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Executive Summary

The LIHEAP Performance Measures Work Group (PMWG) was formed in June 2008 when the Office of Community Services’ Division of Energy Assistance (DEA) requested the assistance of State LIHEAP Directors in developing outcome performance measures for LIHEAP.  The PMWG includes State LIHEAP Directors who offered to work with DEA on this project. Members of the PMWG met with DEA staff on a monthly basis from June 2008 through June 2009, participated in a performance measures meeting convened by the National Energy Assistance Directors Association (NEADA) in September 2009, and participated in a three-day meeting with DEA staff in November 2009 to develop a draft proposal for a LIHEAP performance measurement system.

The PMWG finds that LIHEAP faces significant challenges in developing a performance measurement system:
· The program is a block grant and each grantee can use a number of different strategies to address the needs of eligible households, including: energy assistance, energy services, and client services. As such, the performance measurement system implemented by each grantee could be somewhat different depending on the program strategies that it employs.

· The long term outcome of the program needs to be measured outside the context of an individual state program, since the effectiveness of the program must be considered in the context of the eligible, rather than the recipient population.  However, at the same time, the PMWG felt that it is important to develop short-term and intermediate-term performance measurement indicators that give state program administrators information on the effectiveness of their programs.

The PMWG members decided that it is important for LIHEAP to have a performance measurement system and it was equally important that the State grantees actively participate in that system.  They recommended that this was best accomplished in two ways: 1) by outlining a comprehensive system with all the program elements to judge LIHEAP on the full range of services it delivers, and 2) by a tiered system of performance indicators where all States can participate at the level they are able. This tiered approach encourages the development of increased capacity by State grantees to use performance measures, and provides a menu of performance measures which integrate into a national whole.
The PMWG recommends that LIHEAP measures the impacts of the three major types of services delivered by State grantees, including:

· Energy Assistance – These consist of direct grants to help pay client energy bills, including both regular assistance and crisis assistance.

· Energy Services – These consist of services delivered to households that improve the efficiency and safety of energy use in the home, including both weatherization and equipment repair and replacement.

· Client Services – These consist of services that help to educate clients or advocate on behalf of clients, including energy education, budget counseling, advocacy for clients with energy suppliers, and referral to other services.

The PMWG recommends that LIHEAP develop a tiered set of performance measures:
· Tier 1 – These measures are directly affected by program decisions.  They should be a direct output from the service delivery statistics that are generally tracked by program offices.  States essentially report all of this information within the current federal reports.

· Tier 2 – These measures are indirectly affected by program decisions because they measure not what the program did, but what changed in the circumstances of the recipient households.  They would require additional data gathering from clients at the time of enrollment to document program impacts. For example, measuring the change in energy burden would require the program office to collect data on client energy costs.

· Tier 3 - These measures are more indirectly affected by program decisions because they measure what changed in the circumstances of recipient households after a certain amount of time has passed.  They would require the program office to track the experience of clients over time.  For example, measuring client payment consistency would require updated information on bill payment from the client or the energy supplier.

· Tier 4 – These measures are the most indirectly affected by program decisions because they measure changes in the recipient households and income eligible population over the long term.  They would require a longer term measurement strategy that tracks how the eligible population is affected by the program. For example, measuring continuity of service for income eligible households might require a national survey.

The PMWG recommends that the responsibility for development of performance measures be as follows:

· Tier 1: All states are expected to collect this data in their information systems.
· Tier 2: All states are encouraged to collect this data with the technical assistance of OCS.
· Tier 3: All states are encouraged to collect this data with the technical assistance of OCS.
· Tier 4: OCS is expected to collect this data at the national level.

States currently have varied capacity in terms of measurement across tiers.  For example, many states collect enough information to successfully measure some outcomes, yet capture little data to track others.  As states increase sophistication in both their programs and information systems, it is expected that states will evolve from Tier 1 to Tier 2 and from Tier 2 to Tier 3.  This approach addresses the differences in technical capacity and program implementation throughout the country.

The PMWG recommends that OCS furnish direct technical assistance to LIHEAP grantees to facilitate the development of performance measurement at the State level, that OCS publicize the findings from performance measurement, and that OCS publicly recognize the efforts of those grantees who actively pursue the development of performance measurement systems.

No single stakeholder is solely responsible for the national LIHEAP performance measurement system; responsibility is shared among all relevant stakeholders.  The PMWG will share this draft report with OCS and NEADA and then make final revisions based on feedback.  At that point, OCS should convene a new Implementation Work Group.
I. Introduction
The LIHEAP Performance Measures Work Group (PMWG) was formed in June 2008 when the Office of Community Services’ Division of Energy Assistance (DEA) requested the assistance of State LIHEAP Directors in developing outcome performance measures for LIHEAP.  The mission of the group was stated as follows:
To develop a brief proposal for dissemination to DEA and all State grantees in December 2008, that identifies at a minimum two potential LIHEAP long-term outcome performance measures that relate to the impact(s) of LIHEAP program recipiency that can be seen at least three years after benefits were conferred.  The data for the measures should ideally be available on an annual basis.

