EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

State of Washington REACH Grant

 Interim Evaluation

The REACH (Residential Energy Assistance Challenge Option Grant) Program is a federally funded program that looks to pilot unique and innovative approaches to reduce the energy burden of Low Income households. In October of 2000, Washington State received $1 million to implement the Residential Energy Assistance Challenge option (REACH) program over a three-year period.  The funds were received through the federal Office of Community Services, Administration for Children and Families, within the Department of Health and Human Services. The purpose of the program is to pilot unique and innovative approaches to reduce the energy burden of Low Income households.  

The Washington State REACH grant is innovative and unique in that is created to accomplish program goals by increasing the vendor contributions to Low Income programs.  The initial approach of the program was to permanently reduce the cost of energy to LIHEAP households in the state by creating Low-inomce rate discounts or Percent of Income Payment Plans (known as PIPP’s) in two investor owned utilities and ten public utilities.  This was to be accomplished by providing financial, technical and professional resources to the 30 Community Action Agencies (CAA’s) that operate the LIHEAP and federal Department of Energy Low Income Weatherization Assitance Programs (WAP)within the State.  Additionally, another program goal was to provide lower utility rates to 68,000 low-income households through the adpotion of these types of programs through successful advocacy by the CAA’s before the Washington State Utility and Transportation Commission and various public utility governing boards.

At the interim point, the program goals have had moderate modifications, which is common in REACH programs in that they are innovative pilot programs.  During the negotiations with some of the utilities, strong opposition was found to a low-income rate reduction or PIPP’s.  However the utilities were receptive to other types of programs that would serve their low-income customers.  Three investor owned and five public utilities have provided Low income programs due to REACH activities.  Some are Rate reduction and others are LIHEAP ‘ look alike’ programs constituting the majority of the leveraged funds ($10.9 of $12.1 Million).  CAA’s negotiated the best possible scenario and program design for their customers.  Since the CAA’s were also LIHEAP and DOE low income weatherization providers, those programs impacted the target population.

It should be noted here that the Washington State LIHEAP program differs from the LIHEAP program in many other States.  The Washington LIHEAP program does assist with payments to vendors, but it also allows for the CAA’s to use LIHEAP funds to provide weatherization and other measures that will lower the energy use of low income households.  Therefore LIHEAP look alike programs that directly reduce the amount of household income neded to meet energy bills, also free up other funding sources to be used to make permanent energy use reductions.

In terms of evaluation of the REACH program, we normally look to see what direct impact the REACH funds have had on the target population.  In this scenario, since the REACH funds went to the CAA’s to assist in advocacy activities to increase utility (vendor) contributions, we need to look at the REACH funds as the pebble tossed into a calm pond of water and the resulting rings from that pebble as the impact upon the target population.  

In evaluating the cost effectiveness of the REACH funds (the pebble) there is already significant data to conclude that the amount spent and the $12.1 million in leveraged vendor contributions was extremely cost effective. An initial return of $21.34 for each REACH dollar spent for just one year of leveraged funds shows an unprecedented rate of return for any REACH project.   

The final evaluation will be able to compare total leveraged funds and total expenditures.  Both will increase proportionally at the least and therefore the rate of return should not decrease.

The more complicated question of impact by leveraged vendor contributions on the target population, or the resulting rings in the pond if you will continue the analogy, can only be extrapolated from individual utility program results.  Independent evaluations by the utilities will help us track the ripple effect of these funds.  Currently there are two available utility evaluations.  One is a process evaluation for a Rate reduction program, the other an annual evaluation of a LIHEAP look alike program.  

The PacifiCorp process evaluation gives indices of existing poverty levels and other demographics of the expected population and is attached to this report.  The Avista annual evaluation gives actual data of project participants and program results and is also attached to this report.   To date, one REACH leveraged program, the Avista LIRAP,  has completed an evaluation for the first year of service and the results can be viewed as initially representative of the impact of the REACH program on the target population described in the grant application.  The Avista Evaluation indicates that the energy burden of LIRAP poarticipants was reduced on the average by 3.3%

INITIAL INTERIM RESULTS

· Fifteen CAA’s contracted with A.W.I.S.H. to become subgrantees of the REACH program.

