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INTRODUCTION



INTRODUCTION:

The uniqueness of the PIPP progran has attracted attention from many states

as they struggl-e with energy assistanee for the elderly, handicapped, and poor.

Many of the lnqulrers are interested ln lmplementlng sinllar prograns uslng the

Rhode Island program as a nodel. For thLs reason and for lnternal. evaluatlon,

the Governor's Offlce of Energy Assistance sought a conprehenslve study focusing

on clLent satlsfaetlon. The foLlowing report details the data col,J.ection nethodology,

the sampling procedure, and the findings of the study. Due to the dlversity of

clients invoLved in PIPP, alL the data are exanined in the aggregate and then

selectively by various segments. Special sections detall. differences between Par-

tlcipants and non-partlcipants, eLder1y, working poor and public assletance. A

flnal sutnrnry arld some conclusions are provided.
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DATA COLLECTION

Data for this study \,{ere collected through telephone interviews using a twenty

three i tem quest ionnaire. The quest ionnaire was constructed with part ic ipat ion

fron all parties involved in the adrninistration and supervision of the PIPP program.

Each quest ion was careful ly evaluated for i ts pert inence and useful lness in

assessing the att i tudes of the part ic ipants. (see Appendix A for copy of quest ionn-

aire)

Telephone calls were made at, various times of the day and early evening. Week-

days as wel l  as weekends were ut i l ized both to accelerate; the data col lect ion

process and to maximize reponse rates. A minimum of two call backs were made to any home

with a busy line or where there was no answer. Data collection began in September

of 1987 and was completed in October 1987.

The overal l  response rate for the study was 40%. The response rate var ied by

groups of part ic ipants. For the elderly i t  was 36%, fot  the working poor iE was 70%'

and for those classi f ied as publ ic assistance the response rate was 26%. The total

number of completed interviews was two hundred and three. When broken down by

classi f icat ion the distr ibut ion is f i f ty elder ly,  eighty f ive worki-ng poor and

sixty four publ ic assistance interviews completed. Four were unclassi f ied. I t  is

i.nteresting to note the number of disconnected telephones or number changes that

were encountered. Table 1 i temizes al l  t tnon-responsestt  by exact cause.



TABLE I - NONRESPONSES

ELDERLY PUBLIC ASSISTANCE WORKING POOR

Refusals

No answer (busy,
answering machine,
not at home) 285 3 1 0 6

Telephone d isconnected 3 7

Telephone // changed
to unpubl ished t ?

L I

hlrong number T4

Other 1 1
L I



SAMPLING PROCEDURE



The Sarnpling Procedure

A conprehensive l-ist of a1-l partlclpants in the PIPP program was provided through

the Rhode Island Office of Energy Assistance. That l-ist of 11104 nanes was ordered

by the three classifications elderly, working poor and pubJ-ic assistance. A strat-

ified random sampl-e was used to assure a representative sampl'e. Every effort was

made to rnaintain identical proportions of the groups ln the final sample that they

constituted ln the orlglnal llsting. Quotas were establ'ishing to insure an error

level of * 57.. In aLl cases the quotas were exceeded, thereby increasing accuracy and

further reducing the error level. The final sample incJ"udes fifty elderly, eighty five

working poor and sixty four public asslstance participants. A totaL of 203 interviews

compri-se the data for the findings of thls study, (see Table 2 fot ProflLe of

Sanple)



Table 2 Prof i le of Saurple

Agency Total Z of PIPP Courpletedo ***ponse
Code //'s _ Progr3rn Int,er:/ie]rrs Rat_e

Elderly 01 252 237" 5 0  . .  .  . 3 6 " A

Publ ic
Ass is tance 03  410 377" 64 26"/"

Working Poor 11 442 401l

* 4 i-nterviews were unclassified

85 7014



FINDINGS



Overview

The PIPP program was initial-ly iurplemented in cooperation with the Warwick

community Action Program. It is not surprising then, Ehat 377" of the respondents

reported first hearing of the PIPP program through tr{arwick CAP. !' lord of mouth

communj.cation accounts for another 19% of the respondents and 1I% heatd about PIPP

when applying for fuel assistance. Newspaper announcement of the program attracted

another 10%. Other means of di .sseminat ing information incl-uded radi"o (2%>,

letters from the Governorrs Off ice of Energy Assistance (37,),  and inserts in

ur i l i t y  b i1 ls  (47"> .

