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1. Executive Summary 

During 2014, the Massachusetts-based energy efficiency Program Administrators (PAs) implemented the sixth 

year of a statewide marketing campaign, under the trademark of Mass Save®. This report presents findings 

from the Mass Save statewide marketing assessment conducted by Opinion Dynamics between December 5, 

2014 and January 18, 2015. The purpose of this study is to document the 2014 campaign design and 

marketing strategy and to assess its impact on customer awareness of Mass Save, as well as its ability to 

deliver clear and recognizable messages. 

1.1 Campaign Overview 

The 2014 Mass Save Statewide Campaign ran from January through late November 2014 and, as in 2013, 

KSV served as the campaign implementer. The campaign targeted residential, low-income, and commercial 

and industrial (C&I) customers throughout the state with the goal of increasing awareness of Mass Save. As 

part of this effort, the sponsors strove to explain who and what Mass Save is, as well as what it means. For 

the second consecutive year, the central message focused on how Mass Save can help customers lower their 

energy bills.  

To reach their goals, the campaign used a mix of digital, radio, print, and out-of-home channels to reach 

customers across the residential and C&I sectors. As part of these efforts, KSV made some changes to the 

Mass Save marketing strategy, including the use of more targeted advertising. As such, this year saw the 

addition of new digital tactics, such as online pre-roll video content and mobile geofencing at Home Depot and 

Lowes. The messaging and creative materials changed little in 2014, thus allowing the campaign to reinforce 

the existing message in the marketplace and allocate more budget to advertising. 

The sponsors plan to make several significant changes for the 2015 campaign, which began in January 2015. 

Specifically, KSV now manages the Mass Save website in addition to serving as the campaign implementer. 

As part of this transition, KSV will develop new website content and seek to improve the website user 

experience. In addition to changes to the website, Mass Save will use new campaign messaging in 2015 

focused on emphasizing how simple and easy it is for customers to save money on their energy bills. 

1.2 Research Activities 

To support the December 2014 post-campaign assessment of Mass Save, Opinion Dynamics reviewed all 

statewide marketing materials used in 2014. The evaluation team also fielded general population surveys of 

residential and C&I customers using a mixed-mode approach that included both telephone and web-based 

surveys. We fielded these surveys immediately after the close of the 2014 campaign. In total, 515 residential 

and 300 C&I customers across the state participated in this effort. These surveys constitute the fifth wave of 

a series of surveys conducted since February 2012. Table 1 summarizes all of the primary data collection 

performed to date. 
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Table 1. Summary of Data Collection to Date 

Survey Date Description Residential Completes C&I Completes 

February 2012 Before the 2012 campaign 401 314 

Aug/Sept 2012 After the 2012 campaign 402 295 

March 2013 Before the 2013 campaign 501 456 

December 2013 After the 2013 campaign 500 300 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 After the 2014 campaign 515 300 

1.3 Key Findings 

Key findings from the study include: 

 Awareness of Mass Save has increased significantly since December 2013. In the 2014 survey, 54% 

of residential respondents reported awareness of Mass Save, which represents a significant increase 

in awareness levels from December 2013 (43%) and the highest recorded level since we began 

tracking residential awareness in 2012. Similarly, 66% of commercial customers reported awareness 

of Mass Save, which is also a significant increase from last year (45%) and the highest recorded 

commercial awareness level since tracking began. A number of factors likely contributed to these large 

increases in Mass Save awareness, including a longer campaign period (9 to 11 months); a consistent 

marketing message for two consecutive years, additional budget allocated to paid media such as radio 

advertising, and more targeted digital marketing. 

 Customer awareness of MassSave.com and self-reported website usage increased in 2014. 

Commercial customers saw a significant increase in website awareness from 59% in December 2013 

to 71% in 2014. Among residential customers, awareness of the Mass Save website remained 

relatively unchanged from 56% in December 2013 to 54% in 2014. These results suggest that, for 

residential customers, other marketing channels such as radio and out-of-home may be driving the 

large reported increases in brand awareness. Moreover, our results also show that efforts to drive web 

traffic have been successful among those who are aware of the Mass Save website. Specifically, the 

percentage of customers who reported using the website more than once over the past year increased 

from 16% to 29% among residential customers and 13% to 34% among commercial customers.  

 Campaign messaging was clear and resonated with residential and commercial customers. More than 

two-thirds of commercial customers (69%) agreed that the messages they heard about Mass Save 

communicated that it could help them lower their energy bills, a significant increase from December 

2013 (52%). In addition, 83% of commercial customers exposed to messaging reported that they felt 

the messages conveyed to them were clear, which is also a significant increase from last year (69%). 

Residential customers exhibited even higher scores, with 77% agreeing that Mass Save communicated 

how to lower energy bills and 83% stating that the campaign messaging was clear. Overall, these 

findings demonstrate the effectiveness of a consistent marketing strategy in creating a clear and 

recognizable message. 

 Self-reported exposure to Mass Save messaging increased significantly among residential and 

commercial customers. Twenty-seven percent of residential customers reported exposure to at least 

one marketing channel (i.e., radio, mass transit, online, billboard, and email) during the past campaign 

period, compared to 18% who reported such exposure in December 2013. Commercial customers 

also indicated an increase in marketing exposure, with 23% reported having seen a Mass Save 
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advertisement within the past year, an increase from 18% in December 2013. Radio advertising 

appears to account for much of this increase in exposure, with an increase of 5% among residential 

customers and 11% among commercial customers compared to December 2013.  

 Depth of knowledge for program offerings is also increasing among residential and commercial 

customers. Self-reported awareness of energy efficiency programs significantly increased among 

commercial customers from 42% in December 2013 to 54% in 2014. Moreover, the proportion of both 

residential and commercial customers able to list at least one type of program service offering also 

significantly increased from last year. This suggests that, as customers move beyond brand awareness, 

we should expect to see more customers demonstrating substantive knowledge of energy programs.
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2. Introduction 

This report presents the findings from the December 2014 post-statewide marketing campaign assessment 

conducted by Opinion Dynamics. The goal of this effort was to assess performance of the statewide marketing 

campaign across key metrics, such as awareness, exposure to and clarity of marketing messages, and 

attitudes toward Mass Save. The results presented within this report are based on quantitative telephone and 

web-based surveys fielded with both residential and commercial and industrial (C&I) customers. In addition, 

the evaluation team conducted a thorough review of all 2014 statewide marketing materials and interviewed 

key campaign staff. 

2.1 2014 Campaign Overview 

The 2014 campaign ran from January through November 2014, two months longer than the 2013 campaign 

and five months longer than the 2012 campaign. The 2014 campaign targeted residential, low-income, and 

C&I customers throughout the state in an effort to increase Mass Save awareness. As part of this effort, the 

sponsors placed an emphasis on explaining who and what Mass Save is, as well as what it means. The central 

message conveyed was how Mass Save can help customers lower their energy bills.  

Similar to the 2013 campaign, the 2014 campaign used a mix of digital, radio, print, and out-of-home channels 

to reach customers across the residential and C&I sectors. As part of these efforts, KSV made some changes 

to the Mass Save marketing strategy, including the addition new digital tactics, such as online pre-roll video 

content and mobile geofencing at Home Depot and Lowes. The messaging and creative materials changed 

little in 2014, thus allowing the campaign to reinforce the existing message in the marketplace. Moreover, 

since the 2014 campaign was able to leverage most of the existing 2013 creative materials, KSV was able to 

allocate more budget to paid media buys for radio and digital advertising. 

2.2 Evaluation Approach 

The evaluation team conducted qualitative and quantitative research as part of this study (Table 2). The 

qualitative research included interviews with program staff and review of marketing materials. We conducted 

quantitative tracking surveys with 515 residential and 300 C&I customers. Based on the survey sample sizes, 

a change in Mass Save awareness of 7 percentage points between the pre- and post-campaign surveys would 

be a statistically significant change from the previous surveys for both residential and C&I sectors at the 90% 

confidence and 10% precision level. 

Table 2. Evaluation Activities 

Evaluation Task Completes Description 

Marketing Material Review 

and Staff Interviews 
N/A Provides background on campaign goals and tactics. 

Residential Survey 515 Provides information on awareness of and familiarity with Mass Save, 

exposure to Mass Save marketing efforts, and the influence of Mass Save 

marketing on knowledge of and participation in PA programs. C&I Survey 300 
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3. Methodology 

After the conclusion of the 2014 statewide marketing campaign, the evaluation team reviewed all campaign 

materials and interviewed key campaign staff. We also conducted general population surveys with a sample 

of residential and commercial customers in Massachusetts. The surveys were the fifth wave of a series of 

tracking surveys conducted since February 2012. Table 3 summarizes all of the primary data collection 

performed to date, which is referenced where appropriate throughout the report. 

Table 3. Summary of Data Collection to Date 

Survey Date Description Residential Completes C&I Completes 

February 2012 Before the 2012 campaign 401 314 

Aug/Sept 2012 After the 2012 campaign 402 295 

March 2013 Before the 2013 campaign 501 456 

December 2013 After the 2013 campaign 500 300 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 After the 2014 campaign 515 300 

3.1 Marketing Material Review and Staff Interviews 

The evaluation team completed a review of all statewide marketing materials used in 2014 and conducted 

interviews with PA marketing staff and representatives from KSV. During the review of the campaign materials, 

the evaluation team assessed any changes to the marketing strategy or campaign messaging. The evaluation 

team also analyzed Mass Save web analytics and metrics for digital advertising in order to track the 

performance of different marketing channels. In addition to reviewing campaign materials, we also collected 

data from staff interviews to learn more about campaign activities, including the implementation of the 2014 

marketing plan.  

