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Introduction 
 

This is a combined report of the work completed by NMR (residential) and Cadmus (commercial) assessing 

the Massachusetts Codes and Standards Compliance and Support Initiative in 2019. To ease access for the 

PAs and the EEAC, we have combined the following six reports into one document: 

• Analyses of Immediate Residential Classroom Training Surveys—Spring 2019 

• Analyses of Immediate Commercial Classroom Training Surveys—Spring 2019 

• Analyses of Immediate Residential Classroom Training Surveys—Fall 2019 

• Analyses of Immediate Commercial Classroom Training Surveys—Fall 2019 

• Analyses of Residential Follow-up Surveys 

• Analyses of Commercial Follow-up Surveys 
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MEMORANDUM 
To: Massachusetts Program Administrators (PAs), Massachusetts Energy Efficiency  
Advisory Council (EEAC) Consultants 

From: Betty Tolkin and Katherine Weber, NMR Group 

Cc: Monica Nevius, NMR Group; Zack Tyler, NMR Group; Lynn Hoefgen, NMR Group; Allen 
Lee, Cadmus Group; Althea Koburger, Cadmus Group, Jerica Stacey, Cadmus Group 

Date: August 9, 2019 

Re: Analyses of Immediate Code Compliance Support Initiative Residential Classroom Training 
Surveys – February 13 through May 9, 2019 (MA19X04-B-CCSISVY) approved under TXC 63 

BACKGROUND AND KEY FINDINGS 
This memo summarizes findings from the immediate survey responses collected during the 
residential 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) trainings. The trainings were 
held in person from February through May of 2019 as part of the Code Compliance Support 
Initiative (CCSI). Key findings are below. Appendix A contains more detailed findings. 

NMR collected and analyzed the immediate survey data after the questionnaires were redesigned 
to be more succinct in February of 2019. One-hundred-forty-four attendees – 61 building code 
officials and 83 building professionals 1  – filled out the paper survey forms after classroom 
trainings. Not everyone who turned in a survey form answered all the questions. NMR shows the 
number of respondents for each individual survey question in the tables throughout this memo. 

Some survey questions were also asked in the spring of 2018, at the beginning of PSD’s tenure 
as implementation contractor. We compare the 2018 responses to the 2019 responses, if 
applicable, and note where there are statistically significant differences.  

• The respondents provided positive feedback on the quality of the trainings. The 
feedback for the four areas examined improved over the 2018 residential trainings. 
On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent, mean ratings ranged from 5.4 for 
the slides and handouts to 5.6 for the presenter’s skills and handling of participant 
questions (Figure 1). Almost all respondents (99%) indicated they would recommend the 
training to others.  

                                                
1 Building professionals include builders, architects, contractors, equipment suppliers, energy analysts, and others. 
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Figure 1: Mean Quality Ratings – Residential Trainings in 2018 and 2019 

 
No significant differences between means. 

• All training attendees indicated that an average of just over one-half of the permits 
they drew, or that were drawn in their jurisdictions, were for retrofit projects, and 
close to three out of five of these retrofits contained an energy component and thus 
impacted energy usage.. Building code officials provided similar responses to the rest of 
the trainees.  

• Attendees at the 2019 residential trainings considered most of the topics covered 
to be very useful. On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 is extremely 
useful, over three-quarters of respondents rated all of the most frequently covered topics 
as 5 or 6 (Figure 2). Four topics – Manuals J and S, solar ready provisions, existing 
buildings, and mandatory provisions and permit requirements – received ratings of 5 or 6 
from more than nine-tenths of respondents.   
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Figure 2: Usefulness of Residential Training Components in 2019 
Base: training components that received at least 20 ratings 

  
• Where comparisons with the 2018 training components are appropriate, the 2019 

mean usefulness ratings are always higher. In the case of solar ready provisions and 
duct testing, the difference is statistically significant at the 90% level. 

• There were 729 unique attendees at the residential classroom and webinar CCSI 
2015 IECC trainings between August 29, 2018 and June 5, 2019. Most individuals 
(481) attended only classroom trainings; 218 individuals attended only webinars. 
Only 30 individuals attended both classroom trainings and webinars. Classroom 
trainings had about an equal number of building code official and building professional 
attendees, while webinar trainings had more building professional attendees (Figure 3). 
While the immediate surveys analyzed in this memo covered only the classroom trainings, 
the follow-up web surveys cover both classroom and webinar trainings. The follow-up web 
surveys are being conducted in 2019 with a report on the findings due at the end of the 
year. 

 



IMMEDIATE CCSI RES. SURVEYS  2/13-5/9/19 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Unique Training Attendees 

 

• The training attendees would like to see more contractors in the classrooms. 
Therefore, the CCSI should continue, and consider expanding, outreach to building 
and remodeling associations.  Trainings may be piggybacked onto and promoted 
as part of scheduled gatherings. While relatively few respondents (30 out of 144) 
offered additional comments, they most often cited the need for more contractors to attend 
the trainings. Other suggestions included seating attendees at tables for better note-
taking, dialogue, and comfort; providing more real world examples; and including better 
graphics. 

NMR provided summaries of the findings from the immediate residential training surveys to the 
sponsors and the EEAC every other month in 2014, three times in 2015, twice in 2016, twice in 
2017, and once in 2018. NMR designed these interim deliverables to provide early feedback to 
PAs, the EEAC, and implementers on how specific aspects of the trainings are being received. 
The findings also feed into the savings attribution process for Residential New Construction 
programs. A listing of the previously provided residential and commercial immediate survey 
memos can be found in Appendix B. 
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Appendix A Detailed Findings 

A.1 CLASSROOM TRAININGS 
NMR analyzed immediate survey data from the following residential classroom trainings: 

• Effective, Efficient, and Code Compliant HVAC and DHW/Ventilation for Tight Homes. 
Presented on February 13, 2019, in Eastham, MA, in association with Cape Associates, 
Inc. 

• Are You Ready for Solar-Ready? Presented on February 26, 2019, in Worcester, MA, in 
association with the Home Builders and Remodelers Association. 

• Ventilation for Tight Homes. Presented on March 13, 2019, in Taunton, MA, in association 
with the Southeastern Massachusetts Building Officials Association (SEMBOA). 

• Are You Ready for Solar-Ready?/Understanding the 9th Edition Stretch Code. Presented 
on March 20, 2019, in Eastham, MA, in association with Cape Associates, Inc. 

• Ventilation for Tight Homes/2018 IECC Sneak Peak. Presented on May 9, 2019, in 
Taunton, MA, in association with SEMBOA. 

These trainings had 360 attendees in total; thus, the 144 filled out surveys represent a response 
rate of 40%. This relatively low rate is due to the two large sessions on Ventilation for Tight Homes 
presented at the conclusions of SEMBOA gatherings. These sessions had 185 attendees in total, 
but only 33 completed survey forms; a response rate of 18%. If these two sessions are excluded, 
the response rate for the remaining six sessions rises to 63%. 

A.2 USEFULNESS AND QUALITY  
• The surveys asked respondents to rate the usefulness of 19 components of the trainings 

on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 is extremely useful. The 2019 
usefulness ratings were quite high. Respondents gave all components mean ratings of at 
least 5 (Table 1 and Table 2). Note that the number of respondents varies quite a bit 
among the training topics examined; this is due to different topics being covered at the 
different trainings studied.  

• NMR could not directly compare most of the 2019 trainings to 2018 components. The 2019 
trainings studied were generally longer and more detailed than those in 2018, so the 
immediate surveys had different wording, based on the training agendas. Where 
comparisons were appropriate, the 2019 mean usefulness ratings are always higher. In 
the case of solar ready provisions and duct testing, the difference is statistically significant 
at the 90% level. 

• The training attendees most often indicated that some of the training components were 
new to them (Table 3 and Table 4).   
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Table 1: Usefulness Ratings for Building Envelope Training Components 

Training 
Component 

Number of 
Respondents 

Rating of Usefulness for Residential Trainings 
in 2019 (percent)* 

Mean Ratings for 
2019 Trainings 

Spring 2018 
Trainings 

All Code 
Off. 

Build/
Prof. 

6 –
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – Not 
at all 

Useful 
All Code 

Off. 
Build
Prof. 

No. 
of 

Resp 

 
Mean 

Air barrier code & 
strategies 

47 26 21 47% 40% 14% 0 0 0 5.3 5.2 5.4 n/a n/a 

Air sealing 19 19 0 9 7 1 2 0 0 5.2 5.2 n/a n/a n/a 
Building envelope 
requirements 

19 19 0 10 5 4 0 0 0 5.3 5.3 n/a n/a n/a 

Compliance 
pathways 

19 19 0 8 2 3 1 0 0 5.2 5.2 n/a 60 4.9 

Existing buildings 29 2 27 38% 55% 3% 3% 0 0 5.3 5 5.3 n/a n/a 
Frame & insulation 
inspections 

47 26 21 49% 36% 13% 0 2% 0 5.3 5.1 5.5 n/a n/a 

Third party 
verification process 

29 2 27 45% 35% 15% 5% 0 0 5.1 4.6 5.2 59 5.1 

Mandatory 
provisions & permit 
requirements 

29 2 27 38% 55% 3% 3% 0 0 5.3 5 5.3 n/a n/a 

Passive house 29 2 27 38% 38% 10% 10% 0 3% 4.9 5 4.9 n/a n/a 
Recent & 
upcoming code 
changes 

32 20 12 59% 28% 6% 6% 0 0 5.4 5.5 5.2 n/a n/a 

Renewable energy 
offsets 

13 1 12 6 6 1 0 0 0 5.4 5 5.4 n/a n/a 

Solar ready 
provisions 

32 1 31 56% 38% 3% 3% 0 0 5.5** 6 5.5 60 5.0** 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
**Means are significantly different at the 90% confidence level. 
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Table 2. Usefulness Ratings for Ventilation Training Components 

Training Component 

Number of Respondents Rating of Usefulness for Residential 
Trainings in 2019 (percent)* 

Mean Ratings for 2019 
Trainings 

Spring 2018 
Trainings 

All Code 
Off. Build/Prof. 

6 – 
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – 
Not at 

all 
Useful 

All Code 
Off. BuildProf. 

No. 
of 

Resp 

 
Mean 

Buried ducts 19 19 0 11 6 1 1 0 0 5.4 5.4 na 
60 5.0** Duct sizing 24 6 18 50% 29% 17% 4% 0 0 5.2 5.3 5.2 

Duct testing 40 6 34 66% 22% 9% 3% 0 0 5.5** 5.6 5.4 
Manuals J & S 24 6 18 48% 48% 4% 0 0 0 5.4 5.2 5.5 n/a n/a 
Mechanical ventilation 
code 

82 45 37 47% 34% 13% 6% 0 0 5.2 5.1 5.2 
60 5.1 

Mechanical ventilation 
strategies 

47 26 21 40% 45% 15% 0 0 0 5.3 5.2 5.3 

Water heating 23 6 17 48% 39% 9% 4% 0 0 5.3 5.3 5.3 n/a n/a 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
**Means are significantly different at the 90% confidence level. 
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Table 3. Whether the Building Envelope Training Components Were New 

Training Component 

All Code Officials Building Professionals Spring of 2018 

n* 
All 
or 

Most 
Some None n* 

All or 
Most Some None n* 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None n 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None 

Air barrier code & 
strategies 

47 9% 87% 4% 30 0 100% 0 17 4 11 2 na na na na 

Air sealing 12 3 7 2 12 3 7 2 0 0 0 0 na na na na 
Building envelope 
requirements 

12 4 6 2 12 4 6 2 0 0 0 0 na na na na 

Compliance pathways 22 0 100% 0 22 0 100% 0 0 0 0 0 na na na na 
Existing buildings 17 4 13 0 2 1 1 0 15 3 12 0 na na na na 
Frame & insulation 
inspections 

41 5% 85% 10% 22 9% 77% 14% 19 0 18 1 na na na na 

Third party verification 
process 

29 0 100% 0 2 0 2 0 27 0 100% 0 38 13% 76% 11% 

Mandatory provisions 
& permit requirements 

17 5 10 2 2 1 1 0 15 4 9 2 na na na na 

Passive house 17 6 10 1 2 1 1 0 15 5 9 1 na na na na 
Recent & upcoming 
code changes 

20 35% 55% 10% 13 5 6 2 7 2 5 0 na na na na 

Renewable energy 
offsets 

8 1 7 0 1 1 0 0 7 0 7 0 na na na na 

Solar ready 
provisions 

20 35% 65% 0 1 0 1 0 19 7 12 0 40 40% 58% 2% 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
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Table 4. Whether the Ventilation Training Components Were New 

Training Component 

All Code Officials Building Professionals Spring of 2018 

n* 
All 
or 

Most 
Some None n* 

All or 
Most Some None n* 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None n 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None 

Buried ducts 12 3 6 3 12 3 6 3 0 0 0 0 
39 13% 72% 15% Duct sizing 16 6 9 1 5 2 2 1 11 4 7 0 

Duct testing 35 9% 89% 3% 6 0 6 0 29 10% 86% 3% 
Manuals J & S 25 0 100% 0 6 0 6 0 19 0 19 0 na na na na 
Mechanical ventilation 
code 

74 8% 88% 4% 43 7% 88% 5% 31 10% 87% 3% 
39 13% 77% 10% 

Mechanical ventilation 
strategies 

32 22% 56% 22% 17 3 11 3 15 4 7 4 

Water heating 17 5 10 2 5 2 3 0 12 3 7 2 na na na na 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
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• Respondents also gave high ratings to the quality of the presentations (Table 5), with 
mean ratings ranging from 5.3 to 5.7 on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent. 
Respondents gave the highest ratings to the presenter’s skills and handling of participant 
questions. Almost all respondents said they would recommend the training to others.  

• The 2019 training quality ratings were all higher than the 2018 ratings. However, none of 
the differences were statistically significant at the 90% level.  

Table 5: Quality of Trainings 
(Mean ratings on a scale of 1 to 6) 

General Category 2/13 
 

2/26 
 

3/13 3/20 

n 44 16 20 29 
Presenter's skills 5.7 5.6 5.6 5.6 
Quality of handout information 5.3 5.3 5.4 5.4 
Quality of slide information 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4 
Handling of participant questions 5.5 5.6 5.5 5.5 
n* 41 16 16 29 
Percent recommending training 
to others 

100% 94% 100% 100% 

General Category 5/9 Spring 2019 
Trainings 

Spring 2018 
Trainings  

n 35 144 58  
Presenter's skills 5.7 5.6 5.4  
Quality of handout information 5.4 5.4 5.3  
Quality of slide information 5.4 5.4 5.3  
Handling of participant questions 5.7 5.6 5.5  
n* 32 134 58  
Percent recommending training 
to others 

100% 99% 97%  

* This question had a different number of respondents than the other questions.
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A.3 MOST IMPORTANT NEW INFORMATION AND OTHER QUALITATIVE DATA 
• Since many building code officials and building professionals attended different trainings, 

the components they found most important are different. Almost one-half of building 
professionals found the solar ready provisions to be the most important new information 
provided by the trainings (Table 6). While the Massachusetts building energy code is still 
based on the 2015 IECC, the solar ready provision (i.e., the requirement that a section of 
the roof or building overhang in new homes is designated and reserved for the future 
installation of a solar photovoltaic or solar thermal system) went into effect at the beginning 
of 2018. Building code officials noted information on ventilation requirements, air and 
vapor barriers, and possible upcoming code changes as the most important information 
provided. 

Table 6: Most Important New Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Percent; multiple response) 

General Category 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

n 30 46 76 
Solar ready requirements 0% 48% 29% 
Ventilation requirements 20% 2% 11% 
Proposed code amendments 17% 7% 11% 
Ventilation strategies 13% 9% 11% 
Air and vapor barriers 17% 2% 8% 
Work on existing buildings 0% 11% 7% 
Ductwork testing 10% 1% 5% 
Everything 7% 4% 5% 
Buried Ducts 7% 0% 3% 
Differential pressure on HVAC systems 3% 2% 3% 
Performance ratings 0% 4% 3% 
Permit requirements 3% 2% 3% 
Air sealing 0% 2% 1% 
Insulation requirements 0% 2% 1% 
Inspection techniques 3% 0% 1% 
Code details 3% 0% 1% 
Safety requirements 3% 0% 1% 
Different perspectives on building issues 0% 2% 1% 

• Building code officials most often said the trainings provided them with information useful 
for code enforcement, and that they would use the information during their plan reviews 
and building inspections and relay it to builders and contractors. Building professionals 
most often said they would use the information during the construction process to make 
projects code compliant (Table 7). For the first time, these immediate surveys asked 
respondents to note if they would not be using the information from the training, and why.  
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• Only two respondents do not expect to use this information: one because it is not relevant 
to their position and one due to retirement.  

Table 7: How Attendees Expect to Use the Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Percent; multiple response) 

General Category 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

n 25 57 82 
For everyday work 4% 33% 21% 
To enforce or comply with the energy code 16% 12% 13% 
When filing or reviewing building permits 16% 10% 12% 
During inspections or planning for inspections 20% 4% 9% 
To educate and advise builders and subcontractors 12% 7% 9% 
During work on existing buildings 0% 9% 6% 
To reduce air leakage 0% 7% 5% 
For marketing 0% 7% 5% 
To oversee HVAC subcontractors more closely 0% 7% 5% 
To know what to look for from architects 16% 0% 5% 
To educate customers and the public 4% 5% 5% 
To comply with changes to the energy code 0% 4% 2% 
To recommend more energy-efficient windows 0% 2% 1% 
For a better understanding of HERS ratings 4% 0% 1% 
For project management 0% 2% 1% 
Not using because not applicable to work 0% 2% 1% 
Not using because retired 0% 2% 1% 

• When the survey asked for additional comments and suggestions, two-fifths of 
respondents who answered this question simply noted that the presentations were great 
and one-sixth said the instructor did a good job. Comments and suggestions for improving 
the trainings most often called for getting more contractors to attend, including more 
graphics and real-world examples; lengthening the trainings; and using a round table for 
better note-taking, dialogue, and comfort (Table 8).   
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Table 8: Additional Comments and Suggestions to Improve Trainings 
(Multiple response; number of responses) 

General Category 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

N 13 17 
Great presentation 6 6 
Instructor did a good job 3 2 
Training provided a lot of new information 2 1 
Have more HVAC contractors attend the trainings 2 0 
Have more contractors attend the trainings 1 1 
Consider seating attendees at tables for better note-taking, 
dialogue, and comfort 

0 2 

Training provided good information that respondent will use to 
convince superiors to follow code  

0 2 

Provide more graphics 1 0 
Include more real world examples 1 0 
Good presentation on air and vapor barriers 0 1 
Good presentation on ventilation 0 1 
Consider longer classes to better cover the material 0 1 
Include more interaction with attendees to keep their interest 0 1 
Handouts were hard to read 0 1 
Some pictures and information on fiberglass insulation were 
confusing 

0 1 

Provide more incentives 0 1 
Provide more commercial information (respondent probably not 
aware of commercial trainings) 

0 1 

A.4 PROJECT TYPES AND LOCATIONS  
• More than one-half of the respondents’ work involves retrofits to existing buildings. Close 

to three out of five retrofits contained an energy component and thus impacted energy 
usage. (Table 9). 

• Note that the questions asked for the portion of energy-related retrofit work are shown as 
a percent of a percent. Based on this, for all attendees, 31% of all work would be for 
energy-related retrofits (0.57 times 0.55). Building code officials provided similar 
responses to trainees in all types of occupations. 
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Table 9: Proportion of Retrofit Work  
 (Percent) 

Percentage of all Work 

All Trainees Building Code Officials Only 

Retrofit 
Portion 

Portion of 
Energy-related 
Retrofit Work 

Retrofit 
Portion 

Portion of 
Energy-related 
Retrofit Work 

N 132 128 50 48 
0% to 20% 19% 13% 4% 6% 
21% to 40% 8% 16% 8% 13% 
41% to 60% 19% 23% 28% 33% 
61% to 80% 38% 19% 50% 33% 
81% to 100% 16% 30% 10% 15% 
Mean 55% 57% 61% 57% 

• Survey respondents who work on projects under the base 2015 IECC code indicated that, 
on average, close to one-half of projects use the prescriptive compliance path. About one-
third of projects use the UA trade-off with ResCheck and less than one-fifth use an energy 
model-based performance path (Table 10). 

Table 10: Compliance Path for Projects Under 2015 IECC 
(Mean percentage) 

Compliance Path 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

N 26 62 88 
Prescriptive 47% 42% 44% 
UA trade-off (ResCheck) 29% 36% 34% 
Performance (energy model based) 24% 22% 23% 

• Survey respondents who attended these trainings work in cities and towns across 
Massachusetts.2 Building professionals most often cited Cape Cod municipalities. This is 
to be expected given the location of two of the five training dates (on 2/13 and 3/20) (Table 
11).   

• Of the 82 locations listed in Table 11, 58 use the stretch code and 24 use the code based 
on the 2015 IECC. Of the 115 respondents who indicated working in specific locations, 
106 (92%) work in at least one stretch code location. 

