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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  
Since 2021 the Massachusetts Program Administrators (PAs)  have run the Clean Energy Pathways (CEP) 

Program – a statewide workforce development and training program designed to build a larger and more 

diverse pipeline for entry-level employees in the Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) and 

Weatherization industries. CEP Program is a three-month paid internship program that provides training, 

professional development, and other wrap-around services to support youth (18-25) living in environmental 

justice communities across Massachusetts. The program uses Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) to 

help with participant recruitment and case management, Business Partners (BPs) to provide on -the-job 

training for interns, and training providers to provide introductory technical training for the Weatherization 

pathway. 

The Massachusetts PAs tasked the team with evaluating the effectiveness of the second and third cohort of 

the CEP Program. Cohort 2 focused on internships in the HVAC industry, and Cohort 3 included training and 

internships in the weatherization industry. In this evaluation we sought to understand the experience of 

program stakeholders and participants and assess the key performance metrics outlined in the Program 

Theory and Logic Model (PTLM). The evaluation also sought to identify successes and challenges  by cohort 

and provide recommendations on how program implementation could be improved.  

To meet these objectives, we conducted the following evaluation activities:  

• Conducted a review of program materials, as well as the previous research conducted by Opinion 

Dynamics (ODC) to provide background and context 1 

• Evaluated PTLM developed previously 

• Reviewed training partner materials 

• Collected staff, CBO, business partner, and intern interview and survey data  

As a result of the analysis and synthesis of these evaluation activities, we summarize the conclusions and 

associated recommendations below. 

C O N C L U S I O N  # 1  

Program actors, including interns, noted communication gaps between CEP staff and other program 

actors. Participants reported not having regular communication with program implementation staff, and 

sometimes heard conflicting information from different actors involved in the program. For example, one 

participant mentioned asking program staff for help, but despite calling and emailing were not able to reach 

anyone. Others reported wanting regular check-ins and some sought support from CBOs instead of program 

staff. Business partners’ experiences differed based on their initial expectations.  

 
1 The ILLUME team took over as the evaluation contractor mid-evaluation, and as such, some of the research tasks were 

completed by ODC, the previous evaluation contractor. Table 6 in the appendix provides more detail on the tasks 

completed by each firm. 
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For example, business partners who expected interns to learn “on the job” were more satisfied with the 

program than those who had higher expectations of program participants . Additionally, business partners 

and CBOs reported some miscommunications regarding their payment for participating in the program.  

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

1. Implement regular communication check-ins between program staff and participants. 

Participants expressed some issues with miscommunications with program implementation staff 

throughout the course of the program, as well as some reticence to reaching out to program staff with 

issues they were having. Implementing regular communication touchpoints between program staff 

and participants would encourage participants to be more open about their experience and allow the 

program to provide them with the support needed. To effectively provide support to program 

participants, staff should be careful not to interpret silence positively and explicitly engage with 

participants about what they can expect support on. Staff should also consider how cultural 

backgrounds can impact a participant’s willingness to ask for support. Since Cohort 3, the program 

employed HR coordinators who connect with participants to regularly check -in throughout the 

program. 

2. Set clear expectations with Business Partners about the participants of the program.  Some 

business partners expected interns would have more skills at the start of the internship. To avoid 

business partner dissatisfaction, the program should set a clear expectation that interns have no 

industry experience and little to no job experience overall. The program should consider partnering 

with business partners who recognize this and are able to devote time and resources to provide on-

the-job training to interns.  

3. Set clear expectations with CBOs and Business Partners regarding payment for the program.  

Some CBOs and Business Partners expressed dissatisfaction with the payment received through the 

program and indicated that they were not paid when they thought they would be. Setting clear 

expectations with program partners about how and when they will re ceive payment should alleviate 

this dissatisfaction. 

C O N C L U S I O N  # 2  

Participants reported needing more support from program staff to overcome barriers and pain points. 

While participants reported high levels of satisfaction with the program, they also indicated that there were 

barriers present to successfully completing the program. Both cohorts did not have a 100% completion rate, 

with 11 out of 14 Cohort 2 participants (79%) and 8 out of 23 Cohort 3 participants (35%) successfully 

completing an internship through the program. One of the major barriers was transportation, which 

prevented some Cohort 3 participants from being able to complete an internship. Out of the seven Cohort 3 

participants who shared insights in a follow up interview, two were not able to start their internship due to 

lack of transportation, and one intern was not able to accept a full-time job from their host business partner 

because they were required to have their driver’s license. Furthermore, while it wasn’t a barrier to completion, 

it was noted by both program staff and business partners that the professionalism of CEP participants in both 

cohorts was an area that needed improvement. 
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R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

1. Implement additional screening during the application process to ensure participants are a 

good fit for the program. Both program cohorts saw a drop-off in participation where not all 

participants ended up completing their internship. While this could be due to a variety of factors, 

additional screening, such as assessing their ability to get to job sites, during the application process 

would help ensure that accepted applicants are a good fit for the program and may increase rates of 

internship completion. Since Cohort 3, the program has implemented additional screening through 

the application process. 

2. Consider ways to increase support for transportation to job sites.  One of the major barriers we 

identified in Cohort 3 was a lack of transportation. This hindered many participants’ ability to get to 

and from their job site and prevented some from moving forward in the program. The program should 

consider ways to assist with this, including setting up carpools, providing a stipend for a bus pass, or 

connecting participants with local organizations that assist people in purchasing a car.  

3. Enhance the workforce development training prior to the start of the internship to include more 

training on professionalism and job-related life skills. While both cohorts received workforce 

development training before starting the internship, program staff indicated that there were still some 

issues regarding the professionalism of program participants. The program should continue to offer 

this training and consider ways to enhance it so that participants are prepared to enter the workforce 

for both their internship and any employment opportunities after their internship is over.  Since 

Cohort 3, the program has implemented a two-day professional development training session prior 

to the start of the internship. 

C O N C L U S I O N  # 3  

When participants are working with a communicative, experienced youth or workforce development 

community-based organization, they are more likely to succeed in the program. Since some participants 

reported that they did not receive sufficient support from the program, CBO support became more important 

to their success in the program. One of the CBOs involved in the program had case workers that met with 

participants at least once a week, and some even met daily. Participants who worked with thi s organization 

reported fewer initial barriers to starting their internship. While this CBO helped decrease initial barriers, 

some of the interns associated with them did not complete the internship. This is likely because of the CBO’s 

focus on construction rather than the energy efficiency realm.  

1. Partner with CBOs that have a focus on energy efficiency workforce development. Participants 

partnering with workforce-focused CBOs - particularly CBOs focused on energy-related workforce 

development – are likely to have the most success in the program. There are few, if any, CBOs 

specifically focused on increasing the energy efficiency trades. As such, if the PAs are unable to find 

and work with these organizations, we recommend providing energy efficiency and coaching support 

to the CBOs the program currently works with. These supports could include requiring CBOs check in 

with interns weekly to review the list of known barriers – particularly transportation and discuss 

differences between energy efficiency related jobs and other trade jobs.  
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C O N C L U S I O N  # 4  

The program conducted the activities outlined in the logic model and gathered the necessary data to 

evaluate the corresponding outputs, however we were unable to satisfactorily assess several outcomes 

due to a lack of tracking after the program ended.  While the logic model activities, outputs and outcomes 

are similar for HVAC and weatherization cohorts, there are some differences between focus areas that should 

be detailed in the logic model. Further, the larger goal of the program – to increase the size and diversity of 

the workforce – requires additional program interventions from MA PAs outside of CEP to fully realize this 

goal.  

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  

1. Implement long-term program tracking for participants after they complete the program. We 

were unable to verify some of the desired outcomes of the program, including diversifying the 

workforce, having participants develop a strong network and achieve employment in the energy 

industry, due to a lack of tracking after the program is finished.  Implementing regular follow-ups with 

former program participants would help track these metrics, as well as provide some support or 

guidance to those who have completed the program. 

2. Track program activities, outputs, and outcomes separately for HVAC versus weatherization 

tracts. Since HVAC and weatherization require different levels of training, interest and on the job 

learning, the program should track progress on activities, outputs, and outcomes for each tract 

separately. Through this tracking, the program can investigate whether the HVAC internship should 

be extended to 6 months or a year.   

3. Implement cultural competency or DEI training for business partners.  Since one of the goals of 

the CEP program is to increase workforce diversity in the energy industry, the program should 

consider implementing cultural competency or DEI training for business partners to provide them 

with additional support in this area. This would help support not only program participants, but other 

diverse workers outside of the program who may be interested in the industry. Since Cohort 3, 

program staff noted they have begun to conduct DEI training with business partners.  

C O N C L U S I O N  # 5  

Participation in the CEP program resulted in full-time jobs in the HVAC or weatherization fields for five 

interviewed participants who completed an internship through the program.  A higher proportion of 

interviewed participants from Cohort 2 went on to have a career in the HVAC industry ( three out of five), 

compared to Cohort 3 participants in the weatherization industry  (two out of four). Participants indicated 

that their experience with the program was very beneficial when entering the workforce, as they were able to 

apply for jobs with prior experience and training. Cohort 2 also appeared to be more engaged in the HVAC 

industry compared to Cohort 3 in the weatherization industry, with a larger proportion entered the program 

with previous experience or training in the HVAC industry. Given the small sample sizes of both Cohorts that 

completed an internship, as well as the proportion we were able to contact after their participation in the 

program, further tracking of participants post-internship is needed to determine the full impact of the 

program regarding the growth in size and diversity of the workforce. 
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R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  

1. Explore further partnerships with trade schools and other organizations conducting HVAC-

related trainings to expand the reach of the CEP internship. One major differentiator between 

HVAC and weatherization cohorts was the added experience HVAC interns had before they entered 

the internship. This provides further evidence that HVAC-related jobs require more background 

knowledge than weatherization jobs, but it also provides evidence for a naturally occurring pathway 

from trade schools/HVAC trainings to the CEP program. The program should consider expanding on 

this pathway by directly partnering with trade schools and HVAC trainings.   
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I N T R O D U CT I O N  
The Clean Energy Pathways (CEP) Program is a statewide workforce development and training program that 

was launched in 2021. The Program aims to address barriers identified as part of the Massachusetts Energy 

Efficiency Workforce Development Needs Assessment while building on how Massachusetts is positioned as 

a leader in the energy efficiency space and addressing the urgent need for a thriving energy efficiency 

workforce to help mitigate the impacts of climate change. 2 

The CEP program's goal is to grow and diversify the energy efficiency workforce by creating entry -level 

opportunities for diverse workers and providing training, mentorship, and other interventions that promote 

retention and advancement. CEP is focused on workforce opportunities for racial minorities, immigrants, 

women, and residents of Environmental Justice (EJ) communities in the weatherization and HVAC fields. The 

program also seeks to grow the overall energy efficiency workforce in support of businesses  that currently 

face insufficient labor supply. To meet these goals, CEP takes a holistic approach in partnership with 

businesses, community-based organizations (CBOs), and training specialists.  