Ninety percent of the respondents remember recej-ving letters from Warwick

CAP explaining PIPP, and found those let ters helpful .

Two-thirds of those interviewed applied for PIPP in the Fall of the previous

year.  Whi le September, October and November account for 647" of the appl icat ions,

it should be noted that applications were filed in virtually every month of the

year.  Most appl icants reported they appl ied simply because they needed assistance.

Some (9%) were referred to the PIPP program from other sources.

Alnost all the respondents (93%) had working gas and electric service at the

time their PIPP applications r^rere filed. Half (497") of those interviewed did not

have back ut i l i ty bi l ls when applying for PIPP. Forty two percent did have back

bills and most eonsidered the forgiveness aspect of PIPP to be very important.

When asked if there was anything about PIPP they did not. understand,857.

responded t tno t t .

Over three quarters of the respondents said they liked being on a budget

and making equal payments on their util ity bi1ls each month.

l o



Ninety tLTo percent described the person at warwick cAp that took the

appl icat ion as able, and. 7L% saLd. the l i terature i :amphlet was helpful .

Eighty four pereent find the copayment required under prpp reasonable"

considering their  income, and affordable.

when asked if they now had more or less money for other expenses , 607" said

they had more. Fourteen Percent reported having less money and twenty two per-

cent indicated no change.

PrPP clients said affordable copayments were r,rhat they liked best about the

program (40%). They also l iked the payments being €v€rre: year round (I7%) and having

some protect ion against shutoffs (L4"/ .)  .

rt is interesting to note that 85!Z of. the clients interviewed did not fall

behind on their  copayments during the f i rst  year of prpp.

The PrPP program i-s overwheluringly preferred over t,he old energy assi.stance

program (70% vs I7Z),  most ly due to the even copayments.

Half  the cl ients fel t  they had less chance of a shut off  under plpp or

even no chance at al l  (29y.) .

There is also much less concern about fal l ing behind on ut i l i ty bi1Ls.

Again' half are less concerned and 307. are not concerned at all.

ut i l i ty bi l ls appear to be clear regarding cl ients reguirements under prpp.

Eighty seven Percent indicated no problems understanding the bi l ls.

over half (54%) those interviewed said they were able to keep their homes

warmer than they could have prior to plpp.

There were very few suggesti.ons for improving plpp. The one mentioned most,

often was lower copayments.

l 1



PARTICIPANTS VS NON-PARTICIPANTS



Part ic ipants vs Non-Part ic ipants

In this study, ninety percent of the respondents are part ic i-pants'  ten Percent.

are non-part ic ipants. This is an accurate ref lect ion of the ent ire PIPP populat ion-

According to the PIPP rnanual,  the fol lowing character ist ics descr ibe the important

di f ferences between parEicipants and non-part ic ipants.

Part ieipant:  An income el igible cl ient whose copayment is less than or equal to
the budget or whose forgiveable arrears is greater than 0. A
participant is someone who makes payments to a utility equal to or
greater than the copayment without falling more than two (2) copay-
ments behind. Part ic ipants receive a mini-mum of $100.00.

Non-Part ic ipant:  An income el igible cl ient who el-ects not to part ic ipate because
their copayment, is equal to or greater than their .budget. A non-
part ic ipant has no budgetary or payment obl igat ion under PIPP.
Non-part ic ipants receive a minimum of $100.00.

These di f ferences lead to diverse opinions about the PIPP program. When asked

to compare the previous energy assistance program (which provided a flat grant to

each cl-ient) to the new PIPP program, participants overwhelmingly endorsed PIPP with

757" indi ,cat ing they preferred i t .  Non-part ic ipants were spl i t .  Only thir ty percent

chose PIPP over the old program. Forty four percent of the non-part ic ipants pre-

ferred the previous f lat  grant system.

When asked to explain their  preference" part ic ipant,s most often ci ted the

consistent co-payments as a major advantage of PIPP. Non-part ic ipants indieated

they often had some money left over under the old program. This was no longer

the case, to their  disaPPointment.