 

                                                
2 Attendees could list up to three municipalities on the survey forms. 
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Table 11: Cities and Towns Represented in the February through May 2019 Trainings 
 (Number of responses; multiple response; * indicates stretch code location) 

City or Town Code 
Officials 

Building 
Prof. Total City or Town Code 

Officials 
Building 

Prof. Total 

Abington* 1  1 Marlborough* 1  1 
Acushnet* 1  1 Mashpee* 3 2 5 
Ashland* 1  1 Mattapoisett 1  1 
Attleboro 2  2 Medway*  1 1 
Auburn* 1 3 4 Milford  1 1 
Barre* 1  1 Monterey* 1  1 
Barnstable 2 4 6 Natick*  1 1 
Becket* 1  1 New Bedford*  1 1 
Berkley  1 1 Newton*  1 1 
Bellingham  1 1 Northborough* 1  1 
Billerica*  2 2 Northbridge*  2 2 
Blandford* 1  1 Orleans*  10 10 
Boston* 2 4 6 Paxton  2 2 
Bourne 1 1 2 Plymouth 1 4 5 
Brewster*  6 6 Provincetown* 1 16 17 
Brookfield  2 2 Quincy*  2 2 
Carlton 1  1 Rehoboth 2  2 
Carver* 1  1 Rochester* 2  2 
Charlton*  2 2 Russell 1  1 
Chatham* 1 6 7 Sandwich 1 2 3 
Dennis* 4 3 7 Shrewsbury*  1 1 
Douglas*  3 3 Somerville* 3  3 
Duxbury* 1  1 Southbridge* 1  1 
Eastham 1 17 18 Spencer*  2 2 
Edgartown 1  1 Springfield*  2 2 
Falmouth 1 2 3 Sterling  1 1 
Framingham* 2  2 Sutton*  2 2 
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City or Town Code 
Officials 

Building 
Prof. Total City or Town Code 

Officials 
Building 

Prof. Total 

Franklin*  1 1 Taunton  1 1 
Great Barrington* 2  2 Tewksbury*  2 2 
Harwich* 3 6 9 Truro*  14 14 
Hingham*  1 1 Uxbridge*  5 5 
Holden  2 2 Wales 1  1 
Holliston* 1  1 Wellfleet* 1 20 21 
Hopedale  1 1 West Boylston*  1 1 
Hyannis  1 1 West Tisbury* 4  4 
Hyannisport 1 1 2 Westfield* 1  1 
Kingston* 1  1 Westwood* 1  1 
Leicester*  2 2 Wilmington  2 2 
Leominster*  1 1 Winchedon* 1  1 
Lexington*  1 1 Worcester* 1 4 5 
Marion* 1  1 Yarmouth* 3 6 9 
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A.5 UNIQUE ATTENDEES – ALL RESIDENTIAL TRAININGS OVER PAST YEAR 
• NMR calculated the number of unique trainees for all residential 2015 IECC classroom 

trainings and webinars from August 29, 2018 through June 5, 2019, using trainee 
enrollment data and completed immediate surveys. As Table 12 shows, 481 individuals 
attended only residential classroom trainings, 218 attended only residential webinars, and 
30 individuals attended both residential classroom trainings and webinars.  

• Close to one-half of unique attendees were code officials; the trainings have also had 
sizable numbers of builders and architects in attendance.  

• Building code officials were more likely to attend classroom trainings, while building 
professionals were more likely to attend webinars. A relatively small number of individuals 
attended both types of trainings. 

• While the immediate surveys analyzed in this memo covered only the classroom trainings, 
the follow-up web surveys cover both classroom and webinar trainings. The follow-up web 
surveys are being conducted in 2019 with a report on the findings due at the end of the 
year. 

Table 12: Numbers of Unique Training Attendees – 8/29/2018 to 6/05/2019 
 (Number of attendees) 

Position 
Attended 

Classroom 
Training(s) 

Attended 
Webinar(s) 

Attended 
Both 

Total Unique 
Attendees 

Architect or engineer 37 47 1 85 
Builder 133 16 5 154 
Building code official 240 67 20 327 
Building owner 0 4 0 4 
Energy professional 13 38 4 55 
Government official 1 11 0 12 
Non-profit 0 13 0 13 
Other 31 10 0 41 
Retired 7 0 0 7 
Subcontractor (insulation, 
HVAC, plumbing, etc.) 

12 0 0 12 

Position not known* 7 12 0 19 
Total unique training attendees 481 218 30 729 
*Includes individuals who did not indicate their position on the registration form. 
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Appendix B  
Table 13: Previous Immediate Survey Memos 

Date Residential Immediate 
Surveys 

Commercial Immediate 
Surveys 

2012 IECC Trainings   
10/31/14 X  
12/29/14  X 
3/13/15 X  
4/30/15  X 
7/10/15 X  
7/31/15  X 
12/23/15 X  
12/30/15  X 
9/26/16 X  
12/5/16  X 
2015 IECC Trainings   
12/21/16 (final on 1/9/17) X  
12/30/16 (final on 1/24/17)  X 
5/30/17 (final on 6/13/17) X  
6/14/17 (final on 6/28/17)  X 
1/26/18 (final on 3/6/18) X  
2/5/18 (final on 3/6/18)  X 
6/1/18 (final on 7/9/18) X  
11/9/18 (final on 1/4/19)  X 
7/5/19 X  

 



 

 
 



 

 
 

  

MEMORANDUM 
To: Massachusetts Program Administrators (PAs), Massachusetts Energy Efficiency  

Advisory Council (EEAC) Consultants 

From: Alex Chamberlain, Althea Koburger and Allen Lee, The Cadmus Group 

Cc: Monica Nevius, NMR Group; Betty Tolkin, NMR Group; Lynn Hoefgen, NMR Group 

Date: September 6, 2019 

Re: Analyses of Immediate Code Compliance Support Initiative Commercial Classroom 
Training Surveys – January 16 through June 4, 2019 MA19X04-B-CCSISVY (TXC63)  

 

BACKGROUND AND KEY FINDINGS 
This memo summarizes findings from the immediate survey responses collected during the 
commercial 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) classroom trainings. The 
trainings covered by this memo were held between January and June of 2019 as part of the Code 
Compliance Support Initiative (CCSI). Key findings from surveys filled out by classroom training 
participants are provided below. Appendix A contains more detailed findings. 

Cadmus collected and analyzed the immediate survey data from questionnaires that were 
updated for 2019 from 2018 survey guides in January of 2019. Among 213 attendees (Table 12), 
124 respondents (44 building code officials and 80 building professionals1) filled out the paper 
survey forms after classroom trainings (58% response rate). Not everyone who turned in a survey 
form answered all the questions. Cadmus shows the number of respondents for each individual 
survey question in the tables throughout this memo. 

Some survey questions were also asked in the spring of 2018, at the beginning of PSD’s tenure 
as implementation contractor. We compare the 2018 responses to the 2019 responses, if 
applicable, and note where there are statistically significant differences.  

• The respondents provided positive feedback on the quality of the trainings. Quality 
ratings for 2019 commercial trainings were generally consistent with ratings for 
2018 commercial trainings. On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent, 
mean ratings ranged from 4.8 for quality of slide information to 5.4 for handling of 
participant questions (Figure 1). Only the difference in mean ratings for quality of slide 
information decreased statistically significantly at 90% confidence from 2018 to 2019. 

                                                
1 Building professionals include builders, architects, contractors, equipment suppliers, energy analysts, and others. 
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Figure 1: Mean Quality Ratings – Commercial Trainings in 2018 and 2019 

 
Statistically significant differences between means at 90% confidence are denoted with asterisks (*). 

• Eighty-nine percent of respondents would recommend the training to others, consistent 
with findings from the 2018 surveys (also 89%). Each training received very high 
percentages of respondents who would recommend the training (94%) except for 
the April 25 Code Updates training (71%).  

• Attendees at the 2019 commercial trainings considered most of the topics covered 
to be very useful. On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 is extremely 
useful, every Code Update topic covered received ratings of 5 or 6 from at least 64% of 
training respondents, and every Air Barrier topic covered received ratings of 5 or 6 from 
at least 74% of training respondents (Figure 2). Two topics (moisture flow impacts and key 
requirements per IECC 2015, both discussed during Air Barrier trainings) received 5’s or 
6’s from 88% of respondents. 
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Figure 2: Usefulness of Commercial Training Components in 2019 
Base: training components that received at least 20 ratings 

  

• Usefulness ratings were also markedly lower for the April 25 training (24 attendees), 
reducing overall usefulness scores for 2019 anywhere from 0.1 to 0.3 points per 
category (on a 1-to-6 scale). Presenter’s skills received a 3.5 average rating during this 
training (the lowest rating for any category in any training) compared to 5.1 in all other 
trainings, a statistically significant difference at the 90% confidence level. When asked for 
open-ended feedback, many April 25 training participants said printouts of the training 
presentation were hard to read (as discussed in Section 1.3).  

• Code Update training attendees indicated that about two in five projects (41%) they 
worked on were retrofits to existing buildings, with roughly half (51%) of those 
retrofits containing an energy component. Building professionals were more likely than 
code officials to work on both projects with retrofit portions and energy-related retrofit work. 

• Under the base 2015 IECC code, roughly four in five projects (81%) use the 
prescriptive compliance path. Under the base ASHRAE 90.1 code, only 6% of projects 
use the prescriptive compliance path. 

• There were 213 unique attendees at the commercial classroom CCSI 2015 IECC 
trainings between January 16 and June 4, 2019, of which 124 returned completed 
surveys to Cadmus. An additional 126 unique individuals attended commercial web 
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trainings during the same period and 16 individuals attended both classroom and web 
trainings. Classroom trainings and webinars both had more building professional trainees 
than code official trainees in attendance (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: Unique Training Attendees 

 
 
Cadmus, under the direction of NMR, provided summaries of the findings from the immediate 
commercial training surveys to the sponsors and the EEAC once in 2014, three times in 2015, 
twice in 2016, once in 2017, and twice in 2018. The team designed these interim deliverables to 
provide early feedback to PAs, the EEAC, and implementers on how specific aspects of the 
trainings are being received. A listing of the previously provided residential and commercial 
immediate survey memos can be found in Appendix B. 
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Appendix A Detailed Findings 

A.1 CLASSROOM TRAININGS 
Cadmus analyzed immediate survey data from the following commercial classroom trainings: 

• 9th Edition Energy Code: Top Ten Things You Need to Know. Presented on January 16, 
2019, in Lowell, MA, in association with the Association of Energy Services Professionals 
(AESP) Northeast Chapter. 

• COMcheck 101 & COMcheck case study, new energy code standards made easy. 
Presented on February 20, 2019, in West Springfield, MA, in association with the Building 
Officials of Western Massachusetts (BOWM). 

• 9th Edition Energy Code for Commercial Buildings. Presented on March 18th in Wellesley, 
MA for the Associated General Contractors of Massachusetts (AGCMA). 

• 9th Edition Energy Code - Top 10 Things You Need to Know. Presented on April 25th in 
Amhurst, MA, in association with the Western MA chapter of the American Institute of 
Architects (AIA). 

• Commercial Air Barriers and Sneak Peak. Presented on May 8th, at the SEMBOA 15th 
Annual Building Officials Educational Academy in Taunton, MA. 

• Commercial: Air Barriers – Three Options for Code Compliance. Presented on June 4th in 
Newton, MA.  

Overall, these trainings had 216 attendees in total. As 124 surveys were filled out and handed in, 
this represents a response rate of 57%.   

A.2 USEFULNESS AND QUALITY  
• The surveys asked respondents to rate the usefulness of 10 components presented in 

each training on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 is extremely useful. 
The 2019 usefulness ratings were quite high. Respondents gave all components mean 
ratings of at least 4.7 (Table 1 and Table 2).  

• Cadmus could directly compare 2019 trainings to 2018 components for all Air Barrier 
components but not for all Code Updates components. The 2019 trainings studied were 
generally longer and more detailed than those in 2018, so the immediate surveys had 
different wording, based on the training agendas. Where comparisons were appropriate, 
the 2019 mean usefulness ratings were always lower than in 2018, although none were 
statistically significant at 90% confidence. 

• At least half of training attendees indicated that every training component was either 
completely or somewhat new to them (Table 3 and Table 4), with certain components 
being at least somewhat new for upwards of 90% of trainees. Attendees appeared to be 
most familiar with air flow effects and the advantages of proper air barrier insulation.
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Table 1: Usefulness Ratings for Air Barrier Training Components 

Training Component 

Number of 
Respondents 

Rating of Usefulness for Commercial 
Trainings in 2019 (percent) 

Mean Ratings for 
2019 Trainings 

2018 
Trainings 

All Code 
Off. 

Build 
Prof. 

6 –
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – Not 
at all 

Useful 
All Code 

Off. 
Build
Prof. 

No. of 
Resp Mean 

Key requirements per IECC 
2015 

25 12 13 36% 52% 12% 0% 0% 0% 5.2 5.1 5.4 17 5.3 

Insulation efficacy 24 11 13 33% 50% 8% 8% 0% 0% 5.1 4.9 5.2 17 5.2 
Advantages of proper air 
barrier insulation 

25 12 13 32% 52% 12% 4% 0% 0% 5.1 5.1 5.2 18 5.4 

Air barrier installation 25 12 13 32% 44% 16% 8% 0% 0% 5.0 4.8 5.2 17 5.4 
Air flow effects (stack, wind, 
mechanical) 

23 10 13 30% 43% 13% 9% 4% 0% 4.9 4.6 5.1 18 5.4 

Moisture flow impacts 24 11 13 29% 58% 8% 4% 0% 0% 5.1 5.1 5.2 17 5.2 
Leakage impacts 25 12 13 28% 56% 16% 0% 0% 0% 5.1 5.2 5.1 17 5.4 
Effective air barrier 
characteristics 

25 12 13 28% 56% 12% 4% 0% 0% 5.1 5.1 5.1 17 5.4 

Design considerations 25 12 13 24% 52% 16% 8% 0% 0% 4.9 4.8 5.1 17 5.4 
Material choices 25 12 13 24% 52% 16% 8% 0% 0% 4.9 4.8 5.1 17 5.3 
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Table 2. Usefulness Ratings for Code Updates Components 

Training Component 

Number of 
Respondents 

Rating of Usefulness for Commercial 
Trainings in 2019 (percent) 

Mean Ratings for 
2019 Trainings 

2018 
Trainings 

All Code 
Off. 

Build 
Prof. 

6 – 
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – Not 
at all 

Useful 
All Code 

Off. 
Build 
Prof. 

No. of 
Resp Mean 

COMcheck basics 81 22 59 33% 43% 12% 9% 1% 1% 5.0 5.2 4.8 37 5.3 
Energy code support 
options 

76 20 56 33% 42% 16% 8% 1% 0% 5.0 4.9 5.0 n/a n/a 

Building envelope 
compliance 

79 19 60 33% 42% 14% 9% 3% 0% 4.9 5.1 4.9 n/a n/a 

Compliance options 78 21 57 32% 37% 19% 10% 1% 0% 4.9 4.9 4.9 n/a n/a 
Verifying documentation 77 21 56 31% 38% 19% 9% 1% 1% 4.8 5.0 4.8 37 4.9 
Plan review process 76 21 55 29% 46% 14% 7% 1% 3% 4.9 4.7 4.9 n/a n/a 
Mechanical systems 
compliance 

77 20 57 29% 43% 18% 6% 3% 1% 4.8 4.8 4.9 36 4.9 

Site inspection process 72 19 53 28% 38% 17% 15% 1% 1% 4.7 4.9 4.6 n/a n/a 
Lighting compliance 69 19 50 26% 43% 19% 10% 0% 1% 4.8 4.9 4.8 35 4.9 
Water heating compliance 75 19 56 24% 40% 28% 8% 0% 0% 4.8 4.8 4.8 n/a n/a 
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Table 3. Whether the Air Barrier Training Components Were New 

Training Component 
All Code Officials Building Professionals 2018 Trainings 

n* 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None 

Key requirements per 
IECC 2015 

11 3 7 1 6 1 4 1 5 2 3 0 9 2 6 1 

Effective air barrier 
characteristics 

12 2 8 2 6 2 3 1 6 0 5 1 9 1 6 2 

Design considerations 12 2 8 2 5 1 3 1 7 1 5 1 8 1 3 4 
Moisture flow impacts 11 2 7 2 4 0 2 2 7 2 5 0 10 2 4 4 
Insulation efficacy 12 1 8 3 5 1 3 1 7 0 5 2 9 0 6 3 
Material choices 12 1 8 3 5 1 3 1 7 0 5 2 8 2 3 3 
Air barrier installation 12 1 8 3 5 1 3 1 7 0 5 2 7 1 1 5 
Leakage impacts 12 1 7 4 5 0 3 2 7 1 4 2 9 1 6 2 
Advantages of proper air 
barrier insulation 

12 0 7 5 5 0 4 1 7 0 3 4 11 1 6 4 

Air flow effects (stack, 
wind, mechanical) 

11 0 6 5 4 0 2 2 7 0 4 3 11 1 6 4 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
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Table 4. Whether the Code Updates Components Were New 

Training Component 
All Code Officials Building Professionals 2018 Trainings 

n 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None n 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None 

COMcheck basics 50 42% 48% 10% 13 6 6 1 37 41% 49% 11% 21 24% 48% 29% 
Energy code support 
options 

45 33% 58% 9% 12 3 8 1 33 36% 55% 9% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Water heating 
compliance 

45 31% 53% 16% 11 2 8 1 34 35% 47% 18% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Compliance options 46 30% 54% 15% 12 2 9 1 34 35% 47% 18% n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Lighting compliance 42 26% 45% 29% 12 2 8 2 30 30% 37% 33% 19 6 12 1 
Mechanical systems 
compliance 

48 23% 63% 15% 13 2 9 2 35 26% 60% 14% 20 30% 65% 5% 

Plan review process 45 22% 56% 22% 12 3 7 2 33 21% 55% 24% n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Verifying 
documentation 

44 20% 59% 20% 12 4 6 2 32 16% 63% 22% 21 24% 67% 10% 

Site inspection process 44 20% 57% 23% 12 1 8 3 32 25% 53% 22% n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Building envelope 
compliance 

47 17% 51% 32% 11 2 7 2 36 17% 47% 36% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
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• Respondents generally gave high ratings to the quality of the presentations (Table 5), with 
mean ratings ranging from 4.8 to 5.4 on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent. 
Respondents gave the highest ratings to the quality of slide information. Almost all 
respondents said they would recommend the training to others.  

• The 2019 training quality ratings were consistent with 2018 quality ratings except for the 
quality of slide information, which decreased from 2018 (5.3) to 2019 (4.8). The difference 
is statistically significant at the 90% level.  

Table 5: Quality of Trainings 
(Mean ratings on a scale of 1 to 6) 

Training Date 1/16 2/20 3/18 4/25 
General Category CU* CU AB* AB 
n 9 34 22 24 
Presenter's skills 5.4 5.7 5.5 4.8 
Quality of slide information 5.2 5.3 5.0 3.5 
Quality of handout information 5.2 5.4 5.3 4.0 
Handling of participant questions 5.4 5.7 5.5 4.9 
n 9 31 22 24 
Percent recommending training to others 89% 97% 100% 71% 
Training Date 5/8 6/4 2019 Trainings 2018 Trainings 
General Category CU AB   
n 22 13 124 65 
Presenter's skills 5.4 5.2 5.4 5.5 
Quality of slide information 5.2 4.8 4.8 5.3*** 
Quality of handout information 5.2 4.9 5.0 5.0 
Handling of participant questions 5.4 5.2 5.4 5.4 
n 19 13 118 57 
Percent recommending training to others 84% 92% 89% 89% 

*Code Updates training 
**Air Barrier training 
***Difference between years is statistically significant at 90% confidence level. 
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A.3 MOST IMPORTANT NEW INFORMATION AND OTHER QUALITATIVE DATA 
• Because many code officials and building professionals attended different trainings, the 

components they found most important were sometimes different. Most code officials and 
building professionals found information related to COMcheck, code changes and 
compliance, Solar Ready, and air barriers to be most important. However, building 
professionals found COMcheck information to be important more than twice as frequently 
as code officials, whereas code officials found air barrier information to be important more 
than twice as frequently as building professionals (Table 6). 

Table 6: Most Important New Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Percent; multiple response) 

General Category Code Officials Building Professionals All Trainees 
n 22 61 83 
COMcheck 14% 26% 23% 
Code changes/compliance 14% 16% 16% 
Solar Ready 14% 15% 14% 
Air barriers 23% 10% 13% 
Checklist/resources 14% 5% 7% 
Other 9% 7% 7% 
Building envelope 9% 7% 7% 
Testing methods 5% 8% 7% 
Plan review 0% 3% 2% 
Commissioning process 0% 3% 2% 

• Four of 15 code officials (roughly one fourth) who responded to the question said the 
information provided in the trainings was most useful specifically for code enforcement; 
the remainder said the information would be useful for related processes, such as planning 
and inspections, future projects and project design, client education, and initial planning 
and permitting. Building professionals most often said they would use the information 
during the planning and inspection process and in future projects (Table 7). 
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Table 7: How Attendees Expect to Use the Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Count* or percent; multiple response) 

General Category Code 
Officials* 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

n 15 59 68 
Planning/inspections 1 20% 18% 
Future projects 1 14% 12% 
Code enforcement 4 5% 9% 
COMcheck 0 8% 7% 
During initial planning/permit applications/approval 1 7% 7% 
Design 1 5% 5% 
Relay to builders or contractors 0 7% 5% 
Current projects 0 5% 4% 
Use air barrier information 0 3% 3% 
Educate client 1 0% 1% 
Other (as a reference, already familiar, etc.) 6 25% 28% 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 

• When the survey asked for additional comments and suggestions, roughly one-third of 
respondents simply noted the training instructor did a good job. Comments and 
suggestions for improving the trainings most often came from building professionals from 
the April 25 training, which received the lowest usefulness and quality ratings, as 
previously noted. Based primarily on the feedback from the April 25th training – 12 of 24 
responses provided (that were not along the lines of “good job”) were from that event – 
the most common feedback was a request for handouts and slide printouts that are easier 
to read (i.e., the text was too small), and a small number of respondents noted the 
instructor read from the slides too often (Table 8).   
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Table 8: Additional Comments and Suggestions to Improve Trainings 
(Multiple response; number of responses) 

General Category Code Officials Building Professionals 
n 8 27 
Good job 3 8 
Hard to read slides/printouts 1 9 
Too much reading from slides 0 3 
Provide examples/specifics 1 1 
Too much math 1 0 
Make training longer 0 1 
She/they pronouns in addition to "he" 0 1 
More information on COMcheck, Solar Ready 0 1 
Other 2 3 

A.4 PROJECT TYPES AND LOCATIONS  
• Overall, Code Update attendees said roughly 41% of their work involves retrofits to 

existing buildings. Most commonly, attendees reported between 0% and 40% of their work 
as retrofits (56%); 7% of attendees reported that more than 80% of their work involves 
retrofits. Fifty-one percent of attendees’ work on retrofit projects includes an energy 
component. Building professionals were more likely than code officials to work on projects 
with retrofit portions and energy-related retrofit work (Table 9).2 

Table 9: Proportion of Retrofit Work (Code Update Trainings)  
(Percent) 

Percentage of all Work 

Code Officials Building Professionals 

Retrofit Portion 
Portion of 

Energy-Related 
Retrofit Work 

Retrofit Portion 
Portion of 

Energy-Related 
Retrofit Work 

n 22 22 52 51 
0% to 20% 41% 23% 23% 20% 
21% to 40% 18% 23% 33% 20% 
41% to 60% 9% 9% 13% 16% 
61% to 80% 23% 36% 25% 20% 
81% to 100% 9% 9% 6% 25% 
Weighted Average 38% 47% 42% 52% 

• Survey respondents who work on projects under the base 2015 IECC code indicated that, 
on average, roughly four in five projects (81%) use the prescriptive compliance path. 

