follow-up.

Data collection plan. All data were collected from participants during home visits at the initial visit, three, six, and nine month visits.  The case manager recorded all data of forms provided by the agency. In addition, the case manager noted other information about the participant family from her/his perspective.  Participants also were asked in an exit interview to discuss their feelings and perceptions about the program. Finally, one of the evaluators met with the case management team on three occasions to discuss their experiences in the program.


All formal data including the CTS, the Locus of Control Scale and the Home Energy Insecurity Scale (HEIS) were recorded into ACCESS data files kept by the agencies.  Because of staff changes, Tri-Town maintained the data collection for ProCap.  At the end of the project, additional qualitative data were collected from participants and case managers. These data were intended to evaluate family progress and program experience. They were provided directly to the evaluators along with data collected in the focus group sessions with case managers.  Quantitative data were extracted from the ACCESS databases and prepared for entry into the Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS, Ver. 11). Data were extracted first into EXCEL, then imported into SPSS as flat data files.
Data analysis 

Quantitative data were examined first using frequency distributions, then scale scores were developed for the CTS domains and the other two scales. Non-parametric tests, t-tests, correlations, and other bi-variate tests were run to determine pre- and post-intervention differences. Qualitative data were examined to respond to specific questions, to find underlying themes, and to examine themes quantitatively.


Validity and reliability of the instruments and data. None of the instruments had been examined previously for validity or reliability. The CTS has been used by Tri-Town and other community action programs but reliability for its scale has not been reported. It is a multi-use tool and its validity is also not known. However, we make no claims about generalizability beyond the sample for which these tools are currently in use. Neither the Locus of Control Scale, nor the Energy Insecurity Scale has been used before as formal measurement tools and we make no claims regarding their validity or reliability. The evaluators modeled these scales on others that had documented both reliability and validity and had discussed their contents, concepts, and language with others familiar with such scales. 

IRB approval

This project evaluation was approved and monitored by the Rhode Island College Committee on Human Participants in Research.

Results – Quantitative Data
REACh Participants
Blackstone Valley Community Action Program


Demographics. Data were reported for 52 participants.  Family size ranged from two to ten, with three members as the most common size (n=17, 33.3 percent). English was the primary language for more than 85 percent of these participants (n=45).  Almost 60 percent had completed high school (n=31). Eleven of those 31 had also completed college. More than half were not employed (n=28). Most (n=34, 90 percent) had a car or had access to one.

Close to one quarter of the participants reported income under $1,500 per month (n=12) from all sources, another 30 percent (n=16) earned between $1,501 and $2,000.  Almost 34 percent (n=18) reported monthly earnings between $2,001 and $2,800, and the remaining participants (n=6) had earnings up to $4,349 per month.  There were no significant differences in income from initial data collection to final data collection.  Detailed information is shown below in Table 2.
Table 2. Demographic data – Blackstone Valley (n=52)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D. = 1.797)
   2

   3

   4

   5-6

   8-10
	9

17

16

6

3
	17.6 %
33.3%
31.4%
11.8%
  5.9%


	Primary Language (S.D. = 1.639)
   English

   Spanish

   Portuguese

   Other
	45

1

1

4
	88.2%
1.7%
1.7%
8.4%


	Education 
   Completed high school

   Completed a GED   
   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	31

8
13
11

41
	59.6%
15.4%
25%
21.2%
78.8%


	Employment (S.D. = .503)   
   Yes

   No
	24

28
	46.2%
53.8%


	Transportation (S.D. = .590)
   Own or have access to car

   No
	43

5
	89.6%
10.4%


	Income (S.D. = 863.377)
   Under $1,500
   $1,501 - $2,000
   $2,001 - $2,800
   $2,801 and above
	12

16
18
6
	23.1%
30.8%
34.6%
11.5%




CTS Scale. The CTS score occurs in 10 domains that are summed together to create the scale. For BVCAP, we report descriptive statistics for each of the domains, and then the pre and post-intervention scale scores.

Table 3. Median CTS scores by Domain – Blackstone Valley
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention
	Median Score Statement 
Post-intervention


	Income
	1 – 10
	Income adequate for basic living expenses (7)
	Income inadequate, may or may not be receiving assistance (4-5)



	Employment


	1 – 10
	Working part-time, no child care (4)
	Unemployed with skills and work history (2)



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	Post-high school, vocational ed, non-college, technical training (8)
	Same



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)
	Same



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable non-subsidized rental (9)
	Affordable subsidized rental (8)



	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, participating in subsidized program (5)

	Same

	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	All household members insured through subsidized health care (5)
	Same



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)
	Same



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)
	Same


Actual scores for the CTS changed little from pre- to post-intervention.  Only scores at the bottom of the range shifted, indicating some movement for participants. CTS scores ranged from 41-77 (Median = 64, S.D. = 8.364) at the initial data collection; they ranged from 44-77 (Median = 63.5, S.D. = 8.662) at the final data collection. The difference in these scores was not significant. 

Locus of Control Scale. Pre-intervention scores on this scale ranged from 5-100, with a mean score of 74.6 (S.D. = 16.731). Post-intervention scores ranged from 40-98, with a mean score of 75.1 (S.D. = 13.804). The change in scores was not significant. 

Home Energy Insecurity Scale.  Initial scores on the HEIS ranged from 12-37, with a mean of 23.2 (S.D. = 6.433). Scores at final data collection ranged from 11-34, with a mean of 20.62 There was a significant difference between pre- and post-intervention scores (z=-2.419, p=.016), indicating that participants were more at ease about energy issues after the case management intervention. Figure 1 below shows the decrease in scores at the final administration of the HEIS. Scores were lower both at the bottom and the top of the range of scores and in each quartile as well.
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Figure 1. Pre- and post-intervention scores: Home Energy Insecurity Scale – Blackstone Valley CAP

Utility Usage Data. Electricity and gas usage were measured to determine if the program’s services and resources had an impact on usage. Electricity and gas usage data were examined for 2003 and 2005.  Electrical usage in 2003 ranged from 499 KW hours to 9539 KW hours, with a mean of 2714.55 hours (S.D. = 1688.074). In 2005, usage ranged from 639 KW hours to 7419 KW hours, with a mean of 2940.81 hours (S.D. = 1718.731). Usage increased over the two year period, but the increase was not significant.  

Gas usage in 2003 ranged from 30 mcf to 711 mcf, with mean usage for this sample at 233.87 mcf (S.D. = 152.860). For 2005, reported usage ranged from 110 mcf to 714 mcf, a mean of 351.00 mcf (S.D. = 247.894).  There was a slight increase in gas usage over time; however the increase was not significant.  Figure 2 below shows the mean scores for usage for both electricity and gas. 
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Figure 2. Mean usage of electricity and gas for 2003 and 2005 - BVCAP
Comprehensive Community Action Program 

Demographic data. Household size ranged from one to seven, with a mean of four. Almost 30 percent of participants (n=14) had four persons in their household. English was the primary language spoken by 90 percent of the participants (n=43). Sixty-six percent of participants (n=31) had completed high school and nine had completed a GED (19 percent). Ten participants (21 percent) had completed college. Fifty-six percent (n=22) were employed.  Thirty-seven (95 percent) had a car or had access to a reliable car. 
Close to 32 percent of the participants (n=15) reported income under $1,500 per month from all sources. More than 20 percent (n=10) had income between $1,501 and $2,000. Another quarter (N=12) had income between $2,001 and $2,800 per month. The remaining participants (n=10, 21 percent) reported income up to $4,925 per month. There were changes in income over the course of the project, but these were not significant. Table 4 below shows detail for all of the demographic data.
Table 4. Demographic data – Comprehensive Community Action (n=48)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D. = 1.434)
   1-2

   3

   4

   5-7
   
	10
13
14
10

	21.2%
27.7%
29.8%
21.3% 



	Primary Language (S.D. = .494)
   English

   Spanish

   French
	43
3
1


	91.5%
6.4%
2.1%


	Education

   Completed high school

   Completed GED 

   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	31

9
7
10

37
	65.9%
19.2%
14.9%
21.2%
78.8%


	Employment (S.D. = .500)
   Yes

    No
	22
17
	56.4%
43.6%


	Transportation (S.D. = .282)
   Own or have access to car

   No
	37
2
	94.9%
5.1%


	Income

   Under $1,500
   $1,501 - $2,000
   $2,001 - $2,800
   $2,801 and above
	15
10
12
10
	31.9%
21.3%
25.5%
21.3%




CTS Scale. Median CTS scores for CCAP are reported pre- and post-intervention. Table 5 below shows changes over time in CTS median scores.
Table 5. Median CTS scores by Domain - CCAP
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention
	Median Score Statement 
Post-intervention


	Income
	1 – 10
	Income inadequate for basic living expenses and not eligible for benefits (6)
	Income adequate for basic living expenses, receiving transitional subsidized benefits (7)



	Employment


	1 – 10
	Working part-time, with child care (5)
	Same



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	Post-high school, vocational ed, non-college, technical training (8)
	Same



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)
	Same



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable non-subsidized rental (9)
	Same



	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, participating in subsidized program (5)

	Same

	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	All household members insured through subsidized health care (5)


	Same



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)
	Same



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)
	Same




Actual scores for the CTS changed significantly (z=-3.591, p=.000). The mean score increased from 61.3 to 65.8. Scores ranged from 21-78 (S.D. = 9.421) at the initial data collection and from 49-78 (S.D. = 7.252) at the final data collection.  Figure 3 shows that scores increased at the lower parts of the range, but were the same at the top of the range.
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Figure 3. Pre- and post-intervention CTS Scores – Comprehensive Community Action

Locus of Control Scale. Pre-intervention scores on this scale ranged from 1-92, with a mean of 58.5 (S.D. = 24.569), indicating that participants at CCAP felt some measure of control in their lives. At post intervention, scores ranged from 41-94, with a mean of 68 (S.D. = 12.367, indicating that participants overall had a stronger sense of control in their lives. This was a significant difference (z=-2.091, p=.036). Figure 4 shows the changes in scores. Although scores at the top of the range were very similar, scores up to the 50th percentile increased. The small numbers (8 and 21) show cases which had extreme scores.
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Figure 4. Pre- and post-intervention scores: Locus of Control Scale – Comprehensive Community Action 


Home Energy Insecurity Scale. Initial scores on the HEIS ranged from 11-39, with a mean of 14.1. Scores at final data collection ranged from 11-35, with a mean of 23.04 (S.D. = 7.749). There were no significant differences between pre- and post-intervention scores. 


