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Executive Summary 
INTRODUCTION
This Report of the Residential Energy Assistance Challenge (REACh) Option, locally know as LASER (Leveraging Assets for Self-Sufficiency through Energy Resources), presents evaluation results for the three project years (October 1, 2002 through September 30, 2005).  This project is funded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Community Services.  It is coordinated by the Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development.  The evaluation has been conducted by the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute.  

The LASER Program was designed to help low-income households become energy self-sufficient through case-managed “one-stop” services to coordinate self-sufficiency interventions and advocacy, aggressive interventions to reduce debt and resolve utility arrearages, expansion of access to benefits and resources, and programs to teach financial literacy and asset development.  

Context

During the three years of the LASER project, 2002 through 2005, energy prices have risen dramatically and become more volatile.  Prices have increased 29% on average for natural gas, 88% for heating oil, and 13% for electricity.  The LIHEAP benefit fell 25% and, because of these price increases, purchased 43% less heating oil.
 In addition, the average income of LASER clients (approximately $14,000) falls far short of even the federal poverty level of $19,350 for households with two children.  In contrast, the median income for a family of four in Massachusetts is $68,701.  Regulatory filings by major utilities for the period show overall fuel assistance customer arrears rising 53% to 161% (electric) or 11 times (gas). By contrast, despite the overwhelming odds of rising prices and dropping benefits, the families who participated in the LASER program increased their payment of energy bills (31% more clients able to pay full gas bills; 46%, electricity bills), reduced their utility arrearages (electricity arrearages dropped 22%), and increased self-sufficiency in 16 of 17 spheres measured.  

In interpreting these results, it should also be noted that oil dealers rarely extend significant levels of credit to fuel assistance recipients.  However, Massachusetts gas and electricity utilities generally do not terminate service despite non-payment in the period from November 15 through (generally) April each year.  This respite from collection often results in increasing arrears through the winter. 

Population Size

Project staff have recruited and enrolled 946 clients.  This exceeds the 900 anticipated to have entered the program.  A cutoff date of January 1, 2005 for bringing in new clients was established for analysis purposes only.  Seven hundred six clients were enrolled at that time.  Attrition claimed 374 at 6 months leaving 332 clients interviewed.  The 12 month data set includes 237 clients and the 18 month, 104.  Data tables in the report will show numbers that seem inconsistent with the above.  This is due to missing data inconsistently spread throughout the data set.
Client Descriptions

One-fifth of LASER clients represent single person households.  Almost 40% of the clients are single female head of households with dependent children.  The average household includes 2 to 3 children.  The average total household income is $14,541. 
Approximately three-quarters of LASER clients rent their apartment or home and one quarter own their home.  Housing stock is fairly old, the average age of homes and apartments is reported by clients to be 66 years.  However, more than half of clients do not know the age of their living quarters and many estimate its age: so these data are not considered reliable.  It is a fair assessment, though, that the housing stock is old.  At intake almost two thirds (65%) report that their home or apartment is cold or drafty, and 8% say lead paint is in their residential environment.  Another 16% report exposed wires, leaky roofs, or other major health or safety hazards.  Over one fifth (22%) of clients perceive imminent risk of losing their housing.

At intake, more than three quarters (78%) of clients have an arrearage on one or more utility or other bill (gas, oil, electricity, water/sewer, telephone, cell phone, or cable TV).  Clients who have any arrearage average $1,205 in back payments owed.  About three quarters of clients can make only partial payment or no payment at all on their monthly gas, oil, or electricity bills (81% of gas customers, 64% of oil customers, and 76% of electricity customers).
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Definitions of Terms

For part of the analysis matched pairs are used.  A matched pair simply means that there are data for any particular client at two or more time points (for example, at baseline and at 6 months, or at baseline and 12 months).  Because of attrition, some clients have no data in the 6, 12, or 18 month data sets.  If data is missing at a follow-up point for any particular client, then that client is left out of any analysis that uses matched pairs.  Statistical significance simply is a mathematical way to weed out small changes that may be due to random chance.  A significance value of .050 is used in this analysis as the marker for significance levels.  Any test results less than .050 is considered statistically significant.  

Positive findings are those that show statistical significance in the direction that is targeted by the project, such as fewer clients who have an arrearage over time.  However, some outcomes that do not show statistical change can still be considered positive outcomes, like clients whose gas arrearage does not go up over time.  This is because the other LIHEAP clients not in this project are experiencing greatly increased arrearages during the same time period.  Therefore, in most cases no arrearage increase is a positive outcome.  No arrearage means that a client currently owes $50 or less on their utility bill.  In no case did any statistically significant changes occur in a negative direction.

Primary Research Questions
The primary questions to be answered in this analysis are the following:

1. Did LASER client arrearages change over time?

2. Did clients’ ability to make utility payments change over time?

3. Did client self-sufficiency in various life issues change over time?

4. To what extent were services delivered or referred to LASER clients?
Did LASER Client Arrearages Change Over Time?

Changes in overall arrearages

· At baseline, 78% of LASER clients have an arrearage for one or more utilities (gas, oil, electricity, telephone, cell phone, water/sewer, and/or cable television; Table 5).  
· For unmatched cases, the proportion drops to 65% at 6 months, 61% at 12 months, and 60% at 18 months (Table 5).
Overall arrearages (gas, oil, electricity, telephone, cell phone, water/sewer, and/or cable television) for unmatched cases drops significantly between baseline and 18 months (78% to 60%, respectively; Table 5).
Changes in gas arrearage

Baseline to 6 months
· There was no change between baseline and 6 months in the proportion of clients who had a gas arrearage (76% at baseline and 70% at 6 months, sig=.329; Table 6).

· The dollar amount of gas arrearages did not change between baseline and 6 months ($646 and $686, respectively, sig=.477; Table 6).
Baseline to 12 months
· The proportion of LASER gas customers with an arrearage decreased after 12 months in the program (70% at baseline and 59% at 12 months, sig=.058; Table 7).
· The dollar amount of gas arrearages did not change between baseline and 12 months ($655 and $780, respectively; Table 7).
· Combining those at 12 months who experienced no increase and their arrearage was below $51 (most at $0), with those whose arrearage decreased, 72% of LASER gas customers had positive outcomes with regard to gas arrearages (Table 8).

The above five points are all considered positive outcomes.  Experiencing no arrearage increase (in the proportion of clients or in dollar amounts) is considered a positive outcome considering the general environment of steep increases in gas prices and increasing arrearages.  In this context, the fact that there was a baseline to 12 month decrease in the proportion of clients who had any gas arrearage is especially significant.  (The significance level of .058 is close enough to consider the relationship significant.)
Changes in electricity arrearage

Baseline to 6 months
· The proportion of LASER electricity customers with an arrearage decreased after being in the program for 6 months (61% at baseline and 50% at 6 months, sig=.006; Table 9).

· For clients with an electricity arrearage, the dollar amount of the arrearage was lower after being in the program for 6 months ($379 at baseline compared to $297 at 6 months, sig=.009; Table 9).
Baseline to 12 months
· The proportion of LASER electricity customers with an arrearage decreased after being in the program for 12 months (60% at baseline compared to 46% at 12 months, sig=.006; Table 10).

· Dollar amounts of electricity arrearages did not change between baseline and 12 months ($308 at baseline and $270 at 12 months, sig=.208; Table 10).

· 63% of electricity customers saw their arrearages decrease or stay below $51 between baseline and 12 months (Table 11). 

As with gas arrearages, electricity arrearage data show no significant negative outcomes.  All outcomes show either change in a positive direction (statistically significant), or no change.

The arrearage data indicate that the work done by the project has had a positive effect for participating clients.  They seem to be better off than non-LASER clients who have, on average, seen arrearages increase substantially.

Did Clients’ Perceived Ability to Make Utility Payments Change Over Time?

· More clients are able to make full monthly electricity payments after being in the program for 6, 12, and 18 months (from 24% at baseline to 35% at 6 months, 40% at 12, and 45% at 18 months; Table 12).
· Proportionally more clients paid their entire gas bills each month after being in the program for 12 and 18 months (from 20% at baseline to 28% at 12 months and 29% at 18 months; Table 12).

· Proportionally fewer clients could not pay their electricity and gas bills at all over time, while oil customers remained unchanged (Table 13).

Clients were asked, “Are you able to pay the following bills in full or partial payments each month, or do you not pay them?”  Response categories are: “pay in full,” “pay partial,” “can’t pay,” and “not applicable.”  Table 12 shows that client’s perceived ability to make full monthly utility payments trended upward for gas and electricity.  For example, ability to make full monthly electricity payments seems to increase over time.    
Did Client Self-Sufficiency in a Range of Life Issues Change Over Time?

· There has been significant improvement for LASER clients with regard to 16 of 17 measures of self-sufficiency between baseline and 18 months (Graphs 1 and 2 and Table 16).
· For baseline-to-18-month matched pairs of clients, scores for the combined energy-related scales (energy costs, energy conservation, and utility bill payments) rose 1.1 (a 41% increase, sig=.000; Table 15).  An increase in scores is the position direction.  
· For the same matched pairs, scores for client asset-related scales (debt management, access to credit, and acquisition of assets) increased 0.8 points (a 33% increase, sig=.000, Table 15).
· For the same matched pairs, all self-sufficiency scores combined increased 0.7 points (a 22% increase, sig=.000; Table 15).
· Many clients either improved or stayed in the capable or thriving categories (4.0 or higher on the scale), while others moved from being in crisis or vulnerable to stable (3.0 on the scale).

Self-sufficiency scores reflect clients’ and caseworkers’ perceptions of the client’s ability to manage or have control over certain aspects of the client’s life.  These scales reflect a major objective of the project.  The clients are assessed at each time point during interviews and are completed at follow-up time points without reference to the client’s previous scores.

The LASER project has been highly successful in assisting clients in improving self-sufficiency in a range of areas.  This does not prove causality but it is likely that the project played a major role in client’s ability to manage resources.  This is especially important since household income did not change during client’s involvement in the project.  This fact, in connection with client’s ability to maintain or decrease arrearages, suggests that clients became more resourceful with no increase in income.  Part of this resourcefulness likely had to do with making use of resources either provided or referred by LASER caseworkers.
To What Extent Were Services Delivered or Referred to LASER Clients?

· Of 14 services listed, LASER clients received or were referred to an average of 3.3 at baseline, and 4.1 at 6, 12, and 18 months (Table 17).

· At baseline, the following proportion of LASER clients received or were referred to: food service agencies, 56%; electricity discount, 53%; telephone discount, 41%; gas heating discount, 41%; earned income tax credit, 37%; Medicaid, 25%; child care services, 15%; adult education courses, 11%; and/or budget or credit counseling services, 10% (Table 18).
· Five hundred ninety nine LASER clients received or were referred to at least one service.  Two hundred eighty received or were referred to between four and nine services (Table 18).
The average LASER client received or was referred to three to four services at each time point.  Most often these were services related to food, to gas, phone and electricity discounts, to income tax credits, and to Medicaid.
Overall, the analysis shows that the LASER program is having a substantially positive effect on a large number of people who are in need of assistance, especially in the current environment of fuel price increases and volatility.  Since the project had no effect on increasing client’s income, the resources provided, advocacy assistance, and skills taught and supported by LASER caseworkers appeared to have had very positive effects in helping clients to manage their limited resources and get connected to new resources.  
I. Introduction and Methodology
INTRODUCTION

This Final Evaluation Report of the Residential Energy Assistance Challenge (REACh) Option, locally know as LASER (Leveraging Assets for Self-Sufficiency through Energy Resources), presents evaluation results for data collected throughout the three-year project.  Data tables representing baseline, 6, 12, and 18 month results are included.  This project is funded by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Community Services.  It is coordinated by the Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development.  The evaluation has been conducted by the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute.  

