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Executive Summary

During Year 2, there were two elements of the CEA evaluation related to the Bee Branch Healthy Homes
Project: interviews with the BBHH team and interviews with the first set of BBHH clients.

BBHH team members described that they are getting both busier and more comfortable with their work.
They described that participants are already benefitting from the BBHH program in various ways:
families can use their basements again, there is less water in properties, reduced stress and worry,
families are receiving referrals for needed resources, and there is a “human touch.” A major theme
throughout the interviews was that no property (or family) is “one size fits all;” it's important to be
responsive to the needs of each individual.

A majority of BBHH participants who were interviewed described that participating in the program will
have a positive impact on their lives financially, personally, and through increased pride in their
neighborhood. One participant said, “I think it’s a wonderful project. | think that the work they did,
outside of just helping the homes and the sustainability of the homes in this area that they did for Bee
Branch, the landscaping and the securing of all that...is beautiful.” The group described the “best parts”
of the program to be the work done on their home to prevent further water damage, working with the
City of Dubuque staff and contractors, and low-to-moderate income residents have access to this type of
program.

Dubugue Evaluation Plan and Deviations from the Plan

During Year 1, the CEA collaborated with the City of Dubuque Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency
Coordinator, Sharon Gaul, to create an evaluation plan for BBHH activities. For Year 2, in addition to the
planned evaluation activities, at the request of Dubuque, the CEA collaborated with Gaul to create a
short survey of contractors who had done work for BBHH. The purpose of the survey is to understand
how the work of contractors with the BBHH is going, any challenges contractors experience in their
work, and how project staff could improve the project for contractors. Findings from this survey will be
reported to the BBHH team in Fall 2018 and will be included in the Year 3 annual report.

Dubuqgue Evaluation Study Activities

In alignment with the Bee Branch and Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Evaluation Plan (included in
CEA’s Year 1 report), the CEA conducted interviews with Bee Branch Healthy Homes (BBHH) clients and
team members. Those findings are reported below.

In addition to the planned evaluation activities, at the request of Sharon Gaul, BBHH Resiliency
Coordinator, and the CEA collaborated with Gaul to create a short survey of contractors who had done
work for BBHH. The purpose of the survey is to understand how the work of contractors with the BBHH
is going, any challenges contractors experience in their work, and how project staff could improve the
project for contractors. The online survey was sent to contractors on September 11, 2018.

Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Team Interviews

Center for Evaluation and Assessment conducted phone interviews with the seven City of Dubuque Bee
Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program BBHH team members during July and August 2018. The
purpose of the interviews was to document the processes of the BBHH and inform program
improvements. Interviews asked team members about their role in the program, interactions with
participants, day-to-day processes, participants’ resource needs, anticipated effects of the program on

Copyright CEA 2018



participants, and internal program processes and recommendations. The full report of findings can be
found in Appendix V.

During Year 2, the BBHH team members reported that their roles were very similar to a year ago.
However, some team members reported having extra responsibilities (e.g., facilitating the bid process)
and others said that although their role hadn’t changed, they were now more comfortable with their
understanding of participants’ needs and the resources available in Dubuque. Team members said they
had very few difficult interactions with participants, but in the cases where they have difficult situations,
it has helped to focus on being responsive to the specific situation and communicating well.

Team members reported the most common structural property improvements at this point: sump
pumps and drains; external drains, gutters, and spouts; tuck-pointing work and foundation repair;
dehumidifiers or fans; and landscaping. One team member emphasized that what is needed "depends
on the house" and that, "It's not one size fits all.”

Team members reported effectiveness of structural property improvements on changing participants’
lives in the following ways: families can use their basements again, there is less water in properties, and
reduced stress and worry. In addition to comments about how participants’ lives are different, individual
team members also commented that the contractors did high quality work and participants recognize
that the city did something good for them.

Team members reported the most resource referrals made by the home advocates at this point were:
school and workforce development; financial services; food resources and programs; healthcare and
health insurance; weatherization; and counseling and mental health. One team member said there has
been some difficulty with follow-through because participants are too busy and an outside agency’s
response to requests can be an issue.

Team members reported effectiveness of home advocacy on changing participants’ lives in the following
ways: referrals for resources and the “human touch.” One team member reflected that they will know
more about the benefit after the yearly follow-ups.

Team members’ perceptions of BBHH internal logistics are reported by theme within this report.
Highlights include:

e Team members are satisfied with the work that they are doing with the community.

o Though the team is high quality, there have been staff changes which have made understanding
everyone’s roles and responsibilities more difficult; however, they are hopeful that the new
Acting Housing and Community Development Director will provide a positive benefit.

e The process would be smoother if more contractors were bidding on BBHH projects.

e There are specific challenges to working with houses in the oldest part of Dubuque and within
the confines of federal grant funding.

Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Client Interviews

In April 2018, the CEA conducted 10-minute telephone interviews with a convenience sample of
volunteer participants in the BBHH. The CEA and the Dubuque BBHH team worked together to create an
interview protocol to provide the program team with information to: 1) help them improve the
program, and 2) to fulfill program evaluation needs.
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In order to maximize the response rate, at the recommendation of BBHH team members, the CEA
conducted short telephone interviews instead of a written survey. Additionally, the CEA was also able to
secure non-HUD funding from the lowa Flood Center to provide a small incentive for interview
participation in the form of a chance of winning one of two $25 Target gift certificates to be distributed
to two random winners at each of the six month intervals.