                                                
2 Questions about the portion of energy-related retrofit work are presented to respondents as a range of percentages. 
For example, 7% of code officials said that 80% to 100% of their work involves retrofits to existing buildings. To 
accommodate ranges in its calculations, Cadmus multiplied the frequency of responses with the midpoint. For 
example, 7% of code officials who selected “80% to 100%” is calculated as 7% * (100% + 80%) / 2 = 7% * 90% = 
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Under the base ASHRAE 90.1 code, only 6% of projects use the prescriptive compliance 
path. Overall, prescriptive compliance path projects under the base 2015 IECC code 
comprise almost three-fourths of projects (73%), of which 41% use the stretch code in lieu 
of the base code (32%) (Table 10). 

Table 10: Compliance Path for Projects Under 2015 IECC 
(Mean percentage) 

Compliance Path 
2015 IECC ASHRAE 90.1 

Total Prescriptive Performance Prescriptive Performance 
All respondents (n=33) 73% 11% 4% 12% 100% 

Code officials 
(n=8) 

Base 35% 9% 0% 0% 44% 
Stretch 43% 5% 9% 0% 56% 
Total 78% 14% 9% 0% 100% 

Building 
professionals 
(n=25) 

Base 31% 7% 1% 9% 48% 
Stretch 41% 4% 2% 6% 52% 
Total 72% 3% 10% 15% 100% 

 

• Survey respondents who attended these trainings work in cities and towns across 
Massachusetts. 3 The breakdown of where participants work is provided in Table 11; 
respondents most commonly indicated working in Boston, Cambridge, and Amherst. 

• Of the 92 locations listed in Table 11, 59 use the stretch code and 33 use the code based 
on the 2015 IECC.  

 

                                                
63%. Each 20-percentage point range (from “0% to 20%” up to “80% to 100%”) is averaged according to response 
rate weights. 
3 Attendees could list up to three municipalities on the survey forms. 
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Table 11: Cities and Towns Represented in the January through June 2019 Trainings 
 (Number of responses; multiple response; * indicates stretch code location as identified by Appendix 115 AA of the MA State 

Building Code) 

City or Town Code Officials Building 
Professionals Total City or Town Code Officials Building 

Professionals Total 

Agawam* 1 0 1 Medway* 0 1 1 
Alford 0 1 1 Middlefield* 1 0 1 
Amherst* 1 13 14 Milford 1 0 1 
Andover* 0 2 2 Montague* 0 2 2 
Ashland* 0 1 1 Monterey 0 1 1 
Auburn* 1 0 1 New Marlborough 0 1 1 
Barnstable 1 0 1 Newton 1 5 6 
Becket* 1 0 1 Northampton* 1 7 8 
Bedford* 0 2 2 Northborough* 1 0 1 
Belchertown* 0 2 2 Norton 0 2 2 
Billerica 0 1 1 Palmer* 0 2 2 
Boston* 0 24 24 Pelham* 1 0 1 
Braintree 0 3 3 Pittsfield* 0 1 1 
Brighton 0 1 1 Providence 0 1 1 
Brockton* 0 1 1 Quincy* 0 2 2 
Brookline* 0 2 2 Roxbury 0 1 1 
Burlington 0 2 2 Royalston* 1 0 1 
Cambridge* 1 17 18 Salem* 0 1 1 
Carver 1 0 1 Sandisfield 1 0 1 
Cheshire 0 1 1 Sharon* 0 1 1 
Chicopee* 1 1 2 Shelburne Falls 0 1 1 
Deerfield* 0 1 1 Somerfield 0 1 1 
East Longmeadow 1 0 1 Somerville* 2 0 2 
Easthampton* 0 1 1 South Hadley* 1 1 2 
Gardner* 0 1 1 South Shore 0 1 1 
Granby* 1 1 2 Southampton* 0 1 1 
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City or Town Code Officials Building 
Professionals Total City or Town Code Officials Building 

Professionals Total 

Granville* 1 0 1 Southwick 1 1 2 
Great Barrington* 1 0 1 Springfield* 0 8 8 
Greenfield* 0 4 4 Sunderland* 0 1 1 
Hadley 1 5 6 Templeton 1 0 1 
Hampden 1 0 1 Tolland 2 0 2 
Haverhill 0 1 1 Townsend* 1 0 1 
Holyoke* 4 5 9 Turners Falls 0 1 1 
Hopkinton* 1 0 1 Wakefield 0 1 1 
Huntington* 0 1 1 Waltham* 0 5 5 
Lanesborough* 1 0 1 Ware* 0 1 1 
Lawrence* 2 0 2 Watertown* 0 1 1 
Lexington* 0 1 1 West Springfield* 0 1 1 
Lowell* 2 5 7 Westfield* 0 2 2 
Lynn 0 4 4 Westhampton 0 2 2 
Malden* 0 2 2 Westminster* 0 1 1 
Marblehead 1 0 1 Wilbraham 0 2 2 
Marion 1 0 1 Williamsburg* 1 0 1 
Marlborough* 0 2 2 Winchendon* 1 0 1 
Marshfield* 1 0 1 Winthrop* 1 0 1 
Medford* 0 1 1 Worcester* 0 6 6 



IMMEDIATE CCSI COMM. SURVEYS 1/16–6/4/19 

 

 
17 

A.5 UNIQUE ATTENDEES – ALL TRAININGS  
• Cadmus calculated the number of unique trainees for all commercial 2015 IECC 

classroom trainings and webinars from January 16 through June 26, 2019, using trainee 
enrollment data and completed immediate surveys. As Table 12 shows, 213 individuals 
attended only commercial classroom trainings, 123 attended only commercial webinars, 
and 16 individuals attended both commercial classroom trainings and webinars. 

• Close to one-half of unique attendees were code officials; the trainings have also had 
sizable numbers of builders and architects in attendance. 

Table 12: Numbers of Unique Commercial Training Attendees 
1/16/2019 to 6/26/2019 

(Number of attendees) 

Position 
Attended 

Classroom 
Training(s) 

Attended 
Webinar(s) 

Attended 
Both 

Total Unique 
Attendees 

Architect or engineer 30 19 2 51 
Builder or general contractor 40 4 0 44 
Code official 99 53 9 161 
Energy professional 0 19 1 20 
Government official 0 5 0 5 
Non-profit 0 6 0 6 
Other (CEO) 17 4 0 21 
Subcontractor (insulation, 
HVAC, plumbing, etc.) 

11 2 2 15 

Position not known* 16 14 2 32 
Total unique training 
attendees 213 126 16 355 

*Includes individuals who did not indicate their position on the registration form. 
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B 
Appendix B Previous Memo Timeline 

Table 13: Previous Immediate Survey Memos 

Date Residential Immediate 
Surveys 

Commercial Immediate 
Surveys 

2012 IECC Trainings   
10/31/14 X  
12/29/14  X 
3/13/15 X  
4/30/15  X 
7/10/15 X  
7/31/15  X 
12/23/15 X  
12/30/15  X 
9/26/16 X  
12/5/16  X 
2015 IECC Trainings   
12/21/16 (final on 1/9/17) X  
12/30/16 (final on 1/24/17)  X 
5/30/17 (final on 6/13/17) X  
6/14/17 (final on 6/28/17)  X 
1/26/18 (final on 3/6/18) X  
2/5/18 (final on 3/6/18)  X 
6/1/18 (final on 7/9/18) X  
11/9/18 (final on 1/4/19)  X 
7/5/19 (final on 8/9/19) X  
8/9/2019  X 
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MEMORANDUM 
To: Massachusetts Program Administrators (PAs), Massachusetts Energy Efficiency  
Advisory Council (EEAC) Consultants 

From: Betty Tolkin and Katherine Weber, NMR Group 

Cc: Monica Nevius, NMR Group; Zack Tyler, NMR Group; Lynn Hoefgen, NMR Group; Allen 
Lee, Cadmus Group; Althea Koburger, Cadmus Group; Jerica Stacey, Cadmus Group 

Date: March 6, 2020 

Re: Analyses of Immediate Codes and Standards Compliance and Support Initiative 
Residential Classroom Training Surveys – June 25 through November 19, 2019 (MA19X04-B-
CCSISVY)  

BACKGROUND AND KEY FINDINGS 
This memo summarizes findings from the immediate survey responses collected during the 
residential 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) trainings. The trainings were 
held in person from June through November of 2019 as part of the Codes and Standards 
Compliance and Support Initiative (CSCS).1 Key findings are below. Appendix A contains more 
detailed findings. 

One-hundred-forty-two attendees – 115 building code officials and 27 building professionals2 – 
filled out the paper survey forms after classroom trainings. Not everyone who turned in a survey 
form answered all the questions. NMR shows the number of respondents for each individual 
survey question in the tables throughout this memo. We also compare the responses to those 
from the trainings held earlier in the spring of 2019 and note where there are statistically significant 
differences.  

• The respondents provided positive feedback on the quality of the trainings. The 
feedback for the four areas examined improved over the residential trainings held 
in the spring of 2019. On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent, mean 
ratings ranged from 5.5 for the slides to 5.8 for the presenter’s skills and handling of 
participant questions (Figure 1). Almost all respondents (99%) indicated they would 
recommend the training to others. Most quality ratings improved significantly between the 
first and second set of 2019 trainings (Figure 1) and between 2018 and 2019 trainings 
(Figure 2). 

 
1 This was formerly referred to as the Code Compliance Support Initiative (CCSI). 
2 Building professionals include builders, architects, contractors, equipment suppliers, energy analysts, and others. 
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Figure 1: Mean Quality Ratings – Residential Trainings in the Spring and Second 
Half of 2019 

 

Figure 2: Mean Quality Ratings – Residential Trainings in 2018 and 2019 
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• All training attendees indicated that an average of more than one-half of the permits 
they drew, or that were drawn in their jurisdictions, were for retrofit projects. They 
also indicated that three out of five of these retrofits contained an energy 
component and thus impacted energy usage. Building code officials provided similar 
responses to all of the trainees.  

• Attendees of residential trainings in the latter half of 2019 considered most of the 
topics covered to be very useful. On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 
is extremely useful, most respondents rated all of the most frequently covered topics as 5 
or 6 (Figure 3). Four topics – Air Conditioning Contractors of America (ACCA) resources, 
existing buildings, stretch code documentation and upcoming changes, and Manuals J 
and S – received ratings of 5 or 6 from more than nine-tenths of respondents.   

Figure 3: Usefulness of Residential Training Components in the Latter Half of 
2019 

Base: training components that received at least 20 ratings 

  

• There were 1049 unique attendees at the residential classroom and webinar CSCS 
2015 IECC trainings between August 29, 2018 and November 19, 2019. Most 
individuals (658) only attended classroom trainings, while 327 individuals only 
attended webinars. Only 64 individuals attended both classroom trainings and 
webinars. Classroom trainings had more building code official than building professional 
attendees, while webinar trainings had far more building professional attendees (Figure 
4). While the immediate surveys analyzed in this memo only covered the classroom 
trainings, the follow-up web survey report, submitted in November of 2019, covers both 
classroom and webinar trainings.  
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Figure 4: Unique Training Attendees 

 

• The percentage of immediate surveys filled out by building code officials is higher 
than for any of the memos provided in the past. While more building professionals 
attend webinars, in-person gatherings allow for interaction that is difficult to achieve 
otherwise. The CSCS should continue outreach to building and remodeling associations 
to have more building professionals attend classroom trainings.  

• Given that more than one-half of the respondents’ work is on retrofit projects and 
existing building information ranked high in usefulness ratings, the CSCS should 
consider more emphasis in this area in future trainings. 

• Three respondents commented on the slides and/or handouts being difficult to 
read. The CSCS should consider adjusting these materials to use a larger font and more 
pictures or graphics. 

NMR provided summaries of the findings from the immediate residential training surveys to the 
sponsors and the EEAC every other month in 2014, three times in 2015, twice in 2016, twice in 
2017, once in 2018, and twice in 2019. NMR designed these interim deliverables to provide  
feedback to PAs, the EEAC, and implementers on how specific aspects of the trainings are being 
received. The findings also feed into the savings attribution process for Residential New 
Construction programs. A listing of the previously provided residential and commercial immediate 
survey memos can be found in Appendix B. 
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 Detailed Findings 

 CLASSROOM TRAININGS 
NMR analyzed immediate survey data from eleven residential classroom trainings: 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peek and The Energy Code and Additions, Alterations, and Repairs. 
Presented on June 25, 2019, in Southwick, MA 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peek and The Energy Code and Additions, Alterations, and Repairs. 
Presented on August 22, 2019, in North Reading, MA in association with the 
Massachusetts Building Commissioners and Inspectors Association (MBCIA) 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peek and The Energy Code and Additions, Alterations, and Repairs. 
Presented on September 18, 2019, in West Springfield, MA in association with the Building 
Officials of Western Mass (BOWM) 

• Stretch Code Overview and Documentation. Presented on September 30, 2019, in 
Worcester, MA  

• Residential Equipment Sizing: Manuals J and S. Presented on October 7, 2019, in 
Amherst, MA in association with the New England Building Officials Education Association 
(NEBOEA) 

• Residential Whole-house Mechanical Ventilation: Options for Code Compliance. 
Presented on October 8, 2019, in Amherst, MA in association with NEBOEA 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peak. Presented on October 9, 2019, in Amherst, MA in association 
with NEBOEA 

• Stretch Code Overview and Documentation. Presented on October 17, 2019, in 
Somerville, MA in association with the Inspectional Services Department (ISD) 

• Are You Ready for Solar-Ready? Presented on October 22, 2019, in Westborough, MA in 
association with the Metro West Building Officials of Massachusetts Association 
(MWBOA) 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peak. Presented on October 23, 2019, in Leominster, MA in association 
with the Metro West Regulations and Building Officials Association (MWRBOA) 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peak. Presented on November 19, 2019, in Westborough, MA in 
association with the Metro West Building Officials of Massachusetts Association 
(MWBOA)  

These trainings had 342 attendees in total; thus, the 142 surveys returned represent a response 
rate of 42%. 
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 USEFULNESS AND QUALITY  
• The surveys asked respondents to rate the usefulness of 15 components of the trainings 

on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 is extremely useful. The usefulness 
ratings for the latter half of 2019 were quite high. Respondents gave all components mean 
ratings of at least 5 (Table 1 and Table 2). Note that the number of respondents varies 
quite a bit among the training topics examined. This is due to different topics being covered 
at the different trainings studied.  

• Where comparisons with components covered in the spring of 2019 are appropriate, the 
mean usefulness ratings for the latter half of 2019 are predominantly higher. In the cases 
of existing buildings, mandatory provisions, and Manuals J and S, the differences are 
statistically significant at the 90% level. 

• The training attendees most often indicated that some of the training components were 
new to them (Table 3 and Table 4).   
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Table 1: Usefulness Ratings for Building Envelope Training Components 

Training 
Component 

Number of Respondents Rating of Usefulness for Residential 
Trainings in Second Half of 2019 (percent)* 

Mean Ratings for 
Second Half of 2019 

Trainings 

Spring 2019 
Trainings 

All  Code 
Off. Build/Prof. 

6 –
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – 
Not at 

all 
Useful 

All Code 
Off. BuildProf. 

No. 
of 

Resp 

 
Mean 

Air barrier code & 
strategies 

24 20 4 54% 21% 8% 17% 0% 0% 5.1 5.0 5.7 47 5.3 

Air sealing 81 68 13 58% 23% 14% 4% 1% 0% 5.3 5.3 5.5 19 5.2 
Building envelope 
requirements 

78 70 8 61% 21% 13% 5% 0% 0% 5.4 5.4 5.6 19 5.3 

Compliance 
pathways 

160 114 46 59% 26% 12% 3% 0% 0% 5.4 5.4 5.5 19 5.2 

Existing buildings 74 52 22 68% 24% 5% 3% 0% 0% 5.6** 5.5 5.7 29 5.3** 
Frame & 
insulation 
inspections 

21 19 2 52% 14% 14% 14% 6% 0% 5.0 5.2 2.5 47 5.3 

Stretch code 
documentation & 
upcoming 
changes 

121 87 34 68% 23% 7% 1% 1% 0% 5.6 5.6 5.6 n/a n/a 

Mandatory 
provisions  

14 4 10 11 2 1 0 0 0 5.7** 6.0 5.6 29 5.3** 

Passive house 13 4 9 8 1 4 0 0 0 5.3 5.2 5.5 29 4.9 
Renewable 
energy offsets 

14 4 10 8 4 1 1 0 0 5.4 5.7 5.2 13 5.4 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
**Means are significantly different at the 90% confidence level. 
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Table 2: Usefulness Ratings for Ventilation Training Components 

Training Component 

Number of 
Respondents 

Rating of Usefulness for Residential 
Trainings in Second Half of 2019 

(percent)* 

Mean Ratings for 
Second Half of 2019 

Trainings 

Spring 2019 
Trainings 

All  Code 
Off. Build/Prof. 

6 – 
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – 
Not at 

all 
Useful 

All  Code 
Off. BuildProf. 

No. 
of 

Resp 

 
Mean 

Buried ducts 62 55 7 68% 18% 11% 3% 0% 0% 5.5 5.5 5.9 19 5.4 
Manuals J & S 43 43 0 65% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5.7** 5.7 n/a 24 5.4** 
Mechanical ventilation 
code and testing 

116 100 16 61% 26% 9% 4% 0% 0% 5.4 5.5 5.3 82 5.2 

Mechanical ventilation 
strategies 

15 15 0 7 4 2 2 0 0 5.1 5.1 n/a 47 5.3 

ACCA resources 22 22 0 55% 45% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5.5 5.5 n/a n/a n/a 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
**Means are significantly different at the 90% confidence level. 
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Table 3: Whether the Building Envelope Training Components Were New 

Training 
Component 

All Trainees Code Officials Building Professionals Spring of 2019 

n* 
All 
or 

Most 
Some None n* 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None n* 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None n 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None 

Air barrier code & 
strategies 

18 0 15 3 14 0 11 3 4 0 4 0 47 9% 87% 4% 

Air sealing 55 11% 75% 14% 45 11% 76% 13% 10 1 7 2 12 3 7 2 
Building envelope 
requirements 

51 10% 74% 16% 44 11% 75% 14% 7 0 5 2 12 4 6 2 

Compliance 
pathways 

109 25% 63% 12% 76 20% 68% 12% 33 36% 52% 12% 22 0 100% 0 

Existing buildings 49 16% 70% 14% 33 18% 67% 15% 16 2 12 2 17 4 13 0 
Frame & insulation 
inspections 

12 0 10 2 11 0 10 1 1 0 0 1 41 5% 85% 10% 

Stretch code 
documentation & 
upcoming changes 

83 35% 59% 6% 59 26% 66% 8% 24 58% 42% 0% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Mandatory 
provisions  

9 2 6 1 2 0 2 0 7 2 4 1 17 5 10 2 

Passive house 8 6 2 0 2 0 2 0 6 6 0 0 17 6 10 1 
Renewable energy 
offsets 

8 3 5 0 2 0 2 0 6 3 3 0 8 1 7 0 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
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Table 4: Whether the Ventilation Training Components Were New 

Training 
Component 

All Trainees Code Officials Building Professionals Spring of 2019 

n* 
All 
or 

Most 
Some None n* 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None n* 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None n 

All 
or 

Most 
Some None 

Buried ducts 37 32% 57% 11% 31 26% 61% 13% 6 4 2 0 12 3 6 3 
Manuals J & S 32 12% 72% 16% 32 12% 72% 16% n/a n/a n/a n/a 25 0 100% 0 
Mechanical 
ventilation code and 
testing 

79 15% 80% 5% 65 12% 83% 5% 14 4 9 1 74 8% 88% 4% 

Mechanical 
ventilation strategies 

8 2 6 0 8 2 6 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 32 22% 56% 22% 

ACCA resources 17 4 11 2 17 4 11 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 

• Respondents also gave high ratings to the quality of the presentations (Table 5), with mean ratings ranging from 5.1 to 6.0 on 
a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent. Respondents gave the highest ratings to the presenter’s skills and handling 
of participant questions. Almost all respondents (99%) said they would recommend the training to others.  

• The second set of 2019 training quality ratings were all higher than the first set of 2019 ratings. All but one of the differences 
were statistically significant at the 90% level.  
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Table 5: Quality of Trainings 
(Mean ratings on a scale of 1 to 6) 

General Category 6/25 
 

8/22 
 

9/18 9/30 10/7 

n 6 40 16 10 14 
Presenter's skills 6.0 5.8 5.8 5.9 5.6 
Quality of handout 
information 

6.0 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 

Quality of slide information 6.0 5.3 5.6 5.1 5.4 
Handling of participant 
questions 

6.0 5.8 5.7 5.9 5.6 

n* 6 38 15 10 11 
Percent recommending 
training to others 

100% 97% 100% 100% 100% 

General Category 
 

10/8 
 

10/9 10/17 10/22 10/23 

n 20 6 4 4 9 
Presenter's skills 5.8 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.8 
Quality of handout 
information 

5.8 5.8 6.0 6.0 5.7 

Quality of slide information 5.7 6.0 5.5 6.0 5.6 
Handling of participant 
questions 

5.9 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.7 

n* 13 5 4 4 8 
Percent recommending 
training to others 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

General Category 11/19 
Second Set 

of 2019 
Trainings 

First Set of  
2019 

Trainings 

2018 
Trainings 

All 2019 
Trainings 

n 13 142 144 58 286 
Presenter's skills 5.8 5.8** 5.6** 5.4*** 5.7*** 
Quality of handout 
information 

5.8 5.7** 5.4** 5.3 5.5 

Quality of slide information 5.8 5.5 5.4 5.3*** 5.5*** 
Handling of participant 
questions 

5.9 5.8** 5.6** 5.5*** 5.7*** 

n* 12 126 134 58 260 
Percent recommending 
training to others 

100% 99% 99% 97% 99% 

* This question had a different number of respondents than the other questions. 
**Means between first and second set of 2019 trainings are significantly different at the 90% confidence level. 
***Means between the 2018 trainings and all of the 2019 trainings are significantly different at the 90% confidence 
level.
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 MOST IMPORTANT NEW INFORMATION AND OTHER QUALITATIVE DATA 
• Since many building code officials and building professionals attended different trainings, 

the components they found most important are different. Not surprisingly, the most 
frequently mentioned component was upcoming code changes (Table 6). The second 
most popular component was work on existing buildings, with one building contractor 
noting that it is not always clear how to define and what is required of additions, 
renovations, and make-overs. 