Description of the Project

The LASER project was originally initiated through the State Department of Housing and Community Development by two agencies: ABCD, Inc. in Boston and Action, Inc. in Gloucester.  The project expanded midway through the three-year funding cycle adding four new agencies located in Holyoke, South Shore, Lynn, and Fall River.  As planned in the grant proposal, the new agencies were invited during the fall of 2003 to participate in the project and began enrolling clients as early as January 2004.  Staff from the new agencies were trained and met regularly with staff from the two original agencies in order to maintain consistent service provision and data gathering.  

The LASER Program was designed to help low-income households become energy self-sufficient through case-managed “one stop” services to coordinate self-sufficiency interventions and advocacy; aggressive interventions to reduce debt and resolve utility arrearages; expansion of access to benefits and resources; and programs to teach financial literacy and asset development.  LASER case workers have been trained to intervene with potential clients who come to energy and social service agencies to obtain fuel assistance.  Clients who are judged to have some opportunity or potential to alter their economic circumstances are identified and approached to determine their level of interest in participating in the program.  The program offers clients a variety of direct and referral services to assist them in bringing their financial circumstances under greater control.  These include such things as providing household budget counseling, home weatherization services, arrearage forgiveness advocacy, and referral to an array of emergency, family assistance, and educational services.  Case workers negotiate short- and long-term goals with clients and follow-up with clients for continued support and tracking.  The intent of the project is to provide clients with “one stop shopping” and case management to assist them in understanding their options and in making positive decisions.

Case workers who are assigned to the task of recruiting and assisting clients are relied upon as the primary data gatherers for the evaluation.  This is necessary for several reasons.  Case workers have access to clients and develop the trust of clients over time.  Information that is sought from clients is somewhat invasive and is more likely provided to a trusted advocate.  The evaluation information that is gathered is, in large part, data that is informative to the case manager in their ongoing work with the client.  Case workers have access to information (for example, utility bills) that would not be otherwise generally available to the evaluator.

What Is Included In This Report

This report includes data analysis related to the following project areas: 

· Client enrollment numbers

· Attrition at 6, 12, and 18 months

· Description of the population at baseline

· Change in household income between baseline and follow-up points

· Change in gas heating arrearage 

· Change in electricity arrearage

· Change in ability to make regular utility payments
· Change in scores for 17 self-sufficiency scales

· Client access to benefits and resources 

The report represents the results from 706 of the 946 clients who have agreed to participate in the LASER program.  The remaining 240 cases entered the program after the evaluation cutoff point of January 1, 2005.  This cutoff date was established since those entering the program in the 2005 calendar year would not be in the program long enough to receive follow-up interviews for evaluation purposes.  The project staff continued to perform their case management functions and to send data to the evaluator for enrollees after January 1.

DATA ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
Statistical Tests
Analysis for this report includes the use of t-tests and nonparametric chi-square tests.  They both are used to determine whether changes in a group over time are due to factors other than random chance.  For example, if electricity arrearages go down between the date that a client is first enrolled (baseline) and that client’s 6-month follow-up interview, a t-test can tell us whether this reduction in arrearage is due to random chance or due to some other factor.  If the significance level of a statistical test is .050 or lower (for example, .025), then the difference in arrearage is considered to be due to something other than random chance and we can consider this as a real change.  We are basically weeding out smaller changes that may be due to random chance.

Some of the tables in this report use numbers derived from matched pairs.  A matched pair simply means that there are data for any particular client at both time points; for example, at baseline and at 6 months, or at baseline and 12 months.  Because of attrition, some clients have no data in the 6-, 12-, or 18-month data sets.  If data is missing at a follow-up point for any particular client, then that client is left out of any analysis that uses matched pairs.  The client’s data may still be used for other analyses.  For example, the analysis of how many single female heads of household there are versus other family configurations includes data for all clients regardless of whether data at future time points was captured.  Analyses using matched pairs will be noted.

Sample Size

Using Wasserman’s sample size calculation, it was determined that group sizes at the 95% confidence level should be conservatively calculated to be 400. Therefore, the total recommended study population was set at 900 with the expectation that approximately half would be lost to attrition at the 6 month point.  This would provide a study population with at least two data points with 400 or more matched pairs of respondents.

Attrition
It should be noted here that the attrition levels for this project are well within levels experienced by this evaluator as acceptable.  Community-based research nearly always faces the issue of participant dropout over time.  The target number of clients from the original grant application was set with the expectation that the project would lose participants over time, regardless of efforts to maintain contact with them.  There are sufficient cases in the data sets to run all analyses.

Based upon experience from this project, 6 month data is especially difficult to obtain.  Client’s baseline trigger date is set at a time when they come in for fuel assistance.  The 6 month anniversary date is halfway between this date and the 12 month date when they are likely to return for fuel assistance.  Many clients have been unavailable or unreachable by caseworkers for the midyear interview.  

Attrition does present the potential for bias.  For example, it is possible that those who drop out or cannot be reached for follow-up interviews are fundamentally different than those who remain in the project and are accessible.  Using matched pairs controls for this to a certain extent.  In order to determine whether those lost to attrition were different than those who stayed, the evaluator ran chi square and independent samples t-test analyses.
Table 1 shows that, for six key variables (household income, gas arrearage, electricity arrearage, credit card debt, average self-sufficiency scale score, and home ownership), there are several differences between clients who stayed in the program and those who dropped out at various follow-up points.  For those who dropped out at 6 months compared with those who did not, income is lower and electricity arrearage is lower.  There are no differences between active clients and dropouts at 12 months.  At 18 months, dropouts have higher gas arrearages and higher overall self-sufficiency scores.   These results do not seem to follow a pattern and it is not clear what they mean but should be kept in mind while perusing the data.
Table 1.  Differences in Key Variables Between Active Clients and Clients Who Dropped Out at Various Time Points
	Key Variables
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	Mean
	Sig
	Mean
	Sig
	Mean
	Sig

	Household income
	Active clients
	$15,533
	.050*
	$13,915
	.287
	$14,164
	.696

	
	Dropouts
	$13,900
	
	$14,842
	
	$14,608
	

	Gas arrearage
	Active clients
	$365
	.083
	$380
	.235
	$292
	.043*

	
	Dropouts
	$468
	
	$453
	
	$455
	

	Electricity arrearage
	Active clients
	$370
	.049*
	$312
	.893
	$331
	.678

	
	Dropouts
	$272
	
	$305
	
	$303
	

	Credit card debt
	Active clients
	$3,904
	.671
	$3,635
	.433
	$3,116
	.326

	
	Dropouts
	$4,321
	
	$4,428
	
	$4,363
	

	Self-sufficiency scales
	Active clients
	3.3
	.140
	3.4
	.089
	3.1
	.024*

	
	Dropouts
	3.3
	
	3.3
	
	3.3
	

	Home ownership
	Active clients
	27.6%
	.304
	24.8%
	.623
	27.6%
	.304

	
	Dropouts
	22.7%
	
	22.9%
	
	22.7%
	


* Indicates statistically significant differences.
CLIENT OUTREACH

LASER Client Enrollment Numbers

The 946 enrolled LASER clients exceeds the project’s original projection of 900 over three years (Table 2).  Case workers understood that no new clients would be accepted into the evaluation after January 1, 2005 although they were instructed to continue to bring new clients into the project.  Seven hundred six clients were enrolled prior to the January 1 cut-off date.
Table 2.  Proposed and Actual Numbers of Clients Enrolled in LASER

	Participation Categories
	Number / Percent

	Proposed target number of clients for LASER Project
	900

	Actual number of clients as of October 2005
	946

	Difference between proposed and actual
	+46

	Percent of actual versus proposed numbers
	105%

	Number of clients enrolled within the evaluation window
	706


Once fuel assistance clients agree to participate and sign consent forms, they become LASER clients and their enrollment date is entered into a tracking spreadsheet.  This data base automatically calculates follow-up interview dates at 6, 12, and 18 months into the future.  This spreadsheet is regularly sent to case workers so they can identify when clients are due to be contacted for interviews.  The spreadsheet also allows the evaluator to track how the agencies are proceeding in efforts to locate and interview clients.  

Since matched pairs (see explanation of matched pairs above) are an important part of the analysis, Table 3 is included to show the size of each matched pair group.  The baseline/6 month group, for example, includes all those clients who have data at both baseline and 6 months.  Using matched pairs allows the researcher to control, to a certain extent, for possible bias due to attrition.  

Table 3.  Number of Matched Pairs At Each Data Point
	Matched Pair Categories
	Number

	Baseline and 6 months
	247

	Baseline and 12 months
	207

	Baseline and 18 months
	99


It should be noted that the seeming drop off in numbers (Table 3) is not simply due to attrition.  The project was 3 years and the first clients were enrolled approximately 6 months after the project start date.  The data collection cutoff date was only slightly over 2 years from the time the first clients were enrolled.  This means that clients enrolled after 6 months into the project would not have an opportunity to participate in an 18 month interview.  Similarly, clients who entered midway through the grant did not have a 12 month interview because of project time constraints.  The four new agencies came into the project half way through the 3 years and enrolled clients who would only have an opportunity for a 6 month follow-up interview.  Therefore, the drop off in numbers had less to do with attrition and more to do with the project funding cycle and natural project start up issues.

II. Results 

DESCRIPTION OF LASER CLIENTS

One-fifth of LASER clients represent single person households (see Appendix 1, Table 21).  Almost 40% of the clients are single female head of households with dependent children (Table 20).  The average household includes two to three children.  Most clients are White (62%; Table 22) and female (82%; Table 23).  The average total household income is $14,541 (baseline; Table 4) well under the national poverty level of $19,350 for families with two children.  

Approximately three quarters of LASER clients rent their apartment or home and one quarter own their home Tables 31 and 33).  The average age of homes and apartments is reported by clients to be 66 years.  However, more than half of clients do not know the age of their living quarters and many estimate its age so these data are not considered reliable.  It is a fair assessment, though, that the housing stock is old.  At intake almost two thirds (65%) report that their home or apartment is cold or drafty (Table 27), and 7% say lead paint is in their residential environment (Table 28).  Another 16% report exposed wires, leaky roofs, or other major health or safety hazards (Table 29).  Over one fifth (22% at intake) of clients perceive imminent risk of losing their housing (Table 37).

Over three quarters (78% at baseline) of clients have an arrearage on one or more utility bill (gas, oil, electricity, water/sewer, telephone, cell phone, or cable TV; Table 42).  Clients who have any arrearage (more than $50) owe an average of $1,205 in back payments.  About three quarters of clients can make only partial payment or no payment at all on their monthly gas, oil, or electricity bills (83% of gas customers, Table 50; 64% of oil customers, Table 51; and 76% of electricity customers, Table 52).

DATA HIGHLIGHTS
Change in Household Income between Baseline and Follow-Up Points

Both independent measures on unpaired samples and tests on matched pairs at each data point suggest that there is little change in household income between baseline, 6, 12, and 18 months (Table 4).    