Program Process 

This evaluation focuses on two cohorts of the CEP program. Participants in Cohort 2 were placed in 

internships in the HVAC industry, and Cohort 3 in the weatherization industry. Both cohorts centered around 

a three-month internship, focused on training, mentorship, and job placement. Cohort 2 took place from July 

25, 2022, through October 10, 2022, and Cohort 3 took place from September 26, 2022, through January 6, 

2023. Participants were recruited through partnering CBOs and directed to complete an online application 

for the program. Program implementation staff reviewed the applications and selected participants.  

Once selected, Cohort 2 participants received a welcome packet followed by a half-day orientation with tips 

on career readiness. Cohort 3 participants had two weeks of technical training, including classroom and 

hands-on training in the weatherization industry, as well as a more in depth 2-day career readiness training 

prior to starting their internship. 

After completing their training, participants were matched with a business partner and the CBO who recruited 

them was responsible for coordinating a drug test and criminal background check. Once they were placed in 

their internship with the business partner they matched with, they received professional development 

training from a program partner on location at their CBO, one day per week, for eight weeks. Their internship 

lasted around three months, at which point their business partner could hire them on as full time if they 

wished. 

 

 
2  https://ma-eeac.org/wp-content/uploads/Massachusetts-Energy-Efficiency-Workforce-Development-FINAL-REPORT-

CAREER-PROFILES.pdf 
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Figure 1. MA CEP program process flow  

 

Program Changes 
Throughout the course of our evaluation of Cohorts 2 and 3, the Program Administrators implemented some 

key program changes. Some of these changes align with the findings and recommendations we make in this 

report. We retain the recommendations the program has already addressed for completeness of the 

evaluation but make note in the recommendations that the program team has already implemented them. 

Below are the key program changes that staff made after Cohort 3. 

• Improved screening in application and recruitment process. Program implementation staff 

enhanced the application process to add more steps to screen potential participants. This 

included application scoring, an interest check, a phone screen, and a formal interview, 

conducted by the program implementer. Previously, CBOs were responsible for screening 

potential applicants who they would then refer to the program.  

• Streamlining background checks. Previously, CBOs were responsible for running background 

checks and drug screening on participants that they referred to in the program. After Cohort 3 this 

responsibility transferred to a single CBO that is responsible for background checks and drug 

screening for all participants. 
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• Added professional development training. The program added two days of professional 

development training for participants prior to starting their internship. Previously, this training 

took place in tandem with participants’ internships, but after some feed back from business 

partners about their interns’ work readiness, implementation staff revised their approach to 

ensure that participants received some preparation on what to expect from their internship and 

soft skills training before their internship began. 

• Expanded application criteria. The program expanded their application criteria to allow any age 

range (above the age of 18) to participate in the program. Previously this was limited to the 18 -25 

age range. 

• Incorporated DEI training for business partners. The program is conducting DEI training with 

business partners which did not occur in Cohorts 2 and 3.  

• Improved program messaging around expectations. The program updated its marketing 

materials to be more transparent about the requirements of the program, including the hours, 

needing a driver’s license, and the ability to lift at least 50 pounds.  

• Participants are now set up with an HR coordinator. Each participant is connected with a program 

representative that they connect with regularly. This was not in place for Cohorts 2 and 3.  

Evaluation Objectives 
This evaluation sought to evaluate Cohorts 2 and 3 and understand the experience of program stakeholders 

and participants and assess the key performance metrics outlined in the Program Theory and Logic Model 

(PTLM). The evaluation also sought to identify successes and challenges by cohort and provide 

recommendations on how program implementation can be improved.  
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E V A LU AT I O N  A P P R O A C H  
We conducted both primary and secondary research to answer the research questions listed in Table 1 below. 

To answer the research questions listed in Table 1, we: 

• Conducted a materials review of program materials, as well as the previous research conducted 

by Opinion Dynamics (ODC) to provide background and context 3 

• Evaluated the Program Theory Logic Model (PTLM) developed previous to this evaluation  

• Reviewed training partner materials 

• Collected staff, CBO, business partner, and intern interview and survey data . 

We based our evaluation on the following research questions listed in Table 1 below, along with their 

associated evaluation activity. 

Table 1. Research questions 

RESEARCH QUESTION 
MATERIALS 

REVIEW 

PTLM 

REVIEW 

TRAINING 

ASSESSMENT 

PRIMARY 

DATA 

COLLECTION 

What is(are) the core theory(ies) of change 

underlying the Program? 
✓ ✓   

How do the program activities fit into the 

regional workforce development market for the 

HVAC and weatherization industries?     

✓ ✓  ✓ 

What are the activities undertaken as part of the 

Program? What are the intended outputs and 

outcomes? 

✓ ✓   

What are the key performance metrics (KPIs) 

used to assess Program outputs, outcomes, and 

overall performance, and how are they 

collected? 

✓ ✓   

What are the baseline metrics of the outputs, 

outcomes, and practices that the Program 

intends to impact? 

✓ ✓   

How do Program interventions impact the 

intended outputs and outcomes? 
  ✓ ✓ 

What was the experience of Program 

stakeholders and participants during each of the 

three cohorts? 

   ✓ 

What were the successes and challenges of each 

cohort? How can the implementation   be 

improved? 

✓  ✓ ✓ 

 
3 The ILLUME team took over as the evaluation contractor mid-evaluation, and as such, some of the research tasks were 

completed by ODC, the previous evaluation contractor. Table 6 in the appendix provides more detail on the tasks 

completed by each firm. 
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Primary Data Collection 
In addition to the document, PTLM, and training assessment reviews, the team longitudinally surveyed 

participants at key times during their participation with the program. The team also conducted in -depth 

interviews with staff with the Massachusetts Program Administrators, and the implementation contractor 

(ICF), participating CBOs, and business partners. Table 2 below shows the primary data collection activities 

completed through this evaluation. We provide more detail for all evaluation activities in Appendix A. Primary 

Research Activities 

Table 2. Primary research activities 

RESEARCH ACTIVITY TIMING COHORT 
NUMBER OF COMPLETED 

SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS 

Baseline survey One week into internship 
C2 8 

C3 20 

Exit interview After completion of internship C2 7 

Follow-up interviews 3 months post-internship 
C2 5 

C3 7 

CBO interviews Mar 2023 Both 3 

Business Partner 

interviews 
Apr-Oct 2023 Both 3 
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F I N D I N G S  

Below we present the key findings from all the activities we conducted throughout the course of our 

evaluation of Cohorts 2 and 3 of the CEP Program. We have report findings by key program actor – participants 

by cohort, CBOs, and business partners. We then provide our analysis of the PTLM. 

Participant Experience 
The following findings explore the program participants’ experience as it related to the overall program 

experience, training, skills development, program communication, barriers to participation and program pain 

points. 

Overall, participants were satisfied with the CEP program, though some reported 

significant barriers prevented them from being fully successful. 

Figure 2. Cohort 2 (HVAC) Data collection Snapshot 
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Overall, Cohort 2 participants were very satisfied with the program . All interviewed participants had 

positive experiences with the program. Participants enjoyed getting to learn on the job, and most emphasized 

that getting work experience was a benefit for them. We asked participants about their experiences working 

with coworkers in the exit interview, and they all spoke about how they learned from others on the job. Many 

made connections with coworkers who trained them. One participant said that their first day lead tech has 

become “like a father” to them, taking the time to answer questions and explain HVAC processes.  

A few (four) participants reported challenges, despite enjoying the program overall. One felt that 

communication between program implementation staff and participants could have been better, as they said 

that some details were told to the interns at the last minute.  For example, they said they once got a last 

minute email about an event that was happening that week.   Another reported issue was the Zoom classes. 

One participant disliked being on a computer and found it hard to engage, and another suggested that in-

person classes would be more engaging. Finally, one participant mentioned that it was difficult to be on their 

feet all day on the job. 

Figure 3. Cohort 3 (Weatherization) Data Collection Snapshot 
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Cohort 3 participants largely had a positive experience applying for the CEP program, with 17 survey 

respondents (85%) rating the process as ‘good’ or ‘excellent.’  Five (25%) baseline survey respondents 

believed that the application process could be improved with better communication. One participant 

suggested sharing a “clear timetable of applicant acceptance and processing moving forward ,” and another 

said they “wish there would’ve been more information about the company as a whole” while they were 

applying for their internship.  

Cohort 3 participants were largely satisfied with their training.  Six out of seven interviewed participants 

spoke highly of the training classes they took prior to the internship. They found that the curriculum was 

engaging, and one respondent also found the classes helpful socially. This respondent enjoyed the “energy” 

and “social connection” they got while participating in classes with their peers. Respond ents (n=4) enjoyed 

hands-on learning aspects of the training and internships.  

Four out of seven interview respondents completed their internship, and they all described their time on the 

job as a good experience. One respondent spoke positively about their growth through the internship, as they 

struggled at first and had to work hard to get better and learn how to work.  