Utility Usage Data. Electricity and gas usage were measured for CCAP to determine if the program’s services and resources had an impact on usage. Data were examined for 2003 and 2005.  Electrical usage in 2003 ranged from 519 KW hours to 15,239 KW hours, with a mean of 5367.55 hours (S.D. = 3360.835). In 2005, usage ranged from 522 KW hours to 14,991 KW hours, with a mean of 5084.45 hours (S.D. = 2979.641). Mean usage is shown in Figure 6 below. While usage decreased, the change was not statistically significant.  
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Figure 5. Mean usage of electricity and gas for 2003 and 2005 - CCAP


Gas usage in 2003 ranged from 12 mcf to 1224 mcf, with mean usage for this sample at 520.13 mcf (S.D. = 363.112). For 2005, reported usage ranged from 20 mcf to 4263 mcf, a mean of 565.31 mcf (S.D. = 755.697).  There was a small but statistically insignificant increase in usage.
East Bay Community Action Program


Demographic data. Household size ranged from one to six, with a mean of 2.84. Almost 40 percent of participants (n=18) had three persons in their household. English was the primary language spoken by 98 percent of the participants (n=46). Eighty-two percent of participants (n=37) had completed high school and six had completed a GED (13.3 percent). Twelve participants (26.6 percent) had completed college. Fifty-eight percent (n=29) were employed.  Forty-one (82 percent) had a car or had access to a reliable car. 

More than half of the participants (n=25) reported income under $1,500 per month from all sources. Almost a quarter (n=11) had income between $1,501 and $2,000. Another 20 percent (N=10) had income between $2,001 and $2,800 per month. The remaining participants (n=3, 6.1 percent) reported income up to $5,129 per month. There were changes in income over the course of the project, but these were not significant. Table 6 below shows detailed demographic data for East Bay.
Table 6. Demographic data – East Bay Community Action Program (n=50)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D = 1.327)
   1-2

   3

   4

   5-6
   
	14
18
10
5

	29.7%
38.3%
21.3%
10.7% 



	Primary Language (S.D. = .354)
   English

   Portuguese
	46
1


	97.8%
2.2%


	Education

   Completed high school

   Completed GED 

   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	37
6
2
12
35
	82.2%
13.3%
4.5%
26.6%
73.4%


	Employment (S.D. = .616)
   Yes

    No
	29
21
	58%
42%


	Transportation (S.D. = .499)
   Own or have access to car

   No
	41
9
	82%
18%


	Income (S.D. = 927.935)
   Under $1,500
   $1,501 - $2,000
   $2,001 - $2,800
   $2,801 and above
	25
11
10
3
	51%
22.4%
20.4%
6.1%



CTS Scale. Median CTS scores for East Bay’s Self-Help program are reported pre- and post-intervention. Table 7 below shows median scores for each domain and changes over time.
Table 7. Median CTS scores by Domain - EBCAP
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention
	Median Score Statement 
Post-intervention


	Income
	1 – 10
	Income adequate for basic living expenses, receiving transitional subsidized benefits (7)


	Same



	Employment


	1 – 10
	Working part-time, with child care (5)
	Same



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	Post-high school, vocational ed, non-college, technical training (8)
	Same



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)
	Access to public transportation or family assistance; some transportation needs met (6)



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable home ownership (10)
	Same



	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, not participating in subsidized program (6)

	Same

	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	All household members insured through subsidized health care (5)


	Same



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)
	Same



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)
	Same




Actual scores for the CTS did not change significantly. The mean score increased from 60.42 to 60.18. Scores ranged from 47-75 (S.D. = 6.794) at the initial data collection and they ranged from 46-75 (S.D. = 7.323) at the final data collection. 


Locus of Control Scale. Pre-intervention scores on this scale ranged from 32-92, with a mean of 60.82 (S.D. = 13.881), indicating that more than half of participants at CCAP felt some measure of control in their lives. At post intervention, scores ranged from 38-92, with a mean of 61.34 (S.D. = 12.382), indicating that a few more participants believed they had some control in their lives. The change in sense of control was small, but significant (z=-3.113, p=.002). Figure 6 below shows the changes in scores for this scale. One outlier/extreme score is identified.

Home Energy Insecurity Scale. Initial scores on the HEIS ranged from 11-40, with a mean of 20.78 (S.D. = 8.008). Scores at final data collection ranged from 11-41, with a mean of 20.5 (S.D. = 6.924). There were no significant differences between pre- and post-intervention scores. 
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Figure 6. Pre- and post-intervention scores: Locus of Control Scale – East Bay

Utility Usage Data. East Bay’s electricity and gas usage were measured to determine if the program’s services and resources had an impact on usage. Electricity and gas data were examined for 2003 and 2005.  Electrical usage in 2003 ranged from 1,545 KW hours to 15,805 KW hours, with a mean of 7520.81 hours (S.D. = 3569.458). In 2005, usage ranged from 1,073 KW hours to 12,975 KW hours, with a mean of 6,192.09 hours (S.D. = 2860.398).  Figure 7 below shows the usage means. Although there was a decrease in usage of electricity overall, the difference was not significant. 

Reported gas usage in 2003 ranged from 15 mcf to 951 mcf, with a mean of 546.79 mcf (S.D. = 248.369).  Reported gas usage in 2005 ranged from 11 mcf to 933 mcf, with a mean of 476.52 mcf (S.D. = 256.817). There was a statistically significant decrease in the rate of gas usage from 2003 to 2005 (z=-2.173, p=.030).  As is shown in Figure 8 below, usage was lower through the 75th percentile. Although two participants had very low usage in 2003, low usage was far more common in 2005.
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Figure 7. Mean usage of electricity and gas for 2003 and 2005 – East Bay
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Figure 8. Decrease in gas usage from 2003 to 2005 – East Bay

Providence Community Action Program


Demographics. Data were reported for 52 participants.  Family size ranged from one to seven, with one person as the most common household size (n=14, 27.5 percent). English was the primary language for more than 90 percent of these participants (n=47).  More than half had completed high school (n=25). Twelve of those 25 had also completed college. More than half of those reporting were not employed (n=23). Most (n=32, 78 percent) had a car or had access to one.


More than 40 percent of the participants reported income under $1,500 per month (n=18) from all sources, another 21 percent (n=11) earned between $1,501 and $2,000.  Almost a quarter (n=12) reported monthly earnings between $2,001 and $2,800, and the remaining participants (n=3, 6.8 percent) had earnings up to $4,225 per month.  The median income for the group was $1,498.50. Detailed demographic information is shown below in Table 8.

Table 8. Demographic data – Providence Community Action (n=52)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D. = 1.564)

   1

   2

   3

   4

   5-7

  
	14

9

8

13

7


	27.5%

17.6%

15.7%

25.5%

  13.8%



	Primary Language (S.D. = .308)

   English

   Portuguese

   Other
	46

1

2


	93.9%

2%

4.1%



	Education 

   Completed high school

   Completed a GED   

   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	25

9

13

12

35
	53.2%

19.1%

27.7%

25.5%

74.5%



	Employment (S.D. = .503)   

   Yes

   No
	24

28
	46.2%

53.8%



	Transportation (S.D. = .590)

   Own or have access to car

   No
	32

9
	78%

22%



	Income (S.D. = 917.912)

   Under $1,500

   $1,501 - $2,000

   $2,001 - $2,800

   $2,801 and above
	18

11

12

3
	40.9%

25%

27.3%

6.8%





CTS Scale. The CTS score occurs in 10 domains that are summed together to create the scale. For ProCAP, we report descriptive statistics for each of the domains, and then the total scale score. Post-intervention data were not available. Table 9 below shows median scores for each domain of the CTS.
Table 9. Median CTS scores by Domain - ProCap
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention

	Income
	1 – 10
	Income adequate for basic living expenses and either not eligible or receiving only transitional benefits (6.5)



	Employment


	1 – 10
	Working  full-time or attending education/training, has subsidized child care (7)



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	Post-high school, vocational ed, non-college, technical training (8)



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable non-subsidized rental (9)



	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, participating or not in subsidized program (5.5)


	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	All household members insured through subsidized health care (5)



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)




Total CTS scores were available only for pre-intervention assessment. Initial CTS scores ranged from 15-78 (Median = 66.5, S.D. = 10.707) at the initial data collection.


Locus of Control Scale. Scores on this scale ranged from 3-100, with a mean score of 64.7 (S.D. = 28.939). 


Home Energy Insecurity Scale.  Scores on the HEIS ranged from 12-34, with a mean of 23.6 (S.D. = 5.556). 


Utility Usage Data. ProCap’s electricity and gas usage were measured to determine if utility usage had changed over time. Electricity and gas data were examined for 2003 and 2005.  Electrical usage in 2003 ranged from 352 KW hours to 23,395 KW hours, with a mean of 4363.22 hours (S.D. = 4130.720). In January 2005, usage ranged from 289 KW hours to 24,315 KW hours, with a mean of 5099.15 hours (S.D. = 5793.292).  The changes in usage – a decrease at the bottom of the range, but an increase at the top – were not statistically significant. Figure 9 below shows the average usage for both electricity and gas for ProCap.

Reported gas usage in 2003 ranged from 19 mcf to 1,650 mcf, with a mean of 648.61 mcf (S.D. = 498.866).  Reported gas usage in January 2005 ranged from 36 mcf to 1,012 mcf, with a mean of 623.29 mcf (S.D. = 249.539). The decrease in usage was significant (z = -2.341, p = .019). Figure 10 below shows the differences, clearly indicating less usage overall and far less usage in individual households.
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Figure 9. Mean usage of electricity and gas for 2003 and 2005 - ProCap
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Figure 10.  Change in gas usage from 2003 to 2005 – ProCap

South County Community Action Program


Demographic data. Household size ranged from one to seven, with a mean of 3.24. Almost 40 percent of participants (n=19) had three persons in their household. English was the primary language spoken by 96 percent of the participants (n=47). Sixty-four percent of participants (n=32) had completed high school and 11 had completed a GED (22 percent). Eleven participants (22 percent) had completed college. Fifty-eight percent (n=29) were employed.  Forty (85 percent) had a car or had access to a reliable car. 