Because the first list of potential interviewees for the pilot of the interview was only seven, the CEA
agreed to contact as many as possible. Random sampling from interested participants will occur in
subsequent rounds if the potential number is greater than 20 in order to reach the target number of
total interviews over the course of the project.

All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed. One CEA staff member read all the interview
transcripts and wrote the summary and full report. Two points of confusion arose during the analysis of
interview responses. First, several participants indicated that they were taking part in other Dubuque
home improvement programs and it was not always clear to them which program they were being
asked about, and therefore not always clear which program they were describing. Second, several
interviewees did not seem to know who their Home Advocate they had been in contact with was and
mentioned several other names of people who work for the City of Dubuque.

The process will be repeated every six months until the program is complete in 2021. The following is a
brief summary of the interviews that CEA wrote for the BBHH to use in informal settings and for the
clients. The full report of findings from April 2018 can be found in Appendix W.

What was the best part of working with the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program?

The “best parts” mentioned by participants included the following (with the number of people who
named each category in parentheses):

e The actual work done on their homes to prevent further water damage (3)

e Working with the City of Dubuque staff who ran the program and with contractors (2)

e Low-to-moderate income residents able to get work on homes done (2)

e Smooth planning and construction process

e Benefit to homeowners and to the City of Dubuque

In their own words, BBHH participants described the best parts as:

o  “Getting the house fixed.”

o “It helped so that it [water damage] won’t happen again.”

e “l'was able to talk with the contractors that were doing the work. The workers were very, very
cordial. They informed me about everything they were doing, why they were doing it. ...If they
didn’t have the answer, they’d call the city housing department. So that was probably the best
part.”

o “Probably the best part, to be honest with you, is the people that | dealt with. Because they’re
all there for us. If we had questions...they got back to us in a timely manner. Always very polite,
very courteous, always seemed to have our best interest at heart. They’re all pretty awesome.”

e “I'm not a wealthy person. | don’t have those means, so it was important to have that
opportunity.”

o “lliked the idea that people who were qualified actually got the help or assistance...l think it’s an
incredible program that they have.”
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e  “lliked the fact that it was all pretty much laid out.”
e “You know it benefits the homeowners, but also | guess they might say the city. It just keeps
people...happy while paying their taxes...if that makes sense!”

What problems, if any, did you have in working with the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program?

Most participants reported having no problems with the program. A few people (3) mentioned that it
took longer than they thought it would, but most appeared to take this with good humor. {One
participant said, “That was no problem because my kids thought they were on vacation.” Another
laughingly said it was only a problem because they had to use a porta-potty for seven weeks instead of
three.}

A few participants said that program staff and contractors went out of their way to be helpful by
checking in on them, referring them to other home rehabilitation programs, installing new blinds
(participant-purchased), and just doing “sweet things like that.”

Other problems reported include: construction costs that were quite a bit higher than original estimates;
{a broken window latch that still needs to be resolved (waiting for a new window);}* and having their
whole yard torn up. The participant with the yard problem said that the sub-contractor did a good job
on the sidewalk and that city employees came and put straw on the yard, adding that they commended
the city for helping out.

Participants were also asked to rate parts of the program on a 1-5 scale (where 5 was most the most
positive and 1 was the least positive). The four questions asked:
e How easy it was to complete the application (All but one rated the easy of applying for the
program as a 4 or 5 —one said 3.)
e How easy it was to work with the contractor (All rated the ease of working with the contractors
as4orb5.)
o How helpful it was to work with the Home Advocate (Five of the six rated the helpfulness of the
Home Advocate asa 4 or5.)
e How likely they were to recommend the BBHH to friends and neighbors. (All but one said they’d
recommend the BBHH to others — one person didn’t answer the question.)

In what ways will participating in the BBHH have an impact on your life?

III

Five of the participants said it would have a positive impact on their lives. The other participant said,
can’t say it made a real big impact on my life.” The participants who said being part of the BBHH would
have a positive impact on their lives mentioned the following ways it would have an impact:

Financial:
e “| could never afford to do it on my own, ever....A new furnace, new central air, water-proof
basement, and all that. | mean, that’s a lot of money.”
e “To be able to have that work done on my home, and have that available because of my
financial status, was a benefit.”
e “Because of the program, not only were we financially able to take on a lot in a short time.”

L Where curly brackets { } are used throughout this summary to enclose text, the participant described work that
may have been part of a different Dubuque program in which they were also a participant, not the BBHH.
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Personal:

“One of the things they put in my house is something to kill germs...My kids have health
problems, so they also changed to central air because [kids] have lung problemes.... That has
helped with lung problems — having the right humidity in the house.”

“We've got a beautiful home {that is now handicap accessible}....We wouldn’t have been able to
do all this as fast as we did without this program. So for us it was a blessing.”

“I would give the homes to everybody if | could...We had water coming in the basement and kids
would actually miss school the next day because of taking care of this. | just can’t say enough
about what they have done.... It truly changed our whole life with everything in our home. It
really did.”

Increased pride in home and neighborhood:

“It’s good to see the neighborhood still being worked on...I think that the programs in general
provide a great opportunity for people who wouldn’t be able to do this stuff...I think they're
great programs.”

“I think it’s a wonderful project. | think that the work they did, outside of just helping the homes
and the sustainability of the homes in this area that they did for Bee Branch, the landscaping
and the securing of all that...is beautiful.”