· Statewide REACH conference was held
· The actual style of programs funded so far by REACH activities are a mixture of varied programs.  By funding level and customers served, the majority are primarily LIHEAP look alike programs instead of rate discounts or PIPP’s.  
· Over $12.1 Million in utility funded low income programs have been leveraged through REACH activities by the 15 actively participating CAA’s who represent 20 CAA’s within the state.
· 23 CAA’s serving over 40,000 LIHEAP households are receiving some sort of REACH leveraged funds (See charts below for detailed information)

· The increase in residential electrical utility rates during the program period covered by this interim evaluation have been estimated at  a 50% increase for some utilities (mostly P.U.D.’s) and as low as 4.6% for others (PSE).
· Washington REACH program has already proven some replicability by agencies in neighboring states realizing the benefits from REACH activities where the utilities serve across state lines (Oregon and Idaho).
· Three investor owned and five public utilities have created low income programs with REACH funded advocacy. (See charts below for detailed information)
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Cmmty Action Center
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$202,083 

CAA of Idaho, INC.

379

$100,645 

Klickitat/Skamania

29

$9,787 

N. Columbia CAC

282

$100,116 

Rural Resources

423

$239,860 

SNAP[i]

8,523

$1,876,613 

TOTAL

10,301

2,529,104

Cowlitz Co. PUD

Lower Columbia CAC

1,374

12.1.2001

$18,000 

fuel fund; 125%FPG

Lewis Co. PUD

CAC LMT[ii]

676

12.2001

$47,442 

fuel fund;150%FPG;shut-off 

notice

Pacific Co. PUD

Coastal CAP

254

1.2002

$70,000 

cash contribution to state 

Matchmaker (WX) program; 

shareholder funded; 125%FPG

PacifiCorp [iv]

Blue Mtn Action 

Council

744

$99,504 

(Pacific P&L)

SNAP

4

0

Yakima Vlly Farm Workers 

[vi]

1,740

$226,648 

Yakima OIC

1,717

$226,648 

TOTAL

4205

552800

Puget Sound Energy

See PSE allocation 

charts

21,227

10.1.2002

$8,450,000 

LIHEAP look-like; ratepayer 

funded; 150%FPG

MDC[iii]  

4,203

Multi-Service Center

16

Pierce Co.

1,879

Wahkiakum PUD

Lower Columbia CAC

55

10.1.2001

$2,725 

rate discount;$18,000; 

senior/disabled

TOTAL

44,190

   

 

$12,170,071

(annually)

[i] Spokane Neighborhood Action Council

[ii] Community Action Council of Lewis, Thurston, and Mason Counties

[iii] Metropolitan Development Council

[iv] Figures associated with the Avista & PacifiCorp programs represent one year of a three year pilot program.

rev. 12.13.02

[v] Distribution between area CAAs has not been determined yet.

[vi] Affiliate of Northwest Community Action Center
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2.1.2001

rate discount; ratepayer funded; 

125%FPG

Tacoma Power [v]

1.1.2003

$500,000 

rate discount; 125%FPG
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$0
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$20,292

85,228

$               

 

Skagit

10. Skagit County 

Community Action Agency

$363,480

$0
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$56,681

$40,486

170,042

$             

 

Yakima

13. Opportunities 

Industrialization Center

$127,423
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Interim Evaluation

WASHINGTON STATE

Residential Energy Assistance Challenge Option (REACH) Program
I. 
Overview of Project

The REACH (Residential Energy Assistance Challenge Option Grant) Program is a federally funded program that looks to pilot unique and innovative approaches to reduce the energy burden of Low Income households.  A limited number of grant awards are issued each year based on available funding and the grant proposals received from State energy offices.  In the 2000 funding year, through the federal Office of Community Services, Administration for Children and Families, within the Department of Health and Human Services, Washington State received $1 million to implement the Residential Energy Assistance Challenge option (REACH) program over a three-year period.  The approach being taken in Washington is a significant change from past thinking.

The State of Washington REACH Program was designed by A World Institute for Sustainable Humanity (A.W.I.S.H.) a not for profit organization to collaborate with other Washington based CAA’s (Community Action Agency) in an innovative approach to increasing vendor contributions to low income energy programs.