Table 6: Most Important New Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Percent; multiple response) 

General Category 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

n 53 18 71 
Upcoming code changes 40% 1 31% 
Existing buildings 19% 3 18% 
Different compliance paths 6% 4 10% 
Everything 8% 3 10% 
HVAC systems 8% 1 7% 
Duct locations 6% 2 7% 
Performance systems ending 4% 2 6% 
Permitting requirements 4% 1 4% 
Ventilation requirements 4% 0 3% 
Solar ready requirements 2% 0 1% 
Slab insulation 2% 0 1% 
Attic insulation 2% 0 1% 
Insulation installation 2% 0 1% 

• Respondents most often noted that they would use information from the trainings in their 
everyday work. Building code officials also noted that they would use the information 
during their plan reviews and building inspections and relay it to builders and contractors. 
Building professionals noted they would relay information to homeowners and others and 
use it in submitting building permit applications (Table 7).  
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Table 7: How Attendees Expect to Use the Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Percent; multiple response) 

General Category 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

n 54 21 75 
For everyday work 37% 38% 37% 
Review or submit building permits 39% 10% 31% 
Inspections 26% 0% 19% 
Relay to builders/contractors 9% 10% 9% 
Relay to homeowners 4% 19% 8% 
Work on existing buildings 4% 10% 5% 
Checking work on HVAC systems 4% 0% 3% 
Better compliance with code 0% 10% 3% 
Sales 0% 10% 3% 
Relay to building code officials 0% 5% 1% 
Working with architects 0% 5% 1% 
HVAC equipment sizing 0% 5% 1% 

• When the survey asked for additional comments and suggestions, most respondents who 
answered this question simply noted that the presentations were “great” and informative. 
Comments and suggestions for improving the trainings most often called for making the 
slides and handouts easier to read (three respondents commented on this), getting more 
people to attend, and covering different areas (Table 8).   
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Table 8: Additional Comments and Suggestions to Improve Trainings 
(Multiple response; number of responses) 

General Category 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

N 22 11 
Great, informative presentation 64% 7 
Include more information on multifamily projects 5% 1 
Handouts are useful for sharing information 5% 1 
Slides are hard to read 0% 2 
Handouts are hard to read 0% 2 
Good use of practical examples 5% 0 
Have more HVAC contractors attend the trainings 5% 0 
Reach out to electrical and plumbing inspectors 5% 0 
Include more information on duct work 5% 0 
Include more technical information 5% 0 
Consider longer classes 5% 0 
Do more commercial presentations 5% 0 
Provide more photos 5% 0 
Use color handouts  5% 0 
Checklists are useful 0 1 
Include more information on prescriptive requirements 0 1 
Include a flow chart with existing building information 0 1 

 PROJECT TYPES AND LOCATIONS  
• More than one-half (56%) of the respondents’ work involves retrofits to existing buildings. 

Three out of five (60%) retrofits contained an energy component and thus impacted energy 
usage. (Table 9). 

• Note that the questions asked for the portion of energy-related retrofit work are shown as 
a percent of a percent. Based on this, for all attendees, 34% of all work would be for 
retrofits with an energy-related component (0.56 times 0.60). 3  Building code officials 
provided similar responses to trainees in all types of occupations. 

 
3 Given the relative complexity of the questions (estimating the portion of retrofits and the portion of that portion that is 
energy-related), NMR calculated the percentage of respondents – 41% – who had checked the same ranges for the 
two questions. It is possible that some of these respondents did not understand what we were seeking in which case 
the percentage of work that is retrofit with an energy component is likely higher than what is presented. 
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Table 9: Proportion of Retrofit Work  
 (Percent) 

Percentage of all Work 

All Trainees Building Code Officials Only 

Retrofit 
Portion 

Portion of  
Retrofit Work 

with an Energy 
Component 

Retrofit 
Portion 

Portion of  
Retrofit Work 

with an Energy 
Component 

N 132 132 108 107 
0% to 20% 9% 5% 5% 4% 
21% to 40% 11% 14% 10% 16% 
41% to 60% 33% 28% 38% 34% 
61% to 80% 36% 32% 41% 33% 
81% to 100% 10% 21% 6% 14% 
Mean 56% 60% 57% 57% 

• Survey respondents who worked on projects under the base 2015 IECC code in 2019 
indicated that, on average, just over one-half of projects (51%) use the prescriptive 
compliance path. Over one-quarter of projects (29%) use the UA trade-off with ResCheck, 
and one-fifth (20%) use an energy model-based performance path (Table 10).4 

Table 10: Compliance Path for Projects Under 2015 IECC – All 2019 Respondents 
(Mean percentage) 

Compliance Path 
Building 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

n 72 68 140 
Prescriptive 56% 44% 51% 
UA trade-off (ResCheck) 28% 30% 29% 
Performance (energy model based) 16% 26% 20% 

• Survey respondents who attended these trainings work in cities and towns across 
Massachusetts.5 Of the 101 locations listed in Table 11, 88 use the stretch code and 13 
use the code based on the 2015 IECC. Of the 116 respondents who indicated working in 
specific locations, 106 (91%) work in at least one stretch code location. 

 

 
4 NMR calculated these percentages for all 2019 respondents rather than just those from the second half of the year, 
as used in the other tables, in order to have a more representative sample since very few building professionals had 
responded to this question in the latter part of the year.  
5 Attendees could list up to three municipalities on the survey forms. 
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Table 11: Cities and Towns Represented in the June through November 2019 Trainings 
 (Number of responses; multiple response; * indicates stretch code location) 

City or Town Code 
Officials 

Building 
Prof. Total City or Town Code 

Officials 
Building 

Prof. Total 

Abington* 1  1 Montague* 1  1 
Acton* 3  3 Natick*  1 1 
Alford (Pittsfield) * 1  1 Newburyport* 2  2 
Amherst* 1  1 Newton* 1  1 
Ashburnham* 1  1 North Reading* 2  2 
Barnstable  1 1 Northborough* 2  2 
Becket* 1  1 Northfield* 1  1 
Bedford* 1  1 Otis 2  2 
Beverly* 2 1 3 Peabody 1  1 
Boston* 5  5 Pittsfield* 2 1 3 
Brewster* 2  2 Plainville* 1  1 
Burlington* 1  1 Plymouth  1 1 
Cambridge* 1 1 2 Provincetown*  1 1 
Chatham* 1  1 Reading  1 1 
Chelmsford*  1 1 Rockport*  1 1 
Chicopee*  1 1 Rutland* 1  1 
Clinton* 1  1 Salem* 1  1 
Danvers 2  2 Shelbourne* 1  1 
Deerfield* 1  1 Shirley* 1 1 2 
Dennis* 1  1 Shrewsbury* 3  3 
Dover* 1  1 Shutesbury* 1  1 
Dracut*  1 1 Somerville* 7 1 8 
Duxbury*  1 1 South Hadley* 1  1 
Essex* 1  1 Southampton* 1  1 
Fitchburg* 5  5 Southwick 4 2 6 
Framingham* 2  2 Springfield* 2  2 
Ft Devens (Shirley) * 1  1 Sterling  1 1 
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City or Town Code 
Officials 

Building 
Prof. Total City or Town Code 

Officials 
Building 

Prof. Total 

Gloucester*  1 1 Stoneham* 2  2 
Grafton* 1  1 Swampscott* 1  1 
Granby* 1  1 Sunderland* 1  1 
Granville* 2  2 Tolland* 2  2 
Great Barrington*  1 1 Tyringham (Pittsfield) * 2  2 
Groton* 1  1 Wakefield 1 1 2 
Hamilton*  1 1 Wellesley* 1  1 
Hampden* 1  1 West Boylston*  2 2 
Harvard* 1  1 West Springfield* 1 1 2 
Harwich* 2  2 Westborough* 2  2 
Holyoke* 1  1 Westfield* 1 2 3 
Hudson* 1  1 Westford* 1  1 
Ipswich* 1 1 2 Westhampton* 1  1 
Lancaster*  1 1 Westminster* 2  2 
Lee  1 1 Weston*  1 1 
Leominster* 1  1 Wilbraham* 2 1 3 
Lexington* 1  1 Winchester* 1  1 
Littleton* 1  1 Windsor* 1  1 
Longmeadow*  2 2 Worcester* 1 5 6 
Lowell*  1 1 Yarmouth*  1 1 
Lynn* 1  1     
Lynnfield 1 1 2     
Manchester*  1 1     
Marblehead* 1  1     
Marlborough*  1 1     
Mashpee*  1 1     
Medford* 1 1 2     
Middlefield* 1  1     
Middleton 1  1     
Monterey* 1  1     
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 UNIQUE ATTENDEES – ALL RESIDENTIAL TRAININGS SINCE 8/29/2018 
• NMR calculated the number of unique trainees for all residential 2015 IECC classroom 

trainings and webinars from August 29, 2018 through November 19, 2019, using trainee 
enrollment data. As Table 12 shows, 658 individuals only attended residential classroom 
trainings, 327 only attended residential webinars, and 64 individuals attended both 
residential classroom trainings and webinars.  

• Close to one-half (49%) of unique attendees were code officials. There was also a sizeable 
number of builders and energy professionals, such as HERS raters, in attendance.  

• Building code officials and builders were more likely to attend classroom trainings, while 
energy professionals were more likely to attend webinars. A relatively small number of 
individuals attended both types of trainings. 

• While the immediate surveys analyzed in this memo only covered the classroom trainings, 
the follow-up web survey report, submitted in November of 2019, covers both classroom 
and webinar trainings.  

Table 12: Numbers of Unique Training Attendees – 8/29/2018 to 11/19/2019 
 (Number of attendees) 

Position 
Attended 

Classroom 
Training(s) 

Attended 
Webinar(s) 

Attended 
Both 

Total Unique 
Attendees 

Architect  41 41 3 85 
Builder 111 9 7 127 
Building code official 383 84 45 512 
Building owner 0 4 0 4 
Energy professional 18 85 8 111 
Engineer 2 32 0 34 
Equipment supplier 0 3 0 3 
Government official 1 17 0 18 
Non-profit 0 17 0 17 
Other 31 13 1 45 
Retired 8 0 0 8 
Subcontractor (insulation, HVAC, 
plumbing, general contracting, etc.) 

39 21 0 60 

Position not known* 24 1 0 25 
Total unique training attendees 658 327 64 1049 
*Includes individuals who did not indicate their position on the registration form. 
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Table 13: Previous Immediate Survey Memos 

Date Residential Immediate 
Surveys 

Commercial Immediate 
Surveys 

2012 IECC Trainings   
10/31/14 X  
12/29/14  X 
3/13/15 X  
4/30/15  X 
7/10/15 X  
7/31/15  X 
12/23/15 X  
12/30/15  X 
9/26/16 X  
12/5/16  X 
2015 IECC Trainings   
12/21/16 (final on 1/9/17) X  
12/30/16 (final on 1/24/17)  X 
5/30/17 (final on 6/13/17) X  
6/14/17 (final on 6/28/17)  X 
1/26/18 (final on 3/6/18) X  
2/5/18 (final on 3/6/18)  X 
6/1/18 (final on 7/9/18) X  
11/9/18 (final on 1/4/19)  X 
7/5/19 (final on 8/9/19) X  
8/9/19 (final on 9/6/19)  X 
12/17/19 (final on 3/6/20) X  
12/24/19 (final on 3/6/20)  X 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Massachusetts Program Administrators (PAs), Massachusetts Energy Efficiency  

Advisory Council (EEAC) Consultants 

From: Alex Chamberlain, Althea Koburger and Allen Lee, The Cadmus Group 

Cc: Monica Nevius, NMR Group; Betty Tolkin, NMR Group; Lynn Hoefgen, NMR Group; Zack 
Tyler, NMR Group 

Date: March 6, 2020 

Re: Analyses of Immediate Code Compliance Support Initiative Commercial Classroom 
Training Surveys – July 11 through November 19, 2019 MA19X04-B-CCSISVY (TXC63)  

BACKGROUND AND KEY FINDINGS 
This memo summarizes findings from the immediate survey responses collected during the 
commercial 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) classroom trainings. The 
trainings covered by this memo were held between July and November 2019 as part of the Codes 
and Standards Compliance and Support Initiative (CSCS).1 Key findings from surveys filled out 
by classroom training participants are provided below. Appendix A contains more detailed 
findings. 

Cadmus collected and analyzed the immediate survey data from questionnaires that were 
updated in January for 2019 trainings. Among 132 total attendees in late 2019 (Table 12),2 48 
respondents (34 building code officials and 14 building professionals3) filled out the paper survey 
forms after classroom trainings (36% response rate).4 Not everyone who turned in a survey form 
answered all the questions.5 Cadmus shows the number of respondents for each individual 
survey question in the tables throughout this memo.  

In this memo we compare responses from the trainings held between July and November (“late 
2019”) to trainings held between January and June (“early 2019”), which were summarized in the 
previous memo. In certain instances, we also review cumulative results for the 2019 calendar 
year and compare them to results from the 2018 calendar year. While all late 2019 trainings 

 
1 This was formerly referred to as the Code Compliance Support Initiative (CCSI). 
2 Cadmus received sign-in sheets for all but one training in late 2019, documenting 80 total attendees. The October 
7th trainings did not have a sign-in sheet but reported an attendance of 52, bringing the grand total to 132 attendees. 
3 Building professionals include builders, architects, contractors, equipment suppliers, energy analysts, and others. 
4 The October 7th training events brought this rate down considerably, as there was an additional survey handed out 
by the event sponsor (New England Building Officials Education Association) that attendees likely prioritized. Also, 
with multiple courses covered during the day, attendees likely were in a hurry afterwards to get to their next event. 
5 On November 19, trainees attended both residential and commercial lectures. At time of feedback, attendees were 
distributed residential surveys instead of commercial surveys. Because the surveys covered different content 
material, Cadmus identified residential topics common to the commercial trainings and included them in its analysis.  
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discussed code updates, the October and November trainings were focused on an array of 
general commercial topics, while the July and September trainings focused specifically on 
COMcheck topics. Statistically significant differences are noted where applicable.6 

• The respondents provided positive feedback on the quality of the trainings. Quality 
ratings for late 2019 commercial trainings improved relative to early 2019 
commercial trainings. On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent, mean 
ratings ranged from 5.4 for quality of slide information to 5.8 for handling of participant 
questions (Figure 1). For all four measures of training quality, the increases in mean 
ratings were statistically significant at the 90% confidence level between the June and 
December 2019 memos. All four measures of training quality received average scores 
between 5.0 to 5.5 for the entirety of 2019 (n=124), consistent with 2018 results. 

Figure 1: Mean Quality Ratings – Commercial Trainings in 2019 

 
Statistically significant differences between means of early and late 2019 trainings at the 90% 
confidence level are denoted with asterisks (*). 

• Ninety-three percent of respondents to late 2019 training surveys said they would 
recommend the training to others, consistent with findings from the early 2019 surveys 
(89%). Each training received very high percentages of respondents who would 
recommend the training (97%) except for the October 7th training (71%). Two of the 
three respondents who would not recommend the trainings to others attended the October 
7th training. 

 
6 All differences statistically significant at the 90% confidence level (p < 0.10).  
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• Attendees at the late 2019 commercial trainings considered most of the topics 
covered to be very useful. On a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 is 
extremely useful, all but one topic covered received ratings of 5 or 6 from at least 63% of 
training respondents (Figure 2). Three topics (COMcheck basics, compliance options, 
building envelope compliance) received 5’s or 6’s from 95% of respondents, and overall 
ratings improved by 5 percentage points or more for seven topics. For all of 2019, seven 
of 10 topics received ratings of 5 or 6 from at least 70% of training respondents, with one 
topic receiving 5’s or 6’s from at least 80% of respondents. These findings are generally 
consistent with results from 2018, during which six topics received ratings of 5 or 6 from 
at least 70% of respondents, with two receiving 5’s or 6’s from at least 80% of respondents. 

Figure 2: Usefulness of Commercial Training Components, Early to Late 2019 
Base: Training components that received at least 15 ratings 

 
Statistically significant differences between means of early and late 2019 trainings at the 90% confidence level are 
denoted with asterisks (*). 



IMMEDIATE CCSI COMM. SURVEYS 7/11–11/19/19 

 4 

• Commercial training attendees indicated that slightly more than half (53%) of all 
projects they worked on were retrofits to existing buildings; 31% of all projects were 
retrofits containing an energy component. Building professionals (n=13) were more 
likely than code officials (n=32) to work on both projects with retrofit portions (64% to 49%) 
and energy-related retrofit work (68% to 54%). 

• Roughly three in four projects (76%) use the prescriptive compliance path under 
the 2015 IECC base code (n=23), and more than half of projects (57%) use the 
prescriptive compliance path under the 2015 IECC stretch code. In general, 2015 IECC 
code projects (93%) greatly exceeded ASHRAE 90.1 projects (7%). 

• Half (six of 12) of those who provided additional comments complimented the training 
events. Of the remaining six, five respondents suggested providing examples/specifics to 
complement the training and increase retention of training material/content and key 
lessons learned. Consideration: the CCSI may create examples or one-paragraph 
case studies for key training topics to ensure trainees understand the content and 
see the relevance to their work. 

• One hundred and thirty-two individuals attended the commercial classroom CCSI 
2015 IECC trainings between July 11 and November 19, 2019, of which 48 (36%) 
returned completed surveys to Cadmus. An additional 160 individuals attended 
commercial web trainings during the same period. Four individuals attended both 
classroom and web trainings. While representation at classroom trainings was divided 
evenly, building professionals attended webinars more frequently than code officials 
(Figure 3). 

Figure 3: Unique Training Attendees, Late 2019 Trainings 
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• At several sponsored events, Cadmus was unable to get comprehensive attendee 
information; at the October 7th events, all that was provided was a head count. 
Consideration: the CCSI may work with the different organizations partnering for 
the trainings to ensure that sign-in sheets are provided and filled out to collect (at 
a minimum) names and titles for all attendees at events where attendees did not 
register on Eventbrite. This will assist with providing accurate unique attendee 
information. 

Cadmus, under the direction of NMR, provided summaries of the findings from the immediate 
commercial training surveys to the sponsors and the EEAC once in 2014, three times in 2015, 
twice in 2016, once in 2017, and twice in 2018. The team designed these interim deliverables to 
provide feedback to PAs, the EEAC, and implementers on how specific aspects of the trainings 
are being received. A listing of the previously provided residential and commercial immediate 
survey memos can be found in Appendix B. 
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Appendix A Detailed Findings 

A.1 CLASSROOM TRAININGS 
Cadmus analyzed immediate survey data from the following commercial classroom trainings: 

• COMcheck 101 – A New Energy Code Requirement Made Easy. Presented on July 11, 
2019, in Natick, MA, in association with Dacon Corporation. 

• COMcheck existing building. Presented on July 18, 2019, in Natick, MA, in association 
with Dacon Corporation. 

• COMcheck training course for Somerville Inspectional Services. Presented on September 
26, 2019, in Somerville, MA in association with the Somerville Building Department. 

• Top 10 Things you need to know. Presented on October 7, 2019, in Amherst, MA, in 
association with the New England Building Officials Education Association (NEBOEA). 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peek. Presented on October 7, 2019, in Amherst, MA, in association 
with the New England Building Officials Education Association (NEBOEA). 

• 2018 IECC Sneak Peak. Presented on November 19, 2019, in Westborough, MA in 
association with the Metro West Building Officials of Massachusetts (MWBOA). 

Overall, these trainings had 80 attendees for which we had names, and an additional 52 from the 
October 7th training headcounts for which we have no personal information. As 48 surveys were 
filled out and handed in, this represents a response rate of 36%. The October and November 
trainings discussed general code update topics, whereas the July and September trainings 
specifically discussed topics related to COMcheck. Results for COMcheck trainings are displayed 
in Table 1 and Table 2 while results for the general code updates trainings are displayed in Table 
3 and Table 4. 

A.2 USEFULNESS AND QUALITY  
• The surveys asked respondents to rate the usefulness of 10 components presented in 

each training on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is not at all useful and 6 is extremely useful. 
The 2019 usefulness ratings were quite high. Attendees gave a mean rating of 5.0 or 
higher to all but one COMcheck training component (Table 1) and all but two code update 
training components (Table 3). 

• Mean usefulness ratings were consistently higher in the late 2019 trainings compared to 
the early 2019 trainings except for the topic of water heating compliance in the COMcheck 
trainings. Differences in mean usefulness rating for eight of the 20 topics discussed across 
both training types were statistically significant at the 90% confidence level. 

• Most respondents from the COMcheck trainings (Table 2) found the topic components to 
be new or somewhat new; the code update training topics (Table 4) were completely new 
or somewhat new to all respondents. COMcheck training attendees most commonly found 
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compliance options to be new information and lighting compliance to be more familiar 
information.
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Table 1: Usefulness Ratings for COMcheck Components 

Training Component 

Number of 
Respondents 

Rating of Usefulness for Commercial 
Trainings in Late 2019 (percent)* 

Mean Ratings for 
Late 2019 Trainings 

Early 2019 
Trainings 

All Code 
Off. 

Build 
Prof. 