More than 40 percent of the participants (n=18) reported income under $1,500 per month from all sources. A quarter (n=11) had income between $1,501 and $2,000. Another quarter (N=12) had income between $2,001 and $2,800 per month. The remaining three participants (6.8 percent) reported income up to $3,500 per month. Significant changes in total income occurred over the course of the project (z = -2.541, p = .011). A smaller number of households reported income during the final data collection, but the range of incomes had increased, from $25-$3,500 to $25-$4,225.  Figure 14 below shows the changes in total income.  Income increased for those at the 50th percentile or higher and certainly income increased at the top of the range.  Earned income increased and income from public benefits and transfers decreased.  Although these changes contributed to the overall change in income, they were not significant individually.  Table 10 below shows detailed demographic data for South County.
Table 10. Demographic data – South County Community Action Program (n=50)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D. = 1.331)

   1-2

   3

   4-5

   6-7

   
	14

18

13

3


	28.5 %

38.8 %

26.5 %

6.2 % 



	Primary Language (S.D. = .898)

   English

   Portuguese

   Other
	47

1

1
	95.9 %

   2.1 %

2.0%



	Education

   Completed high school

   Completed GED 

   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	32

11

7

11

39
	64 %

22 %

14 %

22 %

78 %



	Employment (S.D. = .635)

   Yes

    No
	23

23
	50 %

50 %



	Transportation (S.D. = .565)

   Own or have access to car

   No
	40

7
	85.1 %

14.9 %



	Income (S.D. = 870.021)

   Under $1,500

   $1,501 - $2,000

   $2,001 - $2,800

   $2,801 and above
	18

11

12

13
	40.9 %

25 %

27.3 %

6.8 %
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Figure 11. Increases in total income from initial to final data collection – South County

CTS Scale. For South County, we report descriptive statistics for each of the CTS scale domains, and then the total scale score. Table 11 below shows median scores for each domain and changes over time.
Table 11. Median CTS scores by Domain – South County(n=50)
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention
	Median Score Statement 
Post-intervention


	Income
	1 – 10
	Income adequate for basic living expenses (8)
	Same



	Employment


	1 – 10
	Working  part-time with child care or attending education or training with subsidized child care (5.5)


	Working full-time with no subsidized child care (8)



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	Post-high school, vocational ed, non-college, technical training (8)
	High school diploma, GED, or training (7)



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)


	Same



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable home ownership (10)
	Same



	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, not participating in subsidized program (6)

	Same

	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	Private insurance for all household members (6)
	Same



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)
	Same



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



Total CTS scores were examined pre- and post-intervention assessment to explore families’ movement toward self-sufficiency.  CTS scores ranged from 44-79 (Median = 68, S.D. = 8.208) at the initial data collection.  Scores at the nine month data collection ranged from 50-77. The median score was 70 (S.D. = 6.663). The change in scores was significant (z = -2.254, p = .024).  As shown in Figure 15, scores at the bottom and middle of the range were higher post intervention, although the top of the range had a lower score (77 post-intervention, as compared with 78 pre-intervention). The figure shows several post-intervention outlier and extreme scores as well) 
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Figure 12. Pre- and post-intervention CTS scores – South County


Locus of Control Scale. Pre-intervention scores on this scale ranged from 20-100, with a mean of 67.6 (S.D. = 16.886). At post intervention, scores ranged from 20-90, with a mean of 65.33 (S.D. = 17.135).  Overall the scores indicated that some participants felt less positive about their ability to manage or control events in their lives. However, the change in sense of control was not significant. 

Home Energy Insecurity Scale. Initial scores on the HEIS ranged from 8-38, with a mean of 21.43 (S.D. = 7.027). Scores at final data collection ranged from 11-32, with a mean of 17.88 (S.D. = 5.806). There were significant differences between pre- and post-intervention scores (z = -3.195, p = .001). Figure 16 below shows these changes. Scores at the bottom of the range were higher and scores at the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile, as well as the top score were lower at post-intervention.
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Figure 13. Changes in HEIS pre- and post-intervention – South County 


Utility Usage Data. South County’s electricity and gas usage were measured to determine impacts on usage. Electricity and gas usage data were examined for 2003 and 2005.  Electrical usage in 2003 ranged from 876 KW hours to 26,133 KW hours, with a mean of 8,749.12 hours (S.D. = 5420.323). In 2005, usage ranged from 1,731 KW hours to 23,598 KW hours, with a mean of 8,075.68 hours (S.D. = 4994.919). Although there was a decrease in electricity usage overall, the difference was not significant. Figure 14 below shows average electricity and gas usage for South County participants for 2003 and 2005. 

Reported gas usage in 2003 ranged from 82 mcf to 722 mcf, with a mean of 378.83 mcf (S.D. = 285.114).  Reported gas usage in 2005 ranged from 67 mcf to 868 mcf, with a mean of 435.56 mcf (S.D. = 249.557). Although there were changes in usage overall, with lowered usage at the bottom of the range and increased usage at the top of the range, these changes were not statistically significant. 
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Figure 14. Mean electricity and gas usage for 2003 to 2005 – South County 
Tri-Town Community Action Program


Demographic data. Household size ranged from two to six, with a mean of 3.6. More than a quarter of participants (n=5) had two people in their household and another quarter had five people in their household. English was the primary language spoken by 91 percent of the participants (n=19). Fifty-two percent of participants (n=11) had completed high school and six more had completed a GED (22 percent). Only one participant (22 percent) reported completing college. Forty-five percent (n=9) were employed.  Seventeen participants (81 percent) had a car or had access to a reliable car. 

Fifty-five percent of the participants (n=11) reported income under $1,500 per month from all sources. A quarter (n=5) had income between $1,501 and $2,000. Twenty percent (N=4) had income between $2,001 and $2,800 per month. Income increased over the length of the project, but the increases were not significant. Table 12 below contains detailed demographic information for this group.

Table 12. Demographic data – Tri-Town Community Action Program (n=21)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D. = 1.300)

   2

   3

   4

   5-6

      
	5

4

4

6


	26.3%

21.1%

21.1%

31.6% 



	Primary Language (S.D. = .301)

   English

   Other
	19

2
	90.5%

   9.5%



	Education

   Completed high school

   Completed GED 

   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	11

6

4

1

20
	52.4%

28.6%

19%

4.8%

95.2%



	Employment (S.D. = .635)

   Yes

    No
	9

11
	 45%

   55%



	Transportation (S.D. = .565)

   Own or have access to car

   No
	17

4
	81%

19%



	Income (S.D. = 870.021)

   Under $1,500

   $1,501 - $2,000

   $2,001 - $2,800

   $2,801 and above
	11

5

4

0
	55%

25%

20%





CTS Scale. For Tri-Town, we report descriptive statistics for each of the CTS scale domains, and then the total scale score.  Table 13 below shows median scores in each domain and changes over time.
Table 13. Median CTS scores by domain – Tri-Town Community Action (n=21)
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention
	Median Score Statement 
Post-intervention


	Income
	1 – 10
	Income inadequate for basic living expenses, receiving entitlement or subsidized benefits (4)
	Income inadequate for basic living expenses, but not receiving entitlement or subsidized benefits (5)



	Employment


	1 – 10
	Unemployed; has skills and work history and child care or no children (3)
	Working  part-time with child care (5)



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	High school diploma, GED, or training (7)


	High school diploma, GED, or training (7)



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)


	Same



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable subsidized rental (8)
	Same



	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, participating in subsidized program (5)

	Same

	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	All household members insured through subsidized health care (5)
	Same



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)
	Same



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)


	Same



Total CTS scores were examined pre- and post-intervention assessment to explore families’ movement toward self-sufficiency.  CTS scores ranged from 41-74 (Median = 59, S.D. = 8.726) at the initial data collection.  Scores at the nine month data collection ranged from 41-75. The median score was 70 (S.D. = 9.061).  The difference in scores, although small, was significant (z = -2.006, p = .045).  Figure 19 below shows the change, indicating a broader range of scores and higher scores at the 50th and 75 percentile at the nine-month data collection. 
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Figure 15. Change in CTS scores pre- and post-intervention – Tri-Town Community Action

Locus of Control Scale. Pre-intervention scores on this scale ranged from 41-92, with a mean of 70 (S.D. = 13.777). At post-intervention, scores ranged from 34-100, with a mean of 71.68 (S.D. = 16.063).  Overall the scores indicated that some participants felt more positive over time about their ability to manage or control events in their lives. However, the change in sense of control was not significant. 

Home Energy Insecurity Scale. Initial scores on the HEIS ranged from 11-32, with a mean of 20.20 (S.D. = 6.040). Scores at final data collection ranged from 12-26, with a mean of 18.53 (S.D. = 5.014). Although there were differences overall in the scores, they were not significant.


Utility Usage Data. Electricity and gas usage were measured to determine impacts on usage among Tri-Town participants. Electricity and gas usage data were examined in 2003 and 2005. Electricity usage for 2003 ranged from 2,634 KW hours to 13,601 KW hours, with a mean of 6,998.5 hours (S.D. = 3225.806). In 2005, usage ranged from 1,922 KW hours to 11,849 KW hours, with a mean of 6,054.28 hours (S.D. = 2502.707).  There was a statistically significant decrease in usage overall (z = -2.417, p=.016) as shown in Figure 17 below.  Figure 16 shows the average usage of both electricity and gas among Tri-Town participants, for 2003 and 2005.