3.2 Residential General Population Survey 

The evaluation team conducted surveys with a random sample of 515 residential PA customers. Consistent 

with prior efforts, the survey covered exposure to and awareness of Mass Save, the influence of Mass Save 

marketing on participation in PA programs, and awareness of other statewide brands. The evaluation team 

fielded the survey between December 5, 2014 and January 18, 2015.1  

3.2.1 Mixed-Mode Survey Methodology 

In previous years, we conducted our residential and commercial surveys exclusively via telephone. However, 

we have experienced declining response rates for these surveys, which is consistent with larger trends in 

survey research. As a result, telephone surveys are increasingly expensive to field (due to low response rates) 

                                                      
1 Please note that our survey administration window did slightly overlap with the start of the 2015 campaign, which started on January 

5, 2015. However, there are several reasons why this should not influence our results. First, the number of completed surveys we 

received from January 5 to January 18 was relatively small (115 for residential and 90 for commercial). Moreover, in our discussion 

with the campaign implementer, we learned that a majority of the 2015 campaign rollout was not set to begin until February and early 

March. 
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and are susceptible to potential non-response bias. To address these concerns, the evaluation team 

implemented a mixed-mode approach to conduct our 2014 residential customer survey.2  

Specifically, the evaluation team drew a stratified sample of residential customers and randomized whether 

respondents would receive a telephone survey or an Internet/mail survey. For the telephone survey portion of 

the sample, our data collection procedure was identical to previous waves of the Mass Save survey. Based on 

study budget and assumptions about our telephone call center production rate, the evaluation team set a 

quota of 200 completed surveys for our telephone survey. By having a sample size this large, we can also 

compare the results from our telephone survey to the Internet/mail survey to assess survey mode. 

For the Internet/mail survey mode, there are several notable changes to survey administration compared to 

previous years. To recruit web survey participants, the evaluation team mailed an invitation letter to each 

potential respondent in our Internet/mail survey sample.3 Each letter included a link to the web survey and a 

unique PIN that respondents were required to enter prior to starting the survey to ensure that the respondent 

completes the appropriate survey and completed the survey only one time. In addition, the survey invitation 

letter gave potential respondents the option to contact our call center directly and complete the survey via 

telephone. We chose to provide this option to ensure that each potential respondent in our web survey sample 

had an opportunity to complete the survey even if the respondent did not have access to the Internet. To 

ensure that our sample size was sufficiently large for comparison, we set a quota of 300 respondents for the 

Internet/mail survey. 

Table 4. Residential Survey Sample Design 

Survey Mode Target Completes 

Telephone 200 

Internet/Mail 300 

Total 500 

3.2.2 Use of a Monetary Incentive 

In addition to using a mixed-mode survey design, the evaluation team sought to maximize study response rate 

by offering a monetary incentive to study participants. Recent studies have shown that monetary incentives 

increase survey response rates (Dillman, Smyth, and Christian, 2014). The method for delivering an incentive 

can also influence survey participation rates. One approach is to offer a small, upfront cash incentive 

guaranteed to all participants. However, such an incentive scheme can be costly. An alternative approach is 

to offer a larger cash incentive, but randomly select only a small subset of respondents to receive the prize. 

This sweepstakes incentive scheme is more cost effective and allows the researcher the ability to offer large 

cash prizes. 

To assess the relative effectiveness of these different incentive types for increasing participation among 

Massachusetts residential customers, the evaluation team embedded an experimental design in the delivery 

of our monetary incentive. For the telephone survey, we offered all respondents the chance to win one of five 

$100 gift cards for completing the survey (i.e., the sweepstakes condition).4 For the Internet/mail survey, we 

randomized our incentive structure and offered one half of the potential respondents an entry into the same 

                                                      

2 Please note that we used a mixed-mode approach only for residential customers due to the logistical challenges associated with 

administering a web survey with commercial customers.  

3 We chose to mail invitation letters to potential respondents because we do not have residential customers’ email addresses.  

4 We did not provide an upfront incentive to telephone survey respondents due cost constraints.  
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$100 drawing with the other half of the potential respondents receiving a $2 upfront cash incentive provided 

with their survey invitation letter. By randomly assigning the incentive type, the evaluation team can assess 

which method is more cost effective for this population to maximize response rates and minimize costs. We 

will use these results to inform future Mass Save survey efforts. 

3.2.3 Sampling Strategy 

We drew our residential samples for the telephone and Internet/mail surveys from the same residential 

customer database used in the 2013 post-campaign survey. We used this 2013 customer database to create 

a sample frame containing all unique residential accounts with valid contact information. From this frame, we 

drew a stratified simple random sample, with the strata defined as the 18 unique PA combinations. The 

number of surveys completed for each combination was, to the extent possible, in proportion to the 

combination’s representation in the overall population.  

We display the distribution of customers within each of the unique PA combinations, along with the total 

number of completed interviews across our survey modes, in Table 5. Overall, we see that our telephone 

interviews are more closely proportional to the overall population. This is by design, because for telephone 

surveys we can set quotas and terminate interviewing once we reach our target number for each stratum. For 

mail surveys, researchers have less control over the data collection process, because invitation letters are 

sent out all at once, making it difficult to prevent exceeding quota levels for certain strata. Nevertheless, we 

see that even for our Internet/mail interviews, our proportional allocation closely resembles the population 

levels. 

Table 5. General Population Survey Sample Approach 

Residential Customersa 

Population Study Sample  

Telephone 

Interviews 

Internet/Mail 

Interviews 

# % # % # % # % 

National Grid/Columbia 115,971 4.4 667 4.1 9 4.5 17 5.3 

NSTAR/Columbia 27,207 1.0 204 1.3 2 1.0 1 0.3 

WMECO/Columbia 49,184 1.9 375 2.3 4 2.0 9 2.8 

Columbia 114,161 4.4 789 4.9 9 4.5 5 1.6 

National Grid/Berkshire 7,546 0.3 43 0.3 1 0.5 0 0.0 

Berkshire 5,111 0.2 36 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.3 

WMECO/Berkshire 18,532 0.7 142 0.9 1 0.5 6 1.9 

WMECO 110,202 4.2 813 5.0 8 4.0 15 4.7 

CLC/National Grid 69,591 2.7 379 2.3 5 2.5 6 1.9 

CLC 94,148 3.6 643 4.0 7 3.5 7 2.2 

National Grid/Liberty Utilities 22,398 0.9 126 0.8 2 1.0 3 0.9 

NSTAR/Liberty Utilities 1,777 0.1 14 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

National Grid/Unitil 1,221 0.0 6 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Unitil 23,767 0.9 177 1.1 2 1.0 3 0.9 

National Grid/NSTAR 273,937 10.5 1,593 9.8 21 10.5 40 12.5 

National Grid 1,110,109 42.4 6,119 37.7 85 42.5 129 40.3 

NSTAR 559,231 21.4 4,006 24.7 43 21.5 74 23.1 

Liberty Utilities 12,772 0.5 82 0.5 1 0.5 4 1.3 

Total 2,616,865 100 16,214 100 200 100 320 100 

a This column captures the PAs serving various Massachusetts customers. As shown here, some customers receive services 

from both National Grid and Liberty Utilities, for example. 
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As mentioned earlier, the goal of adopting a mixed-mode approach and including monetary incentives is to 

increase customer participation rates and reduce potential non-response bias. One way to assess the 

effectiveness of our different survey modes and incentive structure is to examine response rates for the 

different survey mode and incentive level combinations. As we noted, our telephone survey sample received 

only the sweepstakes incentive. Conversely, for our Internet/mail survey mode, we randomized whether 

respondents received the $2 upfront incentive or the sweepstakes incentive. In total, there are three unique 

combinations of survey mode and incentive levels possible from our study design.  

Table 6 shows the number of completed interviews across the different survey modes. Please note that we 

removed five respondents from the telephone survey, as they no longer resided in the state of Massachusetts. 

Moreover, the number of completed interviews slightly exceeded our quota for the Internet/mail survey as 

more respondents returned completed surveys than we expected. 

Table 6. Residential Survey Completes by Survey Mode 

Survey Mode Completed Interviews 

Telephone 195 

Internet/Mail 320 

Total 515 

The evaluation team calculated a survey response rate for each survey mode/incentive level combination 

using the standards and formulas set forth by the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR).  

Table 7. Survey Response Rates across Survey Mode and Incentive Type 

Survey Mode 

Incentive Type 

$2 Upfront Sweepstakes Overall 

Internet/Mail Survey 14.3% 9.5% 11.9% 

Telephone Survey n/a 3.2% 3.2% 

Overall, we see that the response rates for the Internet/mail survey mode significantly outperformed the 

telephone survey (11.9% vs. 3.2%). Moreover, the response rate levels for the Internet/mail survey far 

exceeded last year’s response rate of 2.9%. In total, these differences indicate that changes to the survey 

mode is an effective strategy for improving survey participation among Massachusetts residential customers.  

We can also compare the response rates across our different incentive types (while holding the survey mode 

constant) to assess the relative effectiveness of our different incentive structures. In line with previous studies, 

we also find that a small upfront incentive results in higher response rates compared to a sweepstakes 

incentive. Moreover, this difference is not negligible (4.8%) and is statistically significant at the .10 level. 

One additional point of comparison for our different survey modes and incentive types relates to the 

demographic composition of the different survey samples. The evaluation team examined potential 

differences across a number of demographic variables for each of our residential samples to assess whether 

survey mode or incentive type leads to sizeable differences in the type of customers who choose to participate 

in the study. To isolate the effect of the survey mode and incentive type, the evaluation team conducted two 

sets of analysis: 
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1. Among the Internet/mail survey mode respondents, we compared sample demographics for the 

sweepstakes and upfront incentive condition. This allows us to hold the survey mode constant and 

isolate the effect of incentive type on sample demographic composition. Since we randomly assigned 

potential respondents to each incentive condition, we can simply conduct differences of means tests 

to assess potential sample differences. 