6 – 
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – Not 
at all 

Useful 
All Code 

Off. 
Build 
Prof. n Mean 

Building envelope 
compliance 

19 9 10 15 3 1 0 0 0 5.7* 5.6 5.9 79 4.9* 

COMcheck basics 20 9 11 70% 25% 5% 0% 0% 0% 5.7* 5.8 5.5 81 5.0* 
Compliance options 19 9 10 10 8 1 0 0 0 5.5* 5.4 5.5 78 4.9* 
Energy code support 
options 

19 9 10 11 4 4 0 0 0 5.4 6.0 4.8 76 5.0 

Lighting compliance 19 8 11 8 8 1 2 0 0 5.2 5.6 4.8 69 4.8 
Plan review process 19 9 10 7 9 2 1 0 0 5.2* 5.6 4.8 76 4.9* 
Mechanical systems 
compliance 

20 9 11 45% 35% 10% 10% 0% 0% 5.2* 5.7 4.7 77 4.8* 

Site inspection process 19 9 10 8 4 6 1 0 0 5.0 5.7 4.4 72 4.7 
Verifying documentation 19 9 10 7 6 5 1 0 0 5.0 5.3 4.7 77 4.8 
Water heating compliance 18 8 10 5 4 6 3 0 0 4.6 5.5 3.9 75 4.8 

* The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
Statistically significant differences between means at the 90% confidence level are denoted with asterisks (*). 
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Table 2. Whether the COMcheck Components Were New 

Training Component 
All Code Officials Building Professionals Early 2019 Trainings 

n 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None n 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None 

Compliance options 14 8 5 1 4 1 3 0 10 7 2 1 46 30% 54% 15% 
Energy code support 
options 

14 7 7 0 4 1 3 0 10 6 4 0 45 33% 58% 9% 

Building envelope 
compliance 

15 7 6 2 4 0 3 1 11 7 3 1 47 17% 51% 32% 

Verifying 
documentation 

14 7 5 2 4 0 3 1 10 7 2 1 44 20% 59% 20% 

Water heating 
compliance 

14 7 3 4 4 0 2 2 10 7 1 2 45 31% 53% 16% 

Site inspection process 14 6 6 2 4 0 3 1 10 6 3 1 44 20% 57% 23% 
Plan review process 14 5 8 1 4 0 3 1 10 5 5 0 45 22% 56% 22% 
COMcheck basics 14 5 7 2 4 0 4 0 10 5 3 2 50 42% 48% 10% 
Mechanical systems 
compliance 

13 4 6 3 4 0 3 1 9 4 3 2 48 23% 63% 15% 

Lighting compliance 13 4 5 4 4 0 2 2 9 4 3 2 42 26% 45% 29% 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
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Table 3: Usefulness Ratings for Code Updates Components 

Training Component 

Number of 
Respondents 

Rating of Usefulness for Commercial 
Trainings in Late 2019 (percent)* 

Mean Ratings for 
Late 2019 Trainings 

Early 2019 
Trainings 

All Code 
Off. 

Build 
Prof. 

6 – 
Extr. 

Useful 
5 4 3 2 

1 – Not 
at all 

Useful 
All Code 

Off. 
Build 
Prof. n Mean 

COMcheck 7 7 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 5.6 5.6 n/a 9 4.8 
Solar-Ready 6 6 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 5.5* 5.5 n/a 8 4.8* 
Air barriers 6 6 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 5.5* 5.5 n/a 9 4.7* 
Mechanical systems 
commissioning 

6 6 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 5.5 5.5 n/a 9 4.6 

Economizers 6 6 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 5.3* 5.3 n/a 9 4.4* 
Additional efficiency 
packages 

6 6 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 5.3 5.3 n/a 9 4.7 

Lighting and controls 
commissioning 

6 6 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 5.2 5.2 n/a 9 4.6 

Documentation 7 7 0 3 3 0 1 0 0 5.1 5.1 n/a 9 4.6 
Setback controls 6 6 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 4.8 4.8 n/a 9 4.2 
Concurrency period 7 7 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 4.6 4.6 n/a 9 4.6 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
Statistically significant differences between means at the 90% confidence level are denoted with asterisks (*). 
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Table 4: Whether the Code Updates Components Were New 

Training Component 
All Code Officials Building Professionals Early 2019 Trainings 

n 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None n 
All/ 

Most Some None n* 
All/ 

Most Some None 

Concurrency period 4 2 2 0 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 
Mechanical systems 
commissioning 

4 2 2 0 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 

Documentation 4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 
COMcheck 4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 
Solar-Ready 4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Air barriers 4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 
Economizers 4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 
Lighting and controls 
commissioning 

4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 

Setback controls 4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 
Additional efficiency 
packages 

4 1 3 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 

*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 
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• Respondents generally gave high ratings to the quality of the presentations (Table 5), with 
mean ratings ranging from 4.7 to 5.9 on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 is poor and 6 is excellent. 
Respondents gave the highest ratings to the handling of participant questions. Almost all 
respondents said they would recommend the training to others.  

• Late 2019 training quality ratings showed significant improvement compared to the early 
2019 trainings’ survey results. Each increase in mean rating is statistically significant at 
the 90% confidence level. 

• Overall mean usefulness ratings for 2019 resembled those from 2018, with all four 
measures of training quality receiving average ratings from 5.0 to 5.5 both years. Nine out 
of 10 respondents would recommend the training to others, consistent with 2018 results 
(89%). 

Table 5: Quality of Trainings 
(Mean ratings on a scale of 1 to 6) 

Training Date 7/11 7/18 9/26 10/7 11/19 Late 
2019 

Early 
2019 

All of 
2019 

n 7 7 10 11 13 48 124 172 
Presenter's skills 5.6 5.3 5.8 5.7 5.8 5.7* 5.4* 5.5 
Quality of slide information 5.0 4.7 5.7 5.3 5.8 5.4* 4.8* 5.0 
Quality of handout information 5.3 5.1 5.8 5.7 5.8 5.6* 5.0* 5.2 
Handling of participant questions 5.7 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.9 5.8* 5.4* 5.5 
n 7 7 10 7 12 43 118 161 
Recommend training to others 86% 100% 100% 71% 100% 93% 89% 90% 
* Means are significantly different at the 90% confidence level. 



IMMEDIATE CCSI COMM. SURVEYS 7/11–11/19/19 

 

13  

A.3 MOST IMPORTANT NEW INFORMATION AND OTHER QUALITATIVE DATA 
• Because code officials and building professionals attended different trainings, the 

components they found most important were sometimes different. Both code officials and 
building professionals found information related to COMcheck and code 
changes/compliance to be most important. However, building professionals also found 
information about testing methods to be important, a topic that code officials did not 
mention as important (Table 6). 

Table 6: Most Important New Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Count* or percent) 

General Category Code Officials Building Professionals All Trainees 
n 24 12 36 
COMcheck 25% 4 28% 
Code changes/compliance 33% 2 28% 
Testing methods 0% 3 8% 
Checklist/resources 8% 1 8% 
Building envelope 8% 1 8% 
Air barriers 4% 0 3% 
Plan review 4% 0 3% 
Solar Ready 0% 0 0% 
Commissioning process 0% 0 0% 
Other 17% 1 14% 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 

• Eleven of 24 code officials (nearly half) who responded to the question said the information 
provided in the trainings was most useful specifically for planning/inspections, COMcheck, 
and code enforcement; the remainder said the information would be useful to be conveyed 
to builders/contractors, for use on current and future projects, and for use during design. 
One-fourth of code officials said they would use the information as a reference or in some 
other capacity. Five of six building professionals said the information was most useful 
specifically for COMcheck, future projects, and air barrier information (Table 7). 

 



IMMEDIATE CCSI COMM. SURVEYS 7/11–11/19/19 

 

14  

Table 7: How Attendees Expect to Use the Information Provided by the Trainings 
(Count* or percent) 

General Category Code 
Officials* 

Building 
Professionals 

All 
Trainees 

n* 24 6 30 
Planning/inspections 21% 0 17% 
COMcheck 13% 2 17% 
Future projects 8% 2 13% 
Code enforcement 13% 0 10% 
Relay to builders or contractors 8% 0 7% 
Current projects 8% 0 7% 
Use air barrier information 0% 1 3% 
Design 4% 0 3% 
During initial planning/permit applications/approval 0% 0 0% 
Educate client 0% 0 0% 
Other (as a reference, already familiar, etc.) 25% 1 23% 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 

• When the survey asked for additional comments and suggestions, 12 of 48 training 
attendees (25%) provided feedback. Half (six of 12) simply complimented the presenters 
for doing a good job. Five of the remaining six attendees recommended providing 
examples/specifics to complement the training and increase retention (Table 8).  
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Table 8: Additional Comments and Suggestions to Improve Trainings 
(Multiple response; number of responses) 

General Category Code Officials Building Professionals 
n 8 4 
Provide examples/specifics 3 3 
Good job 4 1 
Other 1 0 

A.4 PROJECT TYPES AND LOCATIONS  
• Overall, commercial training attendees said slightly more than half (53%)7 of their work 

involves retrofits to existing buildings, an increase from 41% during the early 2019 
trainings. Most commonly, attendees reported between 40% and 60% of their work as 
retrofits (38%); 9% of attendees reported that more than 80% of their work involves 
retrofits (up from 7%). Fifty-seven percent of attendees’ work on retrofit projects includes 
an energy component (up from 51%); overall, approximately 31% of all work for 
respondents was on retrofit projects with an energy component.8 Similar to results from 
early 2019 trainings, building professionals were more likely than code officials to work on 
projects with retrofit portions and energy-related retrofit work (Table 9).9  

Table 9: Proportion of Retrofit Work 
(Percent) 

Percentage of all 
Work 

Retrofit Portion Proportion of Retrofit Work with an 
Energy Component 

Code 
Officials 

Building 
Professionals Total Code 

Officials 
Building 

Professionals Total 

n 32 13 45 32 11 43 
0-20% 9% 0% 7% 9% 0% 7% 
20-40% 22% 8% 18% 19% 9% 16% 
40-60% 41% 31% 38% 25% 18% 23% 
60-80% 22% 46% 29% 38% 45% 40% 
80-100% 6% 15% 9% 9% 27% 14% 
Weighted Average 49% 64% 53% 54% 68% 57% 

• Table 10 shows that survey respondents reported most commercial buildings complied 
with the code using the IECC code (93%), either the base code or stretch code. Another 

 
7 Weighted average of responses from code officials and building professionals. 
8 Given the relative complexity of the questions (estimating the portion of retrofits and the portion of that portion that is 
energy-related), Cadmus calculated the percentage of respondents (37%) who had checked the same ranges for the 
two questions. It is possible that some of these respondents did not understand what we were seeking, in which case 
the percentage of work that is retrofit with an energy component is likely higher than what is presented. 
9 Questions about the portion of energy-related retrofit work are presented to respondents as a range of percentages. 
For example, 7% of code officials said that 80% to 100% of their work involves retrofits to existing buildings. To 
accommodate ranges in its calculations, Cadmus multiplied the frequency of responses with the midpoint. For 
example, 7% of code officials who selected “80% to 100%” is calculated as 7% * (100% + 80%) / 2 = 7% * 90% = 
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7% used ASHRAE 90.1. Most projects used a prescriptive path (69%), with only 31% 
complying via a performance path. Respondents indicated more than two-thirds (68%) of 
projects were constructed under the stretch code, with the remainder under the base code. 

Table 10: Compliance Path for Projects, Late 2019 Trainings 
(Mean percentage) 

Compliance Path 
2015 IECC ASHRAE 90.1 

Total 
Prescriptive Performance Prescriptive Performance 

n = 23 65% 28% 4% 3% 100% 
Base 22% 4% 3% 3% 32% 
Stretch 43% 24% 0% 0% 68% 
*Row and column totals may not sum correctly due to rounding. 

• Survey respondents who attended these trainings work in cities and towns across 
Massachusetts.10 The breakdown of where participants work is provided in Table 11; 
respondents most commonly indicated working in Natick, Somerville, and Wellesley, an 
outcome likely produced by the location of the sponsored classroom events. 

• Of the 32 locations listed in Table 11, 27 use the stretch code and five use the code based 
on the 2015 IECC.  

 

 
63%. Each 20-percentage point range (from “0% to 20%” up to “80% to 100%”) is averaged according to response 
rate weights. 
10 Attendees could list up to three municipalities on the survey forms. 
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Table 11: Cities and Towns Represented in the July through November 2019 Trainings 
 (Number of responses; multiple response; * indicates stretch code location as identified by Appendix 115 AA of the MA State Building Code) 

City or Town Code Officials Building 
Professionals Total City or Town Code Officials Building 

Professionals Total 

Acton * 1 0 1 Natick * 0 11 11 
Amherst * 1 0 1 Northborough * 1 0 1 
Boston * 0 2 2 Norwell * 1 0 1 
Cambridge * 1 0 1 Peabody 0 4 4 
Danvers 1 0 1 Pelham * 1 0 1 
Dover * 1 0 1 Plainville * 1 0 1 
Duxbury * 1 0 1 Plymouth 1 0 1 
Fitchburg * 1 0 1 Rutland* 1 0 1 
Framingham * 0 3 3 Sharon * 0 1 1 
Grafton * 1 0 1 Shrewsbury* 2 0 2 
Hampden 1 0 1 Somerville * 9 0 9 
Hudson* 1 0 1 Taunton 0 4 4 
Marlborough * 0 1 1 Waltham * 0 1 1 
Medway * 1 0 1 Wellesley * 1 5 6 
Middleborough * 0 2 2 Westborough* 1 0 1 
Monson * 1 0 1 Weston * 1 0 1 
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A.5 UNIQUE ATTENDEES – ALL TRAININGS  
• Cadmus calculated the number of unique trainees for all 2019 commercial 2015 IECC 

classroom trainings and webinars using trainee enrollment data and completed immediate 
surveys. As Table 12 shows, 330 individuals attended only commercial classroom 
trainings, 282 individuals attended only commercial webinars, and 20 individuals attended 
both commercial classroom trainings and webinars. 

• Close to one-half (45%) of unique attendees were code officials; the trainings have also 
had sizable numbers of architects and engineers in attendance, followed by energy 
professionals and builders. 

Table 12: Numbers of Unique Attendees of 2019 Commercial Trainings 
(Number of attendees) 

Position 
Attended 

Classroom 
Training(s) 

Attended 
Webinar(s) 

Attended 
Both 

Total Unique 
Attendees 

Architect or engineer 41 59 2 102 
Builder or general contractor 40 6 0 46 
Code official 164 106 13 283 
Energy professional 0 52 1 53 
Government official 0 13 0 13 
Non-profit 0 10 0 10 
Other (CEO) 17 12 0 29 
Subcontractor (insulation, HVAC, 
plumbing, etc.) 

11 10 2 23 

Position not known* 57 14 2 73 
Total unique training attendees 330 282 20 632 
*Includes individuals who did not indicate their position on the registration form. 
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B 
Appendix B Previous Memo Timeline 

Table 13: Previous Immediate Survey Memos 

Date Residential Immediate 
Surveys 

Commercial Immediate 
Surveys 

2012 IECC Trainings   
10/31/14 X  
12/29/14  X 
3/13/15 X  
4/30/15  X 
7/10/15 X  
7/31/15  X 
12/23/15 X  
12/30/15  X 
9/26/16 X  
12/5/16  X 
2015 IECC Trainings   
12/21/16 (final on 1/9/17) X  
12/30/16 (final on 1/24/17)  X 
5/30/17 (final on 6/13/17) X  
6/14/17 (final on 6/28/17)  X 
1/26/18 (final on 3/6/18) X  
2/5/18 (final on 3/6/18)  X 
6/1/18 (final on 7/9/18) X  
11/9/18 (final on 1/4/19)  X 
7/5/19 (final on 8/9/19) X  
8/9/19 (final on 8/28/19)  X 
12/17/19 X  
12/24/19  X 
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ES           
Executive Summary  
As part of the ongoing evaluation of the Massachusetts Codes and Standards Compliance and 
Support Initiative (CSCS)1, in 2019 NMR conducted follow-up web surveys with 86 individuals 
who had attended one or more residential classroom trainings or webinars approximately four 
months earlier. This report summarizes the findings from these surveys. A second report for this 
study will summarize the findings from surveys with individuals who attended commercial 
classroom trainings or webinars. 

The overall goal of the study was to determine if and how the respondents apply the training to 
their work. The study also explored how information from the trainings is shared, the environment 
for code compliance and enforcement, and suggestions for improving the trainings. While the 
goals are similar to those of studies conducted in 2015, 2016, and 2017, the methodology is 
different. The earlier studies consisted of in-depth interviews conducted by telephone with  40 
(2017 study) and 60 (2015 study) classroom training attendees. This study, conducted in 2019, 
used a web survey in order to reach a greater and more diverse number of attendees. Unlike the 
previous studies, the 2019 study included webinar attendees as well as those who had gone to 
classroom trainings. The 2019 study also contacted attendees approximately four months after 
the trainings so that they could better recall what they had learned; earlier studies waited six 
months. 

Twenty-three of the 86 (27%) respondents work as municipal building code employees and 63 
(73%) work as contractors, architects, equipment suppliers, or energy-efficiency professionals 
(referred to as ‘building professionals’). Key findings include the following: 

• Most respondents – 83% of municipal building code employees and 62% of building 
professionals – reported making some changes to their work because of the trainings. 
Both municipal building code employees and building professionals most frequently 
mentioned insulation and some aspect of building envelope or ventilation as being affected 
by the changes to their work because of the training. 

• Most respondents who had not made any changes after the trainings (three out of four 
municipal building code employees and 16 out of 24 building professionals) expect the 
trainings will impact their work in the future. 

• The most important aspects of the trainings for all respondents were the updates and 
summaries on code changes. The second most important area for municipal building code 
employees was information on insulation. Building professionals cited handouts or 
printouts to use as references and having conversations with other attendees as the 
second most important aspect of the training session.  

 
1 This was formerly referred to as the Code Compliance Support Initiative (CCSI) 
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• Most respondents (87% of municipal building code employees and 79% of building 
professionals) had shared some of the information from the trainings with other parties; 
most often homeowners, contractors, and colleagues. 

• Over four-fifths of all respondents were aware of the support provided by the Mass Save 
Energy Support Technical Initiative. Of those who had asked questions of the support line, 
over one-half provided satisfaction ratings of six or seven on a one to seven scale where 
one was not at all satisfied and seven was extremely satisfied. No respondents provided 
ratings below four.  

• Respondents’ suggestions for improving the trainings include specific areas for the 
trainings to cover, most notably Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) and 
renovations and additions. Respondents, particularly municipal building code employees, 
would like to have more builders and contractors attend the trainings. Respondents also 
focused on educating the public, especially homeowners.   

USE OF TRAINING INFORMATION IN THE FIELD 
Most respondents noted they had made some changes in their work because of the training(s) 
they attended. A higher percentage of municipal building code employees noted they made 
changes (82% for inspections; 75% for building permit review; 83% for either inspections or 
building permit review) than building professionals (62% for all work). The areas most affected by 
changes were insulation and envelope areas (all respondents), and air sealing, and ventilation 
(municipal building code employees). 

The percentage of respondents who reported making changes to their work because of the 
trainings are about the same as those from the 2017 study and higher than those from the 2015 
and 2016 studies, as shown in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1: Making Changes to Work due to CSCS Trainings 

 

The most important information provided by the trainings for all respondents (52% of municipal 
building code employees and 66% of building professionals) was updates and summaries of code 
changes. The next most important areas were information on insulation for municipal building 
code employees while building professionals cited having conversations with other attendees.  

All the respondents who did not report making or planning any changes to fieldwork after attending 
the trainings indicated that they already did everything necessary to enforce or follow the energy 
code. Figure 2 shows the percentages of municipal building code employees and building 
professionals who reported that they had already made changes, planned to make changes, or 
believed they already did everything they should to enforce or follow the energy code.  
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Figure 2: Changes Made or Planned  

 
 

SHARING INFORMATION FROM THE TRAININGS  
Most respondents (87% of municipal building code employees and 79% of building professionals) 
had shared some of the information from the trainings with other parties. Municipal building code 
employees noted that they had shared information mostly with contractors, followed by 
homeowners and colleagues. Building professionals most frequently noted that they had shared 
information with homeowners, followed by contractors, employees, and colleagues.  It is important 
to note that the majority (the one municipal building code official and six of the eight building 
professionals) of respondents who did not make or plan any changes to their work shared 
information from the trainings with others. Thus, the trainings may well impact code compliance 
even if the attendees themselves do not make any changes.  

 

The findings for respondents sharing information from the trainings are slightly lower than those 
of the 2017 study and similar to those from the 2015 and 2016 studies, as shown in Figure 3.  
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Figure 3: Sharing CSCS Training Information  

 

CODE COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT ENVIRONMENT 
Almost half (12 of 23) municipal building code employees recalled encountering at least one case 
of noncompliance related to energy efficiency in the field. The most common issues encountered 
during inspections concerned inadequate ventilation, contractors not being properly trained, 
improper type of insulation, and improper installation of insulation. One respondent offered an 
example of contractors trying to stuff too much insulation into a bay. Most municipal building code 
employees consider energy-efficiency to be either a high (8 out of 19 or 42%) or medium priority 
(10 out of 19 or 53%) relative to other areas they must check.  

Over four-fifths (83%) of all respondents were aware of the support provided by the Mass Save 
Energy Support Technical Initiative. Of those who had asked questions of the support line, over 
one-half (53%) provided satisfaction ratings of six or seven on a one to seven scale where one 
was not at all satisfied and seven was extremely satisfied. No respondents provided ratings below 
four. 

RESPONDENT SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE CSCS TRAININGS 
Eight of the 23 (35%) municipal building code employees and 17 of the 63 (27%) building 
professionals provided specific suggestions for improving the CSCS trainings. Six of 25 
respondents would like more builders and contractors to attend the trainings. Respondents often 
suggested specific areas for the trainings to focus on, with HVAC and renovations and additions 
noted more than once. One of the two building professionals who suggested the trainings focus 
more on renovations and additions noted that most of their colleagues are involved in these 
projects. Renovations and additions are also an area where code officials and building 
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professionals have the most interaction with homeowners. Indeed, five respondents suggested 
more education or outreach to homeowners.    

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS 
Based on the follow-up web surveys and other work on the CSCS, NMR offers the following 
considerations for improvement. 

• Continue to offer the CSCS classroom trainings and webinars, since a majority of 
attendees again noted, as they have in the past, that they changed their practices to better 
enforce or comply with the building energy code as a result of the trainings. 

• Examine options to encourage more builders and contractors to attend the 
trainings. While the respondents did not offer any suggestions for doing this, the CSCS 
may want to consider having local code officials promote the trainings, working with 
homebuilder associations and local media, or offering trainings in the evenings with dinner 
included.  

• Provide more focus on additions and renovations, as these make up most of the 
situations encountered by the attendees. (The immediate surveys fielded after classroom 
trainings find between one-half and three-fifths of work involves existing buildings. 
Similarly, the Renovations and Additions Market Characterization and Potential Savings 
Study found this market is 95% larger than the new construction market for single-family 
homes in Massachusetts; this study included non-permitted projects which raised the 
market size.)2 

• Consider leveraging homeowner and public outreach efforts provided by different 
programs to inform or use in training CSCS attendees about educating and working 
with these groups. 

• Given the success of the web surveys in reaching training attendees, we 
recommend using this method in future studies. 