At least one of the proposed measures must relate to the health or safety aspect of LIHEAP, i.e., the health and safety effect(s) or consequences of having inadequate home energy to maintain healthy indoor temperatures year-round.

The PMWG includes State LIHEAP Directors who offered to work with DEA on this project. Members of the PMWG met with DEA staff on a monthly basis from June 2008 through June 2009, participated in a performance measures meeting convened by the National Energy Assistance Directors Association (NEADA) in September 2009, and participated in a three-day meeting with DEA staff in November 2009 to develop a draft proposal for a LIHEAP performance measurement system.  The PMWG plans to share the draft proposal with NEADA members and other stakeholders, and may revise the proposal to address issues and concerns that are raised.  The PMWG recommends that DEA convene a new group of LIHEAP Directors to work with them on the implementation of the LIHEAP performance measurement system.
In developing this proposal, the PMWG decided to expand their scope beyond the basic mission outlined by DEA in several ways.

· LIHEAP Goals – It furnishes information on what State grantees perceive to be the goals of LIHEAP.
· Performance Measurement System – It describes a measurement system rather than just outcome measures and encourages all State grantees to contribute to the development of information to document the performance of LIHEAP.

· LIHEAP Strategies – It goes beyond energy assistance to include all strategies employed by grantees to furnish clients with continuous, safe, and affordable energy services.
It is the hope of the PMWG that this proposal will establish a solid foundation for a partnership between State LIHEAP grantees and DEA to document the achievements of LIHEAP and to set ambitious goals for continuing to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of LIHEAP.
II. LIHEAP Logic Model

The LIHEAP Performance Measurement Framework table was used by the PMWG to summarize how the different components of LIHEAP work towards the common goal of keeping individuals healthy and safe throughout the year.

· Purpose – This column states the overarching purpose of LIHEAP.

· Strategy – This column identifies the strategies used to fulfill that purpose.

· Tactic – This column shows the program elements that implement each strategy.

· Result – This column shows how the program elements affect LIHEAP clients.

· Statute – This column documents the statutory legitimacy of each program element.
The purpose of the proposed performance measurement system is to measure the efficiency and effectiveness of LIHEAP’s efforts to implement the strategies and achieve the results outlined in Table 1.
Table 1 - LIHEAP Performance Measurement Framework

	Purpose
	Strategy
	Tactic
	Result
	Statute

	Keep homes at an appropriate temperature throughout the program year…

…so that they can stay healthy and safe.
	Reduce clients’ energy burden
	Heating or cooling assistance
	Households have lower energy burdens
	Section 2602(a)

	
	Help clients use energy effectively
	Weatherization, equipment repair and replacement, energy education
	Households are able to heat/cool home to a comfortable and healthy temperature
	Section 2605(b)(1)(c)

	
	Improve clients’ energy bill payment patterns
	Incentive programs, LIHEAP qualifying requirements
	Households make payments for their energy bill consistently
	Section 2605(b)(16) - Optional

	
	Increase energy efficiency of clients’ homes
	Weatherization services
	Households have more energy efficient homes
	Section 2605(b)(1)(c)

	
	Ensure clients have adequate energy equipment
	Equipment replacement and repair
	Households have working energy equipment
	Section 2605(b)(1)(c)

	
	Improve energy supplier/client relationships
	Advocacy on behalf of clients
	Households avoid shutoffs and can better pay their bills
	Section 2605(b)(7)

	
	Link clients to other programs
	Referrals to other programs
	Households receive other forms of assistance
	Section 2605(b)(4)


The LIHEAP Logic Model table (Table 2, next page) builds on this framework by systematically identifying the social needs that are addressed by the program, the mechanism through which it operates, and the expected outputs and outcomes that should result.
· Problem - This column lists the energy-related problems faced by low income households that LIHEAP seeks to address.
· Strategy - This column lists the specific strategies that LIHEAP uses to try to address each of the problems faced by low income households.

· Outputs - This column shows the direct result of the program from the program office perspective. The PMWG considers these Tier 1 performance measures.

· Short-Term Outcomes - This column documents the direct program impact from the client perspective.  The PMWG considers these Tier 2 performance measures.

· Intermediate-Term Outcomes – This column identifies the expected impacts on clients during the first program year.  The PMWG considers these Tier 3 performance measures.