2. Among participants in the sweepstakes incentive condition, we compared sample demographics for 

the Internet/mail survey and telephone survey modes. Since we also randomly assigned survey mode, 

we can again conduct differences of means tests to explore differences in sample characteristics.  

The results from our analysis of incentive type (holding the survey mode constant) yielded no statistically 

significant differences across key demographic characteristics, including homeownership, age, education, sex, 

and income. While varying the incentive type has differential effects on response rates, it does not appear to 

lead to differences in the type of customers that participate in the survey.  

Conversely, our comparison of survey mode (while holding the incentive type constant) does show statistically 

significant differences for several demographic variables. For a true comparison of the different survey modes, 

we divided our sample into three categories. The telephone survey (outbound) is the traditional survey mode 

that we have used in previous waves, which involves our call center contacting customers directly. For the 

Internet/mail survey, we divided this sample into two distinct groups. The web survey mode group is composed 

of those participants who received the survey invitation letter in the mail and chose to complete the survey via 

the Internet. The telephone survey (inbound) group is composed of those participants who received the survey 

invitation letter in the mail and chose to complete the survey by calling our telephone call center directly. We 

summarize the results from our analysis of these three survey modes in Table 8. 

Table 8. Sample Characteristics across Survey Mode 

Demographics 

Telephone Survey 

(Outbound) 

% 

Web Survey 

% 

Telephone Survey  

(Inbound) 

% 

Massachusetts 

Population 

% 

% of Homeowners 66 85 77 63 

Median Age 54 54 67 39 

% with College Degree or Above 44 65 38 29 

% of Males 55 52 44 49 

% with Income of $50,000+ 47 64 28 62 

Sample Size 195 223 97 n/a 

That we find statistically significant differences in the demographic composition of our samples for each of the 

different survey modes is not surprising, since the objective of a mixed-mode survey approach is to bolster 

sample representativeness by using multiple tactics to reach diverse segments of the population. Based on 

this criterion, our mixed approach demonstrates the relative effectiveness of the different survey modes in 

capturing different subsets of the population. Our results show that, relative to the traditional phone survey 

mode, the web survey tends to attract more-educated and higher-income respondents.5 Conversely, by 

providing an option for respondents to call our telephone call center directly, we see that this survey mode 

attracted older, lower-income, and less-educated respondents.  

                                                      
5 Note that the difference in the percent of homeowners for the web survey compared to the telephone survey is likely due to our 

sample source, which was a customer database from 2013. The web survey relied on mailing invitation letters. Since homeowners are 

less likely to have changed residences in the past year compared to renters, the likelihood that an invitation letter went to an incorrect 

address is far higher for renters, thus biasing downward their representation in the web survey sample. 
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A potentially more serious issue arises if the demographic differences that we identified across the different 

survey modes are correlated with Mass Save awareness. If this is the case, then we are less certain as to 

whether any change in Mass Save awareness levels since the last survey is due to campaign efforts or to the 

choice of using different survey modes. To address this potential issue, the evaluation team examined Mass 

Save awareness across the three survey modes outlined in Table 8 above. We found no statistically significant 

differences in awareness levels across survey modes. This provided some reassurance that the demographic 

differences that exist across modes at least do not account for all of the differences in responses across time 

that we report later. However, it is also true that just because the differences are not statistically significant 

within this sample does not mean the groups are exactly the same in their responses either. It would take very 

large sample sizes to find the observed differences statistically significant. While we will report results in this 

report mainly for the overall sample, we will also provide some critical results by survey mode as well. This will 

allow the reader to compare results across time within the same data collection mode, and then make 

judgements about whether there may be differences between telephone and internet modes that could 

account for some portion of changes that we see across time. We recommend that future surveys be 

conducted on mixed-mode samples because of the better match to population numbers this approach 

provides; this report should be viewed as a transitional one. 

3.2.4 Weighting 

Consistent with past surveys, we developed and applied weights to the telephone survey data to match the 

composition of customers within the Massachusetts population based on homeownership. Table 9 shows the 

weights for the telephone survey data. 

Table 9. General Population Survey Weighting 

Residency  

Massachusetts 

Population 

% 

Unweighted General 

Population Data 

% Home Weight 

Own 63 79 0.79 

Rent 37 21 1.80 

3.3 C&I Customer Survey 

To assess awareness, familiarity, and associations with Mass Save among PA business customers, the 

evaluation team employed the same survey strategy used in previous waves. Specifically, we conducted a 

telephone survey using a simple random sample of 300 PA C&I customers between December 5, 2014 and 

January 18, 2015.  

3.3.1 Sampling Strategy and Weighting 

For this year’s study, the evaluation team used a different data source from which to draw our sample of C&I 

customers. Specifically, the evaluation team used the 2013 Massachusetts C&I billing database developed 

by DNV GL. We chose to use these data because they contain demographic information, such as industry 

sector and electric usage, which allow us to develop quotas, if needed, or apply post-survey stratification 

weights to adjust our results to the target population.  

Table 10 shows the overall sample design and completed interviews for this year’s survey.  



Methodology 

opiniondynamics.com Page 11 

Table 10. C&I Sample Design 

C&I Customers Populationa Sample Frame Sample Completed Interviews 

Total 238,748 200,872 20,000 300 

a Population figures are based on unique account numbers, whereas the sample frame is the number 

of unique and valid phone numbers. 

Upon review of this database, the evaluation team ultimately decided not to use any sampling quotas or apply 

post-stratification weights. This is mainly because our simple random sampling approach performed quite well 

in matching to the statewide population. Specifically, we used the demographic data on electric usage and 

industry to assess potential coverage bias in our sample frame and among our completed interviews. Table 

11 displays the distribution of electric usage for commercial customers. 

Table 11. Electric Usage Distribution across Commercial Customers 

kWh Distribution 

Populationa 2014 Sample 2014 Completes 

2013 Post-

Completes 

# % # % # % # % 

1st Quartile 354 0.1 23 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

2nd Quartile 1,857 0.6 138 0.8 2 0.7 1 0.4 

3rd Quartile 9,568 3.1 661 3.8 4 1.5 13 4.8 

4th Quartile 298,352 96.2 16,379 95.2 262 97.8 255 94.8 

a Please note that not all customer accounts had usage data readily available in the commercial database. 

Our results show that distribution of customers both in our sample and among our completed interviews 

closely resembles the statewide population in terms of electric usage. Our completed surveys slightly over-

represent smaller customers (i.e. the 4th quartile); however, this is not surprising given the difficulty in reaching 

decision makers at larger businesses. As an additional point of comparison, we also matched, to the extent 

possible, our 2013 post-survey wave completed interviews to the DNV GL commercial database to assess how 

well last year’s survey participants reflected the statewide population. We see that again the distribution of 

customers matches the population fairly well. Moreover, the survey respondents in the 2014 survey are similar 

to those in 2013 in terms of usage. 

The evaluation team also explored the distribution of industry sectors in the statewide commercial population 

and compared this to our set of 300 completed interviews. Table 12 displays the results from this comparison. 

In short, we find that our survey participants once again match the statewide population fairly well. The only 

major exception relates to the percentage of customers with unclassifiable NAICS codes, which is somewhat 

over-represented among our completed interviews.  
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Table 12. Industry Sector across Commercial Customers 

Industry Sector 

Population Completed 

# % # % 

Accommodation and Food Services 16,224 6.0 21 7.0 

Administrative and Support and Waste 4,998 1.9 4 1.3 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 627 0.2 3 1.0 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 5,107 1.9 7 2.3 

Construction 10,840 4.0 7 2.3 

Educational Services 6,618 2.5 6 2.0 

Finance and Insurance 8,324 3.1 8 2.7 

Health Care and Social Assistance 13,523 5.0 14 4.7 

Information 9,030 3.3 3 1.0 

Management of Companies and Enterprises 2,753 1.0 4 1.3 

Manufacturing 12,854 4.8 15 5.0 

Mining 86 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Services (except Public Administration) 23,879 8.8 28 9.3 

Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 57,608 21.3 50 16.7 

Public Administration 11,572 4.3 10 3.3 

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 25,205 9.3 31 10.3 

Retail Trade 29,320 10.9 28 9.3 

SIC Code Matches to Multiple NAICS 557 0.2 1 0.3 

Transportation and Warehousing 7,948 2.9 0 0.0 

Utilities 2,596 1.0 1 0.3 

Wholesale Trade 5,692 2.1 10 3.3 

Unclassifiable NAICS Code 14,917 5.5 49 16.3 

Overall, survey respondents match the population well both in terms of customer size (using electric usage as 

a proxy) and industry sector. For these reasons, the evaluation team chose to not to use any post-stratification 

weights. 

Table 13 shows the final survey dispositions of the telephone numbers in the sample. We calculated the survey 

response rate using the standards and formulas set forth by the AAPOR.  
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Table 13. Disposition of Targeted C&I Customers 

Disposition N 

Completed Interviews (I) 300 

Partial (P) 18 

Eligible Non-Interviews 5,424 

 Refusals (R) 2,953 

 Mid-Interview Terminate (R) 89 

 Telephone Answering Device (NC) 959 

 Respondent Never Available (NC) 1,281 

 Language Problem (NC) 142 

Not Eligible (e) 1,515 

 Fax/Data Line 76 

 Non-Working 923 

 Wrong Number 257 

 Government/Other Organization 239 

 No Eligible Respondent 3 

 Duplicate Number 17 

Unknown Eligibility Non-Interview (U) 723 

 No Answer  648 

 Busy 29 

 Call Blocking 46 

Total Participants in Sample 20,000 

Table 14 provides the response and cooperation rates for this year’s survey. The response rate saw a marked 

improvement from 2.0% in 2013 to 4.6% in 2014. 