“| take a little more pride... The value of your home increases. So yeah, there’s definitely an
impact on my life and my family’s. You bet.”
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Appendix V. Dubuqgue Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Team Interviews Summary:
Year 2

Copyright CEA 2018



Dubuque Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Team Interviews Summary Year 2

Executive summary

Center for Evaluation and Assessment conducted phone interviews with the seven City of Dubuque
Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program BBHH team members during July and August 2018.
The purpose of the interviews was to document the processes of the BBHH and inform program
improvements. Interviews asked team members about their role in the program, interactions with
participants, day-to-day processes, participants’ resource needs, anticipated effects of the program
on participants, and internal program processes and recommendations.

During Year 2, the BBHH team members reported that their roles were very similar to a year ago.
However, some team members reported having extra responsibilities (e.g., facilitating the bid
process) and others said that although their role hadn’t changed, they were now more comfortable
with their understanding of participants’ needs and the resources available in Dubuque. Team
members said they had very few difficult interactions with participants, but in the cases where they
have difficult situations, it has helped to focus on being responsive to the specific situation and
communicating well.

Team members reported the most common structural property improvements at this point: sump
pumps and drains; external drains, gutters, and spouts; tuck-pointing work and foundation repair;
dehumidifiers or fans; and landscaping. One team member emphasized that what is needed
"depends on the house" and that, "It's not one size fits all.”

Team members reported effectiveness of structural property improvements on changing
participants’ lives in the following ways: families can use their basements again, there is less water
in properties, and reduced stress and worry. In addition to comments about how participants’ lives
are different, individual team members also commented that the contractors did high quality work
and participants recognize that the city did something good for them.

Team members reported the most resource referrals made by the home advocates at this point
were: school and workforce development; financial services; food resources and programs;
healthcare and health insurance; weatherization; and counseling and mental health. One team
member said there has been some difficulty with follow-through because participants are too busy
and an outside agency’s responses to requests can be an issue.

Team members reported on the effectiveness of home advocacy on changing participants’ lives in
the following ways: referrals for resources and the “human touch.” One team member reflected that
they will know more about the benefit after the yearly follow-ups.

Team members’ perceptions of BBHH internal logistics are reported by theme within this report.
Highlights include:

e Team members are satisfied with the work that they are doing with the community.

e Though the team is high quality, there have been staff changes which have made
understanding everyone’s roles and responsibilities more difficult; however, they are
hopeful that the new Acting Housing and Community Development Director will provide a
positive benefit.

e The process would be smoother if more contractors were bidding on BBHH projects.

e There are specific challenges to working with houses in the oldest part of Dubuque and
within the confines of federal grant funding.
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Introduction and methods

The following is a summary of information gathered during interviews with seven Bee Branch
Heathy Homes Resiliency Program (BBHH) team members. The purpose of the interviews was to
document the processes of the Healthy Homes Program (BBHH) and inform program
improvements. Interview protocols were designed during Year 1 in collaboration with Sharon Gaul,
Resiliency Project Coordinator for the City of Dubuque. All seven interviews were conducted via
telephone by the Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) staff members during July and
August 2018. Interview recordings were transcribed then coded and analyzed by one CEA staff
member.

At the request of Gaul, where possible, responses were aggregated to provide limited anonymity for
the respondents. However, due to the varied roles in the program, team members may be
identifiable by their specific responses to interview questions. This is different from the Year 1
summary (See Year 1 Dubuque Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Annual Report)
which was reported by category of interviewee and each team member was given a pseudonym.

This report integrates information from three separate sets of interviewees each with two different
interview protocols (Appendices A and B). The three sets of interviewees are:

e BBHH Home Advocates (Visiting Nurses Association)

o BBHH Inspector, Intake Specialist, and Administrative Services Manager (East Central
Intergovernmental Association)

e Bee Branch Healthy Homes Administrators

Interviewees were invited to review this summary and make corrections or additions before the
summary was considered final and submitted to United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

Role with the BBHH

Six of the seven interviewees had been previously interviewed by the CEA (See Year 1 Dubuque Bee
Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Annual Report). In these cases, we asked each team
member to reflect on how their roles have or have not changed over the course of the year. All six
indicated that their role was very similar to last year but provided some examples of how things
have changed.

Home Advocates (HAs) described having a better understanding of the housing and Healthy Homes
aspects of their work and the specific needs of the elderly participant population. Additionally, they
are more comfortable with their assessments, and with recommending and accessing resources
available to meet participants’ needs. The HAs formed a BBHH Resources Coalition which helps
them better understand local resources. One advocate said, “[The process] definitely runs more
smoothly. We can get into contact with the right people quicker and have a better time frame to get
back with families with the information they need.”

The Administrative staff and ECIA team members said the biggest change is that they have been
busier with two specifically stating that they have taken on extra responsibilities (conducting
inspections and administering the bid process). Overall, the program is more construction-oriented
this year than last with a revolving door of inspections, bids, contracts, and monitoring constructed
work.
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One team member had not previously been interviewed by the CEA. Generally, she said her role is
to “inspect the properties once they’'ve been deemed eligible for the program.” She described the
following responsibilities in her conversation with CEA:

e Conduct inspections of eligible properties including determining the scope of work and
which parts of the work are eligible for BBHH funding

e Conduct inspections of in-progress projects to monitor progress

e Issue change orders for unexpected work “which there is in almost every job because we're
dealing primarily with Dubuque’s oldest housing stock”

e Mediate communication between the contractors and the property owner when necessary

e Review and approve contract paperwork

She said that she has frequent contact with program participants while she is doing the inspections.
During these interactions, they can ask questions or point out concerns they have in the house.
Additionally, participants will sometimes tell the HAs something they are concerned about and the
HA will pass it to her. She believes participants understand her role, but that property owners have
a clearer understanding than tenants.