One interest ing ef fect  of  PIPP has mani fested i tse l f  in  the comfor t  level  of

homes in the winter  months.  Over one hal f  (51%) of  tbb par t ic ipants repor ted

I J



keeping their homes warmer under PIPP than the previous energy program. Non-

par t ic ipants repor t  l i t t le  change in the temperatures of  thei r  homes over  the

past  rwo years.  Both par t ic ipants and non-par t i .c ipants are sat is f ied wi th the

current  p lpp prograrn.  Most  par t ic ipants (797.)  ind icate there are no changes

they would suggest .  Over hal f  (58%) of  non-par t ie ipants agreed that  no s igni f icant

changes are necessary in  the program.

t 4



ELDERLY



Elderly

Nearly half of all elderly people interviewed reported hearing about the

PIPP Program through trIarwick CAP letters. l{ord of mouth and radio each accounted

fot 12% of the responses; 167. did not recal l  the source of their  l -earning of the

program. ut i l i ty bi l l  inserts accounted for 2% wlth the balanee (L4%) being

attr ibuted to other sources. No elderly person reporLed the newspaper '  Governorts

Off ice of Energy Assistance let ters,  Coal i t ion for Consumer Just ice, or t 'When

Applying for Fuel Assistance" as sources'

Eighty eight percent of the elderly responding indicated that they had received

elther one or two letters from WCAP explaining PIPP. Three fourths found the

l-etters very helpful  in understanding the program; an addit ionaL L9% found the

letters to be moderatelY helPful .

Forty two percent did not remember when they applied for PIPP' Of those

report ing a specif ic month, september and october together accounted fox 42%' The

remaining 16:rc wexe divided among August (47"), November (6i0, December (47") ' and

February (271). More than two thirds cited the need for assistance as the reason

for applying for PIPP. Sixteen percent were referred to the program while 147" cited

other reasons.

virtually every elderly person had working gas and electric service (96% and

987., respectively) when he applied for PIPP. Interestingly, the eJ-derly were much

more likely to report having no back bills than the average respondent (68% to

4g%). only i0% of the elderly reported back bi l l  forgiveness as having any

bearing ("very important")  on motivat ing thern to apply for PIPP' Ten percent did not

know and twelve percent were non-participants'

Ninety two percent responded "no" when asked if there ldere anything that they

did not understand about PIPP'

L6



Seventy nine percent of the elderly favor being on a budget and rnaking

equal pa)rments each month.

More than three fourths of the elderly reported WCAP workers as being "very

able" to answer questions regarding PIPP. OnLy 271 found trlCAP workers to be unable

to answer quest ions.

The elderly di f fered great l-y from the overal l  sample regarding their  opinions

of the helpful lness of the Quest ions and Answers Parnphlet.  Only 392 found i t

helpful  (compared to 7I% overal l ) ,  whi le forty one percent did not know (cornpared

to only L57" for the overal l  sarnple).  The percentage of elder ly people report ing

not having received the pamphlet was double that of the overall sample.

Eighty two percent of the elderly feel that the monthly copayments are

reasonable. Whi le 12% of the overal l  sampJ-e fel t  that they were unreasonabl-e, on1-y

27" of the el-der ly agreed.

While half  of  the elderly reported having more money to spend on other expenses,

more than one third reported no change. The overall sample reported 60"/" and 227",

respec t ive ly .

Eighty four percent reported their rnonthly copayments to be affordabl-e.

One-fourth reported affordable copayments to be what they l iked best about

PIPP; 182 ci ted year-round payments, 16% feLt that the program was good overal l - .

More than one third ci ted "other".  Ninety percent had no disl- ikes.

OnLy 4% of the elderly fell behind on their copayments during the first year

of PIPP, compared to I57. for the overal l  sampLe.

The elderly di f fered great ly from the overal l  sample in their  preference

of the PIPP Program over the Energy Assistance Program. The elderly preferred PIPP

over EAP 427. to 24% with 352 responding "don't know". The overall sarnple preferred

PIPP 70 % to 177:  wi th only  132 responding "don' t  know". . :
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The elderl-y also differed frorn the overall sample by having no one report a

greater chance of utll lty servlce shutoff now under the PIPP Program. Near1y

half reported "no chance" of a shutoff and 29i( repotted no change from before

PIPP. While 507" of the overall sample reported a lessened change of util ity service

shutoff under PIPP, on1-y 22i( of the elderly fel-t simil-arLy.

More than half of the elderly reported no concern about falllng behind on their

util-ity bll-l-s, compared wlth onJ-y 302 of the overal-l- eample f eeling the same way.

Thirty two percent feLt less concerned, and onLy 4% felt more concerned.

Elghty percent felt that their util ity bills cLearly explained thelr requirements;

onLy 67. saw the bill-s as unclear.