Table 14. C&I Survey Response and Cooperation Rates 

AAPOR Rate Percentage 

Response Rate (RR#3) 4.6% 

Cooperation Rate 8.9% 
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4. Study Findings 

The following section of the report presents findings from the review of the statewide marketing materials, as 

well as the residential and C&I surveys conducted in December 2014 and January 2015. Our analysis of the 

surveys focuses on significant differences over time.  

4.1 Campaign Overview 

The objectives for this year’s campaign were identical to 2013. Specifically, the campaign focused on 

conveying two main messages: (1) Anyone can lower his or her monthly energy bills (2) Step one is to visit 

MassSave.com. Marketing staff noted that they expected the consistency in messaging across 2013 and 

2014 to help reinforce the Mass Save brand and to help increase awareness.  

The 2014 campaign leveraged a marketing strategy consistent with the approach taken in 2013. Similar to 

last year, the campaign used a combination of print, out-of-home, digital, and radio media channels to reach 

residential and commercial customers in Massachusetts (see Table 15).  

Table 15. Summary of 2013 Statewide Marketing Materials  

Media Channel Residential C&I General 

Digital: Digital Banners    

Digital: Facebook Ad    

Digital: Mobile Geofencing    

Digital Online Pre-Roll Video    

Out-of-Home: Billboard    

Out-of-Home: Bus    

Out-of-Home: Commuter Rail    

Out-of-Home: Gas Station    

Radio    

Print    

Marketing staff noted a few changes to the marketing tactics used in 2014. The digital marketing strategy in 

2014 focused more on targeted advertising as a way to drive traffic to the Mass Save website. As such, the 

campaign added two new digital marketing tactics: online pre-roll video and mobile geofencing. Online pre-roll 

videos consisted of short video commercials about Mass Save that appeared prior to the playing of an online 

video. Mass Save used pre-roll video advertising on a number of different video platforms, including YouTube 

and targeted websites such as HGTV. The Mass Save campaign also set up mobile geofences within half a 

mile of Lowes and Home Depots across Massachusetts. When customers entered the geofence, they received 

a Mass Save advertisement sent directly to their mobile device.  

The 2014 campaign leveraged much of the 2013 creative materials. The evaluation team reviewed 26 

marketing pieces targeted at residential customers and 20 pieces targeted at commercial customers. 

Additionally, we reviewed a bus banner and two gas station window clings with general messages that were 

not specific to one customer segment. The Mass Save logo is included in all visual marketing materials. A link 

to the MassSave.com website is also included in all marketing materials. In addition, the campaign regularly 

listed PA sponsors by name or refers to the collaboration across Massachusetts utilities and energy efficiency 

service providers. 
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We also conducted a review of campaign messaging. All of the residential and commercial materials conveyed 

the message that Mass Save means lower energy bills. Each of the materials told a consistent narrative that 

Mass Save helps residents or businesses lower their energy bills, save money, and free up funds for other 

quality-of-life-enhancing products and services through the stories of Massachusetts energy users. Many of 

the marketing materials also included language that conveys the message that Mass Save has solutions for 

everyone.  

4.1.1 Mass Save Digital and Web Performance 

The campaign’s effort to use targeted advertising to drive traffic to the Mass Save website was largely 

successful. Overall, the website saw a 36% increase in site visits in 2014 (1,139,284 vs. 837,685), with the 

number of unique visitors also increasing by 31% from 566,558 to 743,017. Significant gains in organic and 

paid traffic account for much of this change. Paid search visits increased by 130% in 2014, while organic visits 

climbed by 58%.  

In addition to paid searches, the campaign used banner ads to drive traffic to the website. Total impressions6 

increased by 16% from 2013 to 2014 (197,112,453 to 227,789,977) while click-throughs increased by 17% 

increase (195,683 to 229,692). In terms of relative share of clicks, the addition of mobile geofencing and 

online pre-roll video outpaced benchmark scores and accounted for approximately 11% of the digital channel’s 

clicks. In addition, Facebook ads saw a sizeable increase in relative click share, jumping from 7% in 2013 to 

17% in 2014. Figure 1 presents other key milestones for MassSave.com in 2014. 

Figure 1. Web Analytics Snapshot 

 

Source: MassSave.com Web Performance Report, December and Year 2014. 

 

                                                      

6 An impression is measure of the number of times an ad is seen. 
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4.2 Mass Save Awareness and Associations 

4.2.1 Brand Awareness and Familiarity 

The 2014 campaign was the most successful Mass Save awareness campaign since we began assessing 

brand awareness in 2012. Results of the post-2014 campaign survey reveal increases in both brand 

awareness and brand familiarity. These changes are likely a result of a number of factors, including a longer 

campaign period, a larger advertising budget, and more targeted marketing. These campaign factors also 

contributed to increased exposure to Mass Save marketing, which we will discuss in more detail in Section 4.3.  

Residential Awareness and Familiarity  

Residential awareness of Mass Save was higher across all survey modes following the 2014 campaign, as 

shown in Figure 2. Slightly over half of all survey respondents (54%) were aware of Mass Save at the end of 

2014. We also found a significant increase in awareness if we just examine telephone survey respondents. 

Just over half (51%) were aware of Mass Save compared to 43% of telephone survey respondents a year 

earlier. This is the first statistically significant increase in Mass Save awareness since February 2012 and 

marks the highest level of awareness the campaign has seen. As seen in previous waves, brand awareness is 

higher among homeowners than renters (65% vs. 33%) likely due to higher levels of exposure that 

homeowners have to messaging from their utilities and energy efficiency service providers in addition to the 

larger number of energy efficiency opportunities available to them. We find no differences in awareness levels 

throughout different regions of the state. For comparative purposes, the evaluation team also collected 

respondent awareness of a major national brand (ENERGY STAR®). Seventy-five percent of residential 

customers report awareness of ENERGY STAR® (compared to 54% for Mass Save). 
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Figure 2. Residential Awareness of Mass Save (Aided Name Only) 

 
A indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013.7 

*For Dec 2014/Jan 2015 n= 316 for Internet/mail and n=195 for telephone Mixed mode is the combination of 

telephone, internet and mail surveys.  

Not only are more residential customers aware of Mass Save following the 2014 campaign, across all survey 

modes, residential customers also reported greater familiarity with the brand. When we combine the telephone 

and internet respondents, we find that 9% say they are very familiar and 21% somewhat familiar with Mass 

Save compared to 6% and 14% in 2013, respectively. We find a similar result if we compare just the telephone 

survey respondents in 2014 with the 2013 telephone respondents.  

                                                      
7 Throughout this section, the evaluation team notes statistically significant differences when the 2014/5 results are compared to the 

first year the question was asked (A) and the December 2013 campaign (B). All significance testing is done at the 90% confidence 

level.  
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Figure 3. Residential Customer Familiarity with Mass Save 

 
A Indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013.  

In addition to tracking awareness and familiarity with the Mass Save brand, this evaluation cycle marked the 

first time that the evaluation team was able to assess recognition of the Mass Save logo. For the subset of 

survey participants that completed the survey online, we included an image of the Mass Save logo and asked 

respondents whether they had ever seen this logo.8 Just over a quarter (26%) of customers reported that they 

had seen the Mass Save logo. The evaluation team will use this information as baseline data for subsequent 

Mass Save tracking surveys. 

C&I Awareness 

Following the 2014 campaign, Mass Save awareness among C&I customers reached its highest level to date 

(66%), doubling since February 2012 and thus further highlighting the success of the 2014 campaign (see 

Figure 4). Brand awareness among C&I customers outpaced that of residential customers (66% to 54%), thus 

continuing a larger trend showing a faster rate of change in awareness levels for commercial customers.  

 

  

                                                      

8 Please note that we placed the survey item on the Mass Save logo after Mass Save awareness questions in order to avoid potentially 

biasing our tracking data on awareness. 
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Figure 4. C&I Awareness of Mass Save (Aided Name Only) 

 

A indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

In addition to an increase in brand awareness, 45% of C&I customers also reported that they were familiar 

with Mass Save, which is double the proportion of commercial customers who were familiar with the brand in 

December 2013 (23%) (see Figure 5). Again, this highlights the success of the 2014 campaign.  
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Figure 5. C&I Customer Familiarity with Mass Save 

 
A indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

Furthermore, following the 2014 campaign, C&I customers became more aware that Mass Save could provide 

services for both their home and their business, as seen in Table 16. Specifically, among those commercial 

customers aware of Mass Save, 62% percent noted that Mass Save provides solutions for both their home 

and their business.  

Table 16. C&I Customer Awareness of Mass Save’s Commercial Components 

 
Aug/Sept 2012  

(n=216) (A) 

March 2013  

(n=456) 

December 2013  

(n=135) (B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=196) 

Businesses only 6% 9% 4% 5% 

Homes only 19% 18% 21% 16% 

Both businesses and homes 47% 53% 44% 62% A,B 

Don't know 28% 20% 30% 17% A,B 

A indicates statistical significance against Aug/Sept 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

4.2.2 Website Awareness 

As in prior years, the Mass Save website continues to play an important role in statewide marketing efforts by 

providing PA customers with a centralized source of information about energy efficiency programs in 

Massachusetts. Across all survey modes, residential awareness of MassSave.com stayed relatively unchanged 

compared to last year, as seen in Figure 6. Slightly over half of customers aware of the Mass Save brand were 

aware of the website (54% of all survey respondents and 58% of telephone survey respondents).  
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Figure 6. Awareness of MassSave.com among Residential Customers Aware of Mass Save 

 
A indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

*For Dec 2014/Jan 2015 n= 193 for Internet/mail and n=111 for telephone. Mixed mode is the combination of 

telephone, internet and mail surveys.  