· Long-Term Outcomes – The sixth column lists the expected impacts on clients over the longer-term. The PMWG considers these to be Tier 4 performance measures.
There is not a one-to-one relationship between strategies and outcomes.  For example, States furnish both regular energy assistance and crisis assistance.  Both strategies achieve the short-term outcomes of reducing energy burden, mitigating no-energy crises, and restoring energy service.  They achieve those results in different ways.  In another example, all program elements target the same long-term goals of maintaining continuous, safe, and affordable energy service. For each strategy, one or more of the terms is bolded (e.g., affordable for energy assistance, safe for equipment repair and replacement) to identify the strategy’s primary emphasis.  However, all strategies work toward the comprehensive outcome for clients.
The concept of performance measurement tiers is discussed more completely in Section III. However, in looking at the LIHEAP Logic Model, it is important to understand the basic model for how those performance measures would be developed.
· Tier 1 – These measures should be a direct output from the service delivery statistics that are generally tracked by program offices.

· Tier 2 – These measures would require additional data gathering from clients at the time of enrollment to document program impacts. For example, measuring the change in energy burden would require the program office to collect data on client energy costs.

· Tier 3 - These measures would require the program office to track the experience of clients over time.  For example, measuring client payment consistency would require updated information on bill payment from the client or the energy supplier.
· Tier 4 – These measures would require a longer term measurement strategy that tracks how the eligible population is affected by the program. For example, measuring continuity of service for income eligible households might require a national survey.
Table 2 - LIHEAP Logic Model

	Problem
	Strategy
	Tier 1 (Outputs)
	Tier 2 (Short-Term Outcomes)
	Tier 3 (Intermediate-Term Outcomes)
	Tier 4 (Long-Term Outcomes)


	Energy is not affordable
	Provide direct payment assistance
	Households receive energy assistance
	Households have reduced energy burden
	· Households make payments for energy bill consistently

· Households lowered or maintained arrearages and fewer Households are in arrears

· Reduced # of service interruptions after receiving benefit
	Households can maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service

	
	
	
	Households have no-energy crises mitigated
	· 
	

	Energy service is threatened
	Provide timely direct payment assistance
	Households receive crisis assistance
	
	
	Households can maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service

	
	
	
	Households have energy service restored
	
	

	Energy equipment not available or malfunctioning
	Install or repair equipment
	Households receive energy equipment services
	Equipment is available and operates properly in Households
	Equipment is available and operates properly throughout the year
	Households can maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service

	Energy inefficient homes
	Provide weatherization
	Homes are weatherized
	Homes can use less energy to reach a certain level of service
	Homes actually use less energy during the year
	Households can maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service

	Energy used ineffectively in Households
	Provide energy education
	Residents receive energy education
	Residents learn how to use energy more effectively
	Residents change how they use energy
	Households can maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service

	Households lack market power
	Provide advocacy and consumer education
	Households receive advocacy
	Payment program is established in Households
	Households maintained a payment program
	Households can maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service

	Shortage of or uncoordinated resources
	Leverage resources
	Households receive additional resources
	· More Households receive benefits

· Average benefits are increased
	· Households have even lower energy burdens

· Households make payments for energy bill consistently

· Households lowered or maintained arrearages and fewer Households are in arrears

· Reduced # of service interruptions after receiving benefit
	Households can maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service


III. Proposed LIHEAP Performance Measures

The logic model developed in Table 2 presents LIHEAP with significant performance measurement challenges.
· First, it shows that the program uses a number of different strategies to address the needs of eligible households, including: energy assistance, energy services, and client services. Moreover, grantees are encouraged to select the set of strategies that it perceives is most effective for its eligible households.  As such, the performance measurement system implemented by each grantee could be somewhat different depending on the program strategies that it employs.
· Second, it shows that the long term outcome of the program needs to be measured outside the context of an individual state program, since the effectiveness of the program must be considered in the context of the eligible, rather than the recipient population.  However, at the same time, the PMWG was able to develop short-term and intermediate-term performance measurement indicators that could give state program administrators valuable information on how effective their programs were in achieving their intended results.
The PMWG members decided that it is important for LIHEAP to have a performance measurement system and it was equally important that the State grantees actively participate in that system.  They recommended that this was best accomplished in two ways: 1) by outlining a comprehensive system with all the program elements to judge LIHEAP on the full range of services it delivers, and 2) by a tiered system of performance indicators where all States can participate at the level they are able.  With technical assistance from OCS, this tiered approach encourages the development of increased capacity by State grantees to use performance measures to assess their program performance and provides a menu of performance measures which integrate into a national whole.

The PMWG recommends that LIHEAP measure the impacts of the three major types of services delivered by State grantees, including:
· Energy Assistance – These consist of direct grants to help pay client energy bills, including both regular assistance and crisis assistance.

· Energy Services – These consist of services delivered to households that improve the efficiency and safety of energy use in the home, including both weatherization and equipment repair and replacement.  (Note: Often the client service of energy education is delivered at the same time as weatherization.)

· Client Services – These consist of services that help to educate clients or advocate on behalf of clients, including energy education, budget counseling, advocacy with energy suppliers, as well as referral and access to other services/resources.

The PMWG recommends that LIHEAP develop a tiered set of performance measures.