While Cohort 3 participants did not anticipate many barriers to completing their internship, less than 

half ended up completing it. Over half (n=10) of baseline survey respondents ‘somewhat’ or ‘strongly’ 

disagreed that childcare responsibilities, transportation, physical requirements, health issues, and language 

differences would be potential barriers to completing their internships. When asked about other potential 

barriers, 15 of the 18 respondents to this question (83%) had no barriers to report. However, of the 23 Cohort 

3 participants, just over a third (n= 8) went on to complete their internship., suggesting that other barriers 

prevented participants completing their internship. While this was not reflected in the baseline survey, in 

follow-up interviews, participants indicated that transportation was a major barrier to participation , 

suggesting transportation was a large and unanticipated barrier for participants.  

While Cohort 3’s initial experience with the program was smoother, Cohort 2 was 

more successful in completing the internship. 

Cohort 3 participants anticipated having fewer barriers to completing the internship program in the baseline 

survey compared to Cohort 2, however Cohort 2 had a much higher incidence of participants completing their 

internship, compared to Cohort 3 (79% vs. 35%). Specifically, half (10 of 20) of Cohort 3 baseline survey 

respondents thought that childcare responsibilities, health issues, physical requirements, and transportation 

access were potential barriers to completing their internships. In contrast, over three-quarters (6 of 8) of 

Cohort 2 baseline survey respondents reported these factors as potential barriers.  

This difference could be because many of the Cohort 3 participants received support from their CBO, and this 

extra support helped them overcome these barriers. Eight participants learned about the program through a 

CBOs that provided added support to youth participating in workforce development programs.  Having 

support from dedicated staff at other organizations could contribute to a smoother initial internship 

experience.  
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While Cohort 3’s initial experience was smoother, in the long run, Cohort 3 was less successful than Cohort 2 

in moving initial participants through the program. While the support from an external organization may have 

helped overcome initial barriers, it did not necessarily translate into participants successfully completing the 

program. This may be due to a disconnect in the focus of some CBOs, who, while focused on workforce 

development, are more focused on the construction industry than weatherization.  Program implementation 

staff indicated that for Cohort 4, they no longer work with a CBO that was very involved in Cohort 3 because 

of this misalignment of workforce development focus.  

Cohort 2 participants all had prior experience in the HVAC industry, either through a vocational school or a 

previous training, while Cohort 3 participants did not have any experience in the weatherization industry. 

Given the technical complexity of an internship in the HVAC industry, compared to the weatherization 

industry, this previous experience was likely a key factor in the success of Cohort 2 participants. Additionally, 

all interviewed Cohort 2 participants who completed their internship were either in a career in HVAC, or in 

school and still interested in a career in HVAC, which was not the case with Cohort 3 participants, suggesting 

that Cohort 2 was more engaged in their industry compared to Cohort 3. 

Training (Cohort 3) 

Cohort 3 used three different training sites to train participants in the areas relevant to their internship, 

including: the weatherization industry, weatherization skills, and general workforce skills. We compared these 

three training sites, analyzing differences in curriculum, student experience, and the impact on student’s 

interest in and knowledge of the weatherization industry.  

T r a i n i n g  S i t e s  

There were three training sites where Cohort 3 participants received training before starting their internship. 

These three sites were: 

• New North Citizen Council (NNCC) 

• Green Jobs Academy (GJA) 

• Asian American Civic Association (AACA).  

A total of 23 participants started training at one of these three sites and 19 completed their training  (83%). 

Training completion rates varied considerably by site, with all participants completing at NNCC and only a 

quarter completing at AACA. The table below shows the number of participants that started and completed 

training at each of the three sites. 

Table 3.  Training site participation (Cohort 3) 

TRAINING SITE STARTED TRAINING COMPLETED TRAINING PERCENT COMPLETED TRAINING 

NNCC 10 10 100% 

GJA 9 8 89% 

AACA 4 1 25% 
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T r a i n i n g  C u r r i c u l u m  

The three training curriculums included hands-on and classroom training on topics related to the 

weatherization industry, as well as general workforce skills.4 All three sites included hands-on training in 

various subjects, such as: 

• Installing insulation 

• Caulking and sealing 

• Diagnostic (blower door) testing. 

They also had classroom training including: 

• Basic building science/vocabulary 

• Tools, hazards, and logistics (e.g., work orders)  

• Ductwork: sealing and maintenance 

• Insulation: types and applications. 

There was also a general workforce development component for all three training sites, where participants 

learned: 

• Soft skills development 

• Communication skills 

• Resume writing/building 

• Basic financial literacy 

• Time management skills 

• Interview preparation 

• Employer/workplace expectations.

While there were no major differences between the three training sites  as far as the content of their training 

curriculum, we did see differences in the completion rates (shown in the section above) and participant 

interest and knowledge (shown in the section below). This could be due to several factors, including the level 

of engagement of the participants involved, the staff at the training sites, and the overall experience of the 

training. It is worth noting that the training site with the highest completion rate and the most knowledgeable 

participants, NNCC, was associated with YouthBuild, one of the program CBOs with stringent requirements 

for accepting applicants into their own organization, as well as case workers who provided one -on-one 

support to participants throughout the program. For Cohort 4, program staff have integrated similar 

requirements for accepting applicants to the program and increased communication between program staff 

and participating interns across the program, regardless of the CBO working with the intern.  

I m p a c t  o n  I n t e r e s t  a n d  K n o w l e d g e  

Through the participant baseline survey, respondents provided feedback on their interest in the 

weatherization industry prior to completing their training, compared to after completing it, as well as their 

knowledge of the industry. 

 
4 A table containing more detail for each training site can be found in the appendix of this report.  



15 

 

As shown in Figure 4 below, interest in the weatherization industry either increased or stayed the same for all 

three training sites. Both GJA and AACA participants reported an increase interest in the weatherization 

industry after completing their training.5 Trainees at NNCC reported no change in interest, on average, though 

their interest started high at 4.2.   

 Figure 4. Change in interest in the weatherization industry after completing training 

 

Source: Cohort 3 participant baseline survey, Questions Q1 and Q7.  

Note: Interest was rated on a scale of 1-5 where 1 was “Not at all interested” and 5 was “Extremely interested”.  

Trainees from NNCC also rated their knowledge of the weatherization industry higher than GJA and AACA 

trainees after the training (Figure 5).  

 
5 While only one participant completed training at AACA, two participants were included in the baseline survey, so we 

have included both responses in this analysis.  
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Figure 5. Level of knowledge of the weatherization industry after completing training  

 

Skills Development 

The following section describes findings from the participant baseline survey and follow -up interviews as they 

relate to the skills that participants were able to develop through the program. 

The program gave participants an opportunity to pursue their interests in the HVAC industry and 

introduced participants to the weatherization industry. Seven out of eight (88%) Cohort 2 baseline survey 

respondents reported being “very” or “extremely” interested in an HVAC career before joining the program, 

and one respondent had participated in an energy-efficiency internship before – indicating HVAC participants 

entered the program with some knowledge and interest in the industry.  

In contrast, before the internship, 15 out of 20 (75%) Cohort 3 baseline survey respondents had never 

considered a job in the weatherization industry. Almost all survey respondents had no prior weatherization 

industry training, and no interns had previously participated in an internship in the energy industry.  

Since the HVAC industry is an established industry outside of energy efficiency programming, weatherization 

program participants may have less previous experience or initial interest in the industry than HVAC program 

participants. In a follow-up interview, one participant mentioned that they previously “knew about HVAC [but] 

not much about weatherization,” and they had prior interest in construction, but not weatherization. None of 

the seven interviewed participants explicitly mentioned wanting to do weatherization, though one found the 

program because of his “very keen interest in HVAC.” Although they may not have applied to the program 

because of an explicit interest in weatherization, many participants were drawn to the program because they 

believe working in weatherization will help them meet other goals. Three participants mentioned that they 

were motivated to apply to the program to learn more about homes, and three participants applied to find a 

career that would help them make an impact.  
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“I want to build a house eventually or get a house , so it lined up with the future goal, so I 

learned the backbones of the house.”  

“I always wanted to learn how to build different parts of a home and try to pick up skills 

that could last me a lifetime, so HVAC seems like a natural choice.” 

“[I want a] career that has some meaning to it. [I] did retail before, and this job had 

meaning to it.” 

The program helped participants develop some skills and knowledge in the HVAC and weatherization 

industries. Five out of eight Cohort 2 baseline survey respondents (63%) reported that their top motivator 

for applying for the program was receiving on-the-job training in the HVAC industry. Seven respondents (88%) 

learned about the program through technical or vocational schools and had previous classroom training , 

however, few had on-the-job training before their internship. After starting their internships, all survey 

respondents felt “slightly” or “somewhat” knowledgeable about HVAC, compared to only half before the 

internship.  

All seven Cohort 2 participants who completed exit interviews had previous interest in the HVAC industry, as 

they attended vocational training schools. They wanted to build upon their education  with on-the-job 

training through experience in the field. This initial interest and experience may also explain the higher 

completion rates for the HVAC tract (Cohort 2) compared to the weatherization tract (Cohort 3).  

“The only real [previous] experience I have is with school really. . . a little bit in my 

personal life before, but it's mostly from school. So, it's more mental, and it's not more 

hands-on, but this is helping with the hands-on part. It's kind of hard working hands-on 

when you don't have a HVAC job.”  

All Cohort 2 participants who participated in an exit interview mentioned that they learned technical/HVAC 

skills through their internships, building upon what they previously learned in the classroom. Participants 

worked on a variety of projects and learned through doing. One participant worked on heat pump 

installations and said it was “really cool” to work on the mini splits and that they were “happy [they were] 

able to learn it.”  

“I was really expecting to come out a more experienced HVAC technician, I guess I could 

say. I definitely think that I've learned a lot more than what I've known for HVAC, that it 

helped a lot for me to understand the field better. My teachers always used to tell me that 

it would be a lot of hard work, but as we got into the field and I was day by day just doing 

some systems, working on them, it's really rinse and repeat. Once you learn how to do it, 

it gets easier.” 