Difficult participant interaction

All interviewees who described having participant contact were asked to describe a participant
contact that they would consider particularly difficult. Interviewees indicated that they did not have
many difficult interactions. Some examples of interactions they shared are:

e Discomfort with financial portion of the HA assessment

e Supporting tenants is different than supporting homeowners. They can be less engaged,
have more severe issues, and sometimes their housing issues are confounded with
landlord responsibilities

o Following up with a participant who believed they had additional water issues as a result
of the work done on their property

In talking about these difficulties, team members considered solutions. Two team members talked
about the importance of being responsive to specific situations. On one of these cases, the team
member said: “We got everybody in there, we made some adjustments, so we’ll see how that goes.
If that doesn’t work, we'll do something else.” Two emphasized communication in their responses:
“It’s figuring out what types of communication style people appreciate and then trying to help and
meet their expectations after that.” One mentioned specifying program processes to clarify
questions.

One team member said, “You just have to remember every person is different, and they all have
limits of what they can handle...we just have to step back and remember that we understand it all,
and they don't. So, look at it differently and help explain it to them.”

Property improvements

Most common structural property improvements
Four team members were asked the structural practices most needed by participants to address
their needs (2 Administrators, 2 ECIA). They reported:

e Sump pumps and drains (4): One team member said they have been installing sump pumps
with battery backups.
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e External drains, gutters, and spouts (3): Three team members said they have been
installing, fixing, cleaning, or redirecting existing downspouts, gutters, and drains.

e Tuck-point work and foundation repair (3): One said this foundational repair is necessary
because of the limestone foundations.

e Dehumidifiers or fans (2): One team member said they have installed bathroom vent vans
with humidity level detectors which reduces the need for an additional dehumidifier.

e Landscaping (2)

Additional improvements stated by individuals included: furnaces; water heaters; outdoor concrete
work (sidewalks, driveways); basement windows or doors; drywall and trim; drain tiling and “dry
walls”; electrical, GFCI, smoke detectors, and carbon monoxide detectors; and “mechanical
improvements.”

Two team members stated that what is needed "depends on the house" and that "it's not one size
fits all.”

Effectiveness of structural property improvements on changing participants’ lives
All team members were asked to reflect on how the structural improvements part of the BBHH
program is improving the lives of participants. All seven indicated some kind of improvements.

One team member said:

From what I hear from people after we're completed and have gone through a couple
of rain events and don't have any water or have very minimal water, we're making a
huge impact. They're able to sleep through rain events, able to store things in their
basement again. Most of these basements, again 99% of them are not habitable. Their
mechanicals are down there, and their Christmas ornaments or whatever, down there.
They are much better functioning and healthier spaces when we're done.

Another summed up their comments by saying: "I think [water is] at least one less thing to worry
about for a lot of our participants, and that's good enough."

Specifically, team members identified the following ways that the structural improvements are
changing their lives:

e Families can use their basements again (3)

e There is less water in properties (3)

e Reduces stress (2)

e Motivated additional house improvements

e Improved children’s health issues

e Replacement of water damaged furnace and water heater allows more peace of mind; the
family does not have to relight either regularly

One team member reflected that families would not have been able to make these improvements
without the support of BBHH. Another team member said that they will see more impacts in the
future.

In addition to comments about how participants’ lives are different, individual team members also
commented that the contractors did high quality work and participants recognize that the city did
something good for them.
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Home advocacy

Most common resource referrals
Three team members were asked about the referrals most needed by participants to address their
needs (2 HA, 1 ECIA). They reported:

e School and workforce development (2): The respondent who said workforce development
specifically mentioned a specific education program.

o Financial services (2): Services stated included budgeting classes and programs to support
paying utility bills

e Food resources and programs (2): specific services stated included food pantries, access to
food for kids during summer

e Healthcare and health insurance (2)

e Weatherization (2)

e Counseling and mental health (2)

Additional resources stated by individuals included: mentoring program for kids and community
involvement.

One team member said there has been some difficulty with follow-through because participants are
too busy and an outside agency’s response to requests can be an issue.

Effectiveness of home advocacy on changing participants’ lives

All team members were asked to reflect on how the home advocacy part of the BBHH program is
improving the lives of participants. The responses below include response from all three categories
of team members, including the home advocates themselves. Five team members made general
positive comments about the HAs or their role.

One of these team members said: "I think Amy and Amanda [are] outstanding and have taken a
great interest in the project... They're bought into it and [participants] know they're there to help. A
lot of times, they're the only help."

Five team members described that the HAs are providing referrals for resources to the participants
(e.g., “[HAs] are there to give them the tools that they need in the future” and “I know [the HAs] are
finding resources for people like, schooling, and healthcare, and just community involvement”), and
three team members indicated that participants are taking advantage of these resources. One said,
“Some of [the participants] that had a higher need level certainly remember [the HAs] and talk
about the place they held in [the participant’s] life for the few months that [BBHH team members]
were along for the ride. It is effective, I think the data is going to tell that story.”