· Tier 1 – These measures are directly affected by program decisions.  They should be a direct output from the service delivery statistics that are generally tracked by program offices.  States essentially report all of this information in the current federal reports.
· Tier 2 – These measures are indirectly affected by program decisions because they measure not what the program did, but what changed in the circumstances of the recipient households.  They would require additional data gathering from clients at the time of enrollment to document program impacts. For example, measuring the change in energy burden would require the program office to collect data on client energy costs.

· Tier 3 - These measures are more indirectly affected by program decisions because they measure what changed in the circumstances of recipient households after a certain amount of time has passed.  They would require the program office to track the experience of clients over time.  For example, measuring client payment consistency would require updated information on bill payment from the client or the energy supplier.

· Tier 4 – These measures are the most indirectly affected by program decisions because they measure changes in the recipient households and income eligible population over the long term.  They would require a longer term measurement strategy that tracks how the eligible population is affected by the program. For example, measuring continuity of service for income eligible households might require a national survey.

The remainder of this section outlines the performance measures recommended by the PWMG.
A. Energy Assistance – Regular and Crisis Benefits/Services

The largest share of LIHEAP funds are allocated to energy assistance for eligible households, including both regular grants and crisis grants.  Table 3 shows the proposed Tier 1 measures for energy assistance.  Since these Tier 1 measures are developed by States for their reports to HHS, all State grantees should be able to develop and track these performance indicators. Under measure #4, the number of income-eligible population is furnished annually to States by DEA.  Since the number and percent of households who receive energy assistance is subject to annual changes in funding, it is not appropriate to set specific goals for the direction of indicators.  Rather, it is important for State program managers to track these statistics over time to understand how program resources are allocated and what share of the income eligible population is being served.
Table 3 – Tier 1 Energy Assistance Measures
	TIER 1
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	# who received energy assistance
	# who received energy assistance
	State HH Report
	N/A
	Subject to funding, policy decisions and feedback

	Measure 2
	# who received crisis assistance
	# who received crisis assistance
	State HH Report
	N/A
	

	Measure 3
	# who received energy assistance
	# who received energy assistance
	State HH Report
	N/A
	

	Measure 4
	% of income eligible population who received energy assistance
	# who received energy assistance
	Measure 3
	N/A
	

	
	
	# of income eligible
	ACS
	
	


The Tier 2 measures for Energy Assistance are listed in Table 4.  These measures are focused on documenting how energy burdens are reduced by energy assistance, and how energy service disruptions are avoided or resolved.  Developing these measures would require State grantees to go beyond the basic information they collect to complete HHS reports and to develop more comprehensive information on their clients during service delivery.

The interaction between measures 3 and 4 is important.  If grantees develop proactive service disruption prevention programs, they can prevent households from having service disconnected and reduce the negative impacts of such disruptions, including both health and safety problems and the financial costs of service reconnection.
Table 4 – Tier 2 Energy Assistance Measures
	TIER 2
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	Average gross energy burden (burden prior to assistance)
	Recipients’ annual energy bill
	Energy suppliers
	Decrease net energy burden
	States can use information as desired to generate data useful in program implementation

	
	
	Income of recipients
	LIHEAP applications
	
	

	Measure 2
	Average net energy burden (burden after receiving assistance)
	Recipients’ annual energy bill
	Energy suppliers
	
	

	
	
	Income of recipients
	LIHEAP applications
	
	

	
	
	Recipients’ annual LIHEAP benefit
	State Info System


	
	

	Measure 3
	% of Households where no-energy crises are mitigated
	# who had disconnection or non-delivery notice prior to benefit
	State Info System


	Increase Measure 3 relative to Measure 4
	The goal is to serve more clients before they become disconnected to ensure continuous energy service

	
	
	# who receive energy assistance
	Tier 1 Measure 3
	
	

	Measure 4
	% of Households where energy service is restored
	# who were disconnected or out of fuel prior to benefit
	State Info System and/or utilities
	
	

	
	
	# who receive energy assistance
	Tier 1 Measure 3
	
	


The Tier 3 measures for Energy Assistance are listed in Table 5.  These measures are focused on documenting whether receipt of LIHEAP is effective in helping clients to maintain energy services throughout the year. Developing these measures would require State grantees to develop a system for collecting follow-up information on clients at some point after service delivery.  This might be done by working with energy suppliers to furnish information on LIHEAP clients or by conducting surveys with a sample of LIHEAP clients.

Table 5 – Tier 3 Energy Assistance Measures
	TIER 3
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	Average # of bill payments within a year of receipt of LIHEAP
	# of payments each HH made
	Energy suppliers
	Increase
	

	Measure 2a
	Average amount of arrears
	Arrearage of each household 
	Energy suppliers
	Decrease
	Data collection suggested in September for heating states because Households have minimum arrears then.