 

 
2 NMR Group, Inc., RLPNC 18-12: Renovations and Additions Market Characterization and Potential Savings Study 
Draft submitted on December 14, 2019 
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1                             
Section 1 Introduction 
NMR, as part of the Cross-cutting evaluation team, conducted a web survey of 86 individuals who 
attended one or more residential classroom trainings or webinars sponsored by the 
Massachusetts Codes and Standards Compliance and Support Initiative (CSCS).3 The CSCS 
seeks to improve compliance with residential and commercial building codes in Massachusetts 
through various avenues over the long term. The overall goal of the web survey is to determine if 
and how the trainees are using what they learned at the trainings in the field. NMR and Cadmus 
have been documenting the effects of CSCS trainings and other efforts since 2014. These 
evaluation efforts, including this report, feed into the attribution process for residential and 
commercial code compliance savings. 

This report is organized as follows:  
• Overview of the CSCS residential classroom and webinar trainings, the evaluation 

approach, and characteristics of the respondents 

• Findings, including: 

o Trainee use of information from the trainings 
o Information trainees identify as most useful 
o Trainee sharing of information from the training 
o Other sources of code compliance information that trainees identify as useful 
o Description of the code compliance and enforcement environment 
o Suggestions for improving the trainings  
o Considerations 

• Appendix A: Interview guides 

1.1 OVERVIEW OF CSCS RESIDENTIAL CLASSROOM TRAININGS 
Through the CSCS, since September 2014 the PAs have offered residential classroom trainings 
and webinars about complying with the 2012 and 2015 International Energy Conservation Code 
(IECC) to builders, architects, equipment suppliers, energy-efficiency professionals, building 
inspectors, and others involved in either applying or enforcing building codes. The purpose of 
these trainings is to increase the rate of compliance with the building energy code in 
Massachusetts. The trainings cover topics including code changes, the stretch code, solar-ready 
requirements, air barriers and insulation, ventilation, additions and alterations, and efficient 
equipment or mechanical systems.  

This evaluation focuses on the residential classroom trainings and webinars conducted between 
October 31, 2018 and June 25, 2019.  

 
3 This was formerly referred to as the Code Compliance Support Initiative (CCSI) 
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1.2 EVALUATION APPROACH 
While the overall goal of this study is similar to the goals of earlier studies conducted in 2015, 
2016, and 2017, the methodology is different. The earlier studies consisted of in-depth interviews 
conducted by telephone with classroom training attendees. This study, conducted in 2019, used 
a web survey in order to reach a larger, more diverse group of attendees. Unlike the previous 
studies, the 2019 study included webinar attendees as well as those who had gone to classroom 
trainings. The 2019 study also contacted attendees four months after the trainings so that they 
could better recall what they had learned; earlier studies waited six months. While a few webinars 
had been offered in earlier years, they have become more frequent in 2018 and 2019. A total of 
86 attendees (20% of those contacted) responded to the 2019 residential web survey, compared 
to 40 in 2017 (13% of those contacted).  

1.2.1 Interview Questions 
NMR designed the web survey to resemble the follow-up interview guides used in previous years. 
It covered the following topics:   

• Activities since attending training(s), distinguishing between new construction and 
renovations, the number of projects and housing units worked on, and, for building code 
officials, the number of inspections conducted and building permits reviewed 

• If and how respondents have applied what they learned from the training to their work  

• If the respondents believe they will use what they have learned in the future 

• If applicable, why information from the trainings or webinars is not used in the field  

• How and with whom the information from the trainings is shared  

• The most important aspects of the training(s) and suggestions for improvement 

• Type of information filed with building departments to document energy code compliance 

• Experiences with energy code enforcement and changes in perceived interest in energy 
efficiency 

Finally, the web surveys assessed the following aspects of the Mass Save Energy Code Technical 
Support Initiative: 

• Awareness of the support provided by the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support 
Initiative 

• Use of the Initiative’s website, email, and phone services for information on the energy 
code 

• For those who have used the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative, 
satisfaction with the support provided 

We present the results for two groups of attendees: 

• Municipal building code employees who work enforcing the building code, such as building 
commissioners, building inspectors, and code consultants, and 
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• Building professionals, including builders, architects, energy managers, contractors, 
equipment suppliers, and energy-efficiency professionals (mostly HERS raters). 

The results presented in the next sections are organized by survey topic. Appendix A contains 
copies of the residential web surveys used for municipal building code employees and building 
professionals. 

1.2.2 Sample Design and Disposition 
The sample frame for the web survey consisted of unique attendees to 11 classroom trainings 
and 9 webinars covering the residential energy code held from October 31, 2018 to June 25, 
2019. Of the 535 individuals who attended these trainings, 109 were deemed ineligible for the 
residential web survey due to the following factors: 

• They worked mainly outside Massachusetts (this factor had an impact on the sample size 
since we included webinar attendees, a fair number of whom call in from across the 
country) 

• They worked for the Program Administrators (PAs) or contractors directly involved with 
the CSCS 

• They failed to provide an email adress when registering for the trainings 

• They had also attended commercial trainings and were allocated to the commercial web 
survey sample frame.4 

The sample frame thus consisted of 426 unique attendees of the trainings held during the study 
period. We contacted survey candidates approximately four months after the earliest training they 
had attended from the end of October 2018 through June 2019 in a three-step process. 

1) First, candidates received an email from the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support 
Initiative introducing the study and noting that the on-line surveys would take about 15 
minutes to complete. The introductory email also noted that in appreciation of their time, 
respondents would receive a digital $45 Amazon gift card.  

2) NMR sent the invitation to take the survey the day after the introductory email. The 
invitation contained a unique link for each candidate listing the trainings they had attended 
and accessing the appropriate survey for municipal building code employees or building 
professionals. The survey invitation also included a contact from the PAs, for those who 
wanted to check the legitimacy of the survey, and an NMR contact for any technical 
questions or having the invitation sent to a different email address. 

3) NMR sent reminders to those who had not completed the surveys each week for five 
weeks after the initial invitation. 

 
4 Some individuals attended both the residential and commercial trainings. The study team fielded a similar web 
survey about the commercial trainings. The initial study design allocated individuals who attended both residential 
and commercial trainings to one survey or the other. At the beginning of October 2019, to maximize response rates 
the PAs agreed to allow the study team to contact individuals for commercial surveys if they had attended both types 
of trainings, even if they had already been contacted for the residential surveys.  
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Eighty respondents completed the entire web survey. In addition, six completed all except the last 
parts of the survey which covered the type of information filed with building departments to 
document energy code compliance. We have included those respondents in the analyses of how 
the trainings have influenced field work and other applicable areas. Table 1 summarizes the 
sample disposition. 

Table 1: Sample Disposition 

Sample Total Municipal Building Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

Candidates receiving emails 426 188 238 
Completed surveys 80 19 61 
Partially completed surveys* 6 4 2 
Overall response rate 20% 12% 26% 
*This includes only respondents who completed the sections on use of training information in the field. 

1.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

Most municipal building code employees listed their occupation as building inspector. The most 
frequently listed occupations among building professionals were contractors and architects. Table 
2 shows the web survey respondents by the occupation provided. 

Table 2: Follow-Up Web Survey Respondents 
(number of respondents; n=86) 

Position Number of Respondents 

All municipal building code employees 23 
  Local building inspectors 15 
  Building commissioners 5 
  Deputy building commissioners 1 
  Director of municipal services 1 
  Other code officials 1 
All building professionals 63 
  Contractors 14 
  Architects 13 
  Energy-efficiency specialists except HERS raters 9 
  Builders 8 
  HERS raters 7 
  Equipment suppliers 7 
  Engineers 3 
  Energy managers 2 
All respondents 86 
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Three-fifths of all respondents attended only classroom trainings while one-third attended only 
webinars. Very few attended both classroom trainings and webinars. Web attendees had higher 
response rates than classroom attendees (Table 3). This is due to municipal building code 
employees, who have lower response rates (Table 1), being more likely to attend classroom 
trainings.  

Table 3: Residential Trainings Attended by Follow-Up Interview Respondents 
(number of respondents; n=86) 

Type of Training Attended 
Total Number 

of 
Respondents 

Survey 
Response 

Rate 

Type of Respondent 
Municipal 
Building 

Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

Classroom only 52 17% 12 40 
Web only 29 29% 7 22 
Both classroom and web 5 42% 4 1 
Total 86 20% 23 63 
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2                             
Section 2 Use of Training Information in the Field  
This and subsequent sections present results by survey topic. Key findings for each topic appear 
in boldface bullets at the beginning of the relevant section. 

Key Findings 

 The training affects attendees’ work. More than four out of five (82%) of the municipal 
building code employees who conduct inspections and three out of four (75%) who review 
building permit applications indicated they made some changes to this work after attending 
the training. Nearly two-thirds of building professionals (62%) reported making changes to 
their work because of the training.  

 The proportion of respondents making changes to their work because of the trainings are 
about the same as those from the 2017 study (85% of municipal building code employees 
and 65% of building professionals) and higher than those from the 2015 and 2016 studies 
(53% to 73% of all respondents). 

 Both municipal building code employees and building professionals most frequently 
mentioned insulation and some aspect of building envelope or ventilation as being affected 
by the changes to their work because of the training.  

 Many municipal building code employees indicated that they spend more time on 
inspections (59% of all who do inspections) and on permit reviews (45% of all who review 
permits) as a result of changes made after the trainings – typically up to an additional 15 
minutes each.  

Section Overview 

A key goal of the follow-up web surveys was to assess if and how the training attendees apply 
the trainings to their work. The survey posed the following questions to municipal building code 
employees: 

“Have you changed how you conduct energy code inspections a result of the 
[training(s)/webinar(s)] you attended?” 

“Have you changed how you review building permit applications for the energy code as a 
result of the [training(s)/webinar(s)] you attended?” 

A similar question was posed to building professionals: 

“Have you made any changes in your work to better comply with the energy code as a result 
of the [training(s)/webinar(s)] you attended?” 

These questions are similar to the ones used for the interviews conducted in previous years. 
However, since we used a web survey in 2019, respondents could choose from a list of options 
to describe how their work had changed; they could also write in specific responses if they chose 
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certain options, including “other”, “pay more attention to certain areas”, or “finding and correcting 
lack of code compliance that might have been missed prior to the training” as a response.5  

This section first examines the opportunities trainees had to use what they had learned – that is, 
how many housing units they worked on or how many building inspections or permit reviews they 
conducted. This section then examines what changes the respondents believe they made due to 
the trainings. New to this research is that respondents who did not make any changes indicated 
if they believed the trainings would influence their work in the future. Those who did not make any 
changes and did not expect to do so in the future were asked why the trainings had not influenced 
their work.  

2.1 RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION WORK AFTER TRAININGS 
Most respondents indicated they had performed building inspections, building permit reviews, or 
other residential construction activity since attending the trainings and provided estimates of 
number of residential housing units involved (Table 4). Respondents to the follow-up surveys 
worked on close to 4,000 housing units in the approximately four months after attending the 
trainings. Only about one-third of the housing units that municipal building code employees 
inspected and one-fourth of the building permits they reviewed consisted of new construction or 
gut rehabs, while more than one-half of the housing units involved in the building professionals’ 
work were new construction or gut rehabs. This is likely due to the trainings attracting building 
professionals such as HERS raters, architects, and other energy-efficiency specialists who are 
more likely to work on this kind of project. 

 Table 4: Housing Units in Residential Construction Work Done After the 
Trainings  

(number of respondents engaging in activity) 

  Number of Housing Units 

 Number of 
Respondents Total 

New Constr. 
Or Gut 
Rehab 

Renov. Or 
Additions 

Inspections (code officials only) 22 1317 454 863 
Building permit review (code 
officials only) 

20 1159 291 868 

Other work involving residential 
construction (building professionals 
only) 

46 1224 675 549 

Total 69 3700 1420 2280 

 
5 The last two options were available only to municipal building code employees. 
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2.2 CHANGES MADE TO WORK AFTER ATTENDING TRAININGS 
The web surveys offered respondents several options to describe how their work had changed 
as a result of attending the trainings. Municipal building code employees noted changes to 
inspections and building permit review while building professionals, a more diverse group, simply 
noted changes to their work. 

2.2.1 Municipal Building Code Employees  – Inspections  
More than four out of five (18 of 22, or 82%) of the municipal building code employees who 
conducted inspections indicated they made some changes to the way their inspections 
after attending the trainings. Moreover, three of the four who had not made any changes 
indicated they expect the trainings will impact their inspections work in the future.   

The surveys provided the following options for how inspection work had changed after the 
trainings: 

• Pay more attention to certain areas 
• Spend more time on inspections 
• Spend less time on inspections 
• Verifying insulation levels 
• Verifying other values 
• Pay more time or attention to blower door tests 
• Pay more time or attention to duct blaster tests 
• Finding and correcting lack of code compliance that might have been missed prior to the 

training 
• Other  

The surveys asked respondents who chose “pay more attention to certain areas”, “finding and 
correcting lack of code compliance that might have been missed prior to the training”, or “other” 
to write in specific responses. We also asked respondents who chose “spend more time on 
inspections” or “spend less time on inspections” to estimate the change in minutes. 

As shown in Table 5, the most frequently mentioned areas affected by changes to 
inspections were insulation and air sealing. Respondents also noted paying more attention to 
ventilation issues and making sure the proper documentation is provided. Thirteen of the 18 
respondents who had made changes to their inspection work noted that they spend more time 
on inspections; most increases were 15 minutes or less, but three respondents noted that they 
spent an additional half hour per inspection (Table 6). 
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Table 5: Areas Affected by Municipal Building Code Employee Changes to 
Inspections 

(number of municipal building code employee respondents; multiple response; n=18) 

Areas Number of Respondents 

All municipal building code employees who made changes 18 
Pay more attention to certain areas 15 

Air sealing 8 
Ventilation 3 
Documentation 3 
Spray foam application for insulation 2 
R values for insulation 2 
Air barriers 2 
Ductwork 2 
Vapor barriers 1 

Finding and correcting lack of code compliance that might have been 
missed prior to the training 

12 

Poorly installed insulation 11 
Lack of air sealing 6 
Improper operation of mechanical ventilation 2 
Incorrect documentation 2 
Lack of contractor knowledge 1 

Verifying insulation levels 10 
Pay more time or attention to blower door tests 5 
Pay more time or attention to duct blaster tests 4 
Verifying values other than insulation 3 
Educate applicants about energy code requirements 1 

 

Table 6: Additional Time Per Inspection After Municipal Building Code Employee 
Trainings 

(number of respondents; n=13) 

Increase in Minutes per Inspection Number of Respondents 

Less than 10 minutes 2 
Ten minutes 5 
Fifteen minutes 2 
Twenty minutes 1 
Thirty minutes 3 

Most respondents (16 out of 18 or 89%) noted that changes made to inspections applied equally 
to new construction and renovations or additions. However, two respondents noted that they had 
more issues with renovations and thus the changes applied to this sector. One respondent 
explained, 
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“No problems found with professionals on new construction. Many of the renovations  are 
being done by non-professionals (homeowners) in my  jurisdiction. This group many times 
doesn’t understand what is required to meet compliance and must be brought along (advised) 
to obtain compliance.” 

The one respondent who had not made any changes to the way they conduct inspections and did 
not expect to do so in the future noted that they already did everything they should to enforce the 
energy code.  

2.2.2 Municipal Building Code Employees—Permit Reviews 
Three-quarters of municipal building code employees (15 out of 20, or 75%) who reviewed 
building permit applications indicated they had changed their review process after the 
trainings. Moreover, one of the five who had not made any changes indicated they expect the 
trainings will impact their permit review work in the future. The surveys provided the same options 
for how building permit review work had changed after the trainings as listed above for 
inspections.  

As shown in Table 7, the most frequently mentioned areas affected by changes to building 
permit review were insulation and ventilation. All but one of the building code employees who 
made changes to permit review after the trainings also made changes to how they conduct 
inspections. Nine of the 15 respondents who had made changes to their permit review work 
noted that they spend more time on reviews; most increases were 15 minutes or less (Table 
8).  
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Table 7: Areas Affected by Municipal Building Code Employee Changes to Permit 
Review 

(number of municipal building code employee respondents; multiple response; n=15) 

Areas Number of 
Respondents 

All municipal building code employees who made changes 15 
Pay more attention to certain areas 9 

Insulation 7 
Ventilation 5 
Windows and doors 3 
Use of ResCheck and other documentation 3 
Air barriers 2 
HVAC system 1 
Preliminary HERS ratings 1 
Spray foam application for insulation 1 

Finding and correcting lack of code compliance that might have been 
missed prior to the training 

9 

Insulation 6 
Duct work 2 
Ventilation 1 
Air barriers 1 
Air sealing 1 
Lack of contractor knowledge 1 

Verifying insulation levels 7 
Pay more time or attention to blower door tests 4 
Pay more time or attention to duct blaster tests 3 
Verifying values other than insulation 3 

 

Table 8: Additional Time Per Permit Review After Municipal Building Code 
Employee Trainings 

(number of respondents; n=9) 

Increase in Minutes per Permit Review Number of Respondents 

Less than 10 minutes 1 
Ten minutes 3 
Fifteen minutes 3 
Twenty minutes 1 
Thirty minutes 1 

All respondents noted that changes made to building permit review applied equally to new 
construction and renovations or additions. The four respondents who had not made any changes 
to the way they review building permits and did not expect to do so in the future noted that they 
already did everything they should to enforce the energy code.  
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Asked if there were areas other than inspections and permit review where the trainings had 
influenced their work, three respondents noted that they have discussions with designers, owners, 
builders, and contractors relaying information about complying with the energy code. An additional 
respondent noted that they work as a contractor as well and the training made them more aware 
of the importance of paying attention to details for energy code compliance. One respondent 
noted,  

 “Contractors need to be in the SAME class as the inspectors. This is information that the 
contractors need; as my department spends too much time educating contractors who should 
know this information before submitting applications.” 

In total, 19 out of 23 (83%) municipal building code employees made changes to their inspection 
or permit review work after the trainings. Of those who made any type of changes, about one-half 
attended only classroom trainings, about one-third attended only webinars, and the remainder 
attended both classroom trainings and webinars (Table 9). This is similar to the types of trainings 
attended by all municipal building code employees. 

Table 9: Type of Training Attended by Municipal Building Code Employees and 
Changes to Work 

(number of respondents; n=23) 

Type of Training Attended Made Changes Plan to Make 
Changes 

No Changes 
Made or 
Planned 

Classroom only 10 1 1 
Web only 6 1  
Both classroom and web 3 1  
Total 19 3 1 

2.2.3 Building Professionals 
More than three-fifths (39 out of 63, or 62%) of the building professionals indicated they 
made some changes to their work after attending the trainings. Moreover, 16 of the 24 who 
noted they made no changes (25% of all building professional trainees) expect the trainings will 
impact their work in the future.  

The surveys provided the following options for how building professional work had changed after 
the trainings: 

• Equipment used 
• Subcontractors used 
• Insulation materials 
• Insulation levels 
• Insulation installation practices  
• Attention to building envelope to improve air-sealing 
• Ductwork to improve to duct-sealing 
• Blower door tests 
• Other  
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The surveys asked respondents who chose “other” to write in specific responses. 

As shown in Table 10, the most frequently mentioned areas affected by changes to building 
professional work were the building envelope and insulation. Respondents also noted they 
are paying more attention to ductwork and blower door tests.  

Table 10: Areas Affected by Building Professional Changes 
(number of respondents; multiple response; n=39) 

Areas Number of 
Respondents 

All building professionals who made changes 39 
All insulation areas 30 

Insulation materials 24 
Insulation installation practices 23 
Insulation levels 18 

Attention to building envelope to improve air-sealing 30 
Attention to ductwork to improve duct-sealing 17 
Blower door tests 11 
Equipment used 10 
Subcontractors used 9 
Other  5 

Domestic hot water pipe insulation 1 
Solar-ready rooftops 1 
Improved ability to discuss code provisions with clients and answer their 
questions 

1 

Refer to code book more often 1 
Public outreach using educational materials provided 1 

The eight respondents who had not made any changes to their work and did not expect to do so 
in the future noted that they already did everything they should to enforce or follow the energy 
code. It is important to note that the majority (the one municipal building code official and six of 
the eight building professionals) of respondents who did not make or plan any changes to their 
work shared information from the trainings with others. Thus, the trainings may impact code 
compliance even if the attendees themselves do not make any changes. 

Most respondents (25 out of 30 or 83%) who answered the question noted that changes 
made to their work applied equally to new construction and renovations or additions. 
However, four respondents noted that only some of the changes applied to renovations or 
additions and one respondent indicated none of the changes applied to renovations or additions. 
These respondents noted that not all additions involved conditioned space and some of the 
energy code did not apply to renovations or additions. 

Seven of the eight respondents who had not made any changes to their work and did not expect 
to do so in the future noted that they already did everything properly to the energy code. One 
respondent indicated the training was not relevant to their work. 
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Just over three-fifths of the building professionals who made changes to their work attended 
classroom trainings, about one-third attended only webinars, and the remainder attended both 
classroom trainings and webinars (Table 11). This is similar to the types of trainings attended by 
all building professionals. 

Table 11: Type of Training Attended by Building Professionals and Changes to 
Work 

(number of respondents; n=63) 

Type of Training Attended Made Changes Plan to Make 
Changes 

No Changes 
Made or 
Planned 

Classroom only 24 11 5 
Web only 14 5 3 
Both classroom and web 1   
Total 39 16 8 
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3                             
Section 3 Most Important Parts of the  Trainings 
Key Findings 

 The most important parts of the trainings for all respondents were the updates and 
summaries on code changes. This may be due to respondents attending 2018 IECC 
Sneak Peak courses.  It may also be due to the respondents getting a refresher on parts 
of the code that they do not use regularly. For municipal building code employees, the 
next most important area was insulation topics; for building professionals, it was getting 
handouts/printouts to use as references and having conversations with other attendees in 
classroom trainings. These are the same topics noted by both municipal building code 
employee and building professional respondents to the 2017 study. 

Section Overview 

The follow-up web surveys sought to identify the aspects of the trainings attendees considered  
most important after having been in the field after training. The surveys posed the following 
question:  

“Thinking of all the ways you have used what you have learned from the training(s) you 
attended, what would you say was the most important part of the training(s)/webinar(s)?” 

The survey restricted respondents to one choice from the options below: 

• Updates/summary of code changes  
• Information on insulation 
• Information on blower door tests 
• Handouts/printouts and references 
• Having conversations with other attendees 
• Other (with request for a description) 

We developed these options based on the responses provided in the past studies which used 
open-ended in-depth interviews.  