While the awareness of MassSave.com among customers has stayed relatively flat over the past year, more 

residential customers have become aware of the Mass Save brand. Therefore, the absolute percent of 

customers aware of the website has increased from 24% in the post-2013 campaign survey to 29% following 

the 2014 campaign (see Figure 7).  

Figure 7. Website Awareness among All Residential Customers 

 
A indicates statistical significance against Aug/Sept 2012 and B indicates statistical significance 

against December 2013. 
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Several factors may account for website awareness remaining roughly the same among residential customers. 

A longer campaign period and larger budget allocation to radio advertising likely amplified the impact of 

traditional media channels. As we demonstrate in Section 4.3, both the radio and out-of-home marketing 

channels saw sizeable increases in customer exposure in 2014, thus suggesting that these channels may 

account for a large share of the increase in brand awareness among both residential customers. 

Similar to brand awareness in general, C&I customers are more likely to be aware of the Mass Save website 

than residential customers (see Figure 8). But unlike residential customers, commercial customers who are 

aware of the Mass Save brand were significantly more likely to be aware of MassSave.com at the end of 2014 

compared to 2013. Among those aware of the Mass Save brand, commercial awareness of MassSave.com 

significantly increased from the end of the 2013 campaign.  

Figure 8 Awareness of MassSave.com among Commercial Customers Aware of Mass Save 

 
A indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and B indicates statistical significance 

against December 2013. 

Although 2014 did not show significant increases in website awareness for residential customers, we did find 

that customers are more likely than previous years to engage with MassSave.com on multiple occasions, as 

shown in Table 17. Following the 2014 campaign, about half of residential and C&I customers aware of the 

website noted that they visited MassSave.com at least once since the start of the 2014 campaign.  
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Table 17. Mass Save Website Usage among Aware Customers* 
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None 63% 68% 65% 72% 51% A,B 

 

63% 61% 70% 76% 47% A,B 

One time 15% 19% 15% 12% 20% B 13% 20% 18% 10% 19% B 

2–5 times 19% 10% 19% 14% 26% B 24% 10% 9% 9% 25% 

6–10 times – 2% – 2% 2% – 4% 1% 2% 4% 

11 or more 

times 
2% 1% – – 1% – – 2% 1% 4% 

Don’t know – – 1% – – – 4% – 1% 1% 

* The evaluation team asked about website usage reflecting the duration of the campaign. From Feb 2012 to March 

2013, the evaluation team asked about MassSave.com usage in the past 6 months, reflecting the campaign duration 

at the time. In the 2014 post-campaign survey, the evaluation team asked about MassSave.com usage in the past year 

to reflect the increased duration of the campaign. A indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and 
B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

4.2.3 Mass Save Associations 

The evaluation team also explored brand associations among residential and C&I customers. We gathered 

this information through telephone and online surveys by asking respondents what they associate with Mass 

Save in both an unaided and aided fashion. 
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Residential Associations 

As shown in Table 18, responses to the open-ended question about associations with Mass Save varied widely 

among residential customers. The top association is with rebates, incentives, and saving money, followed by 

audits, then by saving energy or reducing energy bills.  

Table 18. Unaided Residential Associations with Mass Save among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Associations 

Residential 

March 2013 

(n=194) (A) 

December 2013 

(n=218) (B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=299) 

Rebates/incentives/saving money  22% 23% 33% A,B 

Energy assessment or audit 27% 30% 26% 

Saving energy/reducing energy bills 20% 8% 14% A,B 

Resource for energy information 12% 9% 11% 

Energy saving program/home improvements 4% 2% 9% A,B 

Affiliated products (e.g., CFLs, appliances) 2% 2% 8% A,B 

Utility/energy efficiency service provider 7% 5% 4% 

Related concepts (e.g., recycling, energy) 5% 2% 2% A 

State government 1% 3% B 1% 

Other 13% 7% 7% A 

Don’t know 17% 20% 11% A,B 

A indicates statistical significance against March 2013 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

In addition, the campaign continues to excel in conveying that Mass Save relates to energy. When asked 

directly, 88% of residential customers associate Mass Save with energy. Customer understanding of this 

aspect of the statewide brand has been consistent and strong for the past several years. 

When we asked respondents what Mass Save most conveys, the evaluation team presented a set of options 

that reflect the prior use of the Mass Save name (home energy audits), as well as some of the associations 

the brand would like to have. For example, in the past, a goal of the campaign was to serve as a resource for 

information, while in 2013, the messaging shifted specifically to serving as a resource for lowering one’s 

energy bills, and this messaging continued through the 2014 campaign. Because the latter was a new 

campaign theme, we did not ask about this association in previous surveys and present results only from the 

December 2013 survey. In 2014, we added the “Making Saving Energy Easier” option to the residential survey, 

as this will be a focus of the 2015 campaign, and removed the “A campaign for change” option.9  

As shown in Figure 9, the most frequent aided association with Mass Save among residential customers at 

the end of the 2014 campaign is “A way to lower your energy bills” (31%), which indicates that the 2013 and 

2014 messaging has been effective and clear. Customers are less likely than previous years to associate the 

brand with rebates or to see it as a resource for education, and are more likely to associate it with home audits. 

In addition, fewer customers are unable to identify any associations than in previous years, reflecting 

increased familiarity with the brand, as seen in Section 4.2.1.  

                                                      
9 We removed this option to reduce respondent burden.  
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Figure 9. Aided Associations among Residential Customers 

  
A indicates statistical significance against Aug/Sept 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against 

December 2013. 

Commercial Associations 

Similar to the residential sector, when asked what they associate with Mass Save, C&I customers offered a 

number of concepts. The most commonly mentioned is saving energy (28%), followed by an energy 

assessment or audit (27%) and energy-related products and concepts (15%). The most significant change 

since December 2013 is in the percentage of customers mentioning saving energy, which suggests that 

campaign messaging was effective in conveying this point.  
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Table 19. Unaided C&I Associations with Mass Save among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Associations 

C&I 

March 2013 

(n=216) (A) 

December 2013 

(n=135) (B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=197) 

Saving energy/conservation/environmental 19% 16% 28% A,B 

Energy assessment or audit 22% 38% 27% B 

Energy-related products/concept (e.g., HVAC, electricity)  7% 4% 15% A,B 

Saving money/discounts 6% 5% 9% 

Rebates/incentives for lighting/controls 10% 5% 7% 

Energy saving programs/home or facility improvements 5% 2% 6% B 

Resource for energy information 6% 4% 5% 

Utility/energy efficiency service provider 13% 9% 3% A,B 

Rebates/incentives for HVAC equipment 6% 3% 3% 

Other 16% 11% 9% A 

Don’t know 13% 17% 9% B 

A indicates statistically significant difference from March 2013 and B indicates significant difference from December 2013. 

Consistent with the residential sector, among those aware of Mass Save, there is little doubt that it relates to 

energy when commercial customers are asked about the association directly (95%). Further, the 2013 and 

2014 campaign messaging resonated with the C&I population. In both 2013 and 2014, sizable percentages 

stated that they most associate Mass Save with “A way to lower your energy bills” (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10. Aided Associations among C&I Customers 

 
A indicates statistical significance against Aug/Sept 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 

2013. 

4.2.4 Perceived Sponsorship of Mass Save 

As a way to gauge their knowledge of the campaign, we have asked respondents, across all of the past surveys, 

who they think sponsors Mass Save. Based on the post-2014 campaign survey, about half of residential and 

C&I customers think that the PAs are involved in Mass Save, with limited recognition of the state’s role (see 

Table 20). About one-third (31%) of residential customers and 41% of C&I customers do not know who 

sponsors these programs. The percentage of customers who report being unaware of who sponsors Mass 

Save saw little change in 2014, despite increases in both brand awareness and familiarity. These findings 

suggest that broadening the customers’ depth of knowledge of Mass Save remains a challenge, even as more 

customers recognize the brand. 
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Table 20. Perceived Sponsorship of Mass Save among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Perceived 

Sponsors 

Residential Commercial 

Feb 

2012 

(n=180) 

(A) 

Aug/ 

Sept 

2012 

(n=174) 

March 

2013 

(n=194) 

Dec 

2013 

(n=218) 

(B) 

Dec 

2014/ 

Jan 

2015 

(n=300) 

Feb 

2012 

(n=105) 

(A) 

Aug/ 

Sept 

2012 

(n=119) 

March 

2013  

(n=216) 

Dec 

2013 

 (n=135) 

(B) 

Dec 

2014/ 

Jan 

2015 

(n=197) 

Utility or energy 

efficiency service 

provider   

51% 44% 46% 46% 52% 53% 54% 55 45% 46% B 

State 

government 
9% 6% 8% 13% 7% B 10% 7% 10% 7% 5% 

Environmental 

nonprofits or 

NGOs 

4% 2% 2% -- 2% 4% 5% 2% 2% -- 

Retailers/ 

manufacturers 

(e.g., GE, local 

businesses) 

3% 2% 2% 5% 4% B -- 3% 2% 4% 3% 

Federal 

government (e.g., 

Department of 

Energy) 

2% 2% -- 2% 1% -- 3% 1% 3% -- 

Government/ 

politicians/ 

political parties 

5% 4% 2% -- 2% -- -- -- -- -- 

Other 8% 6% 5% 2% 4% 7% 2% 2% 1% 5% B 

Don’t know 28% 37% 37% 34% 31% 28% 33% 30% 41% 41% B 

A indicates statistical significance against Feb 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

It is also important to note that perceived sponsorship varies within both the commercial and residential 

sectors. In particular, those who own their residence or buildings are significantly more likely to see the PAs 

as Mass Save sponsors than renters are (59% vs. 35% for residential, 56% vs. 37% for commercial). This may 

be due to the greater number of energy efficiency programs that target measures of greater interest to property 

owners, as well as their assured role in paying utility bills and vested interest in improving their property. 