Participants felt as though the skills they developed in their internship benefited the ir career beyond their 

time in the program. At the time of the baseline survey, all Cohort 3 participants reported that they “strongly 

agree” that developing their skills in the weatherization industry was important for getting a job that pays 

well, getting a job that is stable, and having good job opportunities. During follow-up interviews, many 

participants spoke about how participating in the program helped them prepar e for their future careers. 
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“The whole experience was really good, I enjoyed all the people, the students were nice, 

the teachers were adamant about future potentials, at the end of the day I’m trying to 

build myself up, I'm trying to focus on my path forward, and this is one of thos e things 

that you can get a job anywhere.”  

After receiving work experience through their internship, participants reported having an easier time looking 

for jobs. Three interviewed participants who had looked for and/or been hired in HVAC roles after the 

internships stated that the internship helped with the process, as they were able to add their experience to 

their resume.  One Cohort 3 participant who was hired full-time by a partnering weatherization business after 

completing the internship said they "would be slow on the uptake on the jobsite w ithout the internship.” 

Fourteen Cohort 3 participants were motivated to participate in the program to receive on-the-job training 

(70%), and ten wanted to work towards a certification in the weatherization industry (50%), according to 

results from the baseline survey. Seven participants (35%) reported that training in the weatherization 

industry was the most important factor in their decision to apply to the program. When asked about what 

factors were most important when being matched with a weatherization business for their inte rnship, nine 

respondents (85%) selected the quality of hands-on training.  

Participants reported being invested in gaining knowledge and experience that would be useful for them in 

the future. For example, one interviewed Cohort 3 participant was motivated to pursue an internship in the 

weatherization industry for their “future growth and a job I can call a career.” Another participant hoped to 

gain “a promising career or to reveal another path to a promising career” through the program.  

Through the program, participants grew personally and socially. In addition to developing their technical 

and job skills, participants also highlighted the social and personal strides they made through participating 

in the program. One of the participants was “surprised” by how much they enjoyed the “social connection” 

they found in the classes. They felt that the classes helped them meet new people and described their class 

as “a little family.” 

“Being at the job makes me more sociable because [I talk] to more customers and people. [I was] not very 

social at first [and] feel more social being in the job.”  For many participants, this internship may be a first job. 

Three participants who did follow-up interviews mentioned that the program helped them transition from 

being just out of school to being employed in the workforce. Participating in the internship provided an 

opportunity to develop social skills at work for the first time for many participants. One interviewed 

participant appreciated learning about how to communicate with others on the job, mentioning that they 

learned to speak about issues directly if someone was bothering them, rather than “acting out.”  Another 

participant stated that they “100% became more confident while in the program” because they had to speak 

to a lot of customers, as well as socialize with their coworkers.  

“I would say getting to work with new people [was what I liked most about the internship] 

just because you get to really know how to work—get to know how they work, how they 

view things in their perspective…it’s all good to see other people’s perspectives, and it 

might help you in other certain situations.”  - Intern 
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“Students came out of quarantine and COVID used to computer screens, so you’re not as 

used to the social life. Getting to go to work and be social with customers and other 

workers was good. [I] 100% became more confident while in the program. Without the 

program, [I] wouldn’t be in same position. [The program] gave more growth when it came 

to experience – [it] was my first job. It was huge for my growth (not having a job to having 

a job).” - Intern 

The four interviewed Cohort 2 participants felt that the program taught them helpful job skills, such as how 

to act in a workplace and how to interact with co-workers. Participants also grew outside of work through 

participating in the program. One participant reported that their favorite part of the program was the Monday 

professional development classes because they could “talk about things that school wouldn’t teach you,” 

including “financial, emotional, and personal topics.”  

Program staff noted that the professionalism of CEP participants was an area that needed improvement, and 

for Cohort 4, program staff have added life and job-skills training to help coach participants on 

professionalism and other workforce development skills. 

Program Communication 

Participants, CBOs, and business partners noted some communication gaps across the program. 

Participants reported not having regular communication with program staff. Some noted they heard 

conflicting information from different actors involved in the program. One interviewed Cohort 2 participant 

mentioned that a lot of information was communicated “last minute,” so they would hear about events 

“happening that week” rather than in advance.  

All the interviewed Cohort 3 participants experienced some communication issues during the program. One 

participant who mentioned having to miss days due to transportation issues was frustrated by the 

“miscommunication” about the situation. They suggested having a CEP program point of contact for 

participants to reach so that similar issues can be avoided in the future.  

Several interviewed Cohort 3 participants (n=6) found it difficult to communicate with program staff when 

needed. These participants had difficulty reaching program staff with their questions, or they would hear 

conflicting information from different actors involved in the program. These communication issues made it 

difficult for the participants to handle any issues or obstacles that arose. One participant , who learned about 

the program through MassHire, mentioned that during the training, the five participants from MassHire used 

to take a bus to their Mass Save sponsored training classes because of a partnership between MassHire and 

Mass Save. When this partnership ended in the middle of training, the organizations stopped working 

together and “didn’t really explain to [the participants] what was happening.” The participants tried to ask 

MassHire questions but were not given answers. They asked one of the training teachers as well, who also 

tried to talk to MassHire, “but they just didn’t have anything to tell us.”  As a result, the interns had to find out 

crucial information on their own. They did not know when transportation was coming and had to get the 

phone number of the driver. This was difficult because the classes were “2 hours away,” so they would not 

come back if participants missed the bus, causing some participants to have to do timed parts of their class 

training on their own. They also had to find out information about when they were going to get OSHA training 

and when the last date of training was on their own. While this participant mentioned that it was “better” to 
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talk to Mass Save than MassHire, they did not receive any information about the situation from either 

organization after the participants were paid for training.   

“At first it was really scary [when Mass Save and MassHire stopped working together] 

because for that training, we used to take a bus and because of Mass Hire and Mass Save 

not being together, there was no way of us knowing if the bus was coming or if it was late. 

The group in our bus had to get the phone number from the driver, and that was a bit not 

great.” 

For Cohort 4, program staff have since responded to this feedback and all participants are now set up with a 

“case manager” who conducts regular check-ins with program participants. 

When participants are working with a communicative, experienced youth or workforce development 

community-based organization, they may be more likely to succeed in the program.  Participants 

reported needing regular check-ins and support external to the internship. Seven participants across both 

cohorts who participated in follow-up interviews mentioned facing communication issues with program 

implementation staff during their experience. For example, one participant struggled to find an internship 

placement. This participant reported that they did not receive a lot of support in this process and stated that 

“there wasn’t a lot of communication going on between different moving parts of the internship process 

versus the class part.” They felt that they were on their own in the search and ultimately did not end up finding 

an internship placement for the CEP program, as they struggled to find a company close enough to them 

where transportation would not be a barrier.  

Since participants did not receive consistent support from the program, CBO support became more 

important. Of the eight interviewed Cohort 3 participants who completed their internships, half were working 

with YouthBuild. We interviewed one of the staff members from YouthBuild who noted that they take an 

extremely hands on approach to vetting and working with youth in the program.  

First, YouthBuild uses a rigorous application process to ensure that the youth they recommend can succeed 

in the program.6 Once participants coming to CEP though YouthBuild were accepted in the CEP program, they 

were assigned a YouthBuild case manager. The representative from YouthBuild mentioned that case workers 

met with youth at least once a week, and some even met with participants daily . YouthBuild case managers 

developed individual service plans for each intern to help them work towards their career goals.  The 

organization hopes to encourage long-term success with this type of case management, including 

overcoming barriers. For example, if an intern is struggling with transportation, organization staff help them 

get their license or provide bus passes so they can continue to work.   

As noted earlier, for Cohort 4, program staff integrated a similar model to YouthBuild’s, incorporating a more 

rigorous application and vetting process and assigning case managers to each participant.  

Barriers and Pain Points 

Participants reported needing more support with transportation and other wraparound services. Many 

interviewed participants did not have access to personal vehicles, and some mentioned that they still needed 

 
6 After Cohort 3, the program implemented a more rigorous screening process for program applicants.  
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to get their driver’s license, making it difficult for them to get to work. All  Cohort 3 participants that we 

interviewed after their participation in the program mentioned transportation issues.  

One of these participants was unable to start the internship because they could not find transportation to 

any of the available companies. This participant mentioned asking program staff for help, but despite calling 

and emailing were not able to reach anyone. Another participant spoke to program staff about transportation 

issues before the program but was ultimately told transportation was the interns’ responsibility. This 

participant ended up paying for Ubers out of their paycheck to get to the job. Howev er, another participant 

who paid for their own Ubers to the job was frustrated because they were being reprimanded for missing days 

due to transportation issues. This intern said that they were under the “assumption that [the internship] was 

going to be in their local area,” so they felt “a little burnt” at having to call their own Ubers to a farther place. 

This participant was offered a full-time position after the internship but could not accept because of the lack 

of transportation. Another participant struggled to find an internship with the program after completing their 

training and indicated that transportation was a barrier in this process as they could not find placement with 

a business partner that was close to them. 

"Only real downside was that I didn’t receive that much support at the end of the 

[training]. I couldn’t get an internship. It was not fun . I’m still looking for work. The main 

issue seemed to be there wasn’t a lot of communication going on between different 

moving parts of the internship process versus the class part, so when it came time for me 

to find an internship I was almost on my own, and I couldn’t find one that was close 

enough to me that I could do much of anything in that desired field.”  

One interviewed business partner also mentioned trying to help support interns with transportation issues. 

They ended up hiring their intern full-time, but needed to help them get to work and reported that they were 

“doing what we can to keep them.” Since this employee does not have a license, they are currently “going the 

opposite way” to pick them up for jobs in their local area. Additionally, they are paying for some of their 

employee’s Ubers to sites outside of the immediate area, and they keep them off jobs “if it’s way out of the 

way.” On some of those days, they have the employee working in the warehouse, “fixing, organizing, ordering 

stuff for the warehouse,” so they can still pay them for that day. They are looking to hire someone with a 

license to help transport them, and they are coordinating calendars to “make it work for now .” The business 

partner has been coordinating their work schedules so that they do not have too many jobs out of the way in 

the same week so that the employee can get their hours in. The business partner is finding creative solutions 

to help the employee keep their job, but this is likely not sustainable in the long run without the support of 

program implementation staff. At the time of the interview, they had not contacted program implementation 

staff about the issue, mentioning that it was a new problem.  