The Washington State REACH project was created to assist local CAA’s in promoting, advocating and assisting local utilities in creating and implementing low income rate or Percentage of Income Payment Plans (PIPP’s)

A. Purpose of the Demonstration

The Washington REACH  project was to permanently reduce the electric costs of low- households in Washington State thereby moving them off LIHEAP assistance by integrating energy assistance (via a rate discount or Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) program) with targeted weatherization, in conjunction with a strong energy education program. Without a way to pay for staff time and/or expert assistance, CAA’s do not have the resources to pursue advocacy for the funding of programs from utilities.

B. Target Population


Primary Target Population for this project described in the grant application are low-income households in Washington State that are at the lowest end of the federal poverty guidelines.  Project design strategy was to first move those nearest the higher end of the guidelines up and away from LIHEAP by receiving a substantial reduction on their energy bills from rate discounts.  Currently there are only enough funds to serve approximately 17% of the eligible households with LIHEAP.  By moving households at the higher end of the spectrum off of LIHEAP by obtaining rate discounts meeting their need while displacing them with others at the lower end of the guidelines. Additionally, those at the lowest end would receive a rate discount as well.  We are targeting LIHEAP clients but by doing so, all low-income in the state may benefit from this program.  By targeting the full spectrum of utilities serving that population with a comprehensive plan to encourage them to adopt rate discounts or PIPPs that are needs based, we can successfully begin to address the moving target of unaffordable bills for the entire state low-income population. 

By focusing electric utility dollars in this way, it frees up LIHEAP funds to better meet the need of those households that heat with propane, oil, natural gas and wood.  This project's target population is 68,000 of the LIHEAP-eligible households in Washington State, approximately ½ of the eligible LIHEAP homes with utilities who do not provide PIPP or rate reduction programs

C. 
Project Structure and Services.

· State contracts with A W.I.S.H.


· A.W.I.S.H. Contracts with local Community Action Agencies (CAA’s) to provide funding, training and technical assistance in advocacy before utilities to provide low income programs.  


· Templates are provided to CAA’s.  Process, Data and an exisitng utility program evaluation templates are made available to contracted CAA’s


· Hold utility conference


· CAA’s attend statewide conference that explains the program.


· CAA does community based organizing to set up their local utilities for peer exchange visit
· Present a conference that informs utilities about the project and educates them about a vision of possibilities. 

· Create a peer exchange team of utilities that have low-income rate discounts travel to other utilities, as invited. This first team will be comprised of utility commissioners/commission staff/management to discuss the policy implications of adopting low-income rate discounts and enhancing the weatherization program. 

· Conduct a second round of peer exchange, using technical staff from the utilities and CAAs in their service area that have currently adopted low-income rate discounts, in conjunction with A W.I.S.H, to make another visit to the interested utility. 

· Work with the Washington Utilities and Trade Commission (WUTC) to enact policies that will allow for investor-owned utilities to adopt low-income rate discounts or PIPPs 

D.
Expected Project Outcomes

· Two Investor owned and Ten public utilities  will offer Low income rate discounts or Percent of Income Payment Plans (PIPP’s) to 68,000 LIHEAP-eligible households
· CAA’s  in Washington State will participate in the REACH program
· Credibility, publicity and outreach for the project from the exposure of the conference. 
· Buy- in and strengthening of peer exchange team. 
· Awareness and education of regulatory commission staff. 
· An increase in the regularity of home energy bill payments by LIHEAP-eligible households. 
· An average of $300 in savings for each participating low-income household on their electric bills, which will give them a 3% increase in disposable income. 

· Ten percent of current LIHEAP recipients will no longer need LIHEAP and move off the program, which opens up the program for very low income households that have not previously been served by LIHEAP, due to the need outstripping the resource available. 

· Utility write-offs will decline by 25%, a resource that will be redirected toward more rate discounts. 

· Utility delinquent balances will decline by 50%, a resource that is redirected toward more rate discounts. 

· A 2% decrease in homelessness for LIHEAP-eligible households resulting from decreased electric costs. 

· Improved relationships between LIHEAP-eligible households and utilities. 

· Improved relationships between CAA's and utilities. 