4.3 Exposure to Mass Save Marketing 

A key metric for the Mass Save statewide marketing campaign is the clarity with which messages are conveyed 

to the target population. As documented earlier in this report, the campaign team implemented a range of 

marketing tactics, with some differences between those used to target the residential population and those 

used to target the C&I population. As a result, we asked slightly different survey questions for each sector 

based on the specific tactics used to reach them. Given these differences, we present findings for residential 

and C&I customer separately. 

4.3.1 Residential Exposure  

The evaluation team asked residential respondents who were aware of Mass Save to select the media 

channels where they heard about the campaign. For each channel through which respondents had heard of 
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Mass Save, we asked them to specify the time period, that is, was it during the past campaign cycle or was it 

longer ago than that. The evaluation team added a number of new channels in the survey to reflect the 

additional outreach methods employed by KSV in the 2013 and 2014 campaigns. Our results show a 

significant increase in the proportion of customers reporting exposure (of any form) since the last survey in 

December 2013 (Table 21). Moreover, we find significant increases in a number of specific marketing 

channels, including radio and online advertisements and billboards. 

Table 21. Residential Customer Exposure to Mass Save Marketing Tactics in the Past Program Cycle 

Campaign Channel 

All Residential Respondents  

March 2013 

(n=501) (A) 

Dec 2013 

(n=500) (B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Any Channel – Ever 21% 25% 38% A,B 

Any Channel – Past Program Cycle* 13% 18% 27% A,B 

 Radio Ad  6% 10% 15% A,B 

 Mass Transit 4% 5% 6% 

 Online Ad 4% 5% 9% A,B 

 Billboard 4% 4% 7% A,B 

 Information when Shopping for Appliances N/A 6% 8% 

 Gas Pump N/A 2% 2% 

* Six months in 2013 and one year in the post-2014 campaign survey. Reported exposure to radio, mass transit, online, 

billboard, in-store, and gas pump messaging includes exposure in the past program cycle only. A indicates statistical 

significance against March 2013 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

As noted earlier, the 2014 campaign leveraged similar marketing materials and messaging used in 2013. 

Among residential customers exposed to Mass Save marketing materials, we asked about the message 

communicated by Mass Save. An overwhelming majority agreed10 that the messages they heard 

communicated were that Mass Save can help you lower your energy bills (77%). This is an increase from the 

2013 campaign, when 71% of customers agreed with this statement.  

                                                      

10 Agreement is indicated by a rating of 6 to 10 on a 10-point scale where 0 is “not at all agree” and 10 is “completely agree”. 
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Figure 11. Residential Perceptions That Mass Save Can Help Lower Energy Bills 

 
Note: 10-point scale, where 0 is “not at all agree” and 10 is “completely agree.” 

Customers also indicated that the messages conveyed to them were clear (83%), an increase from the 

previous year (76%). Of those who did not find the message clear, almost half (47%) thought that there was 

not enough information provided. An additional 15% of customers did not remember seeing or hearing 

messages, and 13% did not know how to contact Mass Save.  

4.3.2 C&I Exposure  

Following the 2014 campaign, C&I customers report a significant increase in exposure to the Mass Save brand 

across each of the marketing channels, further indicating the effectiveness of last year’s marketing strategy. 

This increase in exposure to marketing is likely a key driver for the increased brand awareness found following 

the 2014 campaign. We provide detailed results of the increase exposure to marketing in Table 22.  
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Table 22. C&I Customer Exposure to Mass Save Marketing Tactics in the Past Program Cycle 

Campaign Channel 

All C&I Respondents  

March 2013 

(n=456) (A) 

December 2013 

(n=300) (B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Any Channel – Ever 30% 27% 49% A,B 

Any Channel – Past Program Cycle* 20% 18% 43% A,B 

 Radio Ad 13% 12% 23% A,B 

 Online Ad 5% 4% 18% A,B 

 Newspaper/Journal 7% 4% 12% A,B 

 Mass Transit 4% 4% 11% A,B 

 Billboard N/A 6% 12% A,B 

 Email N/A 3% 11% B 

 Gas Pump N/A 1% 4% B 

* Six months in 2013 and one year in the post-2014 campaign survey. Reported exposure to radio, online, newspaper/journal, 

mass transit, billboard, email, and gas pump messaging includes exposure in the past program cycle only. A indicates statistical 

significance against March 2013 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

Turning to the clarity and consistency of the marketing strategy, Mass Save’s message that it can help lower 

energy bills also appears to have resonated with C&I customers. Specifically, among those C&I customers 

exposed to Mass Save marketing materials, 69% agree that the Mass Save messages they heard 

communicated that Mass Save can help your business lower its energy bills (as seen in Figure 12) compared 

with 52% in December 2013. In addition, 83% of commercial customers exposed to messaging reported that 

they felt the messages conveyed to them were clear, which is also a significant increase from last year (69%). 

Figure 12. C&I Perceptions That Mass Save Can Help Lower Energy Bills 

 
Note: 10-point scale, where 0 is “not at all agree” and 10 is “completely agree.” 
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4.3.3 Attitudes toward Mass Save 

A large majority of both residential and C&I customers have a positive view of Mass Save, with 83% of 

residential respondents and 77% of C&I customers expressing a favorable opinion of the brand. This 

represents an increase from December 2013, when favorability ratings were 75% and 69%, respectively. The 

evaluation team also found that, while residential homeowners and renters both hold favorable opinions of 

Mass Save, homeowners are more likely than renters to express a “very favorable” opinion of the brand (49% 

vs. 39%, respectively). C&I and residential customers who were previously aware of Mass Save were also more 

likely to express a “very favorable” opinion of the brand (54% vs. 33%), reflecting the favorable opinion 

customers who are acquainted with the brand have of it. We found no statistically significant differences in 

opinion between those who had made significant changes to their homes within the past year and those who 

had not. 

4.4 PA Program Awareness and Participation 

Another key metric for statewide marketing efforts is to ensure customer awareness of PA programs. We asked 

survey respondents a number of questions to assess knowledge of the PA programs currently offered.  

4.4.1 Residential Customers 

Overall, almost three-quarters (74%) of residential respondents knew that there were programs to help save 

energy in their homes, as seen in Figure 13. This number has remained consistent since the evaluation team 

started tracking it in March 2013. Unsurprisingly, customers who are aware of Mass Save are more likely to 

know that programs exist to help them save energy in their homes (88% vs. 57%). In general, given that 

awareness of PA programs was high before the 2013 campaign, it is not surprising that we fail to see a large 

increase in awareness after the 2013 and 2014 campaigns.  

Figure 13. Residential Customer Awareness of Program to Help Save Energy in the Home 
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When we look more closely at residential customer knowledge, we see that respondents are moderately 

familiar with the types of assistance programs offer, as demonstrated in Table 23. When we asked about the 

type of assistance these programs provide, respondents most commonly recalled individual rebate or PA 

programs (32%). The second most common answer is home energy audits, which has increased from 22% in 

December 2013 to 31% in the post-2014 survey. Fewer customers mentioned rebates (in general), incentives, 

and cost savings than in previous years. 

Table 23. Types of Assistance Provided by PA Programs among Those Aware 

Type of Assistance Provided 

Residential 

March 2013  

(n=364) (A) 

December 2013  

(n=369) (B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=387) 

Rebates/programs - specific program 54% 32% 32% A 

Home energy audit  22% 22% 31% A 

Saving energy or efficiency tips/education (general)  16% 17% 18% 

Rebates/incentives/loans/cost savings (general)  13% 18% 9% A,B 

Fuel assistance/heating loans  3% 2% 3% 

Low income/budgeting/discounted rate programs  8% 2% 2% A 

Tax incentives  3% 4% – A,B 

Utility/energy efficiency service provider  4% 1% – A,B 

Other 4% 4% 5% 

Don't know 23% 24% 19% B 

A indicates statistical significance against March 2013 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. Note: The team 

asked this question for the first time in 2013. 

Most customers who are aware of programs cannot correctly identify who sponsors the programs. Slightly over 

one-third knew that utilities and energy efficiency service providers offer the programs (36%) while 40% said 

they did not know what groups or organizations offered these programs. The rest gave an incorrect answer. 

Among residential customers aware of residential energy efficiency programs, approximately half (53%) 

believed that these programs could help their household. This finding is consistent with results from the March 

and December 2013 surveys (51% and 50%, respectively). We asked customers who did not feel programs 

could help them why and found that 44% percent believe they are doing everything they can or want to do 

while an additional 23% percent say they are satisfied with their current efficiency levels.  

Program Participation 

The December 2014 survey also explored the prevalence of specific home improvements and homeowners’ 

participation in PA programs. Just over a quarter (27%) of residential customers report that major structural 

changes were made to their home in the past year. Unsurprisingly, homeowners are more likely than renters 

to report such changes (32% vs 17%).  
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Table 24. Structural Changes Made by Residential Survey Respondents 

Structural Change Made 

% of Residential Customers 

December 2013 

(n=500) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Replaced furnace, boiler, or central air conditioner 11 14 

Added square footage to home 2 2 

Other major structural changes, including insulation, air or duct 

sealing, or replacing windows 
20 18 

At least one of the above changes 26 27 

Note: The evaluation team asked this question for the first time in December 2013. No statistically significant changes were found 

between December 2013 and December 2014/January 2015.  

Customers were more likely to know about Mass Save (62%) if major changes were made to their home 

compared to others (52%), yet this knowledge did not necessarily cause them to participate in programs. 