Reported gas usage in 2003 ranged from 50 mcf to 775 mcf, with a mean of 307.33 mcf (S.D. = 269.509).  Reported gas usage for 2005 ranged from 58 mcf to 710 mcf, with a mean of 326.25 mcf (S.D. = 281.243).  Although there was a decrease in gas usage overall, the decrease was not statistically significant.
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Figure 16. Average electricity and gas usage, 2003 and 2005 – Tri-Town
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Figure 17.  Change in electricity usage – 2003 and 2005 – Tri-Town Community Action

West Bay Community Action

Demographic data. Household size ranged from two to eight, with a mean of 4.1. More than a quarter (n=12) had three people in their household and another quarter (n=11) had five people in their household. Almost 23 percent (n=10) lived in a household with four people. English was the primary language spoken by 98 percent of the participants (n=43). Seventy-five percent of participants (n=33) had completed high school and six more had completed a GED (13.6 percent). Seven participants (16 percent) reported completing college. Forty-one percent (n=18) were employed.  Thirty-eight participants (86.4 percent) had a car or had access to a reliable car. 

More than a quarter of participants (n=9) had monthly income under $1,500 and 41 percent (n=13) reported income between $1,501 and $2,000 per month from all sources. Thirty-one percent (n=10) had income between $2,001 and $2,800 per month. Income increased over the length of the project, but the increases were not significant. Table 14 below contains detailed demographic information for this group.

Table 14. Demographic data – West Bay Community Action Program (n=44)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D. = 1.434)

   2

   3

   4

   5

   6-8

      
	5

12

10

11

6
	11.4%

27.3%

22.7%

25% 

13.6%

	Primary Language (S.D. = .151)

   English

   Spanish
	43

1
	97.7%

   2.3%



	Education

   Completed high school

   Completed GED 

   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	33

6

5

7

37
	75%

13.6%

11.4%

16%

84%



	Employment (S.D. = .639)

   Yes

    No
	18

26
	 40.9%

   59.1%



	Transportation (S.D. = .565)

   Own or have access to car

   No
	38

6
	86.4%

13.6%



	Income (S.D. = 883.170)

   Under $1,500

   $1,501 - $2,000

   $2,001 - $2,800

   $2,801 and above
	9

13

10

0
	28.1%

40.6%

31.3%





CTS Scale. For West Bay, we report descriptive statistics for each of the CTS scale domains, and then the total scale score. Table 15 shows the median score in each domain and changes over time.
Table 15. Median CTS scores by domain – West Bay Community Action (n=44)
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention
	Median Score Statement 
Post-intervention


	Income
	1 – 10
	Income adequate for basic living expenses, and receiving transitional subsidized benefits (7)
	Income adequate for basic living expenses, and may or may not be receiving transitional subsidized benefits (7.5)



	Employment


	1 – 10
	Working full time with no subsidized child care (8)
	Working full- or part-time or attending training with subsidized child care (6.5)



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	Post-high school diploma, GED, or training; some college credit (8)


	Same



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)


	Same



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable subsidized or non-subsidized rental (8.5)


	Affordable home ownership (10)


	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, participating in subsidized program (5)

	Same

	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	All household members insured through subsidized health care (5)
	Same



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)
	Same



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)


	Same



Total CTS scores were examined pre- and post-intervention assessment to explore families’ movement toward self-sufficiency.  CTS scores ranged from 44-76 (Median = 66.5, S.D. = 7.276) at the initial data collection.  Scores at the nine month data collection ranged from 54-78. The median score was 68 (S.D. = 5.308). Scores on the CTS for West Bay participants increased significantly over time (z = -3.373, p = .001).  Figure 18 below shows that scores increased all through the range, with the lowest scores increasing the greatest amount.  The figure also shows some extreme scores, both at initial and final data collection.
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Figure 18. Change in CTS scores pre- and post-intervention – West Bay Community Action

Locus of Control Scale. Pre-intervention scores on this scale ranged from 4-93, with a mean of 64.73 (S.D. = 23.135). At post intervention, scores ranged from 43-92, with a mean of 71.65 (S.D. = 13.311).  Overall the scores indicated that some participants felt more positive over time about their ability to manage or control events in their lives. However, the change in sense of control was not significant. 

Home Energy Insecurity Scale. Initial scores on the HEIS ranged from 11-39, with a mean of 23.18 (S.D. = 6.922). Scores at final data collection ranged from 11-30, with a mean of 17.06 (S.D. = 5.193).  Decreases in scores were significant (z = -4.221, p = .000).  Figure 19 below shows the differences, indicating that while the score at the bottom of the range did not change, the scores at all other percentiles and the score at the top of the range were significantly lower.
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Figure 19. Change in HEIS scores pre- and post-intervention – West Bay Community Action

Utility Usage Data. Electricity and gas usage were measured to determine impacts on usage among West Bay participants. Electricity and gas data were examined for 2003 and 2005.  Electrical usage in 2003 ranged from 204 KW hours to 23,930 KW hours, with a mean of 6,241.36 KW hours (S.D. = 4723.724). In January 2005, usage ranged from 976 KW hours to 22,449 KW hours, with a mean of 6,842.78 hours (S.D. = 4800.170).  Although there were differences in usage overall – an increase at the bottom of the range and a decrease at the top – the differences were not significant. Figure 20 below shows the average usage for electricity and gas in 2003 and 2005.

Reported gas usage in 2003 ranged from 80 mcf to 1,577 mcf, with a mean of 680.45 mcf (S.D. = 402.959).  Reported gas usage in 2005 ranged from 98 mcf to 1,176 mcf, with a mean of 570.18 mcf (S.D. = 321.546).  These differences were significant (z = -3.290, p = .001). Figure 21 below shows the differences in gas usage, indicating lowered use overall but slightly higher use at the bottom of the scale.
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Figure 20. Average electricity and gas usage –2003 and 2005 – West Bay
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Figure 21.  Change in gas usage – 2003 and 2005 – West Bay Community Action

Significant Change by Agency

Participants in each organization’s REACh project experienced changes over time. A summary of these changes is shown in Table 16 below.

Table 16. Statistically significant changes in indicators over time – all CAP organizations
	CAP Agency
	Income
	Total CTS Score
	Locus of Control 
	HEIS
	Energy Usage


	Blackstone Valley
	
	
	
	Decreased
	

	Comprehensive Community Action
	
	Increased
	Increased
	Decreased
	

	East Bay Community Action
	
	
	
	
	Gas Decreased



	Providence Community Action
	
	
	
	
	Gas Decreased



	South County Community Action
	Increased
	Increased
	
	Decreased
	

	Tri-Town Community Action
	
	Increased
	
	
	Electricity Decreased



	West Bay Community Action
	
	Increased
	
	Decreased
	Gas Decreased


Results for all CAP agencies


Demographic data. Household size ranged from one to eight to ten, with a mean of 3.4. More than a quarter (n=80) had one or two people in their household, 91 (29.5 percent had three people in their household and another quarter (n=74) had four people in their household. Thirteen percent (n=42) lived in a household with five people. The largest households (6-10) people comprised only 6.7 percent of the participant group (n-21). English was the primary language spoken by 94 percent of the participants (n=289). Seventy-five percent of participants (n=33) had completed high school and six more had completed a GED (13.6 percent). Only seven participants (16 percent) reported completing college. Fifty-one percent (n=150) reported employment.  Overall, 254 participants (86.7 percent) had a car or had access to a reliable car. 

Forty percent of the participants (n =112) reported monthly income under $1,500. More than a quarter (n = 72) had incomes between $1,501 and $2,000 per month from all sources. Another quarter (n =76) had income between $2,001 and $2,800 per month. Under 10 percent (n = 24) reported income above $2,801. Income for the group as a whole increased over the length of the project. The increase was small, but it approached significance (z = -1.902, p = .057). Figure 22 shows the changes in income. It is important to note that there were several extreme/outlier scores, perhaps more than was the case for other variables. Sixty-five households reported increases in income, while 48 reported decreases, and 36 reported that their income had remained the same. Table 17 below contains detailed demographic information for the group as a whole.

Table 17. Demographic data – All CAP agencies (n=316)

	Item
	Number 
	Percent



	Household size (S.D. = 1.530)

   1-2

   3

   4

   5

   6-10

      
	80

91

74

42

21
	26.2%

29.5%

24.1%

13.5% 

6.7%

	Primary Language (S.D. = .739)

   English

   Spanish

   Portuguese

   Other
	289
12
2

5


	93.6%

   4%

.6%
1.4%



	Education

   Completed high school

   Completed GED 

   Did not complete

   Completed college

   Did not complete college 
	200
55
59
64
250
	63.7%

17.5%

18.8%

20.3%

79.7%



	Employment (S.D. = .609)

   Yes

    No
	150
144
	 51%

   49%



	Transportation (S.D. = .579)

   Own or have access to car

   No
	254
39
	86.7%

13.3%



	Income (S.D. = 913.957)

   Under $1,500

   $1,501 - $2,000

   $2,001 - $2,800

   $2,801 and above
	112
72
76
24
	39.4%

25.4%

26.8%

8.5%
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Figure 22. Changes in income over time – all CAP agencies


CTS Scale. For all programs, we report descriptive statistics for each of the CTS scale domains, and then the total scale score.  Table 18 shows the median score and changes over time in each domain.
Table 18. Median CTS scores by domain – All CAP agencies (n=316)
	
	Measurement

Scale
	Median Score Statement 
Pre-intervention
	Median Score Statement 
Post-intervention


	Income
	1 – 10
	Income adequate for basic living expenses, and receiving transitional subsidized benefits (7)


	Same


	Employment


	1 – 10
	Working part-time or attending training, may or may not have  subsidized child care (5.5) 

	Working full- or part-time or attending training (6)



	Adult Education
	1 – 10
	Post-high school diploma, GED, or training; some college credit (8)


	Same



	Transportation
	1 – 8
	Driver’s license, vehicle ownership, insurance, needs met (8)


	Same



	Shelter
	1 – 10
	Affordable non-subsidized rental (9) 

	Same


	Subsistence
	1 – 7
	Able to afford food at subsistence level, participating in subsidized programs (5)

	Same

	Mental Health
	1 – 6
	Mental health services intervention not needed (6)
	Same



	Health Insurance
	1 – 6
	All household members insured through subsidized health care (5)
	Same



	Substance Abuse
	1 – 7
	Substance abuse intervention not needed (7)
	Same



	Parenting
	1 – 6
	Social services intervention not needed (6)


	Same



Total CTS scores were examined pre- and post-intervention assessment to explore families’ movement toward self-sufficiency.  CTS scores ranged from 15-79 (Median = 65, S.D. = 8.709) at the initial data collection.  Scores at the nine month data collection ranged from 41-78. The median score was 67 (S.D. = 7.831). Scores on the CTS for all participants increased significantly over time (z = -5.087, p = .000).  Of the 193 households that reported scores at both data collection times, 106 (55 percent) increased their scores. Figure 23 below shows that scores increased at the 25th percentile through the 75th percentile and leveled off at the top of the range, with the lowest scores increasing the greatest amount.  The figure also shows some extreme scores, both at initial and final data collection.
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Figure 23. Changes in total CTS scores – all CAP agencies


Reliability was tested for the CTS scale using both initial and nine-month data. The initial Cronbach’s ( = .611. Using the nine-month data, the Cronbach’s ( increased to .941, indicating high reliability in the scale.