 
II. 
Characteristics of Project Participants

A. Project Participants


Project participants are primarily the CAA’s.  The structure of this program is such that the low income LIHEAP recipients served by the CAA’s are at the least one step removed from the REACH funds and if they can be considered project participants it is because they are being served in various ways by the leveraged utility funds.  Of the $12,170,071.00 in REACH leveraged utility funds annually to the CAA’s, $10.9 Million are in the form of LIHEAP look alike programs from two utilities impacting 18 CAA’s who serve over 31,000 LIHEAP households.  The PacifiCorp Rate Low Income Bill Assistance Program (LIBAP) serves up to 2,400 customers annually, impacts four CAA’s and accounts for $552,800 of the annual leveraged funds. The Puget Sound Energy (PSE) HELP program has just been agreed to and the proposed allocation chart, program summary and parameters are included in this report.


Independent evaluations by the utilities will help us track the ripple effect of these funds.  Currently there is a process evaluation for the PacifiCorp LIBAP (which is attached), and an annual evaluation of a LIHEAP look alike program, the Avista LIRAP.  

The LIRAP program has completed an evaluation for the first year of service and the results can be viewed as initially representative of the impact of the REACH program on the target population described in the grant application.  The complete Avista LIRAP evaluation is attached to this report as well.

B.
Comparison between Project Participants and Target Population

The Project Participants are the Community Action Agencies.  The target population is the low-income households served by the CAA’s.  As stated above, once the programs created by the leveraged funds have been operational over a year or more, we should be able to provide a more comprehensive comparison between the project participants and the Target Population by extrapolating information from the utility and CAA’s data.

III.    Description of Project Implementation and Start‑Up

The Washington REACH program had little difference from other REACH grants in encountering delays between grant award and actual start up.  The evaluator believes this is an inherent condition due to the unique nature of the REACH grant. There is often a three to six month delay from award to project implementation often due to procurement and other local issues.  This REACH grant was no exception to the rule.   However, this project had almost immediate results shortly after implementation began.  

Plans were made to hold the first statewide REACH conference with the Snohomish Public Utility District (PUD), and the conference was held in October of 2001.  

15 of 30 CAA’s actively participated in advocacy and as some agencies acted as lead agencies for others, a total of 20 CAA’s were represented by the REACH activities.  

A. Project elements implemented 
Within the first half of the REACH program,  the majority of start-up activities ahd been accomplished.  

· Four regional meetings were held to orientate interested agencies with the program and contract parameters.  

· The first project steering committee was held, and although interrupted by a sizeable seismic event in downtown Seattle, much was accomplished prior to its early adjournment.

· Fifteen CAA’s contracted with A.W.I.S.H. to act as sub-grantees, with two of those being lead agencies for others.  This made a total of 20 agencies being directly involved with REACH.

· The first REACH conference was held receiving participation from several utilities and agencies 

· Advocacy was undertaken in several individual utility service areas, with the efforts for the investor owned utilities taking place before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC), and the efforts before individual PUD’s before their respective Boards or in some cases with staff and general managers.

· With the resources made available through the REACH program, CAA’s were able to provide staff time to pursue these efforts and hire expert assistance when necessary.
· Initial surveys with CAA’s were accomplished
B.   Project Elements not yet implemented 
· Utility Peer Exchange Team activities.
The utility peer exchange forum was put forth but not adopted by the utilities.  This may have been due in part to the fear of direct competition in the face of possible deregulation.


· Coordination with CAA’s to provide energy weatherization measures.
The community action agencies and utilities that have generated new low income energy assistance funds through REACH and other partners are, for the most part, coordinating eligibility lists for low income home weatherization as well.  Since this is being done by the CAA’s on their own there was no need for REACH to duplicate the efforts.


· Coordination with CAA’s to provide energy education programs
Energy education is one of the eligible activities in some of the newly acquired low income energy assistance programs funded by utilities.  The CAA’s are coordinating with the utilities and state on this issue as a part of their overall implementation and therefore there was no need for REACH to duplicate efforts.  This includes the energy education as provided by the weatherization programs as well.


· Weatherization and Baseload Measures
REACH was looking to use Energy Matchmaker funds (state funds from the capitol budget for weatherization). REACH intended to use energy matchmaker funds to make the program more attractive to utilities to participate.  Turns out it was not necessary, the utilities found other arguments put forth by the REACH funded CAA’s persuasive enough to adopt Low Income programs.