Another participant was offered a job with their host company after the internship but had to quit a few 

months after because they were having trouble keeping up with the hours and physical demands. However, 

this participant also described their experience overall as “more than they expected.” This participant 

mentioned that the program gave the participants the same opportunities and interviews, but during the 

internship, “it was up to [the interns]” to succeed. They started the internship with four other participants, 

and they were “the last one left” at the end of the internship. Since the work can be challenging, they 

recommend that only those who have “motivation” and “really want it” work in weatherization. Another 
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participant also spoke about how participating in the program required them to overcome challenges on 

their own to achieve success.  

“Starting off, you're slow. You don't really know what you're doing. And I'll be over here 

trying to make sure I don't mess up because I don't want them to say [name] messed up 

now. They were always telling me time is money. It was new and hard at first be cause he 

kept messing but got better and better - at first it was bad and kept going with it. [ I told 

myself] "[name], you got this, you got this stop crying" and I got better as I did more. . . 

They told me to get better and study, so I did. I learned skills on the job, then would go 

home and study on my own.” 

Other participants shared the same view that resolving issues in the internship was their own responsibility. 

One participant had to drop out of their internship early due to failing a background check and mentioned 

that they did not hear from CEP staff after. However, this participant still “a bsolutely” recommended the 

program to others. They did not mention wanting any support from CEP, but they did advise future interns to 

check their criminal background before applying. 

Participants are reluctant to criticize the program and program staff, even when they run into 

obstacles during their internship. Most participants spoke glowingly about their experience in the program, 

even when they detailed difficulties they faced in other parts of the interview. We asked Cohort 3 participants 

if they would recommend the program to others, and six out of seven did emphatically. Throughout the 

follow-up interviews, many participants would reiterate how much they enjoyed or benefited from the 

program directly after mentioning issues they faced. It seemed like participants wanted to avoid being overly 

critical. One participant described how their internship was not what they expected, as they ended up in a 

sales position instead of working as a technician, but still said the experience was “good.” This participant 

repeatedly mentioned that they did not want to sound like a complainer while recounting the struggles they 

had.  

“[When discussing communication issues] Again, I don't mean to complain about these 

things, but this was like a major red flag during the program. . . the rest of the program 

was great. . . the transportation and communication were two really big things during this 

program. The rest of the stuff, I learned a lot of stuff . I’m really grateful the program 

existed.” 

In another example, a participant mentioned that communication with staff could be improved, as they 

received some information at the last minute. However, they then described this issue as “minor” and “no 

stress.” Overall, they described their experience as “good” and “more than expected.” Another participant 

described an issue with their payment, where the program was late paying the interns for a month, which was 

difficult for them because they left their job for the internship. They mentioned this scenario was “the only 

issue,” also saying that the staff were “cool” and provided snacks.   

For many of these interns, this program was their first HVAC or weatherization job opportunity. Participants 

may be unsure as to what they can ask for from staff. Participants who view the program as their own “path 

forward” may feel an extra sense of responsibility for overcoming obstacles on their own. To effectively 

provide support to program participants, staff should be careful not to interpret silence positively and 

explicitly engage with participants about what they can expect support on. Staff should also consider how 
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cultural backgrounds can impact a participant’s willingness to ask for support. CEP staff should actively 

communicate with interns and prioritize creating a space where communication is encouraged , including 

regular check-ins throughout and after the program.  

There were some program participants and partners who reported issues receiving payment through 

the program. One participant indicated that one month, they did not receive a check for the internship, which 

was difficult for them because they quit their job, expecting “payment through the internship.” Another 

participant expressed concern with how payment was handled. 

“I did get paid during the internship, but it was weird because MassSave was paying a 

portion, and the internship paid a portion, and [my] manager said , “oh we're not paying 

full price for the interns.”   

Two interviewed CBOs also expressed issues with receiving their payments. One was having trouble reaching 

program staff for payment and felt frustrated because they felt they were “doing labor for free”. CBOs 

expressed frustration and decreased trust with program staff over these issues.  Some CBOs may be less likely 

to work with the program in the future because of these struggles. One CBO staff member explicitly stated 

that he does not want to market for the program anymore because he has not been paid.  The evaluation team 

communicated these issues with the PAs after the interview.  

  “If you are not sure you are going to get a check by Wednesday, [it’s] probably better to tell 

people you have [a] check going out this week, not give a specific deadline. Otherwise , you 

present [yourself] as someone who lies. Right now, I don’t know who to contact for this – has 

changed a lot. Not sure who has filled positions after.  . . [Payment issues have] made me slower 

in working for them. I don’t want younger people to be in the same situation. I had one person 

have a situation with not getting his paychecks. When things are constantly getting delayed, it 

slows you down. I think they have good intentions and a good program but sometimes people 

are slow. Pandemic is slowing everything, but [it] shouldn’t slow to overdo it. ” 

 “[The payment structure is that] If they get 10 people, the church receives $10,000 for 

helping. I spent more than 15 days to receive the papers, read the papers, and I have not 

received money [since he didn’t recruit anyone]…  I feel like I wasted my time looking for 

people. . .  I’m not getting paid to do the work, and want money to do so. I decided to 

stop advertising the program because I wasn’t getting money, wasn’t getting support 

with space, and the program wasn’t interacting with youth directly or figuring out what 

they need and want.”   

Business partners faced struggles with late or missing payment as well. Two businesses mentioned receiving 

payments late. While both partners mentioned the issue, late payment did not seem to significantly impact 

their satisfaction with the program overall. Both had positive feedback for the program staff’s communication. 

“[Our experience with staff was] good. They communicated with us a lot. The only issue 

we had was the reimbursement part of that. We didn’t get reimbursed until after the 

internship was done. We invoiced them every other week, and there was a 3-month 

internship. We got one check, and they could have been more upfront about companies 
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having to take on the financial burden. It was better this year than last year. If we hired 

them off the street, we’d hire [them] at 16 [dollars an hour], but the internship is at 20. We 

had to [pay] upfront for that cost, and then we got reimbursed. A smaller company might 

not be able to upfront capital.”   

Business Partner Experience 
We interviewed four weatherization business partners involved in the program. The business partners all 

participated in the program in Cohort 3. All four of these businesses reported having diverse workforces, 

though they do not intentionally recruit for diversity. Three businesses hired at least one participating intern 

as a full-time employee after the internship ended. One of these businesses reported that they have hired all 

their CEP interns to become full-time employees after the program. One business partner laid the intern off 

shortly after hiring for performance issues. Business partners reported varied experiences with their interns 

and consequently, the program overall. 

Business partners often based satisfaction with the program on their experience with individual 

interns. Business partners who spoke highly about their interns were more likely to speak positively 

about their experience with the program overall.  Only one of the interviewed business partners reported 

having a negative experience with the program, and this partner was unhappy with the quality of interns they 

hosted. They felt that the interns did not come with enough training in weatherization or social skills 

necessary for the workforce. They initially hired four interns, but one did not show up. Of the three interns 

who participated, the business partner only described one as being motivated to work. Additionally, some 

interns at this business struggled to “communicate on job sites with coworkers,” leading to “beefs” between 

employees.  

The three other business partners reported satisfaction with the program overall and interest in participating 

in the future. Two of these business partners spoke highly of the work their intern(s) did, with both stating 

that they’ve heard “good feedback” from other employees. One partner had no complaints about the 

program, mentioning that their intern was “was awesome from the jump, as there were “not too many 

roadblocks” and he “took to the guys [his coworkers].” He also mentioned that the intern, who he  hired as a 

full-time employee after the program, is a “good crew leader now.”  

“One apprentice worked out really well. . . [so] the little bit of exposure we had to [the 

program] worked out great for us.”  

Initial expectations impact business partners’ perceptions of the interns. Business partners who expect 

the interns to be learning more on the job are happier with their overall experience with the program.  

The three most satisfied business partners all mentioned that they expected to teach their interns on the job, 

as they came in with little knowledge. Two other business partners, who both hired their interns as full -time 

employees after the program ended, explicitly stated that interns came in with no previous knowledge, and 

they taught them all the necessary skills on the job. One of these partners mentioned that interns “start off 

slow. Another business partners, who hired their intern because they “didn’t know much but wanted to learn,” 

thought the training was a major draw to the program, as candidates had a “general idea of what we were 

doing.” Only one business partner had reservations towards participating in the program in the future , as they 
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were unhappy with the interns they hosted. They stated that they would be interested if staff could 

“demonstrate that they made meaningful changes to the whole process.” This partner was frustrated because 

by the time they interviewed participants, there were only four left out of the 20-person cohort. They felt that 

having “last choice who didn’t get selected by anyone else” affected the quality of their interns. They wanted 

to ensure that they would have access to the first round of interviews if they participated again in the future. 

Additionally, this business partner was “disappointed with training across the board” from the program, 

questioning why they did not know what air sealing was when they started.  

“We were pretty excited about [the] program but had set expectations too high – we were 

thinking that they didn’t give them everything they needed to be successful. I don’t 

blame the kids entirely for it. . . they only have a couple weeks of time. [The training 

needs to] find a better way [for participants] to get important skills they need to be 

successful, not just be able to hear about them.”  