Although the project intended to assist clients in bringing expenses under control, it was not within the scope of the project to increase income.  Caseworkers did provide referrals to educational or training institutions, and employment assistance agencies (some in-house) and websites. With no changes in income, results are more attributable to the services, referrals, advocacy, and skill- building provided to clients through the LASER project.
Table 4.  Annual Household Income at Each Time Point Using Both Unmatched Cases and Matched Pairs
	Data Point Combinations*
	Baseline
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Unpaired samples
	$14,541
	601
	$13,937
	190
	$14,591
	145
	$14,396
	57

	Baseline / 6 month matched pairs
	$13,526
	169
	$13,695
	169
	
	

	Baseline / 12 month matched pairs
	$14,120
	106
	
	$15,344
	106
	

	Baseline / 18 month matched pairs
	$14,269
	45
	
	$15,341
	45


* None of the above comparisons are statistically significant.
Change in Utility Arrearage

Changes in Overall Arrearage

Summary

· At baseline, 78% of LASER clients have an arrearage for one or more utilities (gas, oil, electricity, telephone, cell phone, water/sewer, and/or cable television; Table 5).  
· For unmatched cases, the proportion drops to 65% at 6 months, 61% at 12 months, and 60% at 18 months (Table 5).
The following tables are concerned with LASER clients’ utility arrearage status overall and arrearages for gas heat and electricity customers specifically.  Table 5 shows that, at baseline, 78% of LASER clients have an arrearage for one or more utilities (gas, oil, electricity, telephone, cell phone, water/sewer, and/or cable television).  For unmatched cases, the proportion drops to 65% at 6 months, 61% at 12 months, and 60% at 18 months.
Table 5.  Actual Utility Arrearage Status at Each Time Point Using Unmatched Cases
	Combined Utilities Arrearage Status
	Baseline
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Has no arrearage
	*22.5
	153
	35.5
	102
	38.6
	71
	42.1
	40

	Owes one or more months of utility payments
	77.5
	526
	64.5
	185
	61.4
	113
	59.7
	55

	   Totals
	100.0
	679
	100.0
	287
	100.0
	184
	100.0
	95


* This means that about one-quarter of the 672 LASER clients who answered the question say they have no utility arrearage at baseline.

Changes in Gas Arrearage

Summary - Baseline to 6 months

· There was no change between baseline and 6 months in the proportion of clients who had a gas arrearage (76% at baseline and 70% at 6 months, sig=.329; Table 6).

· The dollar amount of gas arrearages did not change between baseline and 6 months ($646 and $686, respectively, sig=.477; Table 6).
Three quarters of clients (76%) who are gas customers have a gas arrearage at the time they are enrolled in LASER.  Table 6 shows the differences in arrearage between baseline and 6 months for matched pairs of LASER clients.  There is no change between baseline and 6 month in the percent of clients who have any gas arrearage (76% at baseline and 70% at 6 months; sig=.329; not a significant difference).  There was also no change in the average dollar amount of gas arrearage between baseline and 6 months for all gas customers (+$40; sig=.477).  Gas arrearages increased between baseline and 6 months for 42% of clients, decreased for 39%, and remained the same for 20% (13% stayed at no arrearage and 7% stayed at some arrearage greater than %50).  (A difference was considered only if the change was ±$50.)

Table 6.  Percent Who Have a Gas Arrearage and Average Amount of Gas Arrearages Using Matched Pairs 


	Gas Customers – Matched Pairs at Baseline and 6 Months
	Baseline
	6 Month

	
	Percent or Mean
	Number / Total
	Percent or Mean
	Number / Total
	Statistical Test

	Percent of gas customers with an arrearage at baseline
	*75.9
	
161 / 212
	69.9
	137 / 196
	chisq p=.329
	not significant

	Average amount of gas arrearage for those with an arrearage
	$646
	
196 / 196
	$686
	196 / 196
	t-test sig=.477
	not significant


*This means that about three-quarters of all 212 LASER clients who are gas customers at baseline and answered the question have a gas arrearage.

Summary - Baseline to 12 months

· The proportion of LASER gas customers with an arrearage decreased after 12 months in the program (70% at baseline and 59% at 12 months, sig=.058; Table 7).

· The dollar amount of gas arrearages did not change between baseline and 12 months ($655 and $780, respectively; Table 7).
· Combining those at 12 months who experienced no increase and their arrearage was below $51 (most at $0), with those whose arrearage decreased, 72% of LASER gas customers had positive outcomes with regard to gas arrearages (Table 8).

Table 7 shows the differences in arrearage between baseline and 12 months for matched pairs of LASER clients.  The proportion of gas customers who owed an arrearage at 12 months (59%) is less than the proportion at baseline (70%).  In other words, more clients paid their entire gas bills after 12 months (sig=.058; likely significant).  However, the average dollar amount of gas arrearages for those clients who had arrearages did not decrease ($655 average owed at baseline, $780 at 12 months; sig=.348).  This suggests that gas arrearages have become slightly more concentrated; fewer clients who possibly owe more.  

Table 7.  Percent Who Have a Gas Arrearage and Average Amount of Gas Arrearages Using Matched Pairs 


	Gas Customers – Matched Pairs at Baseline and 12 Months
	Baseline
	12 Month

	
	Percent or Mean
	Number / Total
	Percent or Mean
	Number / Total
	Statistical Test

	Percent of gas customers with an arrearage at baseline
	70.4
	
95 / 135
	58.5
	76 / 130
	chisq p=.058
	likely significant

	Average amount of gas arrearage
	$655
	
135 / 135
	$780
	130 / 130
	t-test sig=.348
	not significant


Table 8 shows the analysis of gas customers for whom there are data at all three data points (baseline, 6 months and 12 months).  Between 6 and 12 months, for this same group of clients, 27% experienced an arrearage increase, 28% decreased, and almost half (45%) saw no gas arrearage increase.  Between baseline and 12 months 22% of clients saw an increase in their gas arrearage, 24% had a decrease, and 54% experienced no change (48% stayed at between $0-50 and 6% stayed at a figure higher than $50).  Combining those at 12 months who experienced no increase and their arrearage was below $50 (most at $0), with those whose arrearage decreased, 72% of LASER gas customers had positive outcomes with regard to gas arrearages.  Even though the change in arrearage status is not significantly different between baseline and 12 months (p = .205), the fact that 72% of clients were able to reduce their arrearages or pay their gas bills in full during a time of steeply increasing gas prices is a very positive result.

Table 8.  Change in Gas Arrearage Over Time Using Matched Pairs 
	Gas Customers – Matched Pairs at All Three Data Points
	Baseline to 6 Months
	6 to 12 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Arrearages stayed the same (below $50)
	*41.0
	55
	47.7
	63

	Arrearages stayed the same (above $50)
	3.7
	5
	6.1
	8

	Arrearages increased
	26.9
	36
	22.0
	29

	Arrearages decreased
	28.4
	38
	24.2
	32

	   Totals
	100.0
	134
	100.0
	132

	    Chi square p value 
	.205


* This means that 41% of all 134 matched pairs of LASER clients who are gas customers and provided data had no change in gas arrearage between baseline and 6 months.
Changes in Electricity Arrearage

Summary - Baseline to 6 months

· The proportion of LASER electricity customers with an arrearage decreased after being in the program for 6 months (61% at baseline and 50% at 6 months, sig=.006; Table 9).

· For clients with an electricity arrearage, the dollar amount of the arrearage was lower after being in the program for 6 months ($379 at baseline compared to $297 at 6 months, sig=.009; Table 9).
There is a very significant decrease between both baseline and 6 months and baseline and 12 months in the proportion of LASER clients who maintain an electricity arrearage (see Tables 9 and 10).  Put another way, more clients were paid up on electricity arrearages at the follow-up points than when they enrolled in LASER. 

Table 9.  Percent Who Have an Electricity Arrearage and Average Amount of Electricity Arrearages Using Matched Pairs 


	Electricity Customers – Matched Pairs at Baseline and 6 Months
	Baseline
	6 Month

	
	Percent or Mean
	Number
	Percent or Mean
	Number
	Statistical Test

	Percent of electricity customers with an arrearage at baseline
	61.2
	
197
	49.8
	144
	chisq p=.006
	significant

	Average amount of electricity arrearage
	$379
	
284
	$297
	284
	t-test sig=.009
	significant


Summary - Baseline to 12 months

· The proportion of LASER electricity customers with an arrearage decreased after being in the program for 12 months (60% at baseline compared to 46% at 12 months, sig=.006; Table 10).

· Dollar amounts of electricity arrearages did not change between baseline and 12 months ($308 at baseline and $270 at 12 months, sig=.208; Table 10).

· 63% of electricity customers saw their arrearages decrease or stay below $51 between baseline and 12 months (Table 11). 

Table 10.  Percent Who Have an Electricity Arrearage and Average Amount of Electricity Arrearages Using Matched Pairs 


	Electricity Customers – Matched Pairs at Baseline and 12 Months
	Baseline
	12 Month

	
	Percent or Mean
	Number
	Percent or Mean
	Number
	Statistical Test

	Percent of electricity customers with an arrearage at baseline
	60.1
	
119
	45.5
	86
	chisq p=.006
	significant

	Average amount of electricity arrearage
	$308
	
185
	$270
	185
	t-test sig=.208
	not significant


Table 11 shows the analysis of electricity customers for whom there are data at all three data points (baseline, 6 months and 12 months).  Between baseline and 6 months 26% of clients saw an increase in their electricity arrearage, 30% had a decrease, and 44% experienced no change (35% stayed between $0-50—mostly at $0—and 9% stayed at a figure higher than $50).   Between 6 and 12 months, for this same group of clients, 28% experienced an arrearage increase, 18% saw a decrease, and over half (54%) saw no electricity arrearage increase.  Combining those at 12 months who experienced no increase and their arrearage was below $50 (most at $0), with those whose arrearage decreased, 63% of LASER electricity customers had positive outcomes with regard to electricity arrearages.  Even though the change in arrearage status is not significantly different between baseline and 12 months (although close to significance; p = .093), the fact that 63% of clients were able to reduce their arrearages or pay their electricity bills in full in an environment of increasing electricity prices is a very positive result.

Table 11.  Change in Electricity Arrearage Over Time Using Matched Pairs 
	Electricity Customers – Matched Pairs at All Three Data Points
	Baseline to 6 Months
	6 to 12 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Arrearages stayed the same (below $50)
	
*35.4
	
46
	45.2
	56

	Arrearages stayed the same (above $50)
	
8.5
	
11
	8.9
	11

	Arrearages increased
	
26.2
	
34
	28.2
	35

	Arrearages decreased
	
30.0
	
39
	17.7
	22

	   Totals
	
100.0
	
130
	
100.0
	
124

	    Chi square p value
	.093


* This means that about 35% of all 130 matched pairs of LASER clients who are gas customers and provided data had no change in gas arrearage between baseline and 6 months.
Perceived Ability to Make Energy Payments 

Summary
· More clients are able to make full monthly electricity payments after being in the program for 6, 12, and 18 months (from 24% at baseline to 35% at 6 months, 40% at 12, and 45% at 18 months; Table 12).
· Proportionally more clients had paid their entire gas bills each month after being in the program for 12 and 18 months (from 20% at baseline to 28% at 12 months and 29% at 18 months; Table 12).