C.    CHANGES

· During negotiations with CAA’s some of the utilities had opposition to low-income rate reduction or PIPP’s.  However those utilities were at the time very receptive to other types of programs that would serve their low-income customers.  Some were LIHEAP ‘ look alike’ type programs, some were fuel funds and others were Rate reduction or PIPP’s


· CAA’s negotiated the best possible scenario and program design for their customers.  Since the CAA’s were also LIHEAP and DOE low income weatherization providers, those programs impacted the target population.


· Not all 30 CAA’s were open to becoming sub grantees for REACH, others were willing to become lead agencies and represent other CAA’s.


· A second REACH conference has been planned.


· Gas utilities have been included in the scope of REACH activities.


D.    Facilitators and barriers to project implementation


Barriers

· Delay in contracting with lead agency and evaluator

· Some CAA’s were reluctant to participate; ½ of the 30 CAA’s became sub-grantees.

· Lack of low income representative available for the steering committee

Facilitators

· Utility Mergers, rate cases and other dockets were active before WUTC

· Reach conference had good success in expanding utility acceptance of REACH.

IV.      Data Collection Issues

The original data collection process that was to be utilized has had to be modified due to the wide variety of programs that were actually funded with vendor contributions due to REACH activities.  Since there was significant investment on the part of several utilities, they have undertaken their own independent evaluations and REACH will use those results to collect program data.  

REACH is able to utilize some of the State LIHEAP database for overall LIHEAP indicators, the CAA annual leveraging reporting process helps us see the overall impact of REACH generated utility funding.  What we are unable to do is track the impact of REACH generated vendor contributions to the recipients from the State database, as they are not required to be reported separately.

REACH data collection documents included in this report are the Logic Models,  annual State LIHEAP Leveraging Reports, Utility Evaluations and CAA Survey (survey is found in the Program Process section)

Revised instruments

· See attached revised Logic Model and original logic model for comparison

REVISED LOGIC MODEL

STATE OF WASHINGTON REACH PROGRAM

OBJECTIVES



INDICATORS


VERIFICATION
ASSUMPTIONS



Program Goals




Participants become self sufficient


Decrease in risk of homelessness among participants

10% of current LIHEAP recipients move off LIHEAP programs
 Participant surveys

State LIHEAP records
Utility funded programs move top 10% off LIHEAP eligibility guidelines

Intermediate Outcomes 




Reduced dependence on federal energy assistance programs by program participants
More Utility funded low income programs in the State 
State and Tribal LIHEAP applications

WA State tax credit records

WUTC filings for Investor Owned Utilities
Utilities adopt programs for low income customers 

WA state tax credit  records are available for review

An Increase in energy vendor contributions towards reducing energy burdens of eligible households
 Two investor owned and ten public utilities will offer funding for low income programs
Utility records

Utility Regulatory filings

Survey of Community Action Agencies (CAA)
Utilities choose to participate and adopt programs for low income customers



REACH participants experience lower energy burden
68,000 LIHEAP eligible households receive services funded by utilities
Utility records

CAA surveys

Customer surveys
Energy Costs remain stable or are reduced

REACH participants have more disposable income
Electric Utility bills paid on time
Customer Surveys
Savings and rate increases do not completely offset each other or worse

Health and safety risks from a high energy burden are minimized
Reduction in unvented space heaters, gas stoves, etc as heating appliance


Customer and CAA Surveys
High utility costs result in unsafe heating appliance use by REACH participants

Immediate Outcomes:




LIHEAP-eligible households increase regularity of home energy bill payments 


Low income programs funded by local utility results in resources to meet obligations


Tax Credit usage

WUTC Filings

Customer & CAA surveys


Tax Credit records available

CAA’s are successful in their advocacy for a Low-income programs

CAA’s become active in advocating on behalf of low income before utility management and regulatory bodies


CAA’s become active in rate cases, tariff filings, Utility management meetings
WUTC Filings

CAA surveys
CAA”s adopt concept of advocacy

OBJECTIVES
INDICATORS
VERIFICATION
ASSUMPTIONS 

TRAINING


Budget and schedule for activities



CAA’s receive training in advocating before utility and regulatory bodies
“Taking the Stand” training given or other custom on site training delivered on as needed basis


REACH quarterly reports


Community Action Agencies interested in this assistance

Utilities receive encouragement from peers in providing rate reductions for low income customers