Locus of Control Scale. Pre-intervention scores on this scale ranged from 1-100 with a mean of 67.17 (S.D. = 20.844). At post intervention, scores ranged from 29-100, with a mean of 70.54 (S.D. = 14.167).  Overall the scores indicated that some participants felt more positive over time about their ability to manage or control events in their lives.  The change was significant, especially at the bottom of the range of scores (z = - 2.251, p = .024). Of the 157 individuals who completed the scale during both data collection opportunities, 84 (54 percent) had increased scores on this measure. However, as is shown in Figure 24, there were several extreme or outlier scores.  These were at the bottom of the range and occurred during initial data collection.

Reliability was tested for this scale at initial and final data collection. The Cronbach’s ( at initial data collection was .906 (S.D. = 15.923, with 239 responses). The Cronbach’s ( at final data collection was .885 (S.D. = 14.270, with 192 responses). These numbers indicate high reliability for the scale.
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Figure 24. Changes in Locus of Control over time – all CAP agencies

Home Energy Insecurity Scale. Initial scores on the HEIS ranged from 8-40, with a mean score of 22.53 (S.D. = 6.802). Scores at final data collection ranged from 11-41, with a mean of 19.55 (S.D. = 6.155).  Decreases in scores were significant (z = -5.024, p = .000).  Figure 25 below shows the differences indicating overall decreases throughout the range of scores, except for one extreme score in the post-intervention data.

Reliability was tested for this scale as well, using pre- and post-intervention data. The Cronbach’s ( at initial data collection was .852 (S.D. = 5.954, with 305 responses). The Cronbach’s ( at final data collection was .883 (S.D. = 6.494, with 160 responses). These numbers indicate high reliability for the scale.


Utility Usage Data. Electricity and gas usage were measured to determine impacts on usage among all participants. Electricity and gas usage data were examined in 2003 and 2005.  Electrical usage in 2003 ranged from 204 KW hours to 26,133 KW hours, with a mean of 5,791.70 hours (S.D. = 4364.954). In 2005, usage ranged from 289 KW hours to 24,315 KW hours, with a mean of 5,807.88 hours (S.D. = 4160.467).  Although there were differences in usage overall – an increase at the bottom of the range and a decrease at the top – the differences were not significant. Figure 26 below shows average usage for electricity and gas for 2003 and 2005.

Reported gas usage in 2003 ranged from 12 mcf to 1,650 mcf, with a mean of 506.63 mcf (S.D. = 388.547).  Reported gas usage in 2005 ranged from 11 mcf to 4,263 mcf, with a mean of 522.79 mcf (S.D. = 477.036).  These differences in reported gas usage were significant (z = -4.551, p = .000). Figure 27 below shows the differences in gas usage, indicating lowered use overall and throughout the range of scores.
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Figure 25. Changes in HEIS scores over time – all CAP agencies
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Figure 26. Average electricity and gas usage for 2003 and 2005 – all CAP agencies
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Figure 27.  Changes in gas usage over time – all CAP agencies
Overall Results


When examined altogether, there are some clear changes that emerge from this project.  People made small but statistically significant changes in income over time. They also increased their overall scores on the CTS, indicating movement toward success or self-sufficiency as measured by this tool. The employment indicator increased to show that participants were moving toward additional hours of employment and less use of subsidized child care.  Participants felt more comfortable about their ability to afford energy costs by the end of the project and they felt they had more control over events in their lives. In addition, although changes in electricity usage were not significant, decreases in gas usage were common across most of the population. 


In an attempt to understand the factors contributing to the change in CTS scores/progress toward self-sufficiency, we developed a model that suggested that the CTS scores, as measured at the final data collection, could be explained by early CTS scores, the individual’s sense of control over her/his life (initial and final Locus of Control Scale scores), and by their initial and final scores on the Home Energy Insufficiency Scale (HEIS). We identified a few control variables as well, including household size (HHS) and total monthly income.  We tested the model first by looking at correlations among these variables. Table 19 below shows the correlations of significance in this group. Although significant, most of the measures of association are not strong. In fact, the strongest correlation for the final CTS score was with the initial CTS score, indicating the extent of their relationship with each other (r = .664, p = .000).  Overall, this was the strongest measure of association among the variables tested.
Table 19. Correlations among possible predictive variables
	
	HHS1
	HEIS 1
	HEIS 2


	Income 1
	Income 2
	Locus 1
	Locus 2
	CTS 1
	CTS 2

	HHS1

 
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEIS1

 
	
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HEIS2 

 
	
	.453**
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	.000
N=186

	.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income1 

 
	.329**
	
	-.145**
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	.000
N=292
	
	.005
N=182


	.
	
	
	
	
	

	Income 2

 
	.211**
	
	
	.545**
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	.000
N=292
	
	
	.000
N=149
	.
	
	
	
	

	Locus1
	
	-.167**
	-.176**
	.109*
	
	1.000
	
	
	

	 
	
	.000
N=255


	.002
N=151
	.012
N=245
	
	.
	
	
	

	Locus 2 

 
	
	-.245**
	-.249**
	.148**
	.148**
	.408**
	1.000
	
	

	
	
	.000
N=191


	.000
N=182
	.003
N=187
	.008
N=151
	.000
N=157
	.
	
	

	CTS 1
 
	
	-.192**
	-.259**
	.198**
	.183**
	.135**
	.136**
	1.000
	

	
	
	.000
N=299
	.000
N=187
	.000
N=294
	.001
N=154
	.002
N=252
	.006
N=192
	.
	

	CTS 2 

 
	
	-.220**
	-.283**
	.223**
	.246**
	
	.151**
	.664**
	1.000

	
	
	.000
N=192
	.000
N=187
	.000
N=187
	.000
N=156
	
	.003
N=188
	.000
N=193


	.



**p = <.01
*p = <.05

We then pursued an examination of the same variables using multiple regression analysis. Here, we asked the question: What would be the best predictors of the progress to self-sufficiency score?  All of the variables named in Table 19 were entered to SPSS using the regression analysis function and the “enter” method.  In this analytic method, all the variables are entered together and the results indicate the variables that are significant in predicting or explaining the outcome variable (CTS 2). Again, the initial CTS score was the highest predictor of final CTS score, predicting 78 percent of the variance in the final CTS score (F = 43.151, p = .000). Table 20 below shows these results.
Table 20. Results of multiple regression analysis – Predicting/explaining 
final CTS scores (n = 111)
	Independent Variable 
	B 
	SE B 
	β 
	t value 
	Sig. 


	Household Size
	-.106 
	.256 
	-.022 
	- .413
	.681 

	Income 1
	- 6.3E-04
	.001 
	-.070
	-998 
	.321 

	Income 2
	1.67E-03 
	.000 
	.227 
	3.378 
	.001* 

	HEIS1
	-.130
	.070
	-.115
	-1.870
	.064

	HEIS2
	-4.4E-02
	.077
	-.035
	-.575
	.566

	Locus 1
	-5.2E-02
	.023
	-.126
	-2.241
	.027*

	Locus 2
	-1.2E-02
	.032
	.022
	-.373
	.710

	CTS 1
	.771
	.052
	.785
	14.917
	.000*

	R2=0.881  Adjusted R2= 0.757  F= 43.151 


Qualitative Data


There were several opportunities for clients and case managers to provide qualitative data.  In this section, we report the results of three analyses of qualitative data: clients’ self reports of their experiences in REACh, in their own words, at the point they exited the program; case managers’ reports of each client’s progress in the program; and a summary of three focus group meetings the evaluator held privately with the case management team.  It is important to note that the following report comes from the words of clients and case managers, when given the opportunity to answer open-ended questions.  Rather than checking off or circling the best answer from a list, respondents wrote or dictated their replies in their own words.  

Clients’ self reports


Case managers from six of the seven CAP agencies provided the evaluators with completed exit surveys, which were designed to survey the perspectives of participants at the point they exited the program.  In all, 125 REACh exit surveys were completed by clients in the six CAP agencies.  For the most part, the reason for leaving was the end of the program, followed by disinterest.    

Table 21.  Which parts of the REACh Program did you find most helpful?  (case management, energy education, etc….)  Why?

(N=123 respondents; 183 comments)

	Item
	EBCAP
	SCCAP
	Tri-Town
	BVCAP
	CCAP
	West Bay
	Total



	Case management
	14
	11
	  3
	  6
	8
	9
	  51


	Energy education
	  5
	18
	  1
	  6
	10
	8
	48


	Weatherization/

Physical improvements to home
	6
	8
	  1
	1
  
	1
	3
	20



	Everything; the entire program
	  3
	  3
	  1
	  1
	2
	9
	19



	Energy supplies, e.g., light bulbs
	  6
	  1
	  0
	  0
	2
	1
	10



	Financial assistance
	  2
	  3
	  1
	  0
	1
	3
	10


	Save money
	  0
	  2
	  0
	  4
	3
	1
	10


	Other items
	11
	  1
	  0
	  0
	2
	1
	15



	Total comments
	47
	47
	  7
	18
	29
	35
	183



More than half the comments (54.1 percent) cited case management and energy education as “most helpful.”  Another 10.9 percent of the comments indicated that weatherization and home improvements were most helpful; 10.4 percent said everything or the entire program.  