Expectations and general attitudes can impact how patient and supportive the business partners are towards 

their interns. The business partner who interviewed the last four interns described them as “the end of the 

crop of young punks.” When talking about how their writing and language skills were lacking, they stated that 

they “weren’t expecting PhDs but needed more than what they got.” While they did state that they “didn’t 

blame the kids entirely,” they did not seem very patient with the interns. In contrast, one of the business 

partners hired their intern after the program ended, but they had to let them go because they were a ‘slow 

learner.’ This business partner was invested in their intern’s success, even when they faced these challenges, 

mentioning that they developed a friendship. When talking about the hiring process, they stated “I hired [the 

intern] because they reminded me of myself; they didn’t know much but wanted to learn.”  The business 

partner was more patient, working with their intern through roadblocks to set them up for success. When one 

of their foremen reported that the intern was a slow learner, the business partner put them with a different 

foreman. After getting the same feedback, the business partner spoke directly to the intern, encouraging them 

“to get up to speed so that everyone could get home.” The business partner eventually had to lay the intern 

off because there was no improvement, and they “didn’t have any other jobs they could put them on.” 

However, they mentioned that they were currently looking into getting another truck for their business and 

would reach out to the intern to work for them again if they did so. They are willing to participate in the 

program as a business partner in the future, saying “just because it didn’t work out with this guy doesn’t mean 

it’s not gonna work out” with future interns.  

“The reason why I didn’t really talk to anybody on the Clean Pathways program [about 

having to let go of his intern after hiring full-time] was that I was having these 

conversations with [the intern] where we really became friends.” 

Business partners with more familiarity or empathy towards where the youth come from may be better at 

providing support during the internship. One CBO staff member mentioned that some of the business 

partners had no patience and should not be working with youth. These partners may be less satisfied with 

their participation in the program and create a less positive experience for the interns.  

Business partners reported having overall positive experiences with program staff but experienced 

some challenges with transportation for their interns and program payments. Two business partners 

mentioned that their interns struggled with transportation. One mentioned that it is difficult for young people 
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to “get a license, have a car, and drive to work every day.” Some of their interns were “getting up an hour and 

a half earlier to get on the bus” to come to the job. The business partner mentioned that staff should help 

and suggested helping participants get their drivers licenses before the program starts. The other partner 

mentioned that transportation issues have persisted with their former-intern-turned-employee, who still 

does not have transportation to work.  

During the internship, this was not an issue because the intern-turned-full-time-employee from the previous 

program cycle got their license and was able to drive the other intern to job sites. The business partner helped 

the former intern learn to drive in their warehouse parking lot so that they could get their license and drive 

the box truck, as they had expressed interest in driving. However, that employee left shortly before the time 

of the interview, so their new employee was left without a ride.  The business partner mentions that 

transportation is supposed to be the employee’s responsibility, but they are trying to make it work because 

“it’s not their fault.” At the time of the interview, they were still taking some Ubers to work paid for by the 

business when jobs were outside of their immediate area. Additionally, other employees will go out of the 

way to pick the intern up for jobs in the area. On other days, they may give the former intern a ride to the 

warehouse to work on organizing, ordering, and cleaning so that they can still get paid. The business partner 

coordinates their work calendar to ensure that there are jobs in the local area so that the employee can get 

their hours in for the week. The business partner stated that they were “making it work for now” but their 

employee “might need to find a different job that’s closer where they don’t have to rely as much on 

transportation” in the future. This business partner is going above and beyond to support their intern, but it 

may not be sustainable for them in the long run.  

“The only issue that we run into is now one person left, and the other intern doesn’t have 

a driver's license. We sometimes have them go directly to customers house, sometimes 

we’ll pay for their uber. Transportation has been the biggest thing [for interns ] because 

they are young, and they don’t have a license. Not having a license is the biggest issue. 

Our main crew is coming out of CT, and satellite in MA.” 

Additionally, two business partners mentioned issues with payment through the program. Both partners 

experienced challenges getting paid late. According to one business partner, they did not get paid until the 

internship was over. They felt that CEP staff could have been “more upfront about companies having to take 

on the financial burden.”  

CBO Experience 
We interviewed staff from three community-based organizations that partnered with the program in both 

cohorts 2 and 3. Two participants were from local churches while one was a staff member at a youth workforce 

development organization.  

Overall, community partners had different experiences with the program based on the type of 

organization. Community partners without a workforce development background had a less 

satisfactory experience with CEP. The two church leaders interviewed talked about the issues they were 

having with program staff. One partner described their work for the program as “overwhelming,” as they spent 

a lot of time working with youth for the program but had not been paid for much of this work. The other 

partner mentioned they paused working with the program because they were not comfortable signing the 
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paperwork sent over for payment. The evaluation team communicated these issues with the PAs after the 

interview.  

Community partners have varying levels of experience with helping participants, so the students with 

whom they partner end up having different experiences.  Staff from the youth development organization 

had more regular check-ins with program participants, with formalized processes in place to ensure success 

at the internship. At the partnering organization interviewed, program participants are assigned a cas e 

manager who checks in with them throughout the program. Students who work with staff from other 

organizations may not have this experience. One partner who works at a church mentioned that they had no 

previous experience working with youth. This could contribute to why this partner has struggled to recruit 

any participants for the program. Without these formalized processes in place, it may be more difficult for 

other organizations to successfully recruit and support interns.  

“Our goal is long term success and sustainability [of employment]. During their time in 

this pathway and any other pathway, we’re providing them [with] a holistic approach to 

case management support services. If I have any young person for example, where 

transportation is a barrier, we’re actively helping them get their license and providing 

them with bus passes. . . Preprogramming or post-programming, we’re helping them 

actively rectify and accomplish and overcome those barriers so that they can be 

successful on the long term, cause our goal is long term success. It's not just a credential, 

it's not just a certification. It's not just getting them out the door. No, we want them to be 

successful in the long-term years after they leave the program and years after they leave.” 

Program Theory Logic Model (PTLM) 
The MA CEP PTLM was developed by ODC as a part of the Cohort 1 evaluation. For this evaluation, we 

examined the PTLM and evaluated the activities, outputs, and outcomes to assess their relevancy to the 

program as it operated for Cohorts 2 and 3. We also examined the outputs and outcomes to determine if these 

could be measured through the program’s data tracking and our evaluation activities.  

Below is the logic model as developed through the Cohort 1 evaluation. 
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Figure 6. PTLM (developed through Cohort 1 evaluation). 

 

The PTLM does articulate the program’s activities and potential outcomes from those activities. However, for the program to achieve the overall 

purpose of “increasing the size and diversity of the workforce ,” the MA PAs and other organizations will need to provide support for potential workers 

entering the industry. For example, the MA PAs should expand their partnerships with technical schools that provide initial HVAC training. Similarly, 

to “strengthen the infrastructure that supports them ,” PAs, in their community-based programs, may want to support CBO wraparound services – 

such as obtaining drivers licenses or bus passes.  
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Taken together, these additional interventions may build into a larger workforce development initiative for the MA PAs and wi ll likely require 

coordination with MA state agencies and local CBOs. To articulate this need, we added a new box (box Y) inside th e PTLM to show the need for these 

interventions to achieve the long-term outcomes outlined in the PTLM.   

Figure 7 shows the updated PTLM visual. While these additional interventions may help, the PAs should consider investigating the barriers that 

remain across the full set of pathways potential employees currently take. Once identified, the PAs can identify whether there are viable interventions 

that can be integrated into the CEP program or other workforce development initiatives.  
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Figure 7. Updated PTLM  
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Activities and Outputs 

We used primary data collected through our evaluation to verify each activity. The program conducted all the 

activities outlined in the logic model and gathered the necessary data to evaluate the corresponding outputs. 

However, interviewed participants indicated a lack of assistance with transportation to their job site, as well 

as securing an internship in the first place, indicating the program should enhance wraparound services for 

interns (Activity F).  

Table 4. PTLM activities and outputs 

ACTIVITY OUTPUT EVALUATION FINDINGS 

A) Recruit and build capacity 

within partners: businesses, 

training, organizations, and 

CBOs 

G) Partner organizations 

recruited and supported 

• 6 business partners contracted in Cohort 

2 and 13 business partners contracted in 

Cohort 3.  

• 5 CBOs contracted in both cohorts.  

• 3 training partners contracted in Cohort 

3. 

B) Recruit interns and match 

them with businesses 

H) Interns recruited & 

matched with business 

partners 

• Cohort 2: 14 participants recruited, 11 

completed internships. 

• Cohort 3: 23 participants recruited, 19 

completed training, 15 started 

internships, 8 completed internship. 

C) Offer job readiness, DE&I, 

technical, and professional 

development training 

I) Interns trained 
• Cohort 3: 19 participants completed 

training. 

D) Provide interns with on-the-

job training through paid 

internships 

J) On-the-job experience 

• Cohort 2: 11 participants completed an 

internship. 

• Cohort 3: 8 participants completed an 

internship. 

E) Provide mentorship on-the-

job and from industry leaders 
K) Connections developed 

• Most interviewed participants reported 

positive experiences with co-workers and 

team leaders during their internship, 

however, none mentioned continued 

connections in the industry after program 

participation. 

F) Provide wraparound services 

to interns 

L) Check ins and support 

services provided 

• Cohort 3 participants reported 

significant issues with transportation  

to their internship. 

• Those who did not get placed in an 

internship reported a lack of support 

from the program to find a suitable 

internship after their training. 
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Outcomes 

We also assessed the outcomes outlined in the PTLM to determine their feasibility and trackability in relation 

to the program activities. The figure below shows each outcome, along with our analysis of it, including 

whether it could be verified through our evaluation. We were unable to satisfactorily assess several outcomes 

due to a lack of tracking after the program ended. Program staff will need to implement additional tracking 

if they want to assess these outcomes.  

Table 5. PTLM outcomes 

OUTCOME EVALUATION FINDINGS 

M) Partner organizations 

gain connections, 

experience, and capacity 

• Business partners provided on the job training to help interns develop as 

workers in the industry. 

• Three of the four interviewed business partners hired interns to be full -time 

employees after the program. Two reported hearing great feedback about 

the interns from coworkers. 

• All business partners are interested in participating in the future, though to 

varying degrees. 

N) Businesses hire diverse 

entry-level employees 

• Business partners reported having diverse workforces, though they do not 

intentionally recruit for diversity.  