· Proportionally fewer clients could not pay their electricity and gas bills at all while oil customers remained unchanged (Table 13). 

Clients were asked, “Are you able to pay the following bills in full or partial payments each month, or do you not pay them?”  Response categories are: “pay in full,” “pay partial,” “can’t pay,” and “not applicable.”  Table 12 shows that client’s perceived ability to make full monthly utility payments trended upward for gas and electricity.  For example, ability to make full monthly electricity payments seems to increase over time.    
Table 12.  Perceived Ability to Make Full Monthly Utility Payments Using Unmatched Cases
	Utility (Percent Saying “Pay in Full” )
	Baseline
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	Percent
	Number / Total
	Percent
	Number / Total
	Percent
	Number / Total
	Percent
	Number / Total

	Electricity
	
*24.2
	151 / 623
	
34.9
	102 / 292
	
39.9
	73 / 183
	
44.8
	39 / 87

	Gas
	
19.5
	93 / 447
	
23.0
	50 / 218
	
28.4
	41 / 144
	
28.6
	18 / 63

	Oil
	
35.9
	41 / 114
	
43.6
	31 / 71
	
40.6
	15 / 37
	
40.0
	6 / 15


* This means that about 24% of all 623 LASER clients who are electricity customers and answered the question feel they have the ability to pay their monthly electricity bills in full.

Conversely, those clients who responded to the above question by saying that they cannot pay their monthly utility bills at all decreased for electricity and gas between baseline and 18 months but remained unchanged for oil (Table 13).  
Table 13.  Perceived Lack of Ability to Pay Monthly Utility Bills Using Unmatched Cases
	Utility (Percent Saying “Not At All” )
	Baseline
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	Percent
	Number / Total
	Percent
	Number / Total
	Percent
	Number / Total
	Percent
	Number / Total

	Electricity
	*26.8
	167 / 623
	16.1
	47 / 292
	15.3
	28 / 183
	12.6
	11 / 87

	Gas
	31.7
	151 / 447
	30.7
	67 / 218
	18.8
	26 / 144
	20.6
	13 / 63

	Oil
	28.1
	32 / 114
	14.1
	10 / 71
	21.6
	8 / 37
	20.0
	3 / 15


*This means that about 27% of all 167 LASER clients who are electricity customers at baseline and answered the question can not pay their electricity bill at all.

Change in Self-Sufficiency

Summary
· There has been significant improvement for LASER clients with regard to 16 of 17 measures of self-sufficiency between baseline and 18 months (Graphs 1 and 2 and Table 16).
· For baseline-to-18-month matched pairs of clients, scores for the combined energy-related scales (energy costs, energy conservation, and utility bill payments) rose 1.1 (a 41% increase, sig=.000; Table 15).  An increase in scores is the position direction.  
· For the same matched pairs, scores for client asset-related scales (debt management, access to credit, and acquisition of assets) increased 0.8 points (a 33% increase, sig=.000, Table 15).
· For the same matched pairs, all self-sufficiency scores combined increased 0.7 points (a 22% increase, sig=.000; Table 15).
· Many clients either improved or stayed in the capable or thriving categories (4.0 or higher on the scale), while others moved from being in crisis or vulnerable to stable (3.0 on the scale).

The graphs and tables that follow represent results of responses to a series of 5 point scales concerned with client self-sufficiency.  The clients are assessed at each time point during interviews and are done at follow-up time points without reference to the client’s previous scores.  Self-sufficiency scores reflect clients’ and/or caseworkers’ perceptions of the client’s ability to manage or control certain aspects of the client’s life.  These scales reflect a major objective of the project: to assist clients in gaining control over budgetary, energy, and other aspects of  their lives to reduce their need for fuel assistance.  

These scales are related to energy issues (use, conservation, and payment), housing issues (security, adequacy, and safety and comfort), financial issues (debt management, access to credit, and acquisition of assets), employment issues (transportation, educational status, job status and quality, and work skills and readiness), and health care issues (health costs, and food and nutrition).  These scales are based on similar scales used by other REACh programs (such as the Mississippi ROMA Family Development program).

The scales provide the following five response options: 1) in crisis: severe or unmanageable problem; 2) vulnerable: significant problem but some potential for management; 3) stable: somewhat of a problem that is not well controlled; 4) capable: somewhat of a problem but mostly under control; 5) thriving: not a problem.  The measures were sometimes completed by the clients themselves but, more often, were completed by case workers during interviews.  
Graph 1. Self-Sufficiency Scores Over Time
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Excel bar graph goes here
The bar graphs above and below suggest that there has been improvement for a substantial number of LASER clients with regard to measures of self-sufficiency.  Many clients either improved or stayed in the capable or thriving categories (4.0 or higher on the scale), while others moved from being in crisis or vulnerable to stable (3.0 on the scale).  Clients moved the most in areas where improvement might be seen in the short term (such as utility payments, energy conservation, or home safety and comfort), as opposed to longer term (adult education and job quality), and in areas where LASER caseworkers are best positioned to help (utility-related measures and debt management) as opposed to areas outside the normal organizational functions (transportation, for example).

Graph 2. Self-Sufficiency Combined Scale Scores Over Time
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Table 16 (below) shows that, in every case except two (work skills and readiness, and job status and quality), the mean scale average improved at each follow-up point.  When looking at the baseline to 18 month changes, even the job status and quality scale improved significantly.  For the entire set of scales, the entire population of clients moved upward in self-sufficiency by 0.7.  This means that, on average, self-sufficiency improved almost an entire point on the 5 point scale; for example, from in crisis to vulnerable, from vulnerable to stable, from stable to capable, or from capable to thriving.  

A t-test analysis of baseline and 6 month matched pairs found that for all scale combinations, self-sufficiency change is in a positive direction and is significant.  Table 14 shows results of for the baseline-6 month matched pairs.  The changes are also significant for the baseline and 18 month matched pairs (Table 15).  This suggests that the changes that are observed are accomplished over the short term and are maintained over a longer period of time.  Child care was removed from the analysis since a substantial portion of the client population does not have young children.  The exclusion of this variable removes a considerable amount of missing data from the calculations.
Table 14.  T-Test Results of Self-Sufficiency Combined Scales Using Baseline-6 Month Matched Pairs 

	Combined Scales
	Baseline Mean
	6 Month Mean
	Difference in Mean Scores
	Number of Matched Pairs
	Significance

	Energy-Related Scales
	2.9
	3.3
	+ 0.4
	200
	.000

	Assets-Related Scales
	2.4
	2.7
	+ 0.3
	196
	.000

	Housing-Related Scale
	3.8
	4.1
	+ 0.3
	213
	.000

	Health Care-Related Scale
	4.0
	4.3
	+ 0.3
	207
	.000

	Work-Related Scales
	3.6
	3.7
	+ 0.1
	186
	.014

	All Scales Combined (Excluding Child Care)
	3.2
	3.5
	+ 0.3
	135
	.000


Table 15.  T-Test Results of Self-Sufficiency Combined Scales Using Baseline-18 Month Matched Pairs 

	Combined Scales
	Baseline Mean
	18 Month Mean
	Difference in Mean Scores
	Number of Matched Pairs
	Significance

	Energy-Related Scales
	2.7
	3.8
	+ 1.1
	74
	.000

	Assets-Related Scales
	2.4
	3.2
	+ 0.8
	75
	.000

	Housing-Related Scale
	3.7
	4.4
	+ 0.7
	83
	.000

	Health Care-Related Scale
	4.0
	4.7
	+ 0.7
	83
	.000

	Work-Related Scales
	3.4
	4.0
	+ 0.6
	42
	.001

	All Scales Combined
	3.2
	3.9
	+ 0.7
	47
	.000


Statistical tests for determining change in self-sufficiency were performed without removing those who had the highest score (thriving) at baseline (for example: 347 (52%) clients received a “thriving” score for Housing Security at baseline).  Since these scores cannot go higher, they create a “ceiling” effect.  They could, or course, drop to lower scores over time which was the case for 15%.  If these high baseline scores were removed from the analysis, the effect would likely be an even stronger positive change in scores over time.  This was not done since the changes are already statistically significant.
 Table 16.  Client Self-Sufficiency Scores in Baseline Rank Order at Each Time Point

	Scales
	Baseline
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	Mean
	#
	Mean
	#
	Mean
	#
	Mean
	#

	1) Child Day Care Self-Sufficiency*  
	4.2
	285
	4.4
	195
	4.5
	122
	4.7
	58

	2) Housing Security Self-Sufficiency 
	4.2
	668
	4.4
	303
	4.5
	194
	4.6
	98

	3) Health Cost Self-Sufficiency 
	4.1
	646
	4.5
	300
	4.6
	191
	4.7
	98

	4) Transportation Self-Sufficiency 
	4.1
	672
	4.4
	301
	4.5
	193
	4.6
	98

	5) Food and Nutrition Self-Sufficiency  
	3.9
	665
	4.3
	300
	4.4
	178
	4.6
	98

	6) Housing Adequacy Self-Sufficiency 
	3.9
	645
	4.0
	306
	4.1
	192
	4.2
	95

	7) Work Skills and Readiness Self-Sufficiency  
	3.7
	641
	3.8
	301
	3.9
	193
	3.8
	98

	8) Adult’s Educational Status Self-Sufficiency 
	3.7
	623
	3.8
	290
	4.0
	193
	4.1
	96

	9) Home Safety and Comfort Self-Sufficiency  
	3.7
	663
	3.9
	305
	4.1
	190
	4.4
	95

	10) Utility Payment Self-Sufficiency 
	3.1
	653
	3.4
	302
	3.7
	187
	3.9
	95

	11) Energy Cost Self-Sufficiency 
	3.0
	660
	3.3
	306
	3.5
	192
	3.8
	93

	12) Access to Credit Self-Sufficiency 
	2.8
	656
	3.0
	301
	3.2
	196
	3.4
	98

	13) Debt Management Self-Sufficiency 
	2.8
	659
	3.1
	306
	3.3
	196
	3.5
	98

	14) Energy Conservation Self-Sufficiency 
	2.8
	638
	3.4
	302
	3.5
	193
	3.7
	91

	15) Job Status and Quality Self-Sufficiency 
	2.6
	639
	3.0
	300
	2.9
	194
	3.1
	92

	16) Availability of Assets Self-Sufficiency
	2.5
	623
	2.7
	306
	3.0
	194
	3.4
	98

	17) Acquisition of Assets Self-Sufficiency
	1.9
	646
	2.3
	302
	2.5
	192
	2.7
	96

	Combined Scales

	Health Care-Related Scales (2 scales; #’s 3 and 5)
	4.0
	639
	4.3
	292
	4.5
	175
	4.7
	92

	Housing-Related Scales (3 scales; #’s 2, 6 and 9)
	3.9
	630
	4.1
	298
	4.2
	187
	4.4
	94

	Work-Related Scales (4 scales; #’s 4, 7, 8 and 15)
	3.7
	373
	3.9
	185
	3.9
	117
	3.9
	90

	Energy-Related Scales (3 scales; #’s 10, 11 and 14)
	2.9
	611
	3.3
	295
	3.6
	184
	3.8
	88

	Asset-Related Scales (4 scales; #’s 12, 13, 16 and 17)
	2.5
	593
	2.7
	291
	3.0
	190
	3.2
	96

	All Self-Sufficiency Scales (17 scales; #’s 1-17)
	3.3
	476
	3.5
	169
	3.7
	150
	3.9
	74


* Child care not included in any of the combined scales. 
Extent of Service Delivery and Referral to LASER Clients
Summary
· Of 14 services listed, LASER clients received or were referred to an average of 3.3 at baseline, and 4.1 at 6, 12, and 18 months (Table 17).