3.1 MUNICIPAL BUILDING CODE EMPLOYEES 
As Table 12 shows, more than one-half of municipal building code employees found 
updates and summaries of code changes to be the most important information provided 
by the trainings. Close to one-third found the information on insulation to be most 
important.  
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Table 12: Most Important Information from Trainings – Municipal Building Code 
Employees 

(number of respondents; n=23) 

Most Important Part of Training Number of 
Respondents 

Type of Training Attended 
Classroom  

Only Web Only Both Class 
and Web 

n 23 12 7 4 
Updates/summary of code 
changes  

12 8 3 1 

Information on insulation 7 2 3 2 
Having conversations with other 
attendees 

2 2   

Handouts/printouts and references 1  1  
Information on construction 
methods and details 

1   1 

3.2 BUILDING PROFESSIONALS 
Table 13 shows the responses of the 61 building professionals who answered this question. Two-
thirds (40 out of 61 or 66%) indicated that updates and summaries of code changes were most 
important. The next most popular choices, noted by far fewer respondents, were having 
conversations with other attendees and handouts or printouts and references.  

Table 13: Most Important Information from Trainings – Building Professionals 
(number of respondents; multiple response; n=61) 

Most Important Part of Training Number of 
Respondents 

Type of Training Attended 
Classroom  

Only Web Only Both Class 
and Web 

n 61 40 20 1 
Updates/summary of code 
changes  

40 21 18 1 

Having conversations with other 
attendees 

7 7   

Handouts/printouts and references 6 5 1  
Information on insulation 5 4 1  
Information on blower door tests 2 2   
Nothing; not relevant to work 1 1   
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4                             
Section 4 Sharing of Training Information and 
Materials 
Key Findings 

 Most respondents (87% of municipal building code employees and 79% of building 
professionals) had shared some of the information from the trainings with other parties, 
most often homeowners, contractors, and colleagues. 

 Both groups indicated that the information from the training they shared most often was 
the handouts and printouts and the building code book or website. Some respondents 
volunteered favorable comments on the usefulness of these materials.  

 The findings for respondents sharing information from the trainings are slightly lower than 
those of the 2017 study (95% for municipal building code employees and 90% for building 
professionals) and similar to those from the 2015 and 2016 studies 60% to 80% for all 
respondents). 

Section Overview 

The follow-up web surveys sought to determine if the training attendees have shared information 
from the trainings with others, with whom they had shared information, and what information was 
shared. The surveys posed the following questions:  

“Have you shared any information from the training(s)/webinar(s) with any of the following 
parties?”  

“What information did you share?” 

The web surveys offered the following response options: 

• Your employees 
• Contractors 
• Colleagues 
• Homeowners 
• Building code officials (this option was offered to building professionals only) 
• Other  
• I have not shared any information 

The surveys asked respondents who chose “other” to write in specific responses. 
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4.1 MUNICIPAL BUILDING CODE EMPLOYEES 
As Table 14 shows, the vast majority of municipal building code employee respondents (20 
out of 23, or 87%) had shared some of the information from the trainings with other parties. 
These respondents most frequently noted sharing information with contractors, followed by 
homeowners and colleagues.  

Table 14: Parties Receiving Information from Municipal Building Code Employees 
(Percent of respondents; multiple response; n=23) 

Party Receiving Training Information Percent of Respondents 

Contractors 70% 
Homeowners 48% 
Colleagues 39% 
Employees 22% 
Designers 4% 
No information shared 13% 

Municipal building code employees most often shared the building code book or website followed 
by handouts or printouts from the trainings (Table 15).  

Table 15: Type of Information Shared by Municipal Building Code Employees 
(Percent of respondents who shared information; multiple response; n=20) 

Type of Information Percent of Respondents 

Building code book or website 65% 
Handouts or printouts 45% 
Manufacturers’ specs 5% 
Information about code review and inspections 5% 
Verbal information 5% 

A building inspector who had printed out and shared the slides from a webinar he attended noted: 

“The slides often show what the code says. Putting a picture to the written code explains a lot 
of items.”  
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4.2 BUILDING PROFESSIONALS 
Table 16 shows that, like the municipal building code employee respondents, most building 
professional respondents (50 out of 63, or 79%) had shared some of the information from 
the trainings with other parties. Building professionals most frequently noted that they had 
shared information with homeowners, followed by contractors, employees, and colleagues.   

Table 16: Parties Receiving Information from Building Professionals 
(Percent of respondents; multiple response; n=63) 

Party Receiving Training Information Percent of Respondents 

Homeowners 46% 
Contractors 41% 
Employees 41% 
Colleagues 38% 
Building code officials 11% 
Clients 2% 
Subcontractors 2% 
Architects 2% 
No information shared 21% 

Building professionals most often shared handouts or printouts from the trainings followed by the 
building code book or website (Table 17). Many respondents also noted more specific information 
they shared. 

Table 17: Type of Information Shared by Building Professionals 
(Percent of respondents who shared information; multiple response; n=50) 

Type of Information Percent of Respondents 

Handouts or printouts 40% 
Building code book or website 36% 
General information 10% 
Verbal information 6% 
Code update summaries 4% 
Insulation and air sealing information 2% 
Blower door requirements for makeup air 2% 
Explanatory notes on construction drawings for code compliance 2% 
Information on heat pumps in basements 2% 
Information about code changes 2% 
Conversations about specific projects 2% 
General discussions among training participants 2% 
Specs 2% 
Best practices 2% 
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An energy consultant noted they had printed out the slides from a webinar because  

“They are useful for referencing the changes quickly for me and my partner.” 

The energy coordinator for a town also noted that they had printed out the slides from a webinar 
and used them for  

“Public educational outreach for residents, local contractors and building officials” 
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5                             
Section 5 Use of Mass Save Energy Support 
Technical Initiative and Other Trainings Attended 
Key Findings 

 Over four-fifths of all respondents were aware of the support provided by the Mass Save 
Energy Support Technical Initiative.   

 Respondents who had asked questions of the support line were quite satisfied with the 
Initiative. Over one-half of these respondents provided satisfaction ratings of six or seven 
on a one to seven scale where one was not at all satisfied and seven was extremely 
satisfied. No respondents provided ratings below four. Similarly, of the 18 respondents to 
the 2017 study who had asked questions of the Initiative, all but one were satisfied with 
the results. 

 When asked about other residential energy-efficiency trainings they had attended, 
municipal building code employees only listed CSCS trainings while building professionals 
listed trainings with various sponsors.   

Section Overview 

The Mass Save Technical Support Initiative allows individuals to pose energy code questions 
online or by telephone. The surveys examined awareness, use of. and satisfaction with the 
Initiative through the following questions: 

“Are you aware that code information is available on the Mass Save Energy Code Technical 
Support Initiative website and through the telephone?” 

“Have you ever looked for any code information on the Mass Save Energy Code Technical 
Support Initiative website or asked questions from the Initiative?” 

“[If yes] How satisfied are with the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative?” 

It  also sought to identify any other trainings on the subject attended by the respondents.  

“Since [DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR ATTENDED] have you attended any other 
classroom presentations or webinars that covered energy efficiency in residential 
construction? [If yes] Please describe” 

5.1 AWARENESS AND USE OF THE MASS SAVE TECHNICAL SUPPORT INITIATIVE 
Most respondents (83% each of municipal building code employees and building 
professionals) reported being aware of the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative as a 
source of energy code information. Eight of the 19 municipal building code employees who 
were aware of the Initiative had asked questions on-line or through the telephone. A smaller 
percentage of building professionals (9 out of 52 or 17%) had made similar use of the Initiative 
(Table 18). However, more than two-fifths of building professionals (24 out of 52 or 42%) noted 
that they had looked for information on the website. 
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Table 18: Use of the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative 
(number of respondents aware of information source; n=71) 

Use 
Municipal 

Build. Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals Total 

n 19 52 71 
Have asked questions through the website 2 6 8 
Have asked questions through the phone 3 2 5 
Have asked questions through both the 
website and telephone 

3 1 4 

Have not asked any questions 11 43 54 

5.2 SATISFACTION WITH THE MASS SAVE TECHNICAL SUPPORT INITIATIVE 
All respondents who had asked questions of the support line were quite satisfied with the service 
provided by the Initiative. As shown in Table 19, over one-half of respondents gave satisfaction 
ratings of six or seven on a one to seven scale, where one was not at all satisfied and seven was 
extremely satisfied. No respondents provided ratings below four.  

Table 19: Satisfaction with the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative 
(number of respondents who asked questions; n=17) 

Rating 

Municipal 
Build. Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals Total 

n 8 9 17 
Four 2 1 3 
Five 3 2 5 
Six  4 4 
Seven 3 2 5 

Several respondents elaborated on why they were so satisfied. 

“Anytime I have reached out to Mass Save, I have always gotten the answer I was looking for, 
in a helpful manner.” Equipment supplier 

“Every time I have reached out regarding any code questions, I have received quick, 
competent answers. On the off chance the representative didn’t have the answer, they 
referred me to someone who would.” Energy consultant 

“Bob De Sousa is an excellent presenter at seminars. I have been to two of his presentations 
in the last year and called him on phone once for advice on energy matter.” Municipal building 
code employee 
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5.3 TRAININGS ATTENDED SINCE CSCS TRAININGS 
Nine out of 23 municipal building code employees and 12 out of 63 building professionals listed 
additional presentations or webinars that covered energy efficiency in residential construction that 
they had attended since the trainings covered by the surveys. All of the presentations or webinars 
listed by the municipal building code employees were part of the CSCS.6 This suggests that 
municipal building code employees are not likely to attend trainings on the energy code outside 
of those provided by the CSCS. Building professionals, by contrast, listed trainings offered by 
various organizations, as shown in Table 20.   

Table 20: Sponsors of Trainings Attended by Building Professionals 
(n=12, multiple response) 

Training Sponsors Number of Respondents 

Equipment suppliers 4 

National Association of the Remodeling Industry (NARI) 3 

Passive House Institute US (PHIUS) 2 

Northeast Sustainable Energy Association (NESEA) 1 

US Green Building Council (USGBC) 1 

Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships (NEEP) 1 

Northeast Home Energy Rating System Alliance (NEHERS) 1 

American Institute of Architects (AIA) 1 

 
6 While the question specified residential trainings attended since the date of the last training referenced for each 
respondent, some municipal building code employees listed commercial trainings and earlier trainings. All were part 
of the CSCS. 
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6                             
Section 6 Code Compliance and Enforcement 
Environment 
Key Findings 

 A majority (59%) of building professionals noted they put in more effort or spend more 
time complying with the energy code than in previous years. Four-fifths (81%) of these 
respondents believe the trainings they attended to be a factor in this change. A majority 
(61%) also reported increased interest in energy efficiency among their customers during 
the past year or so.   

 Almost half (12 of 23) municipal building code employees recalled encountering at least 
one case of noncompliance related to energy efficiency in the field. The most common 
issues encountered during inspections concerned inadequate ventilation, contractors not 
being properly trained, improper type of insulation, and improper installation of insulation. 
One respondent offered an example of contractors trying to stuff too much insulation into 
a bay.  

Section Overview 

A key goal of the follow-up surveys was to identify perceived changes in code enforcement and 
the market for energy-efficiency. This section explores respondents’ perceptions of the priority 
given to checking for energy-efficiency in residential construction the energy-efficiency issues 
encountered in the field, and the factors impacting the amount of time municipal building code 
employees spend checking for the energy-efficiency aspects of code compliance. It also 
examines changes in the building professionals’ efforts to comply with the energy code. The 
section ends with a summary of information filed at local building departments to document energy 
code compliance for residential construction. 

6.1 PRIORITY GIVEN TO CHECKING FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN RESIDENTIAL 
CONSTRUCTION  

The surveys asked municipal building code employees and building professionals to rate checking 
the energy efficiency of a project as a low, medium, or high priority relative to the other issues 
that must be addressed. As shown in Table 21, building professionals are more likely than 
municipal building code employees to rate energy efficiency as a high priority, as is to be expected 
given the number of HERS raters and other energy-efficiency specialists attending the trainings 
and taking the follow-up surveys.  
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Table 21: Rating of Energy Efficiency Relative to Other Issues Addressed 
(Percent of respondents who provided a rating; n=81) 

Rating Municipal Build. 
Code Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

n 19* 62 
Low 1 16% 
Medium 10 26% 
High 8 58% 
*The number of responses is shown where the sample size is less than 20. 

Respondents who rated energy efficiency a low or medium priority noted in an open-ended 
question several areas that have a higher priority. They most often offered structural compliance, 
egress, and other life safety issues (Table 22). 

Table 22: Areas that have a Higher Priority than Energy Efficiency 
(Number of respondents who indicated an area; multiple response; n=36) 

Rating Municipal Build. 
Code Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

n 10 26 
Structural compliance 5 15 
Egress 2 6 
Life safety 4 2 
Wind zone compliance 2 2 
Framing 2 1 
Cost-effectiveness/initial cost  3 
Handrails/stair compliance  2 
Plumbing  2 
Fire and smoke detection 1 1 
Foundation  1 
Distributed generation  1 

6.2 MUNICIPAL BUILDING CODE EMPLOYEE EXPERIENCES IN CODE 
ENFORCEMENT 

The surveys posed the following two questions only to municipal building code employees: 

“What, if any, serious issues related to energy efficiency have you encountered during the 
past year or so that needed to be fixed?” 

“What factors determine the amount of time you spend checking for energy code compliance? 
Please check all that apply.” 

Almost half (12 of 23) municipal building code employees listed issues encountered in the field. 
As shown in Table 23, these respondents most frequently noted various insulation issues, 
contractors not being properly trained, and ventilation issues. One respondent offered an example 
of contractors trying to stuff too much insulation into a bay. 
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Table 23: Issues Encountered by Municipal Building Code Employees 
(n=12, multiple response) 

Description Number of Respondents 
Contractors not properly trained 3 
Ventilation not present 3 
Improper type of insulation 2 
Improper installation of insulation 2 
No insulation installed 1 
Improper air sealing 1 
Improper documentation 1 
Vapor barriers not installed 1 
Lack of public education 1 

The respondent citing lack of public education elaborated: 

“Lack of understanding of issues of energy code by average public. Always advise the public 
on these issues so that compliance can be achieved. Sometimes, the public is not happy with 
what is necessary to comply, both the complexity of what is necessary for compliance and 
economic cost.” 

The web surveys offered the following options for factors that determine the amount of time 
municipal building code employees spend checking for energy code compliance: 

• Limited staffing 
• Size of project 
• Complexity of project 
• Accuracy of documentation 
• Health and safety issues take priority 
• Other 

The surveys asked respondents who chose “other” to write in specific responses. 

As shown in Table 24, most respondents who answered the question cited the size and complexity 
of the project, as would be expected. However, close to one-half also noted that limited staffing 
determines how much time they can spend checking for energy efficiency. 
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Table 24: Factors Determining Time Spent Checking on Energy Efficiency Issues 
(n=19, multiple response) 

Description Number of Respondents 
Size of project 12 
Complexity of project 11 
Limited Staffing 8 
Accuracy of documentation filed 8 
Health and safety issues take priority 7 

6.3 BUILDING PROFESSIONALS’ ENERGY CODE COMPLIANCE EFFORTS 
The surveys posed the following questions only to building professionals: 

“In the last year or so, have you put in more effort or spend more time in complying with the 
energy code than in previous years? If yes, have the training(s) that you attended been a 
factor in the increase of time or effort?” 

“In the last year or so, have your customers become more interested in energy efficiency? If 
yes, are your customers willing to pay more for energy efficiency?” 

 “[For respondents who are not builders] In the last year or so, have builders become more 
concerned about complying with code?” 

Most building professionals gave affirmative answers to all of the above questions, as shown in 
Table 25.  
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Table 25: Changes in Code Compliance Efforts and Interest in Energy Efficiency 
(Percent of building professional respondents) 

Have you put in more effort to comply with the energy code? Percent of Respondents 
n 61 
Yes 59% 
No 21% 
Does not apply 20% 
If yes, were the training(s) you attended a factor?  
n 36 
Yes 81% 
No 19% 
Have your customers become more interested in energy-
efficiency?  

n 61 
Yes 61% 
No 24% 
Does not apply 15% 
If yes, are customers willing to pay more for energy-efficiency?   
n 37 
Yes 81% 
No 19% 
Have builders become more concerned about code 
compliance?   

n 54 
Yes 89% 
No 11% 

6.4 CODE COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTATION FILED 
The web surveys asked municipal building code employees and building professionals to note 
the type of information that they submit or review at their building department to document energy 
code compliance for residential construction, as follows: 

Please indicate the type of information filed [at your building department] to document energy 
code compliance for residential construction. Approximately what percentage of projects 
submit the following: [OPTIONS FOR 0-20%, 21-40%, 41-60%,61-80%, 81%-100%] 

• REScheck files with supplemental checklists for mandatory requirements 
• REScheck files with no supplemental information 
• Prescriptive checklists  
• Documentation that ducts are tested and/or that a blower door test is conducted. 
• Home Energy Rating Certificates 
• No compliance documents filed for project 
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The surveys offered options for 0-20%, 21-40%, 41-60%, 61-80%, and 81%-100%. We calculated 
mean percentages of projects with documents by weighting the midpoint of the ranges by the 
number of responses. 

As shown in Table 26 and Table 27, both municipal building code employees and building 
professionals most frequently cited as the type of information filed to document code compliance 
Home Energy Rating certificates (56%) and that ducts are tested and/or that a blower door test is 
conducted (52%). Building professionals had lower average percentages for all the documents 
listed; it may be that some respondents interpreted the question to include only documents that 
they file themselves, rather than what is filed for projects they work on. 
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Table 26: Information Filed at Municipal Building Code Employees’ Building Departments 
(number of respondents; n=19) 

 0 – 20% 21 - 40% 41 – 60% 61 – 80% 81 – 100% 

Mean 
Percentage of 
Projects with 
Documents 

Home Energy Rating Certificates 6  2 4 7 56% 
Documentation that ducts are tested 
and/or that a blower door test is 
conducted. 

3 5 2 5 4 52% 

REScheck files with supplemental 
checklists for mandatory requirements 

9 1 2 5 2 39% 

Prescriptive checklists  6 6 6 1  32% 
REScheck files with no supplemental 
information 

10 3 2 4  30% 

No compliance documents filed for 
project 

15  2  2 23% 
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Table 27: Information Filed by Building Professionals 
(number of respondents; n=31) 

 0 – 20% 21 - 40% 41 – 60% 61 – 80% 81 – 100% 

Mean 
Percentage of 
Projects with 
Documents 

Documentation that ducts are 
tested and/or that a blower door 
test is conducted. 

12 3 3 7 6 45% 

Home Energy Rating Certificates 11 4 6 3 7 44% 
REScheck files with supplemental 
checklists for mandatory 
requirements 

18 1 3 1 8 37% 

REScheck files with no 
supplemental information 

21 4 1 1 4 26% 

Prescriptive checklists  20 4 2 3 2 26% 
No compliance documents filed for 
project 24 3  2 2 21% 
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The surveys also asked municipal building code employees to estimate the percentage of 
additions and renovations to existing homes in their jurisdictions that file for building permits, 
offering the same percentage options as above. Most respondents noted that the majority of 
additions and renovations in their jurisdictions file for building permits (Table 28) with a mean of 
72%. The surveys for building professionals did not include this question. 

Table 28: Additions/Renovations Filing for Building Permits 
(number of municipal building code employees; n=23) 

Percentage Filing for Building Permits Number of Respondents 
0 – 20% 1 
21 – 40% 2 
41 – 60% 2 
61 – 80% 7 
81 – 100% 11 
Mean 72% 
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7                             
Section 7 Suggestions  for Improving the CSCS 
Trainings  
Key Findings 

 Respondents’ suggestions for improving the trainings included specific areas for the 
trainings to focus on, with HVAC and renovations and additions noted more than once. 
Six of 25 respondents would like more builders and contractors to attend the trainings. 
Respondents also focused on educating the public, especially homeowners.   

Section Overview 

The last question of the web surveys was open-ended, asking for any additional comments or 
suggestions.  

“Please let us know if you have any other suggestions for how the Energy Code Technical 
Support Initiative can help you to enforce/follow the energy code.” 

7.1 FEEDBACK FOR IMPROVING THE CSCS TRAININGS 
Eight of the 23 municipal building code employees and 17 of the 63 building professionals 
provided specific suggestions for improving the CSCS trainings, either through the surveys’ last 
question or earlier when discussing situations encountered in the field. As Table 29 shows, 
respondents suggested specific areas for the trainings to focus on, with HVAC and renovations 
and additions noted more than once. One of the two building professionals suggested the 
trainings focus more on renovations and additions noted that most of their colleagues are involved 
in these projects. Renovations and additions are also an area where code officials and building 
professionals have the most interaction with homeowners. Indeed, five respondents suggested 
more education or outreach to homeowners.  

Six of 25 respondents would like more builders and contractors to attend the trainings. One 
municipal building code employee noted, 

“Contractors need to be in the SAME class as the Inspectors. This is information that the 
contractors need; as my department spends too much time educating contractors who should 
know this information before submitting applications.” 
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Table 29: Suggestions for Improving the CSCS Trainings 
(number of respondents; multiple response; n=25) 

How to Improve the CSCS Trainings 
Municipal 

Building Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

Number of respondents offering suggestions for improvement 8 17 
Focus on specific areas 3 7 

Additions and renovations  2 
HVAC 2  
Air sealing  1 
Duct sealing  1 
Combined heat and power (CHP) systems  1 
Passive House compliance  1 
Stretch code compliance  1 
Compliance documentation 1  

General areas for improvement 1 5 
More technical details  1 
More diagrams  1 
More overall picture and fewer details  1 
Provide checklists  1 
More details for different types of construction  1 
More focus on actual issues encountered in the field 1  

Outreach to homeowners 1 4 
Provide simple, one-page handouts for homeowners  1 
More education for homeowners 1 1 
Guidance on talking points to use with homeowners  1 
Offer incentives to homeowners for upgrading insulation when 
walls are opened 

 1 

Get more builders and contractors to attend the trainings 4 2 
Hold more trainings on the North Shore  1 
Hold webinars during non-work hours  1 
Do field visits for ongoing projects 1  

As noted above, respondents also focused on educating the public, especially homeowners. A 
HERS rater noted,  

“As a HERS rating company, we have a good handle on how to follow basic code/stretch code 
and the IECC. What I would find helpful would be a webinar on how to make it more 
conversational, so that homeowners' eyes, (and some contractors' :), don't glaze over when 
we discuss it with them.” 