• Diversity occurred because of who walks in the door for jobs in the industry 

and referrals from current employees to their family/friends/communities  

O) Increased intern 

knowledge and skills 

related to industry and 

workplace practices 

• Participants in Cohort 2 reported that their knowledge of the HVAC industry 

increased after the first week of their internship (from 2.75 to 3.25).  

• Participants in Cohort 3 reported that they were slightly knowledgeable 

about the weatherization industry after completing their training (prior to 

starting their internship) (average of 2.1).  

• Participants spoke about the comprehensive skills they developed in 

follow-up interviews. Every participant mentioned learning as part of the 

program. Many gave specific examples of industry equipment they worked 

with or projects they completed. 

P) Interns achieve 

certification in their career 

pathway 

• Participants in Cohort 3 who completed their training received various 

certifications, depending on which training location they attended.  

Q) Interns develop 

stronger network in the EE 

industry 

• As stated above, most interviewed participants reported positive 

experiences with co-workers and team leaders during their internship, 

however, none mentioned continued connections in the industry after 

program participation. 

• Since the program does not track participants after their internship is 

completed, this is a difficult metric to assess outside of the follow -up 

interviews the evaluation team conducted. 

R) Interns pursue and 

achieve full-time 

employment in industry 

• Three out of the twelve participants from both cohorts, interviewed after 

their internship had finished, reported that they were still employed in 

either the HVAC or weatherization industry.  

• Since the program does not track participants after their internship is 

completed, this is a difficult metric to assess outside of the follow -up 

interviews the evaluation team conducted. 
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Considerations by Intern Focus 

When considering the activities, outputs, and outcomes in the PTLM, it is important to consider the 

differences between the focuses of the CEP program – HVAC and weatherization. Given the nature of the HVAC 

industry compared to the weatherization industry, there are different considerations that should be 

considered when analyzing program activities and their intended outcomes. The table below illustrates  

differences between the two groups as they relate to the PTLM. 

Table 6. PTLM Considerations by Group 

ACTIVITY OUTPUT HVAC WEATHERIZATION 

A) Recruit and 

build capacity 

within 

partners: 

businesses, 

training, 

organizations, 

and CBOs 

G) Partner 

organizations 

recruited and 

supported 

The program should set expectations 

with HVAC business partners as 

interns do not have extensive 

technical training through the 

program prior to beginning their 

internship. 

Setting the right expectation is 

also important, though the 

learning curve may not be as 

steep given that weatherization 

is a less complex trade and 

interns receive training prior to 

beginning their internship. 

B) Recruit 

interns and 

match them 

with 

businesses 

H) Interns recruited 

& matched with 

business partners 

It is important to implement 

screening to ensure interns are ready 

to meet the challenge of an internship 

in the HVAC industry. 

Enthusiasm for the industry and 

a willingness to learn are the 

most important criteria to look 

for in this cohort. 

C) Offer job 

readiness, 

DE&I, 

technical, and 

professional 

development 

training 

I) Interns trained 

Job readiness, professional 

development and DEI training should 

be standard across Cohorts, but HVAC 

interns will need (and receive) 

additional technical training 

Job readiness, professional 

development and DEI training 

should be standard across 

Cohorts. 

D) Provide 

interns with 

on-the-job 

training 

through paid 

internships 

J) On-the-job 

experience 

Given the technical requirements of a 

career in HVAC, extending the length 

of the internship may be required to 

sufficiently prepare interns for the 

workforce. Consider extending the 

internship to 6 months or a year. 

The 3-month internship should 

be sufficient for preparing 

interns for a career in the 

weatherization industry. 

E) Provide 

mentorship 

on-the-job 

and from 

industry 

leaders 

K) Connections 

developed 

Interns in the HVAC field may require 

more hands-on mentorship from their 

business partners, given the technical 

complexity of the work. Consider 

formalizing on-the-job mentoring 

with willing business partners. 

While mentorship and 

connections are still important, 

interns in the weatherization 

industry may require less one-

on-one training. 

F) Provide 

wraparound 

services to 

interns 

L) Check ins and 

support services 

provided 

Both groups require support via 

wraparound services, including 

supporting ways for interns to get to 

the job site. Should the program 

increase the length of the HVAC 

internship, these services will need to 

continue.  

Both groups require support via 

wraparound services, including 

supporting ways for interns to 

get to the job site. 



34 

 

CO N C LU S I O N S  A N D  

R E CO M M E N D AT I O N S  
We developed the following set of recommendations based on the findings of our evaluation. A few of these 

have already been addressed by program staff since Cohort 3, which is noted . 

C O N C L U S I O N  # 1  

Program actors, including interns, noted communication gaps between CEP staff and other program 

actors. Participants reported not having regular communication with program implementation staff, and 

sometimes heard conflicting information from different actors involved in the program. For example, one 

participant mentioned asking program staff for help, but despite calling and emailing were not able to reach 

anyone. Others reported wanting regular check-ins and some sought support from CBOs instead of program 

staff. Business partners’ experiences differed based on their initial expectations. For example, business 

partners who expected interns to learn “on the job” were more satisfied with the program than those who 

had higher expectations of program participants. Additionally, business partners and CBOs reported some 

miscommunications regarding their payment for participating in the program.  

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

1. Implement regular communication check-ins between program staff and participants. 

Participants expressed some issues with miscommunications with program implementation staff 

throughout the course of the program, as well as some reticence to reaching out to program staff with 

issues they were having. Implementing regular communication touchpoints between program staff 

and participants would encourage participants to be more open about their experience and allow the 

program to provide them with the support needed. To effectively provide support to program 

participants, staff should be careful not to interpret silence positively and explicitly engage with 

participants about what they can expect support on. Staff should also consider how cultural 

backgrounds can impact on a participant’s willingness to ask for support. Since Cohort 3, the program 

employed HR coordinators who connect with participants to regularly check -in throughout the 

program. 

2. Set clear expectations with Business Partners about the participants of the program. Some 

business partners expected interns would have more skills at the start of the internship. To avoid 

business partner dissatisfaction, the program should set a clear expectation that interns have no 

industry experience and little to no job experience overall. The program should consider partnering 

with business partners who recognize this and are able to devote time and resources to provide on -

the-job training to interns.  

3. Set clear expectations with CBOs and Business Partners regarding payment for the program.  

Some CBOs and Business Partners expressed dissatisfaction with the payment received through the 

program and indicated that they were not paid when they thought they would be. Setting clear 



35 

 

expectations with program partners about how and when they will receive payment should alleviate 

this dissatisfaction. 

C O N C L U S I O N  # 2  

Participants reported needing more support from program staff to overcome barriers and pain points. 

While participants reported high levels of satisfaction with the program, they also indicated that there were 

barriers present to successfully completing the program. Both cohorts did not have a 100% completion rate, 

with 11 out of 14 Cohort 2 participants (79%) and 8 out of 23 Cohort 3 participants (35%) successfully 

completing an internship through the program. One of the major barriers was transportation, which 

prevented some Cohort 3 participants from being able to complete an internship. Out of the seven Cohort 3 

participants who shared insights in a follow up interview, two were not able to start their internship due to 

lack of transportation, and one intern was not able to accept a full-time job from their host business partner 

because they were required to have their driver’s license. Furthermore, while it wasn’t a barrier to completion, 

it was noted by both program staff and business partners that the professionalism of CEP participants in both 

cohorts was an area that needed improvement. 

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

1. Implement additional screening during the application process to ensure participants are a 

good fit for the program. Both program cohorts saw a drop-off in participation where not all 

participants ended up completing their internship. While this could be due to a variety of factors, 

additional screening, such as assessing their ability to get to job sites, during the application process 

would help ensure that accepted applicants are a good fit for the program and may increase rates of 

internship completion. Since Cohort 3, the program has implemented additional screening through 

the application process. 

2. Consider ways to increase support for transportation to job sites.  One of the major barriers we 

identified in Cohort 3 was a lack of transportation. This hindered many participants’ ability to get to 

and from their job site and prevented some from moving forward in the program. The program should 

consider ways to assist with this, including setting up carpools, providing a stipend for a bus pass, or 

connecting participants with local organizations that assist people in purchasing a car.  

3. Enhance the workforce development training prior to the start of the internship to include more 

training on professionalism and job-related life skills. While both cohorts received workforce 

development training before starting the internship, program staff indicated that there were still some 

issues regarding the professionalism of program participants. The program should continue to offer 

this training and consider ways to enhance it so that participants are prepared to enter the workforce 

for both their internship and any employment opportunities after their internship is over.  Since 

Cohort 3, the program has implemented a two-day professional development training session prior 

to the start of the internship. 
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C O N C L U S I O N  # 3  

When participants are working with a communicative, experienced youth or workforce development 

community-based organization, they are more likely to succeed in the program. Since some participants 

reported that they did not receive sufficient support from the program, CBO support became more important 

to their success in the program. One of the CBOs involved in the program had case workers that met with 

participants at least once a week, and some even met daily. Participants who worked with this organizatio n 

reported fewer initial barriers to starting their internship. While this CBO helped decrease initial barriers, 

some of the interns associated with them did not complete the internship. This is likely because of the CBO’s 

focus on construction rather than the energy efficiency realm.  

1. Partner with CBOs that have a focus on energy efficiency workforce development. Participants 

partnering with workforce-focused CBOs - particularly CBOs focused on energy-related workforce 

development – are likely to have the most success in the program. There are few, if any, CBOs 

specifically focused on increasing the energy efficiency trades. As such, if the PAs are unable to find 

and work with these organizations, we recommend providing energy efficiency and coaching support 

to the CBOs the program currently works with. These supports could include requiring CBOs check in 

with interns weekly to review the list of known barriers – particularly transportation and discuss 

differences between energy efficiency related jobs and other trade jobs.  