· At baseline, the following proportion of LASER clients received or were referred to: food service agencies, 56%; electricity discount, 53%; telephone discount, 41%; gas heating discount, 41%; earned income tax credit, 37%; Medicaid, 25%; child care services, 15%; adult education courses, 11%; and/or budget or credit counseling services, 10% (Table 18).
· Five-hundred-ninety-nine LASER clients received or were referred to at least one service.  Two hundred eighty received or were referred to between four and nine services (Table 18).
The average LASER client received or was referred to three to four services at each time point.  Most often these were services related to food, to gas, phone and electricity discounts, to income tax credits, and to Medicaid.

Table 17.  Average Number of Services Delivered or Referred at Each Time Point Using Unmatched Cases
	Services Delivered or Referred
	Baseline
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	Mean
	#
	Mean
	#
	Mean
	#
	Mean
	#

	All services combined
	3.3
	622
	4.1
	224
	4.1
	197
	4.1
	99


Table 18.  Total Number of Clients Receiving or Referred to Services at Each Time Point Using Unmatched Cases
	Resources
	Baseline
	6 Month
	12 Month
	18 Month

	
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#
	%
	#

	1) Family food resources (Food Stamps, pantries, etc)  
	55.9*
	348
	49.6
	113
	44.5
	89
	41.4
	41

	2) Electricity discount 
	53.2
	331
	79.5
	178
	76.1
	150
	72.7
	72

	3) Telephone discount 
	41.3
	257
	71.4
	160
	65.5
	129
	62.5
	60

	4) Natural gas discount 
	41.0
	255
	46.9
	105
	50.3
	99
	48.5
	48

	5) Income tax credit  
	32.3
	232
	32.4
	73
	38.7
	77
	29.3
	29

	6) Medicaid 
	25.4
	158
	24.2
	55
	26.5
	53
	23.2
	23

	7) Child care services (Head Start, etc)  
	15.0
	93
	13.6
	31
	16.0
	32
	22.2
	22

	8) Adult education courses 
	10.9
	68
	8.4
	19
	9.0
	18
	7.1
	7

	9) Budget and credit counseling services  
	9.8
	61
	16.2
	37
	11.0
	22
	6.1
	6

	10) Employment training / assistance 
	9.0
	56
	6.2
	14
	9.0
	18
	7.1
	7

	11) Legal aid 
	8.5
	53
	11.5
	26
	9.5
	19
	9.1
	9

	12) Weatherization by the LASER agency 
	8.2
	51
	25.9
	58
	24.9
	49
	38.4
	38

	13) Refrigerator / freezer replaced by LASER agency
	7.2
	45
	5.4
	37
	17.8
	35
	23.2
	23

	14) Heating system repair / replacement 
	4.8
	30
	9.4
	21
	13.7
	27
	16.2
	16


* This means that 56% of 623 baseline clients (or 348 people) were referred to family food resources. 

It should be noted that the above list grew as the project went on.  That means that clients enrolled early in the project are under-represented and the proportion of clients provided certain services or referrals is understated.  Even though percentages are shown at each time point, it was not the intent of the project for these numbers to increase over time.
III. Conclusion 

CONCLUSION

There were no results in this analysis that showed statistical significance in a negative direction.  Where changes occurred, they were all in a positive direction.  It is especially import to understand that, in some cases, no change is a positive outcome.  In an environment where fuel prices are steeply increasing and the general population is experiencing increases in arrearages, the LASER population has maintained no arrearage increase overall and have even seen a reduction of the proportion of clients would have an arrearage (gas customers at 12 months and electric customers at both 6 and 12 months).  
Overall, the analysis shows that the LASER program is having a substantially positive effect on a large number of people who are in need of assistance, especially in the current environment of fuel price increases and volatility.  Since the project had no effect on increasing client’s income (this was not within the project’s scope), the resources provided, advocacy assistance, and skills taught and supported by LASER caseworkers appeared to have had very positive effects in helping clients to manage their limited resources and get connected to new resources.  

Appendix I
Demographics

Table 19.  Total Number of People in the Household at Baseline
	Total Number of People in the Household
	Percent
	Number

	One person
	18.5
	103

	Two people
	25.9
	144

	Three people
	21.9
	122

	Four people
	19.7
	110

	Five or more people
	14.0
	78

	Total
	100.0
	557


Table 20.  Total Number of Children in the Household at Baseline
	Total Number of Children in the Household
	Percent
	Number

	None
	26.5
	176

	One child
	21.4
	142

	Two children
	26.1
	173

	Three children
	16.4
	109

	Four or more children
	9.7
	64

	Total
	100.0
	664


Table 21.  Household Configuration at Baseline
	 Household Configuration
	Percent
	Number

	1 adult / no children
	20.8
	98

	2 adults / no children
	10.4
	49

	Single parent / female
	38.2
	180

	Single parent / male
	2.5
	12

	2 parent household
	28.0
	132

	Total
	100.0
	471


Table 22.  Race/Ethnicity of Head of Household 
	 Race / Ethnicity of Head of Household
	Percent
	Number

	White
	62.1
	215

	African American
	19.4
	67

	Hispanic
	10.7
	37

	Asian
	2.0
	7

	Hawaiian / Pacific Islander
	1.2
	4

	American Indian
	0.6
	2

	Multirace
	3.5
	12

	Other
	0.6
	2

	Total
	100.0
	346


Table 23.  Sex of Head of Household 
	 Sex of Head of Household
	Percent
	Number

	Female
	81.6
	266

	Male
	18.4
	60

	Total
	100.0
	471


Table 24.  Total Household Income at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Total Household Income 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	
	$14,541
	601
	$13,937
	190
	$14,591
	145
	$14,396
	57


Table 25.  Age of Car 
	Age of Car
	Mean / Median
	Number

	Median year manufactured
	1996
	361

	Average age in years
	7.8
	361


Housing

Table 26.  Type of House 
	 House Type
	Percent
	Number

	Single family
	31.0
	106

	Two family structure
	21.3
	73

	Multi family structure
	47.4
	162

	Mobile home
	0.3
	1

	Total
	100.0
	342


Table 27.  Draftiness of Home / Apartment 
	Home / Apartment Is Cold or Drafty 
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	65.3
	430

	No
	34.7
	228

	Total
	100.0
	658


Table 28.  Presence of Lead Paint in the Household 
	Home / Apartment Has Lead Paint 
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	6.8
	44

	No
	80.2
	521

	Don’t know
	13.1
	85

	Total
	100.0
	650


Table 29.  Presence of Exposed Wires, Leaks, Etc. in the Household 
	Home / Apartment Has Exposed Wires, Leaks, Etc. 
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	15.8
	103

	No
	81.4
	529

	Don’t know
	2.8
	18

	Total
	100.0
	650


Table 30.  Home / Apartment Tested for Carbon Monoxide 
	Home / Apartment Has Been Tested For Carbon Monoxide
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	23.8
	149

	No
	29.3
	184

	Don’t know
	46.9
	294

	Total
	100.0
	627


Table 31.  Home Ownership, Ability to Make Mortgage Payments, and Mortgage Balance and Interest 
	Home Ownership 
	Percent / Mean
	Number

	Own your home (“Yes”)
	23.4
	160

	Able to make regular mortgage payments (“No”)
	26.3
	35

	Mortgage balance
	$98,382
	105

	Mortgage interest rate
	6.81%
	70


Table 32.  Client Lives in Subsidized or Public Housing
	Lives in Subsidized or Public Housing
	Percent
	Number

	Yes - renter
	32.2
	214

	No - renter
	43.9
	292

	No - owner
	23.9
	159

	Total
	100.0
	665


Table 33.  Apartment Rental, Ability to Make Rent Payments, Amount of Monthly Rent, and Rental Arrearage
	Rental Information
	Percent / Mean
	Number

	Rent apartment or home (“Yes”)
	76.3
	521

	Able to make regular rent payments (“No”)
	32.7
	166

	Monthly rent
	$539
	511

	Rental arrearage for those with arrearage
	$1,290
	129


Table 34.  Ability to Make Rent Payments at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Able to Make Rent Payments
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	67.3
	341
	81.8
	121
	85.7
	114
	88.7
	63

	No
	32.7
	166
	18.2
	27
	14.3
	19
	11.3
	8

	Total
	100.0
	507
	100.0
	148
	100.0
	133
	100.0
	71


Table 35.  Recently Received an Eviction Notice at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Received An Eviction Notice
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	7.6
	36
	2.1
	3
	0.7
	1
	1.2
	1

	No
	92.4
	437
	97.9
	143
	99.3
	134
	98.8
	80

	Total
	100.0
	473
	100.0
	146
	100.0
	135
	100.0
	81


Table 36.  Client Has a Lease at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Have a Lease
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	61.5
	296
	68.0
	100
	72.3
	99
	77.5
	55

	No
	38.5
	185
	32.0
	47
	27.7
	38
	22.5
	16

	Total
	100.0
	481
	100.0
	147
	100.0
	137
	100.0
	71


Table 37.  Client’s Perceived Danger of Losing Housing at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	In Danger of Becoming Homeless in the Near Future
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	21.7
	122
	13.0
	26
	14.0
	24
	12.1
	11

	No
	78.3
	439
	87.0
	174
	86.0
	147
	87.9
	80

	Total
	100.0
	561
	100.0
	200
	100.0
	171
	100.0
	91


Table 38.  Client’s Perceived Home Safety and Comfort Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Home Safety and Comfort Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	2.4
	16
	2.2
	5
	1.5
	3
	0.0
	0

	Vulnerable
	13.7
	91
	8.7
	20
	6.7
	13
	5.3
	5

	Stable
	24.0
	159
	24.0
	55
	21.0
	41
	10.5
	10

	Capable
	36.0
	239
	33.2
	76
	24.1
	47
	27.4
	26

	Thriving
	23.8
	158
	31.9
	73
	46.7
	91
	56.8
	54

	Total
	100.0
	663
	100.0
	229
	100.0
	493
	100.0
	95


Table 39.  Client’s Perceived Housing Adequacy Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Housing Adequacy Self-Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	1.7
	11
	2.2
	5
	1.5
	3
	1.1
	1

	Vulnerable
	10.2
	66
	7.0
	16
	4.6
	9
	4.2
	4

	Stable
	19.7
	127
	20.1
	46
	19.8
	39
	14.7
	14

	Capable
	34.7
	224
	32.3
	74
	33.0
	65
	32.6
	31

	Thriving
	33.6
	217
	38.4
	88
	41.1
	81
	47.4
	45

	Total
	100.0
	645
	100.0
	229
	100.0
	197
	100.0
	95


Table 40.  Client’s Perceived Housing Security Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Housing Security Self-Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	2.4
	16
	2.2
	5
	2.0
	4
	3.1
	3