	Measure 2b
	% of recipient Households in arrears
	# of Households in arrears
	Energy suppliers
	Decrease
	

	
	
	# who receive energy assistance
	Tier 1 Measure 3
	
	

	Measure 3
	% of Households with service interruptions after grant
	# who were disconnected or out of fuel after benefit
	Utilities, Public Utilities Commission, and/or survey
	Decrease
	Some states may need to contact clients for this information at the end of the program year.

	
	
	Time of grant
	State Info System
	
	

	
	
	# who receive energy assistance
	Tier 1 Measure 3
	
	


B. Energy Services – Weatherization and Equipment Repair & Replacement
Many State grantees consider energy services to be an integral part of their strategy for assisting eligible households.  These grantees perceive that investing in cost-effective weatherization services can reduce the long-term need for energy assistance for low income households, and that repairing and/or replacing energy equipment is essential to ensure that households can heat and cool their homes safely and efficiently.

Table 6 shows the proposed Tier 1 measures for energy services.  The Tier 1 measures are program statistics, some of which are already reported to HHS. Since the number and percent of households who receive energy services is subject to annual changes in funding, it is not appropriate to set specific goals for the direction of indicators.  Rather, it is important for State program managers to track these statistics over time to understand how program resources are allocated.

Table 6 – Tier 1 Energy Services Measures
	 TIER 1
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	# who receive new equipment (install/replace)
	# who receive new equipment
	State Info System
	N/A
	Subject to funding, policy decisions and feedback

	Measure 2
	# who receive equipment repair
	# who receive equipment repair
	State Info System
	N/A
	

	Measure 3
	# of weatherized homes
	# of weatherized homes
	State HH Report
	N/A
	


The Tier 2 measures for Energy Services are listed in Table 7.  The equipment repair and replacement measures are focused on documenting that equipment is operating properly.  Some States have found that certain types of repairs are ineffective and that, by tracking the performance of repairs, they can make better decisions on which equipment should be repaired and which equipment should be replaced.  For weatherization services, it is important to track the deemed savings from delivery of weatherization services to ensure that good decisions are being made with respect to the homes treated and measures installed.

Table 7 – Tier 2 Energy Services Measures
	TIER 2
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	% of Households where equipment is available and operating during 1st inspection after receiving new equipment
	# where equipment is available and operating during 1st inspection
	Inspections
	Increase
	

	
	
	# who receive new equipment
	Tier 1 Measure 1
	
	

	Measure 2
	% of Households where equipment operates properly during 1st inspection after receiving repair services
	# where equipment operates properly during 1st inspection
	Inspections
	Increase
	

	
	
	# who receive repair services
	Tier 1 Measure 2
	
	

	Measure 3
	Deemed energy savings after weatherization
	Deemed savings
	State Info System or weatherization contractor
	N/A
	Subject to funding, policy decisions and feedback


For energy services, the Tier 3 measures present significant measurement challenges to grantees.  To ensure that equipment is operating properly, they would have to either survey a sample of clients or perhaps even go onsite to inspect equipment.  To measure the impact of weatherization services they would need to obtain usage data from energy suppliers.  However, these are important performance measurement activities because they help to assess the performance of energy service delivery contractors.  
Table 8 – Tier 3 Energy Services Measures
	TIER 3
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	% of Households where equipment is available throughout the year
	# where equipment is available 1 year after receiving services; 
	Surveys or onsite inspections
	Increase
	Can be done with a random sample

	
	
	# who receive new equipment
	Tier 1 Measure 1
	
	

	Measure 2
	% of Households where equipment operates properly throughout the year
	# where equipment operates properly 1 year after receiving services
	Surveys or onsite inspections
	Increase
	

	
	
	# who receive repair services
	Tier 1 Measure 2
	
	

	Measure 3
	Annual energy savings per dollar spent on weatherization
	Measured energy savings in the year after weatherization
	Energy suppliers
	Increase
	

	
	
	Cost of service
	State Info System
	
	


C. Client Services – Energy Education, Advocacy, and Leveraging Resources

Up to 5% of the LIHEAP Grant may be used for client services above and beyond traditional energy assistance services.  While not all states utilize these funds, many grantees include client services as part of their programs. For example, some states have explicit programs which focus on Assurance 16 objectives, including budget counseling, case management and energy education.  Other states simply expect local agencies to furnish client advocacy and referral services as part of the LIHEAP intake process.  For this reason, it may be more challenging to develop consistent information on LIHEAP client services in the short run.  However, the PWMG felt it was important to develop a set of client services performance measures to give grantees a consistent set of measures to use as they develop information and reporting systems.
Table 9 shows the proposed Tier 1 measures for client services.  The first two Tier 1 measures are program statistics that could be tracked through client intake systems.  The third measure can be extracted from the State Leveraging Report for many States.
Table 9 – Tier 1 Client Services Measures