Two team members described the benefit of the “human touch” for participants: It is beneficial "just
to have somebody to talk to...I think there's a lot of people that just felt like they were kind of
alone."

One team member reflected that they will know more about benefit after the yearly follow-ups.

Needs unable to be addressed through BBHH funding
(See also ‘Characteristics of properties and other improvements needed’ Section)

One of the following two questions was asked of each team member. Responses to these items are
combined below.
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e What (if any) are the most important needs in property structure improvements that you've
seen that cannot be addressed by this project? (ECIA, Admins)

e Whatresources (if any) are there that participants need or could benefit from, that are not
available in Dubuque? (HAs)

Two team members specified that if the BBHH program does not offer the services participants
need, they will refer participants to other programs when possible. Additionally, an administrator
clarified that “We can address some safety items and we've been doing that across the board as we
can.” Life safety items (e.g., smoke alarms, radon) are eligible for the HUD grant.

Improvement needs or identified community or personal needs that cannot be addressed by this
project:

e Improvement needs
0 Storm damaged roofs (3)
0 Sewerissues (2)
0 Items on the main or upstairs level
0 Electrical
e Personal needs
0 Transportation and gas money (2)
0 Child care
0 Mental health

The following comments were provided in response to these items:

e This program serves “old housing stock” which has varied problems. Dubuque keeps a list
of all the issues that they will share with lowa Economic Development Authority.

e Rental code or non-compliance items that are not always resiliency eligible are referred to
the landlord to address in a tenant situation; team members educate the owners in owner-
occupied situations.

BBHH internal logistics

All seven interviewees were asked the same set of items about the communication and processes of
the BBHH team. These questions asked about communication (internally and with contractors),
perceived challenges, and recommendations for program improvement. Due to the more fluid
nature of response to these items, responses to these items were analyzed together and are
reported by theme. Themes are presented in descending order of comment frequency below.

Positive comments
Six team members made general comments either to indicate that things are going well or that they
have not encountered many challenges. Some particularly enthusiastic quotes are:

"It's actually fun to come work and know you're going to help somebody then to hear
about it when they're done. That's kind of what's really nice, you know?”

"I'm happy to be involved. I think we're doing good things. These properties have
been flooding and having water intrusion for a hundred years or more."

"We're trucking along... It’s better than it was a year ago. We're all going to have
challenges, but I'm happy with where we are for the time being."
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“We've met some wonderful people that I really think we've helped. We've done some
great things to benefit. You know, their lifestyle changes when they don't have to
worry about the basement filling up.”

BBHH team
Six interviewees made comments specifically related to the BBHH team.

Five team members commented about how the team has changed over the past year. Four team
members described challenges of a fluctuating team members including difficulty knowing
everyone’s roles and who to ask specific questions. Three respondents indicated that things are
improving and that the team is becoming more stable: “I think that as we get [a] more permanent
team in place, things are just going to get better.” Two team members specifically mentioned the
transition from the previous Housing & Community Development Director to an Acting Housing &
Community Development Director. Both of these team members made positive comments about
the Acting Housing & Community Development Director being engaged in the work. One even said,
“Hopefully she'll become the permanent person because we're clicking along pretty good with her
at the helm.”

Two team members made comments about the quality of the team and its members. One team
member also said that the BBHH team is handling the unexpected very well. She described the
BBHH team’s excellent response to a recent heavy rainstorm where two participant calls came in
saying they had water in their properties. She also said BBHH team members have been working
“smoothly” with other city departments (i.e., housing, lead, inspection).

Two team members specifically mentioned how busy the Intake Specialist is. One respondent said
that the Intake Specialist now has support for processing new applications and other similar tasks.
Another team member mentioned the possibility of hiring interns for support next summer who
could “catch us up on some of our data and that sort of thing.”

Communication
Six interviewees made comments specifically related to communication.

Five team members said communication was good. For example, two people remarked that
“Everyone’s pretty accessible” and “We can call each other at any time.” Another team member said
that greater team cohesion has led to less need for face-to-face meetings.

Five team members described various strategies for communication. Some listed specific modes of
communication used among the team members: email (4), face-to-face meetings (3), phone (2),
Microsoft Sharepoint, and reporting “from both sides of the fence.” One team member talked about
how beneficial it is that the HAs share relevant information from their assessments with the ECIA
team members. One team member requested that team meetings be more spread out in the future
because sometimes they will go a stretch without any meetings, then have three in one week.

Three team members indicated a need for more consistency within the team. Two talked about the
importance of consistency of priorities and processes (“What we can and cannot do, where you
draw the line...”); the other said they are working to streamline processes.

Contractors
Four interviewees made comments specifically related to working with contractors. All four of the
team members who mentioned contractors said that they wish they had more contractors to do the
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BBHH work; two of them said it has been a problem since the beginning. Two said that a limitation
to getting contractors engaged is the economic boom in Dubuque right now: "It's wonderful
economic times [in Dubuque] and everybody's busy. If contractors weren't so busy right now with
projects on their own, they would probably be receptive to this." Two team members said that
contractors have expressed interest early in the process, but they are not bidding. One team
member said, “We’ve brainstormed, we've tried things, we've called people, and we've talked to
people. We keep striking out.”