Table 22. What did you find least helpful?  Why? (N=70 respondents; 74 comments)

	



              

Item
	EBCAP
	SCCAP
	Tri-Town
	BVCAP
	CCAP
	West Bay
	Total



	Nothing; everything was helpful; etc.
	13
	17
	  2
	  4
	7
	8
	51



	Home repair/

weatherization issues
	  4
	  1
	  0
	  0
	2
	2
	9



	Data collection issues 
	  4
	  1
	  0
	  1
	0
	0
	  6


	Other comments
	  3
	  1
	  1
	  1
	1
	1
	8


	Total comments
	24
	20
	  3
	  6
	10
	11
	74




The majority (N=51; 72.9 percent) of respondents indicated no unhelpful aspects of REACh.  Twenty-three comments indicated several areas of concern, primarily home repair/weatherization scheduling issues and reactions to the ongoing data collection component of REACh.

Table 23.  Would you recommend any changes or additions in the REACh Program?  What are they? (N=101 respondents)

	Item
	EBCAP
	SCCAP
	Tri-Town
	BVCAP
	CCAP
	West Bay
	Total


	No changes; program is good
	14
	23
	  3
	  6
	3
	16
	65



	Home repair/

weatherization issues
	  6
	  2
	  0
	  0
	2
	1
	11



	Communication among providers/CAP(
Client
	  4
	  1 
	  0
	  0
	2
	0
	7



	Paperwork; data collection procedures
	  2
	  0
	  0
	  3
	0
	0
	  5

	Other comments
	  4
	  2
	  0
	  2
	5
	2
	15



	Total comments
	30
	28
	  3
	11
	12
	19
	103




The majority (N=65; 64.4 percent) of respondents recommended no changes in the program.  Home repair issues, such as incomplete weatherization work, accounted for eleven (10.7 percent) of comments; Communication issues (e.g., with landlords) and paperwork (e.g., the repetitive data collection) combined to garner 12 (11.7 percent) of comments.  

Table 24: Would you recommend the REACh Program to a friend or relative?  Why or why not?  Which specific activities would you recommend? (N=121 respondents)
    




	Item
	EBCAP
	SCCAP
	Tri-Town
	BVCAP
	CCAP
	West Bay
	Total


	Yes (total)

-----(already have)
	33

(1)
	29

(3)
	  5

 (1)
	14

(2)
	15

(2)
	25

(3)
	121

(12)



	Reasons given:

-----Energy education

-----Financial benefits
----- Other benefits
	  3
  2

  3
	  7
  5
  5
	  1

  0
  0
	  2
  2

  4
	  2

  3

  5
	  8

  7

  6
	  23
  19

  23



	Total comments
	41
	46
	  6
	22
	25
	46
	186




Every comment affirmed that the respondent would recommend the program to a friend or relative; twelve (9.9 percent) already had at the point that they exited the program.  Energy education and financial benefits (e.g., saving money) were the most common reasons given.

Table 25.  Are there any ways that the REACh Program has affected your actual use of energy in your home?  What, if anything, are you doing differently? [N=124 respondents; categories are mutually exclusive]    
   


	Item
	EBCAP
	SCCAP
	Tri-Town
	BVCAP
	CCAP
	West Bay
	Total


	Specific behavioral changes indicated/
Identified
	13
	16
	  1
	  8
	8
	13
	59



	Cognitive/awareness changes identified (behavioral changes not identified)
	  3
	  6
	  3
	  3
	3
	7
	25



	Energy bills went down (no behavioral or cognitive changes identified)
	13
	  1
	  0
	  1
	1
	4
	20



	No changes identified; unclear or general comments
	  5
	  7
	  1
	  3
	1
	3
	20



	Total comments
	34
	30
	  5
	15
	13
	27
	124




This is an outcomes question: positive impacts of REACh on its clients.  It is noteworthy that all but one client who completed the exit surveys made a comment on this final question.  The plurality (59; 47.6 percent of respondents) listed at least one specific behavioral change they attributed to the REACh program.  In all, the 59 respondents reported 104 specific changes in their families’ behaviors regarding energy usage.  Examples of changes listed by respondents include:

· We wash everything in cold water.  Learned to shut off lights more when not in use and also TV's, any other appliances.

· Putting the washer on extra spin for jeans and towels.

· Open shades to allow the sun light in.

· I try to keep the heat at a reasonable temperature.  Before I was not as committed as I am now!

· Rinsing dishes with cold water instead of hot.

· Always use energy saving bulbs and products when we can.

· Not running the air conditioner if not needed.  Watching the time you take in the shower.

· Purchased a window fan instead of an air conditioner to use less electricity.

· Sealed windows during coldest times.  Covered pots when cooking.  Using crock pot more.

· I keep my water heater at 120 degrees (I didn't even know where it was supposed to be set in the beginning) and I keep my freezer filled.  (I put gallon jugs of tap water in to fill space.)  It shaves at least a little off the bill.  

· I turned the temp up on my fridge and the temp was up on my hot water heater.  I now put draft dodger in front of doors on cool nights and close the drapes and saw a substantial reduction in my energy consumption.

· Keeping all doors and windows weatherstripping checked

· I do a lot more of air drying – less in dryer.  Only run the dishwasher when full.  Store water in fridge instead of running water.  Staying on the kids to shut off lights.  And a lot more.

· Spinning the clothes in the washer more than once to reduce dryer time.


In addition to 59 respondents who listed specific behavioral changes in their households, another 25 (20.2 percent) identified cognitive changes only.  They may have changed their behaviors also, but did not explicitly say so in response to this question.  Here are a few examples of cognitive changes they listed:

· More conscious of little things such as light bulbs and insulation.

· We are more aware of lights left on, conserving heat.

· They reinforced that we are doing what we need to do for maximum energy efficiency.

· Made us more aware of the ways we can save energy and lower our energy bills.

· I have become even more energy conscious.

· Yes.  I am more aware of how I use my energy and more motivated to catch up and keep up with my bills.


Twenty more respondents (16.1 percent) indicated no behavioral or cognitive changes on their part, but said their energy bills had decreased.  The remainder of comments (N=20; 16.1 percent) were general statements that led to no conclusions about changes in behaviors, for example:

· The windows and doors helped.

· All of it I found helpful.

· Gas bill stayed stable; apt. was warmer.

· I am so grateful for how REACh has helped me as a single mother.

Case Managers’ Reports


Case managers filed reports on 264 REACh clients in the seven CAP agencies.   The range was 22 to 49; the mean was 37.1 client reports.  The distribution was:

Table 26. Case managers’ client summary reports

	CAP Agency
	Number of reports
	Percent of total (264)


	CCAP
	  45
	17.0



	BV CAP
	  49
	18.6



	SC CAP
	  39
	14.8



	EB CAP/Self Help
	  29
	11.0



	West Bay
	  45
	17.0



	Pro CAP
	  35
	13.3



	Tri-Town
	  22
	  8.3



	
	264
	100%





Case managers used a reporting instrument developed in a training session with the evaluator.  The form consisted of one page (for each client household) with four columns: strengths in the family, barriers faced by the family, REACh accomplishments with the family, accomplishments on their (family members) own.  Two training sessions/workshops were held with all the case managers, using case record data to reach inter-rater reliability with the forms.  When 100 percent consistency was reached, the case managers entered the qualitative data from their records to the forms.   Strengths and barriers were evident from case records; accomplishments became reflected in work done with clients in REACh and work done on their own.  Accomplishments in REACh approximated program outputs, while accomplishments outside of REACh are very similar to program outcomes.


Family strengths. The 264 families ranged from zero (N=5) to 12 (N=2) recorded strengths, with an average of 4.6, and standard deviation of 2.12 (median=5.0).  Most frequently mentioned strengths were financial resources (N=171; 64.8 percent of respondents), family support or assets (N=153; 58.0 percent), education (N=139; 52.7 percednt), employment (N=122; 46.2 percent) psychological well being/positive values (N=106;40.2 percent) and relationships and/or well-being of their children (N=95; 36.0 percent of respondents).


Total strengths correlated significantly with total family accomplishments in REACh (r = +.357; p = .000), total family accomplishments on their own (r = +.358; p = .000), and total barriers faced by families (r = -.170; p = .006) [negative correlation].  As families exhibited more strengths that were recognized by case managers, the amount of families’ barriers evident to case managers decreased, case managers’ provision of services increased and case managers’ recognition of families’ own accomplishments increased.  Results were very similar when “categories of strengths” was substituted for “total strengths”.  


Family barriers. Family barriers ranged from zero (N=4) to 15 (N=1), with an average of 3.92, and standard deviation of 2.38 (median = 3.5).  The most frequently mentioned barriers were health or health-related issues (N=148; 56.1 percent), family difficulties or lack of support (N=142; 53.8 percent), lack of needed resources, e.g., day care (N=129; 48.9 percent), financial limitations (N=103; 39.0 percent) and personal attributes/individual issues (N=80; 30.3percent).  Total barriers correlated with strengths (negative correlation, discussed above), and accomplishments on their own (r = .210, p = .001), a positive correlation.  


Agencies’ accomplishments with clients (outputs). The third column on the case summary form was clients’ accomplishments within REACh.  Families ranged from zero (N=15) to 13 (N=1) accomplishments, with an average of 4.12, and standard deviation of 2.47 (median=4.0).  The most frequently mentioned accomplishments were being “AMPed” (N=197; 74.6 percent) or “WAPed” (N=156; 59.1 percent), or receiving financial assistance (N=139; 52.7 percent); referrals to other services or agencies (N=106; 40.2 percent); non-energy related resources, e.g., holiday baskets (N=70; 26.5 percent); and receiving an appliance, usually a refrigerator (N=45; 17.0 percent) and/or an energy-saving device, usually light bulbs or a solar radio (N=48; 18.2 percent).  Total accomplishments correlated positively with strengths, as described above, and with accomplishments on their own (r=.305; p=.000).  