	TIER 1
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	# who receive energy education
	# who receive energy education
	State Info System
	N/A
	States report type: 1) mailed kit; 2) in-office meeting; 3) in-home meeting; 4) workshop

	Measure 2
	# who receive referrals
	# who receive referrals
	State Info System
	N/A
	Subject to funding, policy decisions and feedback

	Measure 3
	Total net leveraged resources
	Amount of additional funding
	State Leveraging Report
	Increase
	


Tier 2 measures for client services are shown in Table 10.  These require an information system that can survey whether households reported learning how to use energy efficiently and count LIHEAP recipients who benefitted from energy advocacy and leveraged resources. 
Table 10 – Tier 2 Client Services Measures

	TIER 2
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	% who report learning how to use energy more effectively after energy education
	# who report learning how to use energy effectively
	Client survey
	Increase
	

	
	
	# who receive energy education
	Tier 1 Measure 1
	
	

	Measure 2
	# who benefit from energy advocacy
	# who benefit from fuel and energy advocacy
	State Info System
	N/A
	Subject to funding, policy decisions and feedback

	Measure 3
	# who benefit from leveraged resources
	# who benefit from leveraged resources
	State Leveraging Report
	Increase
	

	Measure 4
	Average leveraged benefits
	Total gross leveraged resources
	State Leveraging Report
	Increase
	

	
	
	# who benefit from leverage
	Tier 2 Measure 3
	
	


The Tier 3 measures for client services are shown in Table 11.  To develop Tier 3 measures, a State grantee would have to conduct an in-depth study of the services that are delivered and the effectiveness of those services in reducing energy consumption (energy education), improving bill payment patterns (budget counseling), increasing clients resources (referrals), and/or empowering clients with respect to energy suppliers (advocacy).  The PMWG members noted that there might be an opportunity to study the effectiveness of these services through a randomized control trial.

Table 11 – Tier 3 Client Services Measures

	TIER 3
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	% who used less energy 1 year after energy education
	# who used less energy
	Energy bill analysis
	Increase
	

	
	
	# who receive education
	Tier 1 Measure 1
	
	

	Measure 2
	% with a payment program throughout the year
	# who maintained a payment program or don’t have arrears
	Energy suppliers or surveys
	Increase
	

	
	
	# who benefit from advocacy
	Tier 2 Measure 2
	
	

	Measure 3
	% of energy burden reduced by leveraged funds
	Leveraged resources in each HH
	State Info System
	Increase
	

	
	
	Energy bill of each HH
	Energy suppliers
	
	

	Remaining Tier 3 measures are the same as the Energy Assistance Tier 3 Measures 1-3.


D. General Program Characteristics

The PMWG members noted that the listed performance measures are focused on measuring outcomes for clients.  However, they noted that there are other factors that help to determine whether a program is successful in meeting client needs.  They felt that it was important for the performance measurement system to track performance in those areas. The areas that they felt it was important to cover include:

· Targeting – State grantees should ensure that their programs target those households with the highest energy needs as defined by the LIHEAP statute.

· Timeliness – States grantees should track the timeliness of the delivery of benefits to clients to ensure that they are able to maintain energy services.

· Satisfaction – State grantees should track their performance with respect to client satisfaction rates.

Table 12 shows the performance measures that assess whether LIHEAP is targeting households with the greatest home energy needs as designated in the LIHEAP statute. Since the current LIHEAP performance measures focus on targeting, the data and procedures for developing these performance measures are already available.  
Table 12 – Targeting Performance Measures

	Targeting
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	Ratio of the % Households served who are elderly to % of eligible Households who are elderly
	# of elderly served
	State HH Report
	Increase
	These measures are already implemented

	
	
	# of Households served
	State HH Report
	
	

	
	
	% of eligible who are elderly
	American Community Survey
	
	

	Measure 2
	Ratio of the % of young child Households served to the % of eligible child Households
	# of young child served
	State HH Report
	Increase
	

	
	
	# of Households served
	State HH Report
	
	

	
	
	% of eligible Households with young child
	American Community Survey
	
	

	Measure 3
	Ratio of the % of disabled Households served to the % of disabled Households
	# of disabled served
	State HH Report
	Increase
	

	
	
	# of Households served
	State HH Report
	
	

	
	
	% of eligible Households with disabled
	American Community Survey
	
	

	Measure 4
	% who received energy assistance in each income group
	# who receive energy assistance in each income group
	State HH Report
	Increase in < 75% of poverty
	

	
	
	population of income group
	American Community Survey
	
	


Table 13 shows the performance measures that track the timeliness of LIHEAP payments to clients.  It is unknown by the PMWG members what share of State grantees currently track these data.