Among those residential customers who were both aware of Mass Save and made changes to their home, the 

majority (63%) did not participate in an energy saving program sponsored by their utility or energy efficiency 

service provider. We asked why they did not participate and almost half (44%) said they were unaware of 

opportunities through their utility or energy efficiency service provider while another 19% noted that they were 

a tenant and therefore are not charged with making these decisions. 

Figure 14. Reasons for Program Non-Participation among Customers Who Made Changes to Their Residence 

and Were Aware of Mass Save (Unweighted) 

 

Among the 37% of customers who were both aware of Mass Save and made changes to their homes, nearly 

one-third of these customers completed a home energy assessment on their home (29%), while another 25% 

say the participated in an appliance incentive program (see Table 25). 
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Table 25. Program Participation among Residential Customers (Multiple Response) 

Program 

Residential 

March 2013 

(n=52) 

(A) 

December 2013 

(n=60) 

(B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=74) 

Home Energy Assessment/Audit 32% 27% 29% 

Appliance Incentives 17% 17% 25% 

Mass Save (Unspecified) 4% 11% 13% A 

Insulation Incentives 8% 8% 13% 

Heating Incentives 8% 7% 8% 

Lighting Incentives  2% 5% 7% 

Note: Responses with fewer than 5% in the post-2014 survey were not included. A indicates statistical 

significance against March 2013 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013. 

4.4.2 C&I Customers 

Among C&I customers, awareness of energy saving programs was also high. As shown in Figure 15, following 

the 2014 campaign, almost two-thirds of C&I respondents (61%) knew that programs existed to help their 

business save energy. Businesses that owned their facility were significantly more likely than those who leased 

to know that there were energy saving programs for businesses (68% vs. 51%) and to know that there are 

programs sponsored by  the utilities and energy efficiency service providers in Massachusetts to help their 

business save energy (63% vs. 43%).  
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Figure 15. C&I Customer Awareness of Energy Saving Programs11 

 
A indicates statistical significance against Feb 2012 and B indicates statistical significance against 

December 2013. No statistical differences found in the general awareness question.  

C&I customers with general program awareness identified a number of ways in which programs provide 

assistance. About half (48%) reported that programs offer rebates that allow customers to install energy 

efficient equipment, which is similar to 2013. Sizable percentages of C&I customers also mention audits (20%) 

as well as educational and general energy savings programs (22%). Also notable is the proportion of customers 

stating that they did not know of any program service offerings. This figure saw a significant decline in 2014 

compared with 2013, with only a quarter of customers selecting this response option. 

                                                      
11 The “General” results reflect question A0a: “Prior to this call, did you know that there are programs to help businesses save 

energy?” The “PA-specific” results reflect question PA3: “Are you aware of any programs offered by the utilities or energy efficiency 

service providers in Massachusetts to help their business customers save energy? This might include rebates for upgrading 

equipment such as lighting or HVAC equipment.” 
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Table 26. Types of Assistance Provided among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Type of Assistance Provided 

C&I 

March 2013  

(n=297) (A) 

December 2013  

(n=182) (B) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=181) 

Rebates/Programs 59% 44% 48% A 

Saving Energy (General)/Education 14% 12% 22% A,B 

Energy Audit 14% 24% 20% A,B 

Fuel Assistance/Heat Loans 1% 2% 3% 

Low-Income/Budget Programs 7% -- -- A,B 

Utility/Energy Efficiency Service Provider 4% 2% -- A 

Tax Incentives 1% 2% -- 

Other 6% 8% 4% 

Don't Know 25% 36% 25% B 

A indicates statistical significance against March 2013 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013.  

A significant proportion of those aware of general energy saving programs did not know who sponsors them 

(41%), which is consistent with last year’s results. Of those who are aware of programs, many could correctly 

identify the sponsors (69%) mentioned utilities or energy efficiency service providers either in general or by 

name and 17% mentioned Mass Save.  

Finally, just over half (56%) of C&I customers who were aware that PAs sponsored commercial energy 

efficiency programs believed that the energy efficiency programs they knew about could help their business. 

This is an increase of 12% from the post-2013 survey. Those who own their facility (68%) are significantly more 

likely to see a benefit in these programs than those who lease (37%). Additionally, those who were aware of 

Mass Save were more likely to view energy efficiency programs as helpful to their business (60% vs. 41%).  

Program Participation 

Among C&I customers aware of programs, 39% report participating in them. This marks a statistically 

significant increase from the December 2013 survey (31%). The most common programs are lighting 

programs (57%), energy audits (21%) and HVAC programs (19%).  

Table 27. C&I Participation in PA Programs among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Program Type 

C&I 

March 2013 

(n=107) 

December 2013 

(n=44) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=42) 

Incentives for efficient lighting 56% 59% 57% 

Energy audits or assessments 16% 30% 21% 

Incentives for HVAC 9% 9% 19% 

Rebate/loan (unspecified) 4% 9% – 

Program through utility or energy 

efficiency service provider (unspecified) 
7% 5% 

– 

Incentives for renewable energy – 5% 2% 

Other 13% 5% 7% 

Don’t know N/A N/A 14% 

Note: Responses with fewer than 5% were not included. No statistically significant changes were found.  
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4.5 Awareness and Knowledge of Other Statewide Brands 

This study explored PA customer awareness and knowledge of two other statewide brands: COOL SMART and 

GasNetworks. The COOL SMART program and associated brand target residential customers only. As shown 

in Table 28, awareness of COOL SMART has been at consistently low levels since February 2012. This level of 

awareness decreased further in 2014 to 2%.  

Table 28. Awareness of COOL SMART 

Survey Period 

% of Residential 

Customers Aware 

February 2012 (n=401) (A) 8 

Aug/Sept 2012 (n=402) 7 

March 2013 (n=501) 4 

December 2013 (n=500) (B) 4 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 (n=515) 2 A,B 

A indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and 
B indicates statistical significance against December 2013.  

Awareness of GasNetworks has also been consistently low, as seen in Table 29. Awareness of this brand 

remains low among residential customers (4% each survey since February 2012), but, among commercial 

customers, it did see an increase to 9% in this year’s survey.  

Table 29. Awareness of GasNetworks 

Survey Period 

Residential Customers C&I Customers  

N % Aware N % Aware 

February 2012 (A) 401 4 314 6 

August/September 2012 402 4 295 7 

March 2013  501 4 456 6 

December 2013 (B) 500 4 300 5 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 515 4 300 9 A,B 

A Indicates statistical significance against February 2012 and B indicates statistical 

significance against December 2013.  

4.6 Customer Information Seeking 

We asked respondents where they look for information related to energy efficiency. As shown in Table 30, we 

see similar trends among residential and C&I customers. For example, when asked where they would look to 

learn more about how to lower their energy bills, the majority of customers mentioned Internet searches 

through search engines such as Google. However, an increasing number of customers have also started 

mentioning that they would go directly to MassSave.com (10% for residential and 18% for C&I). Our results 

also show a greater reliance on the PAs as a source for energy saving information for residential customers.  
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Table 30. Sources of Information about How to Lower Energy Bills (Multiple Response) 

Information Source 

Residential  C&I 

March 

2013 

(n=501) 

(A) 

December 

2013 

(n=500) 

(B) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

March 

2013 

(n=456) 

(A) 

December 

2013 

(n=300) 

(B) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Internet search (e.g., Google, Yahoo) 56% 46% 46% A 48% 36% 45% B 

Utility/energy efficiency service 

provider – general 

3% 4% 15% A,B 14% 20% 16% 

Mass Save/MassSave.com 4% 6% 10% A,B 9% 7% 18% A,B 

Utility/energy efficiency service 

provider – website 

12% 20% 10% B 4% 5% 3% 

Utility/energy efficiency service 

provider – 800 number 

2% 6% 8% A 1% 1% 1% 

Utility bill 3% 4% < 1% A,B -- -- 2% A,B 

Family/friends/colleagues 5% 3% 2% A 4% 2% 1% A 

State/local/federal government 

agency or website  

2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

Trade allies/associations -- -- -- 2% 1% 1% 

Other 13% 9% 7% A 11% 14% 7% A,B 

Don’t know 9% 10% 10% 8% 15% 11% 

A indicates statistical significance against March 2013 and B indicates statistical significance against December 2013.  

Survey responses about organizations that promote energy efficiency also illustrate the relatively strong 

position that the PAs hold in their residential customers’ minds when it comes to energy efficiency. We asked 

customers who they thought promoted energy efficiency. In 2014, 32% of customers cited PAs as promoting 

energy efficiency, an increase from the previous year (28%). However, almost half (44%) were still unable to 

name any organization. Mass Save was mentioned 9% of the time (increasing from 5% the prior year), and 

ENERGY STAR® was named by 6% of customers.  

Finally, to get a general sense of whether customers felt that they can take actions to save energy, the 

evaluation team asked both residential and C&I customers if they believed that they could reduce their energy 

bills. Based on the post-2014 campaign survey, approximately two-thirds of residential customers (66%) and 

C&I customers (60%) believed that they could do so. Among C&I customers, those who were aware of Mass 

Save were more likely to believe that they could lower their bill (66%) than customers unaware of the brand 

(47%). We did not find a similar pattern among residential customers. For both C&I and residential customers, 

owners are more likely than renters to believe they can lower their bill (67% compared to 55% for C&I and 76% 

compared to 63% for residential). Residential customers who did not think they could reduce their bills cited 

the fact that they were already doing everything they could (45%) or that their energy bills were already low 

(32%). C&I customers noted low energy bills (32%) or a recent business remodel (27%) as reasons why they 

could not lower their bills further. 
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4.7 Survey Respondent Characteristics 

The following sections present the characteristics of those PA customers who participated in the 2014 

Umbrella Marketing surveys. 

4.7.1 Residential Customers 

Table 31 presents the demographics for residential respondents. Where feasible, we also present 

Massachusetts population data for comparison.  