	Vulnerable
	6.0
	40
	3.1
	7
	0.5
	1
	1.0
	1

	Stable
	17.5
	117
	11.8
	27
	11.6
	23
	7.1
	7

	Capable
	22.2
	148
	25.0
	57
	18.1
	36
	12.2
	12

	Thriving
	51.9
	347
	57.9
	132
	67.8
	135
	76.5
	75

	Total
	100.0
	668
	100.0
	228
	100.0
	199
	100.0
	98


Utilities

Table 41.  Heating Fuel Customers at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Heating Fuel Customers
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Gas
	62.4
	414
	56.6
	125
	57.0
	61
	57.6
	49

	Oil
	17.9
	119
	21.3
	47
	18.7
	20
	20.0
	17

	Electricity
	13.6
	90
	15.4
	34
	14.0
	15
	15.3
	13

	Gas and electricity
	2.4
	16
	2.7
	6
	4.7
	5
	2.4
	2

	Heat include in rent
	1.2
	8
	1.4
	3
	2.8
	3
	2.4
	2

	Other
	2.3
	16
	2.8
	6
	2.8
	3
	2.4
	2

	Total
	100.0
	663
	100.0
	221
	100.0
	107
	100.0
	85


Table 42.  Clients Who Owe Past Utility Bills (Arrearage) at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Owe Past Utility Bills 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	77.5
	526
	63.8
	143
	62.6
	117
	59.6
	56

	No
	22.5
	153
	36.2
	81
	37.4
	70
	40.4
	38

	Total
	100.0
	679
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	187
	100.0
	94


Table 43.  Amount of Arrearage (Including No Arrearage Amount) at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Arrearage For All Customers of Each Utility (Includes Those Who Owe $0)
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Gas heat customers only
	$644
	441
	$755
	125
	$628
	75
	$674
	47

	Oil heat customers only
	$88
	117
	$33
	48
	$73
	22
	$13
	12

	Electric heat customers
	$670
	100
	$259
	36
	$427
	23
	$503
	16


Table 44.  Amount of Arrearage (Including Only Those With An Arrearage) at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Arrearage For All Customers of Each Utility Who Owe More Than $50
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Gas heat customers only
	$910
	311
	$1163
	81
	$942
	50
	$1132
	28

	Oil heat customers only
	$378
	27
	$320
	5
	$400
	4
	$150
	1

	Electric heat customers
	$894
	75
	$716
	13
	$1090
	9
	$1149
	7


Table 45.  Received a Termination Notice at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Any Termination Notices 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	39.9
	257
	23.7
	55
	23.0
	46
	16.3
	16

	No
	60.1
	387
	76.3
	177
	77.0
	154
	83.7
	82

	Total
	100.0
	644
	100.0
	232
	100.0
	200
	100.0
	98


Table 46.  Service Currently Terminated at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Service Terminated Now 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	10.0
	64
	5.6
	13
	5.5
	11
	5.1
	5

	No
	90.0
	574
	94.4
	218
	94.5
	189
	94.9
	93

	Total
	100.0
	638
	100.0
	231
	100.0
	200
	100.0
	98


Table 47.  Shut-Off Notice or Disconnection for Gas Heat Customers at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Gas Heat Customers –      Shut-Off Notice or Disconnection Received 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Shut-off notice
	9.5
	63
	16.6
	31
	13.7
	26
	9.8
	9

	Disconnection
	3.3
	22
	1.6
	3
	1.6
	3
	0.0
	0

	Neither
	53.7
	356
	55.1
	103
	52.6
	100
	54.3
	50

	Not applicable
	33.5
	222
	26.7
	50
	32.1
	61
	35.9
	33

	Total
	100.0
	663
	100.0
	187
	100.0
	190
	100.0
	92


Table 48.  Shut-Off Notice or Disconnection for Electric Heat Customers at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Electricity Customers –      Shut-Off Notice or Disconnection 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Shut-off notice
	12.1
	80
	13.6
	30
	12.0
	24
	10.2
	10

	Disconnection
	1.1
	7
	1.4
	3
	1.0
	2
	0.0
	0

	Neither
	86.9
	576
	85.1
	188
	87.0
	174
	89.8
	88

	Not applicable
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0

	Total
	100.0
	663
	100.0
	221
	100.0
	200
	100.0
	98


Table 49.  Shut-Off Notice or Disconnection for Telephone Customers at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Telephone Customers –      Shut-Off Notice or Disconnection 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Shut-off notice
	12.0
	34
	9.5
	21
	8.0
	16
	1.0
	1

	Disconnection
	10.6
	30
	3.6
	8
	3.0
	6
	5.1
	5

	Neither
	77.4
	219
	86.9
	192
	89.0
	178
	93.9
	92

	Not applicable
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0

	Total
	100.0
	283
	100.0
	221
	100.0
	200
	100.0
	98


Table 50.  Perceived Ability to Make Regular Payments Toward Gas Bills at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Gas Heat Customers –       Able to Make Monthly Payments 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Can pay in full
	16.7
	68
	20.3
	24
	22.1
	17
	27.7
	13

	Can make partial payment
	51.6
	210
	50.0
	59
	62.3
	48
	57.4
	27

	Can’t pay any
	31.7
	129
	29.7
	35
	15.6
	12
	14.9
	7

	Total
	100.0
	407
	100.0
	118
	100.0
	77
	100.0
	47


Table 51.  Perceived Ability to Make Regular Payments Toward Oil Bills at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Oil Customers –         Able to Make Monthly Payments 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Can pay in full
	36.0
	31
	46.2
	18
	36.4
	8
	33.3
	3

	Can make partial payment
	37.2
	32
	43.6
	17
	31.8
	7
	44.4
	4

	Can’t pay any
	26.7
	23
	10.3
	4
	31.8
	7
	22.2
	2

	Total
	100.0
	86
	100.0
	39
	100.0
	22
	100.0
	9


Table 52.  Perceived Ability to Make Regular Payments Toward Electricity Bills at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	All Electricity Customers - Able to Make Monthly Payments 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Can pay in full
	24.1
	150
	33.3
	68
	40.9
	72
	45.9
	39

	Can make partial payment
	49.0
	305
	51.0
	104
	43.8
	77
	41.2
	35

	Can’t pay any
	26.8
	167
	15.7
	32
	15.3
	27
	12.9
	11

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	204
	100.0
	176
	100.0
	85


Table 53.  Client’s Perceived Utility Payment Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Utility Payment Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	12.3
	80
	12.4
	28
	7.8
	15
	3.2
	3

	Vulnerable
	21.0
	137
	12.0
	27
	7.8
	15
	6.3
	6

	Stable
	26.8
	175
	25.3
	57
	26.0
	50
	22.1
	21

	Capable
	24.8
	162
	27.1
	61
	24.0
	46
	30.5
	29

	Thriving
	15.2
	99
	23.1
	52
	34.4
	66
	37.9
	36

	Total
	100.0
	653
	100.0
	225
	100.0
	192
	100.0
	95


Table 54.  Client’s Perceived Energy Conservation Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Energy Conservation Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	16.5
	105
	11.9
	27
	7.6
	15
	4.4
	4

	Vulnerable
	30.3
	193
	17.2
	39
	13.6
	27
	11.0
	10

	Stable
	27.0
	172
	29.0
	66
	29.8
	59
	28.6
	26

	Capable
	12.7
	81
	20.7
	47
	21.7
	43
	19.8
	18

	Thriving
	13.6
	87
	21.1
	48
	27.3
	54
	36.3
	33

	Total
	100.0
	638
	100.0
	227
	100.0
	198
	100.0
	91


Table 55.  Client’s Perceived Energy Costs Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Energy Costs Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	13.2
	87
	10.9
	25
	9.6
	19
	1.1
	1

	Vulnerable
	20.0
	132
	13.5
	31
	13.7
	27
	15.1
	14

	Stable
	31.4
	207
	27.1
	62
	21.3
	42
	23.7
	22

	Capable
	23.5
	155
	32.8
	75
	27.9
	55
	24.7
	23

	Thriving
	12.0
	79
	15.7
	36
	27.4
	54
	35.5
	33

	Total
	100.0
	660
	100.0
	229
	100.0
	197
	100.0
	93


Transportation

Table 56.  Car Ownership at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Own or Lease  a Car
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	63.8
	419
	67.0
	154
	64.1
	127
	74.0
	71

	No
	36.2
	238
	33.0
	76
	35.9
	71
	26.0
	25

	Total
	100.0
	657
	100.0
	230
	100.0
	198
	100.0
	96


Table 57.  Owe Money on Purchase of Car at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Owe Money on Purchase of Car
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	40.6
	167
	34.0
	49
	33.3
	41
	33.8
	24

	No
	59.4
	244
	66.0
	95
	66.7
	82
	66.2
	47

	Total
	100.0
	411
	100.0
	144
	100.0
	123
	100.0
	71


Table 58.  Client’s Perceived Ability to Make Car Payments at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Able to Make Car Payments
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	71.6
	96
	77.6
	38
	84.2
	32
	81.8
	18

	No
	28.4
	38
	22.4
	11
	15.8
	6
	18.2
	4

	Total
	100.0
	134
	100.0
	49
	100.0
	38
	100.0
	22


Table 59.  Car Loan Balance, Interest Rate, Monthly Bill, and Payment Arrearage at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Car Loan
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Loan balance
	$8,099
	106
	$6,821
	28
	$7,772
	19
	$6,687
	15

	Loan interest rate
	8.67%
	46
	na
	
	na
	
	na
	

	Monthly payment
	$293
	67
	$298
	36
	$290
	27
	$298
	16

	Payment arrearage
	$2,033
	21
	$810
	5
	$1,349
	3
	$370
	1


Table 60.  Client’s Perceived Transportation Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Transportation Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	4.5
	30
	2.7
	6
	2.5
	5
	1.0
	1

	Vulnerable
	7.1
	48
	4.0
	9
	3.0
	6
	0.0
	0

	Stable
	10.7
	72
	9.3
	21
	7.6
	15
	10.2
	10

	Capable
	26.6
	179
	24.3
	55
	21.3
	42
	15.3
	15

	Thriving
	51.0
	343
	59.7
	135
	65.5
	129
	73.5
	72

	Total
	100.0
	672
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	197
	100.0
	98


Debt

Table 61.  Client’s Who Have One or More Credit Cards at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Have One or More Credit Cards
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	50.2
	338
	60.9
	137
	59.5
	119
	55.7
	54

	No
	49.8
	335
	39.1
	88
	40.5
	81
	44.3
	43

	Total
	100.0
	673
	100.0
	225
	100.0
	200
	100.0
	97


Table 62.  Number of Credit Cards Owned, Credit Balance, and Credit Interest Rate at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Credit Card Debt
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Average number of active credit card accounts
	2.8
	265
	2.0
	105
	2.5
	72
	1.5
	33

	Outstanding balance
	$4,141
	337
	$4,297
	102
	$4,217
	90
	$2,914
	45

	Outstanding balance for those with a balance > $0
	$5,838
	239
	$5,844
	75
	$5,665
	67
	$5,702
	23

	Average interest rates
	16.81
	123
	17.05
	41
	15.08
	27
	13.64
	11


Table 63.  Client’s Who Have Personal or School Loans at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Have Personal or Student Loans
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	20.2
	133
	19.0
	42
	18.2
	36
	16.5
	16