Table 13 – Timeliness Performance Measures
	Timeliness
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	% of Households who receive benefits within state-determined timelines
	# who receive any type of benefits within timeline
	State Info System
	Decrease
	

	
	
	# of Households served across all services
	State Info System
	
	

	Measure 2
	% of clients who were disconnected after application, before benefits and had notice prior to application
	# who had disconnection or non-delivery notice before application
	State Info System


	Decrease
	

	
	
	# who were disconnected before receiving benefits
	State Info System
	
	


Table 13 shows the performance measures that track satisfaction of LIHEAP clients.  It is unknown by the PMWG members what share of State grantees currently track these data.

Table 14 – Client Satisfaction Performance Measures
	Satisfaction
	Measure
	Data
	Data Source
	Goal
	Notes

	Measure 1
	% of formal administrative complaints filed per year
	# of complaints filed
	State Info System
	Decrease
	

	
	
	# of Households served across all services
	State Info System
	
	

	Measure 2
	% reporting satisfaction with program 1 year after receiving benefits
	# reporting satisfied with program
	State Info System
	Increase
	

	
	
	# of Households served across all services
	State Info System
	
	


E. Developmental Measures
Due to fluctuating funding and a rapidly changing energy landscape, the PMWG recommends ongoing consideration of developmental measures.  One example of a developmental measure was created by the PMWG during the 3-day meeting in Washington, D.C.  This measure is outside the previously described tier system.  However, it is a useful measure that states might aspire to have because it can give them information about the effectiveness of their outreach and may better ensure that eligible households have continuous energy service.  The idea is to have utilities generate a list of dormant accounts before the start of the heating or cooling season (depending on the state’s climate), then have representatives from community agencies or utilities visit each of the households listed to determine whether they are LIHEAP eligible.  If they are, the households will be assisted through a LIHEAP application so that they can get their service restored.  Over time, there should be a decrease in the percentage of dormant accounts that are eligible for LIHEAP services but did not receive LIHEAP or did not know about LIHEAP.  The PMWG welcomes all stakeholders and interested parties to suggest more developmental measures, both related to energy assistance and to other LIHEAP activities.
IV. Recommendations

DEA asked the PMWG to propose new performance measures for LIHEAP.  In developing this proposal, the PMWG decided to expand its scope beyond the basic mission outlined by DEA in several ways.
· LIHEAP Goals – Members decided to document what State grantees perceive to be the goals of LIHEAP.

· Performance Measurement System – They chose to outline a measurement system rather than just outcome measures. They attempted to develop a system that encourages all State grantees to contribute to the development of information to document the performance of LIHEAP.

· LIHEAP Strategies – They felt that it was important to go beyond energy assistance to include all strategies employed by grantees to furnish clients with continuous, safe, and affordable energy services.

This section of the report summarizes the recommendations of the PMWG with respect to the development of a comprehensive performance measurement system for LIHEAP.
A. Tiered Approach

The performance measures presented here builds on the flexibility introduced in the draft measures produced at the NEADA meeting in September 2009.  Previous performance measurement systems often failed to adequately address the differences in the technical capabilities of the different states.  The innovative idea presented at the NEADA meeting was to divide performance measures into tiers – Tier One included measures that are a priority and should be measured nationally and Tier Two included measures that would be beneficial to states and local agencies in implementing LIHEAP.
· Tier 1 – These measures should be a direct output from the service delivery statistics that are generally tracked by program offices.

· Tier 2 – These measures would require additional data gathering from clients at the time of enrollment to document program impacts. For example, measuring the change in energy burden would require the program office to collect data on client energy costs.

· Tier 3 - These measures would require the program office to track the experience of clients over time.  For example, measuring client payment consistency would require updated information on bill payment from the client or the energy supplier.

· Tier 4 – These measures would require a longer term measurement strategy that tracks how the eligible population is affected by the program. For example, measuring continuity of service for income eligible households might require a national survey.

The concept is to have states gradually move from only capable of measuring data required in Tier 1 to being capable of gathering data for Tier 3.  Responsibility for data collection will be as follows:

· Tier 1: All states are expected to collect this data in their information systems.

· Tier 2: States are encouraged to collect this data with technical assistance from OCS.

· Tier 3: States are encouraged to collect this data with the technical assistance of OCS.

· Tier 4: OCS is expected to collect this data at the national level.

Since LIHEAP is a block grant program, each state implements LIHEAP according to its needs and its interpretation of the statute.  As a result, state programs currently have different levels of technical sophistication and administrative funding.  Therefore, data gathering capabilities vary widely.  Climate, housing, fuel type, and regulatory environments also vary and affect both what can be measured and how measurement can be conducted. The use of tiered measures in the performance measurement system may help to begin addressing all the above-listed challenges; it establishes a way for all States to participate in performance measurement and provides a clear map for how States can expand their performance measurement activities.
B. Technical Assistance

The Tier 2 and 3 measures require states to have a higher level of sophistication in their information systems.  However, these measures are useful to program implementers and there will be interest from the states to move toward having Tier 2 and 3 capabilities.  The PMWG recommends that OCS provide technical assistance to states in order to help them attain the capability to collect the higher tier data.  Options OCS might consider include:

· Regional workshops that allow grantees to share performance measurement techniques and procedures;
· Hiring contractors to implement a nationwide data collection system;

· Providing sample survey questions states can use;

· Working with NEADA to develop a data collection system and a training program that includes assistance from more technically sophisticated states to less technically sophisticated states.
C. Feedback on Performance

Besides its role in holding programs accountable, performance measures are useful to program managers such as state LIHEAP directors.  Performance measures will allow LIHEAP managers and implementers to monitor the performance of their programs by providing relevant feedback. Such feedback can be used in making decisions regarding program development and client advocacy. The PMWG recommends that performance measurement reports be made widely available for the use of LIHEAP directors and other program implementers.