Sllghtly more than ha1-f reported their homes to be warmer and more comfortable

than they were in the past, and the remainder reported llttle or no change. No

eJ-derly person reported a colder home.

Though the elderl-y had very few suggestions for lnproving the Program, 67.

did suggest that the monthly copaynents be Lowered

1 8
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Working Poor

Those cl ients classi f ied as working poor found out about the PIPP Program

through the Warwick Community Act ion Program letters (24%) by word of rnouth (207.),

or through the ner^/spaper (16%). These cl ients had the highest rate of newspaper

usage for informati-on on the program. The remainder got infornat,ion from the

radio (4%), the Governor 's Off ice of Energy Assistance let ter(47.),  when applying

for  fue l  ass i .s tance (L3%)  or  f rom the  u t i l i t y  b i l l  i nser t  (6 / . ) ,

Most (85%) of the respondents remembered receiving let ters explaing the

program, and described those let ters as helpful .

About two thirds of the working poor appl ied for PIPP in Septernber,  Oct,ober,

or November. Appl icat ions were f i led as early as August and as late as March.

.^ The reason gi-ven most often for applying to PIPP was that they were in need of

assistance (84%), 4% were referred, 5% thought they were el igible.

Vir tual ly al l  these cl ients had gas and electr ic service when they appl ied

for PIPP (98% and 91% respect ively).

Forty f ive percent reported no back bi l ls.  For those with back bi l l -s,  seventy

five percent said the forgiveness aspect was important to thern. Reasons given for

falling behind included high rent, change in income and nedical bill-s.

Whi le eighty percent indicated there was nothing about the program they didn' t

understand, some cl ients ci ted confusion about emergency grants (5%), and the yeat-

round paynents (5"1).

Approximately three quarters of the worki.ng poor like being on a budget and

naking equal paynnent on their util ity bills each month. Alnost 20% di.d not like that

system. Eighty four percent descr ibed their  copayments as reasonable, 16% as

unreasonable.

20



The same responses were recelved when asking if the copayments were affordable.

I,ltren asked if PIPP all-ows them more of less money to use for other household

expenses ' 57"1 reported more, L9% reported less and 20% said no change.

The system of copayments and protection against shutoffs were ci.ted as

the best features of PIPP. Twenty five percent had complaints and those were

dl-stributed between the unaffordable copayments, paylng year-round. and less

energy assistance dol lars.

The plpp program is preferred over the ol-d Energy Assistance Program (74% vs

L3iA). Many respondants couldn't decide or had not participated in both so could not

corment.

Most felt thelr chances of a shutoff were substantiall-y reduced under PIPP'

and were al-so less concerned about falllng behlnd on theLr utlllty blLls.

Over ninety percent found their utll lty bil-ls clear, and nost had no specLfic

suggestlons on inprovlng the program. Increasing energy assietance dollars and

Lower monthl"y coPayments were suggested by some.

I,ltren asked if they were able to keep their homes warmer under PIPP, forty percent

said yes. Eifty seven percent said their heat was about the same'

2 I



PUBLIC ASSISTANCE



Publ ic Assistance

Because the PIPP program was i-mplemented in cooperation with the !'larwick

Community Action Program, it is not surprising EtraE 501^ of those on Public

Assistance who trere surveyed heard about PIPP through the warwick CAP . An

addit ionaL 23% heard about PIPP by word of mouth from fr iends and relat ives. This

explains why this group tended to receive addit ional let ters explaining the

program as compared to the total  survey. Ninety percenL of the respondents found

the let ters that they received from Warwick CAP explaining PIPP to be very helpful .

50% ot the part ic ipants appl ied for PIPP just pr ior to the heat ing season j-n

SepEember and October,  an addit i -onaL 97. in November, with the balance applying

throughout the rest of  the year.  85"/"  of  those surveyed needed the heat ing assistance

whi le an addit ional s ix percent thought they were el igible to receive some form of

assistance. Although on Publ ic Assistance, over 92% intewiewed had both gas and

electr ic service when they appl ied for PIPP.

This group has a twelve percent lower response rate when queried about not having

any back bi l l -s.  This is ref lected by an 18% greater importance on back bi l l

forgiveness (53% vs 35%).