	No
	79.8
	525
	81.0
	179
	81.8
	162
	83.5
	81

	Total
	100.0
	658
	100.0
	221
	100.0
	198
	100.0
	97


Table 64.  Amount of Personal or Student Loans and Interest Rates at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Personal and Student Loan Debt
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Outstanding balance
	$9,713
	109
	$9,719
	38
	$9,390
	29
	$11,973
	10

	Interest rates
	8.71
	33
	7.69
	11
	8.67
	12
	5.38
	4


Table 65.  Client’s Perceived Debt Management Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Debt Management Self-Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	14.4
	95
	10.4
	24
	4.0
	8
	3.1
	3

	Vulnerable
	26.3
	173
	23.9
	55
	21.9
	44
	16.3
	16

	Stable
	30.8
	203
	30.4
	70
	30.8
	62
	27.6
	27

	Capable
	20.9
	138
	21.7
	50
	27.4
	55
	32.7
	32

	Thriving
	7.6
	50
	13.5
	31
	15.9
	32
	20.4
	20

	Total
	100.0
	659
	100.0
	230
	100.0
	201
	100.0
	98


Assets
Table 66.  Client Has a Savings Account at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Has a Savings Account
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	39.4
	264
	42.7
	96
	43.0
	86
	52.6
	51

	No
	60.6
	406
	57.3
	129
	57.0
	114
	47.4
	46

	Total
	100.0
	670
	100.0
	225
	100.0
	200
	100.0
	97


Table 67.  Savings Account Balance at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Savings Account Balance
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Balance
	$1,474
	190
	$1,174
	74
	$1,398
	98
	$1,560
	47

	Balance*
	$689
	189
	$1,174
	74
	$1,398
	98
	$1,560
	47

	Balance**
	$426
	188
	$505
	73
	$1,398
	98
	$1,560
	47


* Mean balance after removing one extreme case ($150,000).
** Mean balance after removing additional extreme case ($50,000).

Table 68.  Client Has a Checking Account at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Has a Checking Account
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	65.3
	439
	74.9
	167
	74.2
	144
	82.5
	80

	No
	34.7
	233
	25.1
	56
	25.8
	50
	17.5
	17

	Total
	100.0
	672
	100.0
	223
	100.0
	194
	100.0
	97


Table 69.  Checking Account Balance at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Checking Account Balance
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Less than $100
	63.9
	237
	63.3
	100
	50.0
	70
	41.6
	32

	$100 to $300
	20.8
	77
	26.6
	42
	30.7
	43
	39.0
	30

	More than $300
	15.4
	57
	10.1
	16
	19.3
	27
	19.5
	15

	Total
	100.0
	371
	100.0
	158
	100.0
	140
	100.0
	77


Table 70.  Client’s Perceived Access to Credit Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Access to Credit Self-Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	17.5
	115
	14.6
	33
	6.0
	12
	5.1
	5

	Vulnerable
	27.1
	178
	22.6
	51
	20.4
	41
	15.3
	15

	Stable
	25.3
	166
	29.2
	66
	33.8
	68
	33.7
	33

	Capable
	20.0
	131
	23.0
	52
	23.9
	48
	28.6
	28

	Thriving
	10.1
	66
	10.6
	24
	15.9
	32
	17.3
	17

	Total
	100.0
	656
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	201
	100.0
	98


Table 71.  Client’s Perceived Availability of Assets Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Availability of Assets Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	37.7
	235
	30.6
	70
	20.6
	41
	9.2
	9

	Vulnerable
	18.8
	117
	16.6
	38
	14.6
	29
	16.3
	16

	Stable
	13.8
	86
	19.7
	45
	28.1
	56
	19.4
	19

	Capable
	17.0
	106
	23.6
	54
	24.6
	49
	31.6
	31

	Thriving
	12.7
	79
	9.6
	22
	12.1
	24
	23.5
	23

	Total
	100.0
	623
	100.0
	229
	100.0
	199
	100.0
	98


Table 72.  Client’s Perceived Asset Acquisition Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Asset Acquisition Self-Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	47.4
	306
	33.3
	75
	23.0
	45
	13.5
	13

	Vulnerable
	28.0
	181
	32.4
	73
	31.6
	62
	35.4
	34

	Stable
	12.1
	78
	19.1
	43
	25.5
	50
	27.1
	26

	Capable
	7.9
	51
	12.4
	28
	14.8
	29
	13.5
	13

	Thriving
	4.6
	30
	2.7
	6
	5.1
	10
	10.4
	10

	Total
	100.0
	646
	100.0
	225
	100.0
	196
	100.0
	96


Employment

Table 73.  Employment at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Employment
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes, full time
	17.9
	121
	20.9
	48
	20.3
	40
	22.1
	21

	Yes, part time
	23.7
	160
	28.7
	66
	22.8
	45
	18.9
	18

	No
	58.4
	394
	50.4
	116
	56.8
	112
	58.9
	56

	Total
	100.0
	675
	100.0
	230
	100.0
	197
	100.0
	95


Table 74.  Problems Interfering With Employment at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Has Problems / Issues With Employment
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	37.7
	119
	41.9
	62
	32.4
	44
	38.5
	25

	No
	62.3
	197
	58.1
	86
	67.6
	92
	61.5
	40

	Total
	100.0
	316
	100.0
	148
	100.0
	136
	100.0
	65


Table 75.  Client’s Perceived Job Status and Quality Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Job Status and Quality Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	21.3
	136
	18.8
	42
	18.1
	36
	9.8
	9

	Vulnerable
	30.4
	194
	23.7
	53
	24.6
	49
	22.8
	21

	Stable
	21.8
	139
	23.2
	52
	22.1
	44
	26.1
	24

	Capable
	16.4
	105
	18.3
	41
	21.6
	43
	26.1
	24

	Thriving
	10.2
	65
	16.1
	36
	13.6
	27
	15.2
	14

	Total
	100.0
	639
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	199
	100.0
	92


Table 76.  Client’s Perceived Work Skills and Readiness Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Work Skills and Readiness Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	4.7
	30
	6.6
	15
	4.6
	9
	5.1
	5

	Vulnerable
	10.8
	69
	7.1
	16
	5.6
	11
	7.1
	7

	Stable
	24.0
	154
	20.4
	46
	24.4
	48
	20.4
	20

	Capable
	33.4
	214
	32.7
	74
	33.0
	65
	35.7
	35

	Thriving
	27.1
	174
	33.2
	75
	325
	64
	31.6
	31

	Total
	100.0
	641
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	197
	100.0
	98


Table 77.  Client’s Perceived Education and Training Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Education and Training Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	8.0
	50
	3.7
	8
	3.0
	6
	1.0
	1

	Vulnerable
	4.8
	30
	2.8
	6
	2.5
	5
	2.1
	2

	Stable
	37.2
	232
	32.6
	70
	29.4
	58
	29.2
	28

	Capable
	13.5
	84
	16.3
	35
	21.3
	42
	18.8
	18

	Thriving
	36.4
	227
	44.7
	96
	43.7
	86
	49.0
	47

	Total
	100.0
	623
	100.0
	215
	100.0
	197
	100.0
	96


Child Care

Table 78.  Client’s Perceived Child Care Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Child Care Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	6.4
	26
	5.6
	8
	4.9
	6
	1.7
	1

	Vulnerable
	8.9
	36
	7.7
	11
	3.3
	4
	0.0
	0

	Stable
	9.6
	39
	9.2
	13
	6.5
	8
	3.4
	2

	Capable
	13.3
	54
	16.2
	23
	14.6
	18
	15.5
	9

	Thriving
	61.7
	250
	61.3
	87
	70.7
	87
	79.3
	46

	Total
	100.0
	405
	100.0
	142
	100.0
	123
	100.0
	58


Health and Insurance Coverage, Food, and Nutrition
Table 79.  Client Has Health Insurance at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Has Health Insurance 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	82.3
	545
	89.5
	204
	90.1
	173
	92.7
	89

	No
	17.7
	117
	10.5
	24
	9.9
	19
	7.3
	7

	Total
	100.0
	662
	100.0
	228
	100.0
	192
	100.0
	96


Table 80.  Client’s Children Have Health Insurance at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Children Have Health Insurance 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	Yes
	90.8
	386
	94.3
	149
	93.6
	132
	98.6
	69

	No
	9.2
	39
	5.7
	9
	6.4
	9
	1.4
	1

	Total
	100.0
	263
	100.0
	158
	100.0
	141
	100.0
	70


Table 81.  Source of Health Insurance at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Source of Health Insurance
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Insured through work
	21.8
	114
	23.2
	53
	22.4
	43
	12.9
	12

	MassHealth
	79.0
	413
	70.1
	157
	76.0
	146
	87.1
	81

	Free care through local hospital
	4.8
	25
	8.0
	18
	5.2
	10
	5.4
	5

	Total
	105.6*
	523**
	100.0*
	224**
	103.6*
	192
	105.4*
	93**


* Adds up to more than 100% since some clients chose more than one option.  Column totals do not add up correctly since some cases are represented more than once.
Table 82.  Client’s Perceived Health Cost Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Health Cost Self- Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	6.7
	43
	4.0
	9
	2.0
	4
	1.0
	1

	Vulnerable
	6.8
	44
	3.1
	7
	1.0
	2
	1.0
	1

	Stable
	9.1
	59
	9.7
	22
	8.2
	16
	6.1
	6

	Capable
	21.7
	140
	22.1
	50
	14.8
	29
	10.2
	10

	Thriving
	55.7
	360
	61.1
	138
	74.0
	145
	81.6
	80

	Total
	100.0
	646
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	196
	100.0
	98


Table 83.  Client’s Perceived Food and Nutrition Self-Sufficiency at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Food and Nutrition Self-Sufficiency Scale 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent
	Number

	In crisis
	1.5
	10
	0.9
	2
	0.5
	1
	0.0
	0

	Vulnerable
	6.5
	43
	4.9
	11
	4.9
	9
	0.0
	0

	Stable
	29.6
	197
	15.2
	34
	12.1
	22
	13.0
	12

	Capable
	22.3
	148
	20.1
	45
	18.7
	34
	12.0
	11

	Thriving
	40.2
	267
	58.9
	132
	63.7
	116
	75.0
	69

	Total
	100.0
	665
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	182
	100.0
	92


Resources Received

Table 84.  Client Receives Natural Gas Discount at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Natural Gas Discount
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	41.0
	255
	46.9
	119
	49.5
	102
	48.5
	48

	No
	59.0
	367
	53.1
	105
	50.5
	104
	51.5
	51

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 85.  Client Receives Telephone Discount at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Telephone Discount
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	41.3
	257
	71.4
	160
	64.1
	132
	60.6
	60

	No
	58.7
	365
	28.6
	64
	35.9
	74
	39.4
	39

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 86.  Client Receives Electricity Discount at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Electricity Discount
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	53.2
	331
	79.5
	178
	74.3
	153
	72.7
	72

	No
	46.8
	291
	20.5
	46
	25.7
	53
	27.3
	27

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 87.  Client’s Home Weatherized at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Home Weatherized By LASER Agency
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	8.2
	51
	25.9
	58
	24.3
	50
	38.4
	38

	No
	91.8
	571
	74.1
	166
	75.7
	156
	61.6
	61

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 88.  Client Received Heating System Repair / Replacement at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Received Heating System Repair / Replacement
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	4.8
	30
	9.4
	21
	13.1
	27
	16.2
	16