Clients’ accomplishments after/outside REACh (outcomes). The fourth column was clients’ accomplishments outside of REACh.  Families ranged from zero (N=109) to 7 (N=1) accomplishments, with an average of 1.17, and standard deviation of 1.34 (median=1.0).  Accomplishments were categorized into the three outcomes groupings: knowledge/cognition/perception (e.g., more knowledge about energy conservation), skills (e.g., how to drive) and behaviors (e.g., turn off lights, take shorter showers, obtain employment).  The large majority of outcomes reported by case managers were behavioral (N=162 clients; 61.4 percent; 272 total listed behavior changes), followed by knowledge/cognition/perception (N=28; 10.6 percent; 38 cited changes) and skills (N=4; 1.5 percent; 4 changes). A total of 314 changes affecting 169 clients (1.86 changes per client experiencing any change) was listed by case managers. As reported above, total accomplishments correlated positively and significantly with strengths, barriers and accomplishments within the program. 


The 272 behavioral changes fell into several general categories:

· Employment – found new job, improved employment situation, more hours, higher pay, promotion (N=57)

· Received new benefits, services, skills, knowledge (N=26)

· Improved household finances (N=24)

· Began, progressed, finished school/taking courses (N=20)

· Obtained resources, services for child(ren) (N=16)

· Child(ren)’s situations improved (N=15)

· Drivers license, new auto, auto insurance (N=14)

· Improved housing situation – purchased new home, moved to better housing (N=14)

· Repaired home (N=13)

· Miscellaneous/groupings <10 (N=73)


Comparisons among CAP agencies. A clear pattern emerged among the seven agencies’ reports of clients’ strengths, barriers and accomplishments.  When all ratings were compared across the seven agencies, statistically significant differences resulted.  The differences broke down by urban vs. suburban/rural programs: ProCAP, BVCAP and CCAP (serving Providence and urban communities bordering to the north and south) reported more client barriers and fewer strengths and accomplishments in REACh than Tri-Town,West Bay, East Bay (suburban) and South County CAPs (suburban and rural).  Clients’ accomplishments on their own were similar but internal patterns were significantly different.

Table 27. CAP agencies compared by clients’ reported total strengths

	Number of strengths reported by case managers
	Urban CAPs

N/%
	Suburban/Rural CAPs

N/%
	Total/Percent

N/%


	0-3 strengths
	59/45.7%
	21/15.7%
	80/30.4



	4-5 strengths
	46/35.7
	54/40.3
	100/38.0



	6-12 strengths
	24/18.6
	59/44.0
	83/31.6



	Totals
	129/100%
	134/100%
	263/100%



X2= 33.4, df = 2, p = .000


Table 28. CAP agencies compared by clients’ total strength categories

	Number of strength categories reported by case managers
	Urban CAPs

N/%
	Suburban/Rural CAPs

N/%
	Total/Percent

N/%


	0-2 categories
	46/35.7%
	14/10.4%
	60/22.8%



	3 categories
	35/27.1
	37/27.6
	72/27.4


	4 categories
	29/22.5
	40/29.9
	69/26.2



	5-7 categories
	19/14.7
	43/32.1
	62/23.6


	Totals
	129/100%
	134/100%
	263/100%




Χ2= 28.1, df = 3, p = .000


Table 29. CAP agencies compared by clients’ total barriers

	Number of barriers reported by case managers
	Urban CAPs

N/%
	Suburban/Rural CAPs

N/%
	Total/Percent

N/%

	0-2 barriers
	25/19.4%
	52/38.8%
	77/29.3%



	3-4 barriers
	51/39.5
	53/39.6
	104/39.5



	5-15 barriers
	53/41.1
	29/21.6
	82/31.2



	Totals
	129/100%
	134/100%
	263/100%




X2 = 16.4, df = 2, p = .000

Table 30. CAP agencies compared by clients’ total barriers categories

	Number of barrier categories reported by case managers
	Urban CAPs

N/%
	Suburban/Rural CAPs

N/%
	Total/Percent

N/%


	0-2 categories
	50/38.8%
	67/50.0%
	117/44.5%


	3 categories
	35/27.1
	43/32.1
	  78/29.7


	4-8 categories
	44/34.1
	24/17.9
	  68/25.9


	Totals
	129/100%
	134/100%
	263/100.1%*



X2 = 9.1, df = 2, p = .011

*rounding
Table 31. CAP agencies compared by clients’ accomplishments in REACh (output)

	Number of accomplishments reported by case managers

	Urban CAPs

N/%
	Suburban/Rural CAPs

N/%
	Total/Percent

N/%



	0-1 accomplishments
	26/20.2%
	  7/  5.2%
	33/12.5%



	2-3 accomplishments
	62/48.1
	25/18.7
	87/33.1



	4-5 accomplishments
	30/23.3
	46/34.3
	76/28.9



	6-13 accomplishments
	11/  8.5
	56/41.8
	67/25.5



	Totals
	129/100.1%*
	134/100%
	263/100%




X2 = 60.2, df = 3, p = .000

*rounding

Table 32. CAP agencies compared by clients accomplishments on their own (outcomes)

	Number of accomplishments reported by case managers
	Urban CAPs

N/%
	Suburban/Rural CAPs

N/%
	Total/Percent

N/%



	0 accomplishments
	62/48.1%
	32/23.9%
	94/35.7%



	1 accomplishment
	24/18.6
	47/35.1
	71/27.0



	2 accomplishments
	15/11.6
	40/29.9
	55/20.9



	3-7 accomplishments
	28/21.7
	15/11.2
	43/16.3



	Totals
	129/100%
	134/100.1%*
	263/99.9%*




X2 = 32.20, df = 3, p = .000

*rounding


In each of these comparisons, all of which are statistically significant, urban and non-urban CAP agencies had opposite trends with regard to recorded strengths, barriers and accomplishments: urban programs found more clients with barriers; non-urban programs reported more strengths and accomplishments in REACh (outputs); clients in urban programs were more concentrated in high or low levels of self-initiated accomplishments while those in non-urban programs were concentrated in the mid-ranges.  All comparisons were statistically significant, indicating different client assets, challenges and accomplishments by urban vs. suburban/rural program.


To further test the urban-non urban differences, t-tests were conducted with the same set of variables.  With one exception, results were identical:

Table 33. T-test comparisons of urban and non-urban programs


	Variable
	Urban
	Non-urban
	

	
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	t-test Probability


	Strengths
	3.97
	2.22
	5.22
	2.22
	.000



	Strength categories
	3.01
	1.36
	3.96
	1.29
	.000


	Barriers
	4.56
	2.55
	3.34
	2.03
	.000



	Barrier categories
	3.07
	1.34
	2.52
	1.13
	.000



	Accomplishments

In REACh
	2.93
	1.99
	5.27
	2.34
	.000


	Accomplishments on own
	1.29
	1.66
	1.44
	1.19
	.391 (ns)





T-test analysis compares means and variance.  Strengths, barriers and in-REACh accomplishments show similarity with Chi-Square analysis; urban program clients have fewer strengths, strength categories and in-REACh accomplishments, and more total barriers and barrier categories than suburban/rural program clients.  The difference between the analyses is that the t-test statistic found no significant differences on clients’ accomplishments on their own.  As indicated earlier, the clients in urban programs tended to be reported as accomplishing either few (zero) or many (more than 3) outcomes, while those in suburban/rural programs appeared to cluster around 2-3 accomplishments.  Averages were very similar: about 1.3 and 1.4 per client, respectively.


Finally, earlier, we reported that strengths, barriers and accomplishments were significantly correlated with each other (all relationships positive except strengths by barriers) when the full sample was tested.  When that analysis was repeated, controlling for urban vs. non-urban programs, those correlations held, suggesting internal consistency within programs in spite of differences across programs.

Case Manager Focus Groups


The evaluator met with all case managers as a group three times for structured assessment of the program.  Meetings were held about midway through each of the two years and again just after the conclusion of the program.  Here are the themes that emerged from those group meetings.

· Recruitment from LIHEAP to REACh was more difficult that anticipated.  Potential participants were interested in the tangible benefits of REACh (e.g., WAP, AMP, giveaways, financial rewards) but were wary of the case management.  Many preferred to forfeit the benefits in order to be left alone.  

· Even those who joined REACh sometimes resisted intensive case management because many never subscribed to the concept.  There was considerable resistance to the repeated outreach and quarterly interviewing for data collection purposes.  Indeed, on the exit surveys, discussed above, a number of respondents who stayed with REACh for its full cycle commented on the intrusive and repetitive data collection.

· Other REACh clients were in “survival modes,” and were uninterested in all the data collection.  Many were not ready for energy education because they were consumed with day to day crises (approximately 10 percent of cases).  In some of these situations, case management devolved to making quick referrals.

· Case managers expressed frustration at the tension between data collection to satisfy the “pilot program” evaluation component of REACh, versus the need, and clients’ expectations for direct services.  Case managers talked about the difficulty they had juggling these two imperatives: collect data and deliver personalized direct service.  Case managers said clients also complained about this dichotomy.

· Case managers often felt overwhelmed with all the required paperwork.  They expressed frustration related to getting all their responsibilities done.  Paperwork accounted for up to 80 percent of case managers’ time.

· The “squeaky wheel” syndrome affected all case managers: a handful of demanding clients consumed considerable case management time and resources while a majority of clients could go months without contact.  This created for case managers a responsive rather than proactive posture, somewhat compromising the idea of case management.  It became difficult to maintain contact with all 50 cases; often, 10-15 cases received routine attention.

· The occasional crisis in even one client household, requiring immediate and intensive responses, would result in a backlog of other work.

· Case managers learned a lot on the job, through their regular coordination meetings, trainings and consultations with the REACh manager.  The wide range of client issues required a range of knowledge and skills they did not have; for the most part they learned from each other, resource people in their host agencies, and the REACh manager.

· The case managers were all Caucasian and spoke only English.  All but one were females under 35 years of age.  Clients were much more diverse, creating serious challenges to the program’s effectiveness.  It is unclear to what extent this factor affected the program’s outcomes.

· There were some noticeable successes, examples:

Weatherization

· Asbestos/Healthy Homes

· Wal-mart Eye Class Clinic

· Lead abatement

· Case advocacy – some dramatic successes

· Workshops, e.g., home buying

· There were also some big disappointments, examples:

· Landlords would renege on agreements, like evicting REACh clients after weatherization, and raising rents.
 