Individuals expressed the following about working with contractors:

e Work with contractors has been pretty smooth. There are sometimes questions, but nothing
more than challenging than “business as usual.”

o ECIA tries to minimize the extra effort required for federal grants for the contractors.

e Contractors might assume more rigidity than reality (no opportunity for change orders, for
example).

e BBHH was changing the bid process every couple of months; that was difficult for
contractors to get on board with.

e Itisachallenge to keep enough projects coming to keep the contractors they do have busy.

Recommendations
Team members were asked if they had any recommendations for how to improve the program.
Four team members made a recommendation or a “pie in the sky” wish:

e Schedule assessments or inspections with tenants or homeowners further in advance (2)

e More time at the end: "All grants run out, we understand that, so we're just going to do our
best to get to the end of it."

e More staff

e Flexible funding to support administrative duties, inspections, and practices that are not
eligible for BBHH funding

e Target the program to owner occupied units so that the BBHH funding better supports low
income families.

Characteristics of properties and other improvements needed

Three interviewees made comments specifically related to characteristics of the participants’
properties and improvements needed beyond the BBHH funding (See also ‘Needs unable to be
addressed through BBHH funding’ section).

Two team members said that the properties where they are working have specific challenges:
oldest part of the city, not having places to discharge sump pumps, and limestone foundations.
When commenting on the sump pump discharge, one team member said, “Those are things that are
totally out of our control.”

Two team members described considerations for when properties need improvements which
cannot be funded by BBHH. One said it is a challenge simply because some participants do not
understand the rules and limitations of the grant and do not understand why the inspectors or
contractors cannot do more for them. The other described that they can often find limited funding
for other things, but that sometimes the family is unwilling to make their own effort to access a
resource or their own or pots of money are shared among multiple programs. For example, the HAs
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could make a case for purchasing cleaning supplies through the Visiting Nurses Association, but
that budget also supports other programs.

Geographic Information System (GIS)
Two interviewees made comments specifically related to GIS.

One said that the interface with the GIS software has improved since last year, but it still has some
limitations. She said it was a barrier that things were constantly being updated. When asked how
things have improved, she said she can now view all the data available in GIS by address including
photos: “It’s just definitely bigger picture of everything that’s happening.”

The other was more satisfied with the progress that has been made with GIS over the last year:
“The GIS is all put together on the front as well. Now we're working at that backside, looking at the
outcomes, aggregating the data, telling the story, putting it all together and what it means... There's
43 units complete. So, we can start actually having something to talk about now. “
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Summary of Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Participant Interviews

During the fall of 2017, University of lowa Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) staff members
began working with personnel from the Bee Branch Homes Resiliency Program (BBHH) in Dubuque, IA to
decide how the CEA program evaluation could best capture the impact of the program on resident
participants. These interviews were conducted as part of the CEA program evaluation of the US
Department of Housing and Urban Development funded lowa Watershed Approach (IWA).

As part of the IWA grant from HUD, during 2016-2021 the BBHH? will provide $8.4 million in the form of
forgivable loans to improve up to 320 housing units (including owner-occupied homes, single-unit
rentals, and small, multi-family residential units). In eligible areas, funding is available to qualified low-
to-moderate-income residents to improve stormwater management and address changes needed to
improve the health, safety, and quality of life of the residents. In addition to the construction, BBHH
participants work with Healthy Home Advocates to address other concerns in their lives that may be
related to experiencing chronic floods. The Home Advocates provide information about and referrals to
community services related to: employment; education; food and nutrition; financial help; parenting
and childcare; legal advice; lead testing and mitigation; pest control; medical and dental needs, home
weatherization and maintenance; and many other areas of potential need.

Methods

The CEA and the Dubuque BBHH team worked together to create an interview protocol to provide the
program team with information to: 1) help them improve the program, and 2) to fulfill program
evaluation needs. In order to allow for construction to be complete and participants to have a chance to
have time to experience the improvements made to their homes, the CEA and the Dubuque team
decided to gather information from participants no sooner than four to six months after construction on
participants’ homes was complete. The first interviews were conducted in April 2018. The process will
be repeated every six months until the program is complete in 2021.

During the planning phase, the Dubuque team let the CEA know that some program participants had
been reluctant to complete voluntary surveys at the time of application. In order to maximize the
response rate, the CEA asked the Dubuque team for their recommendation as to the data collection
mode that might work best for program participants. The Dubuque team suggested that participants
might be more willing to take part in a short telephone interview rather than completing a survey. The
CEA was also able to secure non-HUD funding from the lowa Flood Center to provide a small incentive
for interview participation in the form of a chance of winning one of two $25 Target gift certificates to
be distributed to two random winners at each of the six month intervals.

The CEA, in collaboration with the Dubuque team, crafted a ten-minute interview to be conducted with
a convenience sample of volunteer participants. Because the first list of potential interviewees for the
pilot of the interview was only seven, the CEA agreed to contact as many as possible. Random sampling
from interested participants will occur in subsequent rounds if the potential number is greater than 20
in order to reach the target number of total interviews over the course of the project.

2 http://www.cityofdubuque.org/2339/Bee-Branch-Healthy-Homes-Resiliency-Prog
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The CEA submitted the protocol for these interviews to the University of lowa Institutional Review Board
and received approval to conduct the interviews.