Also, thi-s group indicated a "no response"when asked if there was anything

about plpp they did not understand. Eighty five percent said they liked being an a

budget and making equal payments as compared with 82% of. the total survey'

Of those interviewed, 987" felt that the person at trrlarwick CAP who took their

appl icat ion.was able to answer their  quest ions about PIPP. In addit ion, 78% found

the "Question & Answer" parnphlet they were given to be helpful. In comparison, this

group had a six percent higher acceptance level than the total survey; this may

be attr ibuted to the group's farnj- l iar i ty with Warwick CAP.

Z J



827" of the Publ ic Assistance group fel t  that the copayments t ,hey were required

to make each month under PIPP were reasonable and affordable considering their

income. Because of the reasonable and affordable rnonthly copayments, T0Z.responded

that they had more money to use on other household expenses conpared with a sixty

percent response rate for the total  survey.

The affordable copayments was the primary reason given as to what they liked

best about PIPP. Their  response is 18% higher (75% vs 577") than the total  survey.

This group placed less emphasis on the importance of year-round paynents and shut-

off  protect ion. Three quarters of the group sided with Lhe other respondents that

there was nothing about PIPP they did not l ike.

Surpr is ingly,  over 807" of respondents in this category never fe1l  three or more

months behind in their  copayments during the f i rst  year of.PIPP. Al- though this

percentage was sl ight ly above the total  surveyr the reasons given were more var ied.

In comparing the Old Energy Assistance Program and the PIPP program, the Publ ic

Assistance group responded the same as the total  survey; 18% l iked the 01d Energy

Assistance Program. The di f ferene occurred with the PIPP program. Those interviewed

expressed an eleven percent greater preference for PIPP because 132 of the total

sampli-ng were undecided. Of the eighteen percent who preferred the Old Energy

Assistance Program, the major i ty (6L. l" l )  stated that they had energy assistance

dol lars lef t  over at the end of the heat ing season. Thls same response group

expressed a desire to be given the opt ion to decide which program they could enrol l

i n .

Compared to the total  survey, eigni f icant ly higher percentage (75% vs 602. )  on

Publ ic Assistance fel t  there was less of a chance that their  ut i l l ty service would

be shut off  under PIPP. At the same t ime, they were signi f icant ly more concerned

about fal l in: f i  behind on their  ut i l i ty bi l1s under PIPP (32i4 vs l7Z).  897" said their

24



ut i l i ty bi l ls were clear as to what their  requirements were under PIPP.

Onl-y five percent of this group felt that their homes were not as warm or as

comfortable as they have been in the past.  The level of  response for the total  survey

vas 3%. The marked di f ference between Publ ic Assistance and the total  survey is that

only half of the total survey as compared with three quarters of the Public AssisLance

group felt their homes were warmer and more comfortable than they have in the past.

Most Publ i -c Assistance respondents expressed rel ief  that they or their  dependents

would not be as sick with a warm home. This has the effect of  reducing out of

pocket expenses for doctors or medicine caused by a cold home.

Over 80% on Public Assistance liked PIPP very much and could not make any

specif ic suggest ions to inprove i t .  Four suggest ions were echoed by the balance of

this group:
1. The program should be expanded to other cities. One interviewee that had

recentl-y moved from Providence wished that the PIPP program had been
available when she had lived there.

2. TIr.e applicant should be given the choice of the Old Energy Assistance
Program or PIPP.

3. The xnonthly payments should be reduced.

4. Final ly,  better conmunicat ion is needed between PIPP and Provldence Gas.
Several respondents stated that gas company personnel were not aware
of PIPP and this caused problems in dealing wlth bill lng errors and/or
shuto f f  no t ices .

In conclusion, the Publ ic Assistance group overwhelmingly approved of PIPP.
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Signif  icant Dif  ferences

The source of information on the PIPP program was di f ferent for elder ly,

working poor,  and publ ic assistance cl ients.  For the elderly the radio was an

important source. For the working poor,  the newspaper,  and for those on publ ie

assistance the professionals at the local Community Act ion Program were import,ant.

Informal means such as word of mouth was least likely to include the elderly. They

do not appear to be t ied in to a network for this type of i .nformation. See Table 3

for di f ferences in inforrnat ion sources.

Some aspects of the PIPP Program have part icular appeal to certain segments.

Those on publ ic assistance were most l ikely to have back bi l ls and consequent ly rat,ed

forgiveness of back bi l1s as an important character ist ic of  PIPP.

Conversley, the ldea of being on a budget and making year-round copayments

was disl iked more by the working poor than any other group. As a result ,  they

(16'/") described the copayments as unreasonable conpared to onl-y 27" of the elderly

or public assistance who felt that way. The working poor also fel-t l-ess confi-d-

dent about the amount of money le,ft to pay other bills. While over half (557.)

of the working poor reported having more money left, 20% reported havi-ng less.