C O N C L U S I O N  # 4  

The program conducted the activities outlined in the logic model and gathered the necessary data to 

evaluate the corresponding outputs, however we were unable to satisfactorily assess several outcomes 

due to a lack of tracking after the program ended.  While the logic model activities, outputs and outcomes 

are similar for HVAC and weatherization cohorts, there are some differences between focus areas that should 

be detailed in the logic model. Further, the larger goal of the program – to increase the size and diversity of 

the workforce – requires additional program interventions from MA PAs outside of CEP to fully realize this 

goal.  

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  

1. Implement long-term program tracking for participants after they complete the program.  We 

were unable to verify some of the desired outcomes of the program, including diversifying the 

workforce, having participants develop a strong network and achieve employment in the energy 

industry, due to a lack of tracking after the program is finished.  Implementing regular follow-ups with 

former program participants would help track these metrics, as well as provide some support or 

guidance to those who have completed the program. 

2. Track program activities, outputs, and outcomes separately for HVAC versus weatherization 

tracts. Since HVAC and weatherization require different levels of training, interest and on the job 

learning, the program should track progress on activities, outputs, and outcomes for each tract 

separately. Through this tracking, the program can investigate whether the HVAC internship should 

be extended to 6 months or a year.   
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3. Implement cultural competency or DEI training for business partners.  Since one of the goals of 

the CEP program is to increase workforce diversity in the energy industry, the program should 

consider implementing cultural competency or DEI training for business partners to provide them 

with additional support in this area. This would help support not only program participants, but other 

diverse workers outside of the program who may be interested in the industry. Since Cohort 3, 

program staff noted they have begun to conduct DEI training with business partners.  

C O N C L U S I O N  # 5  

Participation in the CEP program resulted in full-time jobs in the HVAC or weatherization fields for five 

interviewed participants who completed an internship through the program.  A higher proportion of 

interviewed participants from Cohort 2 went on to have a career in the HVAC industry (three out of five), 

compared to Cohort 3 participants in the weatherization industry (two out of four). Participants indicated 

that their experience with the program was very beneficial when entering the workforce, as they were able to 

apply for jobs with prior experience and training. Cohort 2 also appeared to be more engaged in the HVAC 

industry compared to Cohort 3 in the weatherization industry, with a l arger proportion entered the program 

with previous experience or training in the HVAC industry. Given the small sample sizes of both Cohorts that 

completed an internship, as well as the proportion we were able to contact after their participation in the 

program, further tracking of participants post-internship is needed to determine the full impact of the 

program regarding the growth in size and diversity of the workforce.  

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  

1. Explore further partnerships with trade schools and other organizations conducting HVAC-

related trainings to expand the reach of the CEP internship. One major differentiator between 

HVAC and weatherization cohorts was the added experience HVAC interns had before they entered 

the internship. This provides further evidence that HVAC-related jobs require more background 

knowledge than weatherization jobs, but it also provides evidence for a naturally occurring pathway 

from trade schools/HVAC trainings to the CEP program. The program should consider expanding on 

this pathway by directly partnering with trade schools and HVAC trainings.   
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A P P E N D I X   

Appendix A. Primary Research Activities  

M a t e r i a l s  R e v i e w  

We received materials from the previous evaluator and program staff, to provide background information on 

the Cohort 1 evaluation, as well as the existing research from the Cohort 2 and 3 evaluations. These materials 

included notes from the evaluation team, interview guides and transcripts, baseline survey guides and data, 

and all relevant materials used in the Cohort 1 evaluation. The evaluation team reviewed this to help inform 

the updated scope of work and to develop our research questions for the Cohort s 2 and 3 evaluations. We 

also used the guides provided by the previous evaluator as a framework when developing the guides used in 

our interviews with program participants and partners.  

P T L M  R e v i e w  

During the Cohort 1 evaluation, the previous evaluator developed a PTLM that outlined the program’s 

activities, outputs, and outcomes. Through this evaluation, we analyzed this PTLM, determining  each 

component's relevance to the program and identifying potential enhancements for more effective tracking.  

T r a i n i n g  A s s e s s m e n t  

For Cohort 3, the program used three different training sites to conduct weatherization and general workforce 

training prior to the start of participants’ internships. We reviewed the curriculum for each site, and analyzed 

metrics across the three sites, including completion rate, participant level of knowledge, and participant 

interest in the industry. 

P r i m a r y  D a t a  C o l l e c t i o n  

The previous evaluator conducted baseline surveys with Cohort 2 and 3 participants at the beginning of their 

internships to understand participant backgrounds and initial attitudes towards the internships . They 

provided us with the raw data from these surveys, which we analyzed to help develop our findings and 

recommendations. 

We then spoke with participants, CBOs, and business partners involved with the program for Cohorts 2 and 

3. For Cohort 2, the previous evaluator spoke with program participants through exit interviews soon after 

they completed their internships. We did not conduct exit interviews with Cohort 3 participants.  

About three months after the program ended, both Cohort 2 and 3 participants had the opportunity to 

participate in a 30-minute follow-up interview, where we asked participants about their experiences with the 

program. For Cohort 3, we expanded our interview sample to include participants who completed the 

internship, did not complete the internship, or completed the training but did not start an internship.  



39 

 

We also interviewed CBO and business partner staff about their experience working with CEP program staff 

and participants. We spoke to three CBO leaders that participated in both Cohorts 2 and 3, and three business 

partner staff members from Cohort 3.  We were unable to schedule interviews with any Cohort 2 business 

partners. The table below shows the primary data collection activities completed through this evaluation.  

Table 7. Primary research activities 

RESEARCH ACTIVITY TIMING COHORT 
NUMBER OF COMPLETED 

SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS 

Baseline survey One week into internship 
C2 8 

C3 20 

Exit interview After completion of internship C2 7 

Follow-up interviews 3 months post-internship 
C2 5 

C3 7 

CBO interviews Mar 2023 Both 3 

BP interviews Apr-Oct 2023 Both 3 

The table below provides detail on the primary research we conducted, including the evaluation firm that 

completed each activity. 

Table 8. Primary research activities 

RESEARCH 

ACTIVITY 
TIMING COHORT 

NUMBER OF 

COMPLETED 

SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS 

EVALUATION FIRM 

Baseline survey 
One week into 

internship 

C2 8 
ODC 

C3 20 

Exit interview 
After completion 

of internship 
C2 7 ODC 

Follow-up 

interviews 

3 months post-

internship 

C2 5 
ILLUME 

C3 7 

CBO interviews Mar 2023 Both 3 ILLUME 

BP interviews Apr-Oct 2023 Both 3 ILLUME 
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Appendix B. Training Site Curriculum 
The table below outlines the topics covered in each training site’s curriculum.  

Table 9.  Training site curriculum (Cohort 3) 

TRAINING 

SITE 

HANDS-ON 

TRAINING 
CLASSROOM TRAINING 

GENERAL WORKFORCE 

DEVELOPMENT 

TRAINING 

CERTIFICATIONS 

NNCC 

• Insulation 

• Caulking and 

sealant 

• Glazing 

• A/C unit ducts 

and filters 

• Careers in 

weatherization 

• Weatherization 

vocabulary 

• Hazards 

• Priority list 

• Work orders 

• Identifying energy 

leaks 

• R values 

• Insulation types and 

applications 

• Fire rating of 

insulating materials 

• HVAC duct sealing 

and maintenance 

• HERS index sample 

• Procedures for 

blower door test 

• Energy star 

appliances 

• Weatherization tools 

and materials 

• Water efficiency 

• Smoke, heat, and CO 

detectors 

• Soft skills 

development 

• Communication 

skills 

• Resume 

review/support 

• Conflict resolution 

• Basic financial 

literacy 

• In person/virtual 

interviewing skills 

• NNCC/CRV 

YouthBuild 

Introduction to 

Weatherization 

Training 

• OSHA-10 

Certification 

• Building License 

Institute’s training 

• OSHA-30 

Certification 

GJA 

Diagnostic Testing: 

Interpret blower 

door tests and 

infrared images to 

assess a 

weatherization 

project. 

• Basic Building 

Science: 

o Introduction to the 

basic science of 

weatherization, 

energy systems, 

energy conservation, 

the building 

envelope and 

insulation. 

• Sealing the Building 

Envelope: 

o Reviews tools, 

equipment and 

• Resume building 

• Resume writing 

• Time management 

• Budgeting 

• Team building 

• Employer 

expectations 

• 4 days of classroom 

instruction and 

hands-on training 

(Certificate of 

Completion) 

• RRP Lead Renovator 

Certification 

• OSHA 10 

Certification 

• On-the-Job training 

with a Contractor 

(Certificate of 

Completion) 
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TRAINING 

SITE 

HANDS-ON 

TRAINING 
CLASSROOM TRAINING 

GENERAL WORKFORCE 

DEVELOPMENT 

TRAINING 

CERTIFICATIONS 

methods used to 

make repairs and 

improvements. 

• Ductwork:  

o Review different 

types of ductwork 

systems for heating, 

air conditioning and 

ventilation and 

required 

components and 

methods for making 

minor repairs, 

sealing, and 

insulating ductwork 

systems. 

• Insulation 

Installation: 

o Overview of many 

different types of 

insulation products 

commercially 

available, 

installation 

procedures, and 

required personal 

protective 

equipment. 

AACA 

• Preparing for 

Attic Work 

(Aluminum 

Tape, 

Measuring 

Tape, Walking 

on Joists) 

• Preparing for 

Wall Work 

(Lead Safe 

Drop Cloths) 

• Heat travels (IR 

Camera demo) 

• Basic Air 

Sealing/Building 

Envelope 

• Advanced Air 

Sealing, Health of 

Occupants 

• Basic Insulation 

• Advanced Insulation 

R-value/U-Value 

• Humidity and 

Moisture 

• Durability 

• Energy Star and 

Building Code 

• Energy Conservation 

• Basic Reading 

• Computer Skills 

• Workplace 

Readiness - Conflict 

Resolution 

• Writing Skills - Intro 

to Resume 

• Basic Math Skills 

• Interview Practice 

• Fraud, Credit and 

Financial 

presentation 

• Safety Training 

• How to be 

professional 

• MISSING FROM 

MATERIALS 

 