In April 2018, the Home Advocates contacted all seven of the program participants for whom
construction had been completed in the previous four to six months to provide them with information
about the opportunity to participate in the interview. Those who expressed interest were asked to
provide convenient times for the CEA to call within the next two weeks. The Home Advocates provided
the CEA with contact information for six interested participants. Two CEA staff members interviewed all
six participants during the first two weeks of April 2018. These interviews served the purpose of
learning about the participants’ experiences with the program, but also were considered as a pilot for
subsequent interviews.

A few points of confusion arose during some of the interviews. One confusion was about which program
the interview was asking about. Several participants indicated that they were taking part in other
Dubuque home improvement programs and it was not always clear to them which program they were
being asked about, and therefore not always clear which program they were describing. The Dubuque
team had recommended that the interviewers refer to the program as “BBHH” but some did not know
that acronym, some called it “the Bee Branch Project,” and some referred to other projects including the
“lead project” and “the resilience project.” After this summary was written, the CEA asked a Dubuque
team staff member to review the summary and point out any areas in which they thought the
participant was likely describing something associated with a different program. This report indicates
those by enclosing the participant’s comments in curly brackets {}.

The second confusion was about who the Home Advocates were. The CEA interviewers had the name of
the Home Advocate who had made contact with each household, but several interviewees did not seem
to know who that person was and mentioned several other names of people who work for the City of
Dubuque. In several cases it was only possible to determine that they had an experience with someone
from the City office without knowing whether it was the Home Advocate or someone in another role.

All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed. One CEA staff member read all the interview
transcripts and wrote the summary below. The interviews were strongly positive and revealed
participants’ gratitude for the opportunity to participate in the program. Because the interviews were
conversational and short, the report summarizes participants’ responses, but also honors the words of
the interviewees by including direct quotes throughout.

Survey Findings

What was the best part of working with the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program?

Most respondents named more than one “best part” so response total is greater than six. Responses fell
into six categories (with frequency in parentheses if greater than one):

e The actual work done on their homes to prevent further water damage (3)

e Working with the City of Dubuque staff who ran the program and with contractors (2)
e Low income residents able to get work done (2)

e Smooth planning and construction process

e Benefit to homeowners and to the City of Dubuque
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Three participants said that the actual work done on their homes was the best part. Two simply said the
best part was, “Getting the house fixed” and one said that it was great to “secure the foundation of my

home...in the older part of Dubuque.” Two people added that it was good to know that the work would

protect them from further erosion and water damage, “...so that it won’t happen again.”

Two interviewees said that working with the City of Dubuque and with the contractors who did the work
was a good experience. One person said, “l was able to talk with the contractors that were doing the
work. The workers were very, very cordial. They informed me about everything they were doing, why
they were doing it. ...If they didn’t have the answer, they’d call the city housing department. So that was
probably the best part.” Another person said, “Probably the best part, to be honest with you, is the
people that | dealt with. Because they’re all there for us. If we had questions...they got back to us in a
timely manner. Always very polite, very courteous, always seemed to have our best interest and
concern, best interest at heart. They're all pretty awesome.”

The fact that the program made it possible for low-to-moderate income people to have the repairs to
their homes done was named as the best part by two interviewees. One person said, “I’'m not a wealthy
person. | don’t have those means, so it was important to have that opportunity.” Another interviewee
said, “I liked the idea that people who were qualified actually got the help or assistance...l think it’s an
incredible program that they have.”

One respondent described the best part by saying how easy and well-planned the whole process was
from start to finish. The interviewee said, “I liked the fact that it was all pretty much laid out.” The same
interviewee also said that part of what made it smooth was that during construction the program
provided temporary housing near their home so they were able to keep track of construction and check
in on progress.

Another interviewee said that the best part was that the program’s benefits to the participants go
beyond the participants themselves saying, “You know it benefits the homeowners, but also | guess they
might say the city. It just keeps people...happy while paying their taxes...if that makes sense!”

What problems, if any, did you have in working with the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency
Program?

Five of the six interviewees began their response by saying they really had no problems with the BBHH.
{Two of these people said the construction ended up taking longer than they thought it would, but
indicated that they weren’t too bothered by that, with one adding, “That was no problem because my
kids thought they were on vacation.” The other laughingly said the extended timeline was a problem
only because they ended up with a porta-potty for seven weeks instead of the three they had planned
on.}

Rather than describing problems, several interviewees took the opportunity to explain ways in which
contractors or program staff had gone beyond their job descriptions to make the program work well for
them. One person said before the work was to be done their old blinds were removed and the
homeowner bought new blinds to install when the work was done. Rather than leaving that for the
homeowner to do, the contractor even installed the new blinds for them. The same interviewee said
that the Home Advocate also referred them to another Home Rehabilitation program, for which they
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were likely going to be eligible, to have additional exterior work done on their home including roofing,
painting, and porch repair.

Two additional interviewees who reported no problems said that the Home Advocate “went outside her
job description” by calling to check on them. One person added that the Home Advocate did “sweet
things like that” and the other said, “’She followed up to see if we were having any problems.”