Most elderLy (507") and publ ic assistance cl ients (66%) fel t  they had more money

left and onLy 6% and, 13% respectively, reported having 1ess. See Table 4 and 5 for

character ist ics cl ients l ike most,  and least in the PIPP Program. Table 6

displays responses regarding which program part ic ipants prefefred - the old

energy assistance program or PIPP.
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How d id  you  f i r s t learn about  the of Income Pavment Plan (P IPP)  ?

TABLE 3

Percentage

rad io

newspaper

G o v . ' s  O f f i c e  o f  E n e r g y
Ass i s tance  Le t te r

Coal i t ion for  Consumer Just ice

U t i l i t y  B i l l  I nse r t

Warwick CAP let ters

Word of  Mouth

Dont t  Remember

Apply ing for  fuel  ass is tance

Other

Elderly

r27"  (6 )

2 %  ( l )

44z (22)

t27"  (6 )

167"  (8 )

Publ ic
Assi-stance

( 1 )

( 3 )

Working
Poor

L/o

57.

37. (2)

so% (327

23"/" (15)

1 6 %  ( 1 0 )

2"/" ( i)

2 %  ( 1 )

4 z  ( 3 )

L 6 %  ( 1 3 )

4 %  ( 3 )

1 7 .  ( 1 )

6 %  ( s )

24% (20 )

20"/" ( 17)

77. ( 6)

L3% ( r r )

6 %  ( s )L47 .  (7 )

*  non-resDonse accounts for  to ta ls  less than 100%
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TABLE 4

Charac ter is t i cs  C l ien ts  L iked Best
About PIPP Progrant

2s% (r2) 64% (401

r B %  ( e )  r r %  ( 7 )

27"  (L )

s% (3 )

4"r (2) rr"t  (7)

Elderly Publ ic Working Poor
Ass is tance

Affordable
Copayments

Year-Round
Payments

More Energy
Ass is tance

Back  B i l l
Forgi-veness

Protect ion Agai-nst
Shuto f fs

General ly
Good Program

Other

331l (28)

1 9 %  ( i 6 )

27.  (2)

12% (r0)

2 r7 "  (  18 )

4% (3 )

8 %  ( 7 )

16"/. (8) 3% (2 )

37" / "  (18)  5% (3)

* non-response accounts for totals of less than 1002
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Table 5

Character ic t ics Cl ients L iked Least
About  PIPP Program

Elderly Publ ic
Ass is tance

Working
Poor

Unaffordable
Copayments

Year-Round
Payments

Less Energy
Ass i s tance

Nothing

Other

27.  ( r )

2"t  (  1)

37, (2)

s% (3)

6 %  ( 4 )

t27"  (  r0)

7"t ( 6)

2 i (  (2)

73"A (60)

57" (4)

eoz (44) 73i(  (4e1

r r %  ( 7 )67. (3)

* non-response accounts for totals less than 100%
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TABLE 6

Which program do you Prefer -  The old energy assistance program or PIPP?

O1d Program PIPP don' t  know/
does not  apply

Elderly

Working Poor

Publ ic Assistance

247. (7) 427" (12) 3sz (10)

1 3 %  ( 1 0 )  7 4 %  ( s e )  1 4 %  ( 1 1 )

r87 .  (11 )  8L% (51 )

* non-resDonse accounts for totals less than 100%
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Concluslons

The PIPP Program has been evaluated by its clients aqd found to be adnin-

istratively sound, snoothly implenented, and well- recei.ved.

Clients in the PIPP Program are generally very satisfied with their exper-

ience. Most reported they had no complaints. The new PIPP Program htas over-

whelmlngly preferred over the old Energy Assistance Program.

One of the indicators of PIPPts success l-les in the actuai- behavlor of lts

cl-ients. When asked if they were able to keep thelr homes warmer or nore confort-

able under PIPP, most said yes. The most dramatic change came in the pubLic

assistance group where 73% reported warmer homes under PIPP. If we conblne that

with 552 of the elderly and 391l of the worklng poor we have one hundred and five

hones where people llved more comfortably than they had been able to in the past.

A11 indicati.ons are that the PIPP Program has experienced a very successful

first year, and has positivel-y effected the qual-ity of life for those who have part-

t ic lpated.