Statewide REACH Conference participation
WUTC Filings

WA State Tax credit records
WA State Tax credit records available to evaluator

Surveys and Monitoring






Collect Baseline data on LIHEAP recipients energy use and other demographics
From LIHEAP Provider application
Application Review
State and Tribal LIHEAP providers collect similar data and provide to State database

Investor owned and public owned utilities provide funding for low income programs

WUTC Records

Utility Records 
Advocacy for such programs is successful

Positive impact on REACH recipient from program

Customer survey

Mail logs / phone records


Positive impact on CAA’s in meeting needs of customers and in field of advocacy before utilities and regulatory bodies

CAA Surveys

Mail logs / phone records


Mail / Phone surveys of Utilities



Mail logs / phone records


State of Washington Logic Model – Page 2
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Support 

Services

Administrative 

Services

Education 

Services

Total Operating 

Fees Allocation

100%

79%

9%

7%

5%

21%

Jefferson

1. Olympic CAP

$128,937

$0

128,937

$      

 

$101,860

$11,604

$9,026

$6,447

27,077

$               

 

2. Multi-Service Center

$1,206,046

$447,317

1,653,363

$   

 

$1,306,157

$148,803

$115,735

$82,668

347,206

$             

 

3. Hope Link

$799,414

$348,264

1,147,678

$   

 

$906,666

$103,291

$80,337

$57,384

241,012

$             

 

King

4. Central Area 

MotivationProgram

$0

$701,631

701,631

$      

 

$554,288

$63,147

$49,114

$35,082

147,343

$             

 

Kitsap

5. Kitsap Community 

Resources

$778,446

$0

778,445

$      

 

$614,972

$70,060

$54,491

$38,922

163,473

$             

 

Lewis/Thurston

7. CAC of 

Lewis/Mason/Thurston Co.

$759,998

$235,728

995,726

$      

 

$786,624

$89,615

$69,701

$49,786

209,102

$             

 

8. Pierce Co. Dept. of 

Community Services

$721,834

$327,633

1,049,467

$   

 

$829,079

$94,452

$73,463

$52,473

220,388

$             

 

Pierce

9. Metropolitan 

Development Council

$0

$405,850

405,849

$      

 

$320,621

$36,527

$28,410

$20,292

85,228

$               

 

Skagit

10. Skagit County 

Community Action Agency

$363,480

$0

363,480

$      

 

$287,149

$32,713

$25,444

$18,174

76,331

$               

 

Snohomish

11. Snohomish Human 

Service Department

$0

$288,277

288,277

$      

 

$227,739

$25,945

$20,179

$14,414

60,538

$               

 

Whatcom/Island

12. The Opportunity 

Council

$809,722

$0

809,722

$      

 

$639,680

$72,875

$56,681

$40,486

170,042

$             

 

Yakima

13. Opportunities 

Industrialization Center

$127,423

$0

127,423

$      

 

$100,664

$11,468

$8,920

$6,371

26,759

$               

 

TOTALS

$5,695,300

$2,754,700

8,449,999

$   

 

$6,675,499

$760,500

$591,501

$422,499

1,774,500

$         

 

Puget Sound Energy Low Income Program

Agency Allocations
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		Energy Assistance Programs Developed by REACH in Washington State

		Utility		CAAs in Area		2001		2001 LIHEAP HHs Served		Start Date REACH Leveraged $		Amount of		Nature of Leveraged $/ Eligibility Guidelines

						LIHEAP $						Leveraged REACH $ (Annual)

		Avista [iv]		Cmmty Action Center		$180,184		665		11.2001		$202,083		LIHEAP look-like; ratepayer funded; 125%FPG

				CAA of Idaho, INC.		$102,850		379				$100,645

				Klickitat/Skamania		$8,040		29				$9,787

				N. Columbia CAC		$109,267		282				$100,116

				Rural Resources		$181,692		423				$239,860

				SNAP[i]		$2,408,114		8,523				$1,876,613

				TOTAL		$2,990,147		10,301				2,529,104

		Cowlitz Co. PUD		Lower Columbia CAC		$301,339		1,374		12.1.2001		$18,000		fuel fund; 125%FPG

		Lewis Co. PUD		CAC LMT[ii]		$182,425		676		12.2001		$47,442		fuel fund;150%FPG;shut-off notice