{Another homeowner who initially said they had no problems, remembered that they had a problem
with a broken window latch in the basement that someone had come to check on, but weren’t able to
replace the latch. The participant said they were told that the window itself would be replaced, but that
hasn’t happened yet and they would like to make sure that everything is secure.}

When asked if they had any problems, one participant started out by saying “Oh, yeah — oh, yeah,”

but then immediately said that the contractor was a “very good guy” and “the work they did was good.”
The participant went on to describe several things that went wrong during the process. The participant
seemed most concerned that the end costs of construction were quite a bit higher than the original
evaluation and the participant said they had not been adequately informed about the rising costs. The
participant was concerned about “having that on my mortgage” even though the participant indicated
they understood that it was a five-year forgivable loan. The participant said the work itself “went fine
inside,” but that “They [the sub-contractor] tore up my whole yard. My whole yard is a mess.” The
participant said someone from the city came and put straw all over (adding “Those gals from the City
were the ones | commend”) and the participant also added, “They did a good job on the sidewalk.”
According to the participant, the other problem was that the whole job also took longer than expected.

Ratings of Program Components

Interviewees were asked to use a one to five scale (where five was most the most positive and one was
the most negative) to indicate how they felt about four different aspects of the project. The table below
reports response frequencies for the six interviewees.

Don’t
know/
No
Iltem 1 2 3 4 5 answer
How easy was it for you to complete the
application for the BBHH? 0 0 1 3 2 0
How easy was it for you to work with the
contractor on the construction work? 0 0 2 4 0
How helpful was it for you to work with
the Home Advocate?* 0 0 0 1 4 1
How likely are you to recommend the
BBHH to friends or neighbors? 0 0 0 0 > 1

*The interviewer mentioned the Home Advocate associate with each participant. In three cases, the
interviewee did not know who the Home Advocate was by name, but two of those said the city staff
they worked with rated a 5 (mentioning Gail, Joann, Liz, and Sharon, by name) and one person said they
didn’t know who their Home Advocate was and couldn’t give a rating.
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Nearly all responses were strongly positive with only one response at the neutral rating regarding the
program application. The conversational nature of the interview allowed for participants to make
additional comments while providing their rating. Comments are quoted or paraphrased below:

Program Application
o “Definitely a five — a pretty easy process.”
e There were questions as to the dollar amount that construction would be — that “She should
have informed me beforehand.”
e  “We had to gather information together that we had scattered.... Obviously we understand
when you go through a process like this that it’s the bureaucracy involved and there’s going to
be paperwork.”

Contractor
e  “Absolutely a five — 100%.”
e One contractor was not as good, “But the rest were a five.”
e One contractor didn’t take care of things — “But yeah, most were pretty good.”

Home Advocate (or City Staff)
e  “She would always follow up, check on progress...She was always there.”
e “Afive would not be a high enough number. Truly, they were just...| mean a six even

1

Recommend program
o “Definitely — I already have.”
e “l'have already recommended it to a few neighbors.”
e “Already done that.”

In what ways will participating in the BBHH have an impact on your life?

All interviewees said that participating in the program had an impact on their lives in some way with five
strongly positive descriptions of the impact and one simply saying, “It was nice to have the work done
and everything, but | can’t say it made a real big impact on my life.”

Five of the six interviewees said that they would have been financially unable to do the work that the
program allowed them to do.

The three categories identified as areas in which the program had an impact on their lives were:

e Financial
e Personal
e Increased pride in home and neighborhood

Some of their comments regarding the financial help included:

e “I could never afford to do it on my own, ever....A new furnace, new central air, water-proof
basement, and all that. | mean, that’s a lot of money.”

e “To be able to have that work done on my home, and have that available because of my
financial status, was a benefit.”

e “We knew there would be a lot to be done, and we’re no spring chickens anymore... Because of
the program, not only were we financially able to take on a lot in a short time,... but we're at the
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age where we didn’t want to drag things out and we got a lot more done, a lot faster that we
would have been able to because of the program.”

Several participants mentioned the personal impact the program had on them and their families,
including helping with children’s health problems, increasing mobility, and helping parents be able to get
children to school.

“One of the things they put in my house is something to kill germs...My kids have health
problems, so they also changed to central air because [kids] have lung problemes.... That has
helped with lung problems — having the right humidity in the house. | think that’s a good answer
to your question!”

“We've got a beautiful home {that is now handicap accessible....} We wouldn’t have been able to
do all this as fast as we did without this program. So for us it was a blessing.”

“I would give the homes to everybody if | could. | am a single [parent]... My life’s been turned
upside down...We had water coming in the basement...and kids would actually miss school the
next day because of taking care of this. | just can’t say enough about what they have
done....Every contractor on the job was 100% -- everybody doing everything in a timely
fashion....It truly changed our whole life with everything in our home. It really did.”

Several participants mentioned the impact that it had on them as homeowners and the impact it has
had on their neighborhood.

“I grew up in this neighborhood...It’s nice to see some of these old houses being refurbished and
have somebody put something in to them. They’re nice homes. They’re the old fashioned
neighborhood type of homes. It’s good to see the neighborhood still being worked on...I think
that the programs in general provide a great opportunity for people who wouldn’t be able to do
this stuff...I think they’re great programs. We’re very happy with every aspect of it.”

“I think it’s a wonderful project. | think that the work they did, outside of just helping the homes
and the sustainability of the homes in this area that they did for Bee Branch, the landscaping
and the securing of all that...is beautiful.”

“I take a little more pride. | walk in my house and I've got new basement doors and new
windows and stuff like that....I don’t want to say I’'m sticking out my chest or whatever, but it
makes you feel pretty good. The value of your home increases. So yeah, there’s definitely an
impact on my life and my family’s. You bet.”
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