· The “rules” changed several times during the program, requiring different emphases and usually less time for case management

· Client resistance to participation and follow-up; hang-ups and cancellations; “ducking” case managers

· Program fidelity was constantly challenged by a number of factors.  

· Case managers were employees of their individual CAP agencies, and often found themselves working in different contexts.  There was a clear line of communication within REACh, so that case managers could understand the program, and share information with each other and the REACh director, but the day to day reality was that case managers worked in different bureaucracies, often with different protocols and lines of authority.  This meant that service delivery sometimes was inconsistent.

· The agencies they worked for had different strengths, limitations and commitments to REACh, so that the case managers received different levels of direction and support.

· Supportive infrastructures varied among the seven locations, so that case managers had different constellations of resources to draw upon.

· The personalities, training, expertise and prior experience among the case managers varied, meaning each brought different strengths and limitations to the program.  At times, it became evident that they were approaching clients with different interventions.  

· At all three focus group meetings, case managers professed loving their jobs and feeling supported by both REACh and their host agencies.  They appreciated the importance of helping people and making a difference.  They all felt that they had developed expertise through on-the-job training and supervision.  

Discussion and Conclusions

Methodology


The quantitative data tested the intervention of intensive case management and energy education on outcome indicators including client functioning, well-being and energy consumption.  The results indicated that participants progressed and changed, but it was not possible to demonstrate that case management made a difference for those participants.  In individual agencies and in the group as a whole, there were significant findings, but these findings did not demonstrate that intensive case management resulted in the changes that people were able to accomplish.  Part of the problem of associating case management with quantitative results is that there was not an adequate measure of case management. Measures detected progress toward self-sufficiency, change in concerns/fears about the ability to pay for energy usage and, actual changes in usage, and participants’ beliefs about their ability to manage their lives.  There were clear associations between some of these measures, but they did not discern if case management made a difference.  


The quantitative measures also were very sensitive to the loss of data. Case managers had some difficulty engaging participants in the program – as the CTS scores indicated, participants did not believe they needed services. Case managers in this project attempted to provide both services and tangible supports, but the provision of services may not have been captured in the data we collected. Participants were lost from the rolls before the project was completed. So initial data were available but there were no comparative data for more than 20 percent of the sample. 


The project wanted to measure changes in energy usage and gathered electricity and gas usage data to do that. However, many people in Rhode Island use oil or propane to heat their homes and we had no measures to capture changes in such usage. There was no association between amounts of information and products/resources distributed and change in usage. Blackstone Valley, South County, and West Bay had the highest scores for information and product dissemination, yet changes in electricity usage in those agencies were not significant; changes in gas usage were significant only in East Bay, Providence, and West Bay.  ProCap had the lowest score for dissemination, yet gas usage among its participants declined significantly over time.  It should also be recognized that energy education, weatherization and other energy conservation efforts could result in little change in usage. For example people might feel that they could achieve savings through insulation and would then expend those savings on additional electrical appliances – televisions, computers, and other new equipment. 


The data collection enterprise was difficult for case managers whose primary role was that of service provider. It was not only difficult, it prevented other, more service-oriented tasks from occurring, and it may have exacerbated the negative response of participants to case management service delivery.  Last, there was little training for the case managers in the data collection process, so inter-rater reliability was not a focus.  It is not clear that participants always understood what they were asked or that case managers provided clear and consistent information.
The qualitative data analyses did examine the impact of the intervention on client outcomes, using a more client-centered methodology to collect data – capturing their perspectives in their own words and having case managers summarize clients’ experiences in the program (as well as their own) – and led to several conclusions that were not evident in the quantitative data.  The qualitative instruments were neutral, encouraging and generating both positive and negative findings.  The exit surveys were completed by a sample that is unlikely to represent the full client load.  


The 125 participants who completed the forms were comprised almost entirely of clients who stayed in REACh for the duration of their eligibility (usually a year); those who left the program were not represented in the sample.  As a result, the highly positive results of the exit survey are unlikely to be representative.  


The 264 client summaries, completed by case managers, were likely to be reliable in that inter-rater reliability was established.  There is some evidence of validity in that some of the outcomes also appeared in the other two qualitative data sets.  The sample is highly representative in that all CAPs participated and the numbers are above 70 percent.  The focus group data are fully representative of all the case managers, and the messages were consistent throughout the two-plus years.  In the focus group meetings there was minimal disagreement on the salient facts of REACh.  Different experiences with clients were reported, somewhat verified by the variance among agencies in client summary forms.  


The qualitative data show some signs of reliability, validity and representativeness, but not conclusively.  In that the three analyses were conducted independently of each other, were neutrally constructed, and generated somewhat consistent results, there is reason to have some confidence in the results.  The exit survey should be viewed with special caution, given the nature of the sample that supplied it.

Results

The quantitative data reveal that participants progressed or demonstrated change in several areas. Some progressed toward self-sufficiency using the CTS domains as indicators of change.  Others reduced their concern about energy costs and payments. Or they increased their sense of control about events or occurrences in their lives. Many showed reduction in usage of natural gas in their homes.  In our examination of the group as whole, it is clear that change was demonstrated across the agencies. However, it also seems clear that changes people made were most closely related to the strengths they brought with them, as is evidenced by the results of our examination of the changes in CTS scores in which the most significant predictor of the change was the previous score.

There were differences in gains across the agencies. People at Comprehensive Community Action, in South County and at West Bay had gains in three of the five  domains measured, while people in Blackstone Valley, East Bay and Providence had gains in only one domain. Income increased only in South County, while CTS scores increased at CCAP, South County, Tri-Town, and West Bay. Locus of Control increased significantly only at CCAP, while HEIS scores decreased significantly at BVCAP, CCAP, South County, and West Bay. Gas usage declined for participants from East Bay, ProCap, and West Bay, while electricity usage declined only at Tri-town.

Participants reported case management and energy education as far more helpful than other aspects of REACh, such as weatherization, financial assistance and free items.  There were no substantial unhelpful aspects of the program.  Case managers felt that energy education was relatively unimportant in the context of intensive case management.  They also were critical of the paperwork, a view shared by a small cluster of clients who completed the program, but likely to be felt by many of those who left REACh.


There is evidence that REACh led to behavioral outcomes for its clients.  Almost half of clients who completed exit surveys said they had changed their behaviors due to the program.  Case summaries constructed by case managers indicated that more than 60 percent of clients had experienced behavioral changes, primarily in areas of employment, self-assertion, energy behavior and personal finances.  Even if we discount some of these reports as over-exuberance, large numbers of clients still made positive behavioral changes.  


Clients came to REACh with a range of strengths and weaknesses, as perceived by case managers. The full sample’s strengths (average= 4.6) were higher than its barriers (average =3.92), perhaps reflecting case managers’ optimism or empathy.  Families and families’ financial resources were listed frequently as both strengths and barriers, suggesting that these were key issues in promoting and/or blocking success in the program.  


Strengths and barriers were negatively correlated.  Strengths were positively correlated with both accomplishments in REACh and clients’ accomplishments on their own; barriers were negatively correlated with accomplishments in REACh but positively correlated with accomplishments outside the program.  This may be explained by distinguishing between the two kinds of accomplishments.  Those that were reported as occurring within REACh were actually successes in applying interventions and/or resources to clients, representing effort or output.  So, case managers appear to have provided more services to those clients perceived as having strengths and fewer services to those believed to be having barriers.  Accomplishments outside of REACh were program outcomes – positive consequences of participating in the program.  Outcomes are positive changes in behaviors, cognition or skills.  These may occur in households regardless of strengths or barriers, which appears to be the case here.   


Next, we tested similarities and differences among the seven CAP agencies, with regard to clients’ strengths, barriers and accomplishments, and found differences on the basis of demographic settings: the three urban programs reported more client barriers and fewer strengths and accomplishments in REACh than the four suburban/rural programs.  These differences were statistically significant.  


According to case managers, participants tended to view the REACh program somewhat differently from the way it was designed.  They were attracted to REACh on the basis of intrinsic rewards rather than the offer of case management services.  Many tolerated or resisted case management, others left the program.  Some did take advantage of case management, and benefited according to their own and their case managers’ reports.  Another issue was the dual callings of direct service and data collection.  Case managers were responsible for both, but reported that often they had to choose between the two because of time constraints.  Paperwork, internal program changes and occasional client crises placed additional burdens on the delivery of case management services.  


The qualitative analysis generated stronger evidence of the value of case management for REACh clients than the quantitative analysis.  We wish to offer some possible explanations.  The kinds of results reported by clients and case managers by way of qualitative methods were more subtle, yet telling, about behavioral change than quantitative measures could capture.  Quantitative methods are less adept than qualitative measures at identifying early and partial changes.  The quantitative measures used in the evaluation may not have provided the best data to assess change related to social service delivery.  The CTS and the HEIS were originally designed to facilitate client assessment, not to evaluate interventions.  Neither has been established as valid or reliable, although both are widely in use across the country.  This project also had serious difficulties with retention, not uncommon in social services or case management programs.  However, the loss of data, as indicated above, made it particularly difficult to provide substantive analysis with the desired rigor for this project.  Final “outcome data were missing for at least 20 percent of the initial sample.  If that sample had resembled the LIHEAP population, the final sample was unrepresentative.  


With this in mind, we can offer some conclusions that are supported by both quantitative and qualitative measures.  

· The collective evidence suggests that the multi-agency model can be effective.  While there are concerns about program fidelity, the case managers felt supported, especially with sufficient training, mutual consultation, access to information and professional back-up.  As the program concluded, case managers reported high job satisfaction and beliefs that they had made important differences in people’s lives.

· The program promoted change in people’s lives, in the desired directions: less energy use, more energy awareness and improved energy behaviors; more self sufficiency in other aspects of clients’ lives.

· Participants’ well being and sense of control increased over the life of the program in the desired direction.  The changes were modest and indicative of the short duration of the program. 
· Some REACh participants were far more “needy” than others, as evidenced by their incomes and resources. Yet clearly these families brought strengths, assets, and determination to their participation.

� This issue was discussed with the REACh program director, who indicated that the concern had not been presented by case managers at meetings or individually. In addition, the case managers had not acted individually or together to resolve this issue.
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