D. Recognition
Although having the capability to gather data for Tier 2 and Tier 3 measures is not mandatory under this proposal, it is strongly encouraged because it would greatly enhance the performance measurement system.  One of the ways OCS might encourage states to collect data at a Tier 2 or Tier 3 level might be to recognize and reward states who have achieved Tier 2 or 3 capabilities.
E. Implementation

No single stakeholder is solely responsible for the development and implementation of a national LIHEAP performance measurement system.  Responsibility is shared among all states, the federal government, and any other relevant stakeholders.

Because of the difficulty of adequately addressing all the issues that LIHEAP faces in developing a performance measurement system, the PMWG would like to reiterate that this is a living document.  The PMWG encourages NEADA, OCS, and any other stakeholders or interested parties to offer comments and suggestions regarding any part of our proposed measurement system.

For performance measurement of LIHEAP to be a success, it is necessary to continue building on partnerships and incorporating new partners into the development and implementation process.
With the completion of this report, the original PMWG will have fulfilled its mission.  We will share our proposed draft measures with NEADA and OCS.  After review by both entities, we will finalize the recommendations in this proposal, and we recommend that, at that point, OCS should request the formation of a new Implementation Work Group to work on implementation issues.
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	Energy Assistance
	Calculations

	Tier 1 Measure 1
	HH Report Table 1, Column 2, Line 1 + Line 2 (unduplicated)

	Tier 1 Measure 2
	HH Report Table 1, Column 2, Line 3 + Line 4 + Line 5 (unduplicated)

	Tier 1 Measure 3
	Measure 1 + Measure 2 (unduplicated)
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	Energy Services
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	Tier 1 Measure 3 
	HH Report Table 1, Column 2, Line 6
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	Client Services
	Calculations
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	Leveraging Report Summary: Item G
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	Leveraging Report, ∑ (Question 8) for each leveraged resource
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Appendix C: Tier 4 Indicators 

Tier 4 performance measures measure the long-term outcomes of LIHEAP.  Long-term outcomes are the effects of the program that are the farthest removed from the direct actions of the program.  However, although only outputs are directly affected by programs, how programs are implemented can still affect the short-term, intermediate-term, and long-term outcomes indirectly.  Though long-term outcomes measures are integral to measuring the performance of LIHEAP, because they are the farthest removed from the direct implementation of the program, ultimate responsibility for their development and implementation should rest in OCS.  Data collection for Tier 4 measures is especially challenging because not only does the measures need to quantify LIHEAP’s effect on recipient households, but also quantify LIHEAP’s effect on the entire income-eligible population.
The following five measures are suggested performance measures that OCS might consider when developing Tier 4 measures:
· Percent of income eligible Households with disconnection or non-delivery notices

· Percent of income eligible Households that lost service during service season because they could not afford to pay their energy bill

· Percent of income eligible Households that lost service during service season because of equipment issues

· Percent of income eligible Households that had to go without necessities because they had to pay their energy bill
· Percent of income eligible Households that had to keep home at unhealthy or unsafe temperatures because of the cost of their energy bill

If desired, five additional measures can be used that only measure LIHEAP’s effect on recipient households, as follows:

· Percent of recipient Households with disconnection or non-delivery notices

· Percent of recipient Households that lost service during service season because they could not afford to pay their energy bill

· Percent of recipient Households that lost service during service season because of equipment issues

· Percent of recipient Households that had to go without necessities because they had to pay their energy bill
· Percent of recipient Households that had to keep home at unhealthy or unsafe temperatures because of the cost of their energy bill

The PMWG recognizes that these suggested measures may be incomplete and far from comprehensive measures of LIHEAP.  However, the difficulties mentioned previously regarding developing performance measures for LIHEAP are multiplied with regard to Tier 4 measures.  Ensuring that households “maintain continuous, safe, affordable energy service” is a fairly broad concept.  How to operationalize the concept into concrete performance measures should ultimately be left to the decision of OCS.
� Since LIHEAP is a block grant, there are some program elements that States have the option of implementing.  This logic model covers all possible program elements, but many States implement a subset of program elements.


� Examples of Tier 4 indicators can be found in Appendix C.
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