		Pacific Co. PUD		Coastal CAP		$67,975		254		1.2002		$70,000		cash contribution to state Matchmaker (WX) program; shareholder funded; 125%FPG

		PacifiCorp [iv]		Blue Mtn Action Council		$218,972		744		2.1.2001		$99,504		rate discount; ratepayer funded; 125%FPG

		(Pacific P&L)		SNAP		$1,840		4				0

				Yakima Vlly Farm Workers [vi]		$619,578		1,740				$226,648

				Yakima OIC		$651,978		1,717				$226,648

				TOTAL		$1,492,368		4205				552800

		Puget Sound Energy		See PSE allocation charts		$5,543,330		21,227		10.1.2002		$8,450,000		LIHEAP look-like; ratepayer funded; 150%FPG

		Tacoma Power [v]		MDC[iii]		$834,174		4,203		1.1.2003		$500,000		rate discount; 125%FPG

				Multi-Service Center		3,001		16

				Pierce Co.		$386,439		1,879

		Wahkiakum PUD		Lower Columbia CAC		$21,864		55		10.1.2001		$2,725		rate discount;$18,000; senior/disabled

		TOTAL						44,190				$12,170,071		(annually)

		[i] Spokane Neighborhood Action Council

		[ii] Community Action Council of Lewis, Thurston, and Mason Counties

		[iii] Metropolitan Development Council

		[iv] Figures associated with the Avista & PacifiCorp programs represent one year of a three year pilot program.												rev. 12.13.02

		[v] Distribution between area CAAs has not been determined yet.

		[vi] Affiliate of Northwest Community Action Center



SNAP[i]

CAC LMT[ii]

MDC[iii]

[i] Spokane Neighborhood Action Council

[ii] Community Action Council of Lewis, Thurston, and Mason Counties

[iii] Metropolitan Development Council
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		The following Schedule sets forth the amounts to be paid to the agencies for Operating Fees as described in the Low Income Agency agreement.  Per the agreement, the Operating Fees will be distributed on a quarterly basis.  In addition, the Available Benef

		Puget Sound Energy Low Income Program

		Agency Allocations

		County		LIHEAP Contractor		Electric Allocation		Gas Allocation		Total  Allocation				Available Benefit Amount				Support Services		Administrative Services		Education Services		Total Operating Fees Allocation

										100%				79%				9%		7%		5%		21%

		Jefferson		1. Olympic CAP		$128,937		$0		$   128,937				$101,860				$11,604		$9,026		$6,447		$   27,077

				2. Multi-Service Center		$1,206,046		$447,317		$   1,653,363				$1,306,157				$148,803		$115,735		$82,668		$   347,206

				3. Hope Link		$799,414		$348,264		$   1,147,678				$906,666				$103,291		$80,337		$57,384		$   241,012

		King		4. Central Area MotivationProgram		$0		$701,631		$   701,631				$554,288				$63,147		$49,114		$35,082		$   147,343

		Kitsap		5. Kitsap Community Resources		$778,446		$0		$   778,445				$614,972				$70,060		$54,491		$38,922		$   163,473

		Lewis/Thurston		7. CAC of Lewis/Mason/Thurston Co.		$759,998		$235,728		$   995,726				$786,624				$89,615		$69,701		$49,786		$   209,102

				8. Pierce Co. Dept. of Community Services		$721,834		$327,633		$   1,049,467				$829,079				$94,452		$73,463		$52,473		$   220,388

		Pierce		9. Metropolitan Development Council		$0		$405,850		$   405,849				$320,621				$36,527		$28,410		$20,292		$   85,228

		Skagit		10. Skagit County Community Action Agency		$363,480		$0		$   363,480				$287,149				$32,713		$25,444		$18,174		$   76,331

		Snohomish		11. Snohomish Human Service Department		$0		$288,277		$   288,277				$227,739				$25,945		$20,179		$14,414		$   60,538

		Whatcom/Island		12. The Opportunity Council		$809,722		$0		$   809,722				$639,680				$72,875		$56,681		$40,486		$   170,042

		Yakima		13. Opportunities Industrialization Center		$127,423		$0		$   127,423				$100,664				$11,468		$8,920		$6,371		$   26,759

		TOTALS				$5,695,300		$2,754,700		$   8,449,999				$6,675,499				$760,500		$591,501		$422,499		$   1,774,500
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