Table 31. Residential Demographics 

Demographics 
Massachusetts   

Population a 

March 2013 

(n=501)  

December 2013 

(n=500)  

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted 

Ownership           

Own 63% 67% 62% 63% 60% 75% 60% 

Rent 37% 32% 37% 34% 37% 20% 36% 

Don't know - - - - - <1% <1% 

Refused - 1% 1% 3% 3% 4% 4% 

Age      

18 to 24 13% 4% 4% 5% 5% 1% 1% 

25 to 34 16% 17% 18% 20% 21% 10% 12% 

35 to 44 17% 14% 14% 12% 12% 13% 15% 

45 to 64 35% 35% 34% 32% 32% 41% 39% 

65 and over 18% 22% 21% 21% 21% 28% 24% 

Don't know - 1% 1% - - <1% <1% 

Refused - 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 

Level of Education d      

Less than high school 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 1% 1% 

High school 7% 20% 20% 17% 17% 17% 19% 

Some college 27% 22% 22% 21% 20% 21% 20% 

Bachelor’s degree 19% 29% 22% 27% 27% 26% 26% 

Advanced degree 7% 29% 28% 27% 25% 29% 28% 

Don't know 21% - - - - 2% 1% 

Refused 14% 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 
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Demographics 
Massachusetts   

Population a 

March 2013 

(n=501)  

December 2013 

(n=500)  

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted 

Gender      

Male 48% 49% 49% 51% 51% 52% 49% 

Female 52% 51% 51% 49% 49% 48% 51% 

Household Income a      

Under $30,000 24% 
18% 

(24%) 

19% 

(25%) 

18% 

(23%) 

19% 

(24%) 

11% 

(16%) 

15% 

 (21%) 

$30,000 to under 

$60,000 
22% 

19% 

(25%) 

20% 

(26%) 

23% 

(30%) 

24% 

(30%) 

18% 

(25%) 

19% 

(26%) 

$60,000 to under 

$100,000 
23% 

20% 

(26%) 

20% 

(26%) 

19% 

(24%) 

18% 

(23%) 

18% 

(25%) 

18% 

(24%) 

$100,000 or more 31% 
19% 

(25%) 

18% 

(24%) 

19% 

(24%) 

18% 

(23%) 

25% 

(35%) 

22% 

(30%) 

Don't know - 
2% 

(na) 

2% 

(na) 

3% 

(na) 

3% 

(na) 

2% 

(na) 

1% 

(na) 

Refused - 
22% 

(na) 

21% 

(na) 

18% 

(na) 

18% 

(na) 

25% 

(na) 

25% 

(na) 

Utility c      

National Grid - 43% 44% 49% 49% 56% 55% 

NSTAR - 47% 47% 36% 36% 39% 38% 

Columbia Gas  - 6% 5% 9% 9% 7% 7% 

WMECO  - 7% 7% 6% 6% 8% 7% 

Berkshire Gas - 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

Liberty Utilities - 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Unitil - 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 

Cape Light Compact - - - - - <1% <1% 

Other - 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 4% 

Don't know - 4% 4% 7% 7% 2% 3% 

Refused - 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

Frequency of Radio Usage 

Every Day - * * * * 52% 50% 

Often - * * * * 11% 12% 

Occasionally  - * * * * 21% 21% 
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Demographics 
Massachusetts   

Population a 

March 2013 

(n=501)  

December 2013 

(n=500)  

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted 

Never - * * * * 14% 15% 

Don’t Know - * * * * <1% <1% 

Refused - * * * * 2% 1% 

Time Listen to the Radio c 

Morning - * * * * 60% 58% 

Daytime - * * * * 21% 21% 

Early evening - * * * * 24% 24% 

Late evening - * * * * 5% 6% 

Don’t know - * * * * 2% 2% 

Not applicable  - * * * * 16% 17% 

Frequency of Internet Usage 

Several times a day - * * * * 84% 84% 

About once a day - * * * * 11% 11% 

3-5 days per week - * * * * 3% 3% 

1-2 days per week - * * * * 1% 1% 

Every few weeks - * * * * 1% 1% 

Never  - * * * * <1% <1% 

Note: Some percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. Because so many respondents refused to provide their income, 

we provide valid percents in parentheses that exclude these respondents from the base.  

a Source: Ownership: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2009 - 2013. Other Characteristics: U.S. Census Bureau, 

American Community Survey 2010 1-year estimate 

 

c Note: Multiple response.  

d While survey respondents exhibit higher levels of education than the MA population, the Evaluation team found no correlation 

between education level and awareness of Mass Save. 
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4.7.2 C&I Customers 

Table 32 presents the firmographics for the C&I respondents.    

Table 32. C&I Firmographics 

Firmographics a 

 February 

2012 

(n=314) 

Aug/Sept 

2012 

(n=295) 

March 

2013  

(n=456) 

December 

2013 

(n=300) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Ownership         

Owns this facility 51% 49% 51% 50%  51% 

Rents this facility 42% 46% 42%  40% 32% 

Don’t know 4% 2% 2%  3% 7% 

Refused 3% 3% 5%  7% 10% 

Natural Gas       
  

 

Yes 59% 56% 60%  56% 62% 

No 32% 34% 30% 33%  21% 

Don’t know 9% 8% 7%  7% 7% 

Refused 1% 2% 3% 4%  10% 

Business Type         

Retail/service 11% 17% 17% 16% 16% 

Restaurant or food service 10% 9% 9% 8% 6% 

Health care or hospital 8% 5% 8% 4% 2% 

Industrial or manufacturing 8% 6% 7% 10% 6% 

Office (sales, bank, law firm, etc.) 8% 7% 7% 7% - 

Automotive/transportation/gas station 8% 6% 6% 5% 3% 

Property management agency 7% 8% 5% 5% 19% 

Religious/nonprofit organization 6% 5% 4% 7% 4% 

Other 33% 32% 34% 34% 46% 

Refused 1% 2% 2% 4% 9% 

Account Manager         

Yes 16% 13% 14% 15% 14% 
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No 73% 68% 71% 69% 62% 

Don’t know 9% 14% 12% 11% 16% 

Refused 1% 2% 3% 5% 8% 

Employees        

1-10 60% 65% 61% 61% 58% 

11-25 15% 20% 14% 13% 15% 

26-50 9% 5% 8% 5% 5% 

51-100 4% 3% 3% 3% 2% 

101-500 4% 1% 4% 4% 3% 

More than 500 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 

Don’t know 2% 2% 2% 5% 2% 

Refused 4% 4% 6% 7% 12% 

Square Footage        

Less than 1,000 sq ft 6% 7% 9% 8% 9% 

1,000-2,999 sq ft 24% 29% 25% 23% 18% 

3,000-5,999 sq ft 11% 11% 11% 13% 8% 

6,000-9,999 sq ft 6% 4% 6% 5% 5% 

10,000 sq ft or more 17% 17% 14% 14% 14% 

Don’t know 32% 28% 30% 29% 35% 

Refused 4% 3% 6% 9% 11% 

Revenue – 2011        

Under $100,000 16% 14% 16% 18% 14% 

$100,000 to under $500,000 19% 24% 22% 18% 21% 

$500,000 to under $1 million 11% 14% 10% 12% 8% 

$1 million to under $5 million 12% 10% 13% 11% 10% 

$5 million to under $10 million 4% 2% 3% 1% 2% 

$10 million to $20 million 0% 1% 2% 1% 2% 

More than $20 million 4% 2% 3% 2% 3% 
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Don’t know 13% 16% 13% 16% 17% 

Refused 20% 17% 19% 21% 23% 

Property Management* 

Facility managed by a property management 

firm 

* * * * 31% 

Facility not managed by a property 

management firm 

* * * * 42% 

Don’t know * * * * 5% 

Refused * * * * 21% 

Electric Bill Payment* (n=146 renters) 

Company pays electric bill * * * * 55% 

Electric bill included in the rent * * * * 10% 

Don’t know * * * * 13% 

Refused * * * * 21% 

Gas Bill Payment* (n=116 renters with gas services) 

Company pays gas bill * * * * 48% 

Gas bill included in the rent * * * * 9% 

Don’t know * * * * 15% 

Refused * * * * 28% 

Gas Bill Payment* (n=116 renters with gas services) 

Company pays gas bill * * * * 48% 

Gas bill included in the rent * * * * 9% 

Don’t know * * * * 15% 

Refused * * * * 28% 

Frequency of Radio Usage* 

Every day * * * * 53% 

Often * * * * 5% 

Occasionally  * * * * 16% 

Never * * * * 17% 

Don’t know * * * * 2% 
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Note: Some percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. *First asked in in the 2014 post-survey 

 

Refused * * * * 8% 

Time listen to the radio* 

Morning * * * * 54% 

Daytime * * * * 17% 

Early evening * * * * 16% 

Late evening * * * * 7% 

Don’t know * * * * 6% 

Not applicable  * * * * 17% 

Frequency of Internet Usage* 

Several times a day * * * * 75% 

About once a day * * * * 8% 

3-5 days per week * * * * 4% 

1-2 days per week * * * * 2% 

Every few weeks * * * * 1% 

Less than every few weeks * * * * 1% 

Never  * * * * 1% 

Don’t know * * * * 1% 

Refused * * * * 8% 
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Appendix A. Data Collection Instruments 

 

Mass Save 

Residential Awareness Survey 11_25_2014 FINAL_clean.pdf
 

MA UM CI Survey 

11_25_2014 FINAL_clean.pdf
 



 

 

For more information, please contact:  

Vincent Greco 

Project Manager 
 

617 301 4612 tel 

617 497 7944 fax 

vgreco@opiniondynamics.com 

 

1000 Winter Street 

Waltham, MA 02451 

 

 

 