	No
	95.2
	592
	90.6
	203
	86.9
	179
	83.8
	83

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 89.  Client’s Refrigerator/Freezer Replaced at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Refrigerator / Freezer Replaced By LASER Agency
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	7.2
	45
	16.5
	37
	18.4
	38
	23.2
	23

	No
	92.8
	577
	83.5
	187
	81.6
	168
	76.8
	76

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	224
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 90.  Client Filed For Earned Income Tax Credit at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Filed For Earned Income Tax Credit
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	37.3
	232
	32.4
	73
	37.9
	78
	29.3
	29

	No
	62.7
	390
	67.6
	152
	62.1
	128
	70.7
	70

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	225
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 91.  Client Receives Medicaid at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Medicaid
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	25.4
	158
	24.2
	55
	26.7
	55
	23.2
	23

	No
	74.6
	464
	75.8
	172
	73.3
	151
	76.8
	76

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	227
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 92.  Client Enrolled in Adult Education Courses at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Enrolled in Adult Education Courses
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	10.9
	68
	8.4
	19
	8.7
	18
	7.1
	7

	No
	89.1
	554
	91.6
	208
	91.3
	188
	92.9
	92

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	227
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 93.  Client Receives Job Training/Employment Assistance at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Job Training / Employment Assistance
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	9.0
	56
	6.2
	14
	8.7
	18
	7.1
	7

	No
	91.0
	566
	93.8
	213
	91.3
	188
	92.9
	92

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	227
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 94.  Client Receives Legal Aid at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Legal Aid
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	8.5
	53
	11.5
	26
	9.7
	20
	9.1
	9

	No
	91.5
	569
	88.5
	201
	90.3
	186
	90.9
	90

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	227
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 95.  Client Receives Child Care Services at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Child Care Services
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	15.0
	93
	13.6
	31
	16.5
	34
	22.2
	22

	No
	85.0
	529
	86.4
	197
	83.5
	172
	77.8
	77

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	228
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 96.  Client Receives Budget or Credit Counseling Services at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Budget or Credit Counseling Services
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	9.8
	61
	16.2
	37
	10.7
	22
	6.1
	6

	No
	90.2
	561
	83.8
	191
	89.3
	184
	93.9
	93

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	228
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 97.  Client Has Transportation Issues at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Transportation Issues
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	13.8
	86
	7.5
	17
	4.4
	9
	2.0
	2

	No
	86.2
	536
	92.5
	211
	95.6
	197
	98.0
	97

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	228
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 98.  Client Receives Food Assistance at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Food Assistance
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	55.9
	348
	49.6
	113
	45.1
	93
	41.4
	41

	No
	44.1
	274
	50.4
	115
	54.9
	113
	58.6
	58

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	228
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 99.  Client Receives Assistance From Salvation Army, Etc at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Assistance From Salvation Army, Etc
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	3.1
	19
	6.6
	15
	13.6
	28
	13.1
	13

	No
	96.9
	603
	93.4
	211
	86.4
	178
	86.9
	86

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 100.  Client Receives Assistance From Citizens’ Energy at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Assistance From Citizens’ Energy
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	0.2
	1
	1.3
	3
	1.9
	4
	4.0
	4

	No
	99.8
	621
	98.7
	223
	98.1
	202
	96.0
	95

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 101.  Client Receives Assistance From Key Span or On Track at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Assistance From Key Span or On Track
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	2.1
	13
	8.8
	20
	17.5
	36
	17.2
	17

	No
	97.9
	609
	91.2
	206
	82.5
	170
	82.8
	82

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 102.  Client Receives Assistance From FEMA or United Way at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Assistance From FEMA or United Way 
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	1.1
	7
	4.9
	11
	2.4
	5
	4.0
	4

	No
	98.9
	615
	95.1
	215
	97.6
	201
	96.0
	95

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 103.  Client Receives Assistance From Homelessness Prevention Programs at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Assistance From Homelessness Prevention Programs
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	0.3
	2
	0.9
	2
	0.0
	0
	2.0
	2

	No
	99.7
	619
	99.1
	224
	100.0
	206
	98.0
	97

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Table 104.  Client Receives Assistance From Relatives at Each Time Point (Unmatched Cases)
	Receives Assistance From Relatives
	Baseline
	6 Months
	12 Months
	18 Months

	
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number
	Mean
	Number

	Yes
	5.8
	36
	10.6
	24
	12.1
	25
	14.1
	14

	No
	94.2
	586
	89.4
	202
	87.9
	181
	85.9
	85

	Total
	100.0
	622
	100.0
	226
	100.0
	206
	100.0
	99


Appendix II

Primary LASER Client Interview Form[image: image1.png]




















































































































































































































































































� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���
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� Measured from the year before, 2002, the price increases have been 60% for natural gas, 129% for heating oil, and 20% for electricity. The LIHEAP benefit thus purchased 53% less heating oil in mid-2005 as in 2002.





PAGE  

[image: image9.png]),



[image: image10.emf]LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Combined Scale Scores

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

All Scales

Combined

Assets-Related

Scales

Energy-Related

Scales

Work-Related

Scales

Housing-Related

Scales

Health Care-

Related Scales

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

_1196670116.xls
Chart4

		Acquisition of Assets		Acquisition of Assets		Acquisition of Assets		Acquisition of Assets

		Availability of Assets		Availability of Assets		Availability of Assets		Availability of Assets

		Job Status / Quality		Job Status / Quality		Job Status / Quality		Job Status / Quality

		Access to Credit		Access to Credit		Access to Credit		Access to Credit

		Energy Conservation		Energy Conservation		Energy Conservation		Energy Conservation

		Debt Management		Debt Management		Debt Management		Debt Management

		Energy Cost		Energy Cost		Energy Cost		Energy Cost

		Utility Payment		Utility Payment		Utility Payment		Utility Payment

		Home Safety / Comfort		Home Safety / Comfort		Home Safety / Comfort		Home Safety / Comfort

		Work Skills / Readiness		Work Skills / Readiness		Work Skills / Readiness		Work Skills / Readiness

		Educational Status		Educational Status		Educational Status		Educational Status

		Housing Adequacy		Housing Adequacy		Housing Adequacy		Housing Adequacy

		Food / Nutrition		Food / Nutrition		Food / Nutrition		Food / Nutrition

		Transportation		Transportation		Transportation		Transportation

		Child Care		Child Care		Child Care		Child Care

		Housing Security		Housing Security		Housing Security		Housing Security

		Health Costs		Health Costs		Health Costs		Health Costs



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Scores

1.9

2.3

2.5

2.7

2.5

2.7

3

3.4

2.6

3

2.9

3.1

2.8

3

3.2

3.4

2.8

3.4

3.5

3.7

2.8

3.1

3.3

3.5

3

3.3

3.5

3.8

3.1

3.4

3.7

3.9

3.7

3.9

4.1

4.4

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.8

4

4.1

3.9

4

4.1

4.2

3.9

4.3

4.4

4.6

4.1

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.2

4.4

4.5

4.7

4.2

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.1

4.5

4.6

4.7



Sheet1

				Baseline		6 months		12 months		18 months

		Acquisition of Assets		1.9		2.3		2.5		2.7

		Availability of Assets		2.5		2.7		3.0		3.4

		Job Status / Quality		2.6		3.0		2.9		3.1

		Access to Credit		2.8		3.0		3.2		3.4

		Energy Conservation		2.8		3.4		3.5		3.7

		Debt Management		2.8		3.1		3.3		3.5

		Energy Cost		3.0		3.3		3.5		3.8

		Utility Payment		3.1		3.4		3.7		3.9

		Home Safety / Comfort		3.7		3.9		4.1		4.4

		Work Skills / Readiness		3.7		3.8		3.9		3.8

		Educational Status		3.7		3.8		4.0		4.1

		Housing Adequacy		3.9		4.0		4.1		4.2

		Food / Nutrition		3.9		4.3		4.4		4.6

		Transportation		4.1		4.4		4.5		4.6

		Child Care		4.2		4.4		4.5		4.7

		Housing Security		4.2		4.4		4.5		4.6

		Health Costs		4.1		4.5		4.6		4.7

				Baseline		6 months		12 months		18 months

		All Scales Combined		3.3		3.5		3.7		3.9

		Assets-Related Scales		2.5		2.7		3.0		3.2

		Energy-Related Scales		2.9		3.3		3.6		3.8

		Work-Related Scales		3.7		3.9		3.9		3.9

		Housing-Related Scales		3.9		4.1		4.2		4.4

		Health Care-Related Scales		4.0		4.3		4.5		4.7





Sheet1

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Self-Sufficiency Categories

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Scores



Sheet2

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Combined Scale Scores



Sheet3

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Combined Scale Scores



		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Scores



		





		






_1196512037.xls
Chart2

		All Scales Combined		All Scales Combined		All Scales Combined		All Scales Combined

		Assets-Related Scales		Assets-Related Scales		Assets-Related Scales		Assets-Related Scales

		Energy-Related Scales		Energy-Related Scales		Energy-Related Scales		Energy-Related Scales

		Work-Related Scales		Work-Related Scales		Work-Related Scales		Work-Related Scales

		Housing-Related Scales		Housing-Related Scales		Housing-Related Scales		Housing-Related Scales

		Health Care-Related Scales		Health Care-Related Scales		Health Care-Related Scales		Health Care-Related Scales



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Combined Scale Scores

3.3

3.5

3.7

3.9

2.5

2.7

3

3.2

2.9

3.3

3.6

3.8

3.7

3.9

3.9

3.9

3.9

4.1

4.2

4.4

4

4.3

4.5

4.7



Sheet1

				Baseline		6 months		12 months		18 months

		Acquisition of Assets		1.9		2.3		2.5		2.7

		Availability of Assets		2.5		2.7		3.0		3.4

		Job Status / Quality		2.6		3.0		2.9		3.1

		Access to Credit		2.8		3.0		3.2		3.4

		Energy Conservation		2.8		3.4		3.5		3.7

		Debt Management		2.8		3.1		3.3		3.5

		Energy Cost		3.0		3.3		3.5		3.8

		Utility Payment		3.1		3.4		3.7		3.9

		Home Safety / Comfort		3.7		3.9		4.1		4.4

		Work Skills / Readiness		3.7		3.8		3.9		3.8

		Educational Status		3.7		3.8		4.0		4.1

		Housing Adequacy		3.9		4.0		4.1		4.2

		Food / Nutrition		3.9		4.3		4.4		4.6

		Transportation		4.1		4.4		4.5		4.6

		Child Care		4.2		4.4		4.5		4.7

		Housing Security		4.2		4.4		4.5		4.6

		Health Costs		4.1		4.5		4.6		4.7

				Baseline		6 months		12 months		18 months

		All Scales Combined		3.3		3.5		3.7		3.9

		Assets-Related Scales		2.5		2.7		3.0		3.2

		Energy-Related Scales		2.9		3.3		3.6		3.8

		Work-Related Scales		3.7		3.9		3.9		3.9

		Housing-Related Scales		3.9		4.1		4.2		4.4

		Health Care-Related Scales		4.0		4.3		4.5		4.7





Sheet1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0





Sheet2

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Self-Sufficiency Categories

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Scores



Sheet3

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Combined Scale Scores



		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Baseline

6 months

12 months

18 months

Combined Self-Sufficiency Scales

Scale Points 1-5

LASER Client Self-Sufficiency Combined Scale Scores



		





		