Finally, seven building professionals did not offer suggestions but noted that they appreciated the 
CSCS trainings being offered.   
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8                             
Section 8 Overall Considerations 
Based on the follow-up web surveys and other work on the CSCS, NMR offers the following 
considerations for improvement. 

• Continue to offer the CSCS classroom trainings and webinars, since a majority of 
attendees again noted, as they have in the past, that they changed their practices to better 
enforce or comply with the building energy code as a result of the trainings. 

• Examine options to encourage more builders and contractors to attend the 
trainings. While the respondents did not offer any suggestions for doing this, the CSCS 
may want to consider having local code officials promote the trainings, working with 
homebuilder associations and local media, or offering trainings in the evenings with dinner 
included. 

• Provide more focus on additions and renovations, as these make up most of the 
situations encountered by the attendees. (The immediate surveys fielded after classroom 
trainings find between one-half and three-fifths of work involves existing buildings. 
Similarly, the Renovations and Additions Market Characterization and Potential Savings 
Study found this market is 95% larger than the new construction market for single-family 
homes in Massachusetts; this study included non-permitted projects which raised the 
market size.)7 

• Consider leveraging homeowner and public outreach efforts provided by different 
programs to inform or use in training CSCS attendees about educating and working 
with these groups. 

• Given the success of the web surveys in reaching training attendees, we 
recommend using this method in future studies. 

 

 

 
7 NMR Group, Inc., RLPNC 18-12: Renovations and Additions Market Characterization and Potential Savings Study 
Draft submitted on December 14, 2019 
 

http://www.nmrgroupinc.com
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A 
Appendix A Interview Guides 

A.1 FOLLOW-UP IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR RESIDENTIAL TRAINING 
ATTENDEES—MUNICIPAL BUILDING CODE EMPLOYEES—FINAL 

Topic Questions 
Activities since attending the trainings or webinars—
inspections  

3, 4, 5, 6 

Activities since attending the trainings or webinars—permit 
review 

17, 18  

How the information from the trainings or webinars is used 
or will be used in the field—inspections  

7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

How the information from the trainings or webinars is used 
in the field—permit review 

20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 
27, 28 

If applicable, why information from the trainings or webinars 
is not used in the field 16, 29 

How and with whom information is shared 32, 33, 34, 35, 36 
Satisfaction with the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative 
as an information resource 38, 39, 40 

Information filed in municipal building offices 44 
Issues encountered in enforcing the energy code 45, 46, 47, 48 
Other trainings or webinars attended 41, 42, 43 

 

Introduction 
The sponsors of the Mass Save® Energy Code Technical Support Initiative have partnered with 
NMR Group to better understand how the information from the trainings and webinars offered by 
the Initiative is being used in the field. Your feedback on this survey is important and will help 
ensure that the Initiative’s work addresses the needs of building code officials in Massachusetts. 
The survey should take about 20 minutes to complete. You can stop the survey at any time and 
return to it later. Your earlier responses will be saved. If you are qualified to complete the survey, 
NMR will send a digital $45 Amazon gift card to the email address you provide at the end of the 
survey within a few days of completion, in appreciation of your time. You do not have to accept 
this incentive. Your responses will be kept confidential; we will combine them with those of other 
respondents for the findings and analyses we present to the sponsors of this Initiative. 

If you have questions about the purpose of this study, you may contact Evan Pleasant of 
Eversource at (781) 441-3209 or evan.pleasant@eversource.com. If you have any technical 
questions about the survey, or you wish to receive the survey link at a different email address,  
please contact Jayne Piepenburg at (617) 284-6230 ext. 56 or jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com. 

mailto:jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com
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Screening  
1. Our records show that you attended [Name(s) of classroom training(s) or webinar(s)] on 

[date(s)]. Do you recall attending these events? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

[If NO] We are sorry, but you do not qualify for this survey. Thank you for your time. [End 
survey] 
 

2. Our records also show that you worked as a [Title from registration] for [city or town]. Are 
you still employed in this capacity? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

i. Are you employed in a similar position? 
1. Yes  
2. No 

[If YES] Please contact Jayne Piepenburg at (617) 284-6230 ext. 
56 or jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com and we will let you know if 
you still qualify for this survey. 
[If NO] We are sorry, but you do not qualify for this survey. Thank 
you for your time. [End survey] 
 

Use of Training 
For this survey, we would like you to just focus on the residential aspects of the 
[training(s)/webinar(s)] held on [DATE(S)]—not on any earlier trainings you may have attended. 

INSPECTIONS 
3. Since the last training you attended on [DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR], about how 

many residential inspections have you conducted? (Please enter 0’s if you have not 
inspected any projects in a particular category) 

a. New construction or gut renovation [open-ended, restrict to number] 
b. Renovations or additions to existing homes [open-ended, restrict to number] 

4. [IF QUESTION 3.a > 0 OR QUESTION 3.b > 0] About how many housing units were 
involved at the [SUM OF QUESTION 3a and QUESTION 3b] residential projects you 
inspected since the last training you attended ([DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR])? 

a. [IF QUESTION 3.a > 0] Total number of housing units involved in the 
[NUMBER FROM QUESTION 3a] new construction or gut renovation 
residential projects you inspected [open-ended, restrict to number]  

b. [IF QUESTION 3.b > 0] Total number of housing units at the [NUMBER FROM 
QUESTION 3.b] renovations and additions to existing homes at residential 
projects you inspected [open-ended, restrict to number] 

mailto:jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com
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5. How many of the projects you have inspected since [DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR] 
were permitted after January 1, 2017 (the adoption of the 2015 IECC and accompanying 
stretch code)? 

a. New construction or gut renovation projects [open-ended, restrict to number; 
cannot be larger than number in QUESTION 3.a] 

b. Renovations or additions to existing homes [open-ended, restrict to number; 
cannot be larger than number in QUESTION 3.b] 

6. [If QUESTION 5.a > 0 OR QUESTION 5.b > 0] About how many housing units were involved 
in the [SUM OF QUESTION 5a and QUESTION 5b] residential projects you inspected that 
were permitted after January 1, 2017? 

a. [If QUESTION 5.a > 0] Total number of housing units in the [NUMBER FROM 
QUESTION 5a] new construction or gut renovation residential projects 
permitted after January 1, 2017 [open-ended, restrict to number] 

b. [IF QUESTION 5.b > 0] Total number of housing units in the [NUMBER FROM 
QUESTION 5b] renovations and additions to existing homes permitted after 
January 1, 2017 [open-ended, restrict to number] 

7.  [IF QUESTION 3.a > 0 OR QUESTION 3.b > 0] Have you changed how you conduct 
energy code inspections a result of the [training(s)/webinar(s)] you attended? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

8. [IF QUESTION 3.a=0 AND QUESTION 3.b = 0 OR IF Question 7 IS NO] Do you expect 
what you have learned at the training(s)/webinar(s) will influence how you conduct 
inspections in the future? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

9. [IF QUESTION 7 OR QUESTION 8 IS YES]  
a. How has your inspection process changed as a result of the 

training(s)/webinar(s) you attended?  [DISPLAY IF QUESTION 7 IS YES] 
Select all that apply [ MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 

b. How will your inspection process change as a result of the 
training(s)/webinar(s) you attended? [DISPLAY IF QUESTION 8 IS YES] Select 
all that apply [ MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 
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Due to the training(s)/webinar(s) I 
have made changes in… [DISPLAY 
IF QUESTION 7 IS YES] 

Due to the training(s)/webinar(s) I 
expect to make changes in… 
[DISPLAY IF QUESTION 8 IS YES] 

a. Pay more attention to certain 
areas 

a. Pay more attention to certain 
areas 

b. Spend more time on 
inspections 

b. Spend more time spent on 
inspections 

c. Spend less time on inspections c. Spend less time on inspections 
d. Verifying insulation levels d. Verifying insulation levels 
e. Verifying other values e. Verifying other values 
f. Pay more time or attention to 

blower door tests 
f. Pay more time or attention to 

blower door tests 
g. Pay more time or attention to 

duct blaster tests 
g. Pay more time or attention to 

duct blaster tests 
h. Finding and correcting lack of 

code compliance that might 
have been missed prior to the 
training 

h. Finding and correcting lack of 
code compliance that might 
have been missed prior to the 
training 

i. Other (describe) [ROOM FOR 
OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE] 

i. Other (describe) [ROOM FOR 
OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE] 

 
10.  [IF Question 9a IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that as a result 

of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you pay more attention to certain areas. Please 
note the areas you examine more closely and how the process has changed. [open-ended] 

11. [IF Question 9a IS SELECTED FOR EXPECTED CHANGES] You said that as a result of 
the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you expect to pay more attention to certain areas. 
Please note the areas you expect to examine more closely and how the process has 
changed. [open-ended] 

12. [IF Question 9b IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that as a result 
of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you spend more time on inspections. Please 
estimate how many more minutes you spend per inspection. [NUMBER]  

13. [IF QUESTION 9c IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that as a 
result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you spend less time on inspections. Please 
estimate how many fewer minutes you spend per inspection. [NUMBER] 

14. [IF QUESTION 9h IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that as a 
result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you are finding and correcting a lack of 
code compliance that might have been missed prior to the training(s)/webinar(s). Please 
describe what you are finding, and the areas typically affected [open-ended] 

15. [IF INSPECTED BOTH NEW CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATIONS IN QUESTION 3 OR 
QUESTION 5] Do these changes to the inspection process apply to both new construction 
and renovations and additions? [MULTIPLE RESPONSE UNLESS “ALL” OR “NONE” IS 
SELECTED] 
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a. Yes; all changes apply equally to renovations/additions and new construction 
b. Some changes apply to renovations or additions 

i. Please explain any differences in how the inspection process has 
changed for renovations/additions versus new construction [OPEN-
ENDED] 

c. None of the changes apply to renovations or additions 
i. Please explain  [OPEN-ENDED] 

16. [IF QUESTION 7 IS NO AND QUESTION 8 IS NO] Why do you say the training(s)/webinars 
have not affected and will not affect your work? Please check all that apply. [MULTIPLE 
RESPONSE] 

a. I already do everything I should to enforce the code 
b. There has not been enough time to incorporate what I have learned 
c. [IF WORK IN A STRETCH CODE MUNICIPALITY] The training(s)/webinar(s) 

were not relevant to enforcing the stretch code 
d. The training(s)/webinar(s) were not relevant to renovations/additions, which 

make up most of my inspections 
e. The training(s)/webinar(s) were not relevant to how I do inspections 

i. Please explain [OPEN-ENDED] 
f. Other; please explain [OPEN-ENDED] 

PERMITS 
17. Since the last training you attended on [DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR], about how 

many residential building permits have you reviewed for each type of project? (Please enter 
0’s if you have not worked on any projects in a particular category) 

a. For new construction or gut renovation [open-ended, restrict to number] 
b. For renovations or additions to existing homes [open-ended, restrict to number] 

18. [IF QUESTION 17a > 0 OR QUESTION 17b > 0] About how many housing units were 
involved at the [SUM OF QUESTION 17a and QUESTION 17b] residential projects for which 
you reviewed permits since the last training you attended on ([DATE OF LAST 
TRAINING/WEBINAR])? 

a. [IF QUESTION 17.a>0] Total number of housing units involved in the 
[NUMBER FROM QUESTION17.a] new construction or gut renovation 
residential projects for which you reviewed permits [open-ended, restrict to 
number] 

b. [IF QUESTION 17.b>0] Total number of housing units at the [NUMBER FROM 
QUESTION17.b] renovations and additions to existing homes at residential 
projects for which you reviewed permits [open-ended, restrict to number] 

19. Please estimate the approximate percentage of additions and renovations to existing homes 
in your jurisdiction that file for building permits. 

a. 0% to 20% 
b. 21% to 40% 
c. 41% to 60% 
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d. 61% to 80% 
e. 81% to 100% 

20. [IF QUESTION 17.a > 0 OR QUESTION 17.b > 0] Have you changed how you review 
building permit applications for the energy code as a result of the [training(s)/webinar(s)] you 
attended? 

a. Yes [GO TO QUESTION 22] 
b. No 

21. [IF QUESTION 17.a = 0 AND QUESTION 17.b = 0 OR IF QUESTION 20 IS NO] Do you 
expect what you have learned at the training(s)/webinar(s) will influence how you review 
building permit applications in the future? 

a. Yes 
b. No [GO TO QUESTION 29] 

22. [IF QUESTION 20 OR QUESTION 21 IS YES] 
a. How has your permit review process changed as a result of the 

training(s)/webinar(s) you attended?  [DISPLAY IF QUESTION 20 IS YES] 
Select all that apply [ MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 

b. How will your permit review process change as a result of the 
training(s)/webinar(s) you attended? [DISPLAY IF QUESTION 21 IS YES] 
Select all that apply [ MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 
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Due to the training(s)/webinar(s) I 
have made changes in… [DISPLAY 
IF QUESTION 20 IS YES] 

Due to the training(s)/webinar(s) I 
expect to make changes in… 
[DISPLAY IF QUESTION 21 IS YES] 

a. Pay more attention to certain 
areas 

a. Pay more attention to certain 
areas 

b. More time spent on permit 
applications 

b. More time spent on permit 
applications 

c. Less time spent on permit 
applications 

c. Less time spent on permit 
applications 

d. Verification of insulation levels d. Verification of insulation levels 
e. Verification of other values e. Verification of other values 
f. More time or attention paid to 

blower door tests 
f. More time or attention paid to 

blower door tests 
g. More time or attention paid to 

duct blaster tests 
g. More time or attention paid to 

duct blaster tests 
h. Finding and correcting lack of 

code compliance that might 
have been missed prior to the 
training 

h. Finding and correcting lack of 
code compliance that might 
have been missed prior to the 
training 

i. Other (describe) [ROOM FOR 
OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE] 

i. Other (describe) [ROOM FOR 
OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE] 

 
23.  [IF QUESTION 22a IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that 

as a result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you pay more attention to certain 
areas. Please note the areas you examine more closely in your permit review and how 
the process has changed. [open-ended] 

24. [IF QUESTION 22a IS SELECTED FOR EXPECTED CHANGES] You said that as a 
result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you expect to pay more attention to 
certain areas. Please note the areas you expect to examine more closely in your 
permit review and how the process has changed. [open-ended] 

25. [IF Question 22b IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that as a 
result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you spend more time on permit review. 
Please estimate how many more minutes you spend per permit. [NUMBER]  

26. [IF QUESTION 22c IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that as a 
result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you spend less time on inspections. Please 
estimate how many fewer minutes you spend per inspection. [NUMBER] 

27.  [IF QUESTION 22h IS SELECTED FOR CHANGES ALREADY MADE] You said that as a 
result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, you are finding and correcting a lack of 
code compliance that might have been missed prior to the training(s)/webinar(s). Please 
describe what you are finding, and the areas typically affected [open-ended] 
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28.  [IF HAVE BOTH NEW CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATIONS/ADDITIONS IN QUESTION 
17 AND QUESTION 20 IS YES] Did the changes to the building permit review process also 
apply to renovations/additions?  

a. Yes—all changes apply equally to new construction and renovations/additions 
b. Some changes apply to renovations or additions 

i. Please explain any differences in how the building permit review 
process has changed for renovations or additions versus new 
construction [OPEN-ENDED] 

c. None of the changes apply to renovations or additions 
i. Please explain [OPEN-ENDED] 

29. [IF QUESTION 20 IS NO AND QUESTION 21 IS NO] Why would you say the 
training(s)/webinar(s) have not affected and will not affect how you review building permit 
applications? Please check all that apply. [MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 

a. I already do everything I should to enforce the code 
b. There has not been enough time to incorporate what I have learned 
c. [IF WORK IN A STRETCH CODE MUNICIPALITY] The training(s)/webinar(s) 

were not relevant to enforcing the stretch code 
d. The training(s)/webinar(s)were not relevant to renovations/additions, which 

make up most of the building permit applications I review 
e. The training(s)/webinar(s) were not relevant to how I review building permit 

applications 
i. Please explain [OPEN-ENDED] 

f. Other; please explain [OPEN-ENDED] 

30. Are there areas other than inspections and permit review where the training(s)/webinar(s) 
you attended has/have influenced your work? 

a. Yes 
i. Please describe these areas and how the training(s)/webinar(s) you 

attended has/have influenced your work. [OPEN-ENDED] 
b. No 
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31. Thinking of all the ways you have used what you learned from the training(s)/webinar(s) you 
attended, what would you say was the most important part of the training(s)/webinar(s)? 

a. Updates/summary of code changes  
b. Information on insulation 
c. Information on blower door tests 
d. Handouts and references 
e. Having conversations with other attendees 
f. Other [OPEN-ENDED] 

SHARING INFORMATION AND HANDOUTS 
32. Have you shared any information from the training(s)/webinar(s) with any of the following 

parties? [MULTIPLE RESPONSE UNLESS “I HAVE NOT SHARED ANY INFORMATION” 
IS SELECTED]: 

a. Your employees 
b. Contractors 
c. Building code officials 
d. Homeowners 
e. Other [open-ended] 
f. I have not shared any information 

33. [IF QUESTION 32f IS NOT SELECTED] What information did you share? 

a. Handouts from training(s) 
b. Building code book or website 
c. Other [open-ended] 

34. [CLASSROOM TRAINING ATTENDEES ONLY] Have you used the handouts provided at 
the trainings as a reference or in any other way in your work? 

a. Yes 
i. Please explain how you have used these handouts [OPEN-ENDED] 

b. No 

35. [CLASSROOM TRAINING ATTENDEES ONLY] Do you still have copies of the handouts 
available? 

a. Yes 
i. Do others use these handouts? [YES/NO] 

b. No 
c. Not sure 
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36. [WEBINAR TRAINING ATTENDEES ONLY] Did you print out the slides and other materials 
provided by the webinar(s)? 

a. Yes 
i. Have you used these materials as a reference or in any other way in 

your work? 
1. Yes 

a. Please explain how you have used these materials 
[OPEN-ENDED] 

2. No 
ii. Do other staff members in your office use these materials? [YES/NO] 

b. No 

37. [ALL RESPONDENTS] Are you aware that code information is available on the Mass Save 
Energy Code Technical Support Initiative website? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

38.  [IF YES TO QUESTION 37] Have you ever looked for any code information on the Mass 
Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative website or asked questions from the 
Initiative? 

a. Yes, have asked questions through Mass Save Energy Code Technical 
Support Initiative website 

b. Yes, have asked questions through the telephone 
c. Yes, have asked questions through both the website and telephone 
d. Have not asked for any information 

39.  [IF RESPOND a, b, OR c, to QUESTION 38] How satisfied are you with the Mass Save 
Energy Code Technical Support Initiative? [OPEN-ENDED] 

a. 1: Not at all satisfied 
b. 2 
c. 3 
d. 4 
e. 5 
f. 6 
g. 7: Extremely satisfied 

40. [IF QUESTION 39 ≤ 2 or QUESTION 39 ≥ 6] Why were you so [satisfied/unsatisfied]? 

41. Since [DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR ATTENDED] have you attended any other 
classroom presentations or webinars that covered energy efficiency in residential 
construction? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

42. [IF QUESTION 41 IS YES] How many additional presentation or webinars have you 
attended? [open-ended, restrict to numeric] 
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43. [IF QUESTION 41 IS YES] Please describe the event(s) [PROVIDE ENOUGH COLUMNS 
IN THE TABLE AS STATED IN QUESTION 43] 

a. Name [open-end] 
b. Sponsor [open-end] 
c. Focus [open-end] 
d. Approximate dates [open-end] 

CODE-ENFORCEMENT ENVIRONMENT 
44.  Please indicate the type of information filed at your building department to document energy 

code compliance for residential construction. Approximately what percentage of projects 
submit the following: [OPTIONS FOR 0-20%, 21-40%, 41-60%,61-80%, 81%-100%] 

a. REScheck files with supplemental checklists populated for mandatory 
requirements  

b. REScheck files with no supplemental information 
c. Prescriptive checklists  
d. Documentation that ducts are tested and/or that a blower door test is 

conducted  
e. Home Energy Rating Certificates  
f. No compliance documents filed for project  

45. Is checking the energy efficiency of a project is a low, medium, or high priority, relative to the 
other things you and other members of your building department must look for? 

a. Low 
b. Medium 
c. High 

46. Why do you say checking for energy efficiency is a [RESPONSE FROM QUESTION 45] 
priority? [IF QUESTION 45 IS LOW OR MEDIUM] Please indicate what areas may have a 
higher priority than energy efficiency. [OPEN-ENDED] 

47. What factors determine the amount of time you spend checking for energy code 
compliance? Please check all that apply. [MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 

a. Limited staffing 
b. Size of project 
c. Complexity of project 
d. Accuracy of documentation 
e. Health and safety issues take priority 
f. Other; please describe [OPEN-ENDED] 

48. What, if any, serious issues related to energy efficiency have you encountered during the 
past year or so that needed to be fixed? If you have any examples, please describe what 
happened, how it was addressed, and how often these situations occur. [OPEN-ENDED] 
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CLOSING 
49. Please let us know if you have any other suggestions for how the Energy Code Technical 

Support Initiative can help you to enforce the energy code. [OPEN-ENDED] 

50. Please enter the email address where you want NMR to send your $45 Amazon gift card or 
check below to decline the incentive 

a. Email address for Amazon gift card [OPEN-ENDED] 
b. I am not accepting an incentive for this survey 

[FINISH SURVEY] Thank you for your feedback! 
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A.2 FOLLOW-UP IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR RESIDENTIAL TRAINING 
ATTENDEES—BUILDING PROFESSIONALS—FINAL 

Topic Questions 
Activities since attending the trainings or webinars  3, 4, 5, 6 
How the information from the trainings or webinars is used 
or will be used in the field 

7, 8, 9, 10 

If applicable, why information from the trainings or webinars 
is not used in the field 12 

How and with whom information is shared 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 
Satisfaction with the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative 
as an information resource 18, 19, 20, 21 

Information filed in municipal building offices 25, 26 
Experiences with energy code enforcement 27, 28, 29, 31 
Other trainings or webinars attended 22, 23, 24 

 

Introduction 
The sponsors of the Mass Save® Energy Code Technical Support Initiative have partnered with 
NMR Group to better understand how the information from the trainings and webinars offered by 
the Initiative is being used in the field. Your feedback on this survey is important and will help 
ensure that the Initiative’s work addresses the needs of building code officials in Massachusetts. 
The survey should take about 20 minutes to complete. You can stop the survey at any time and 
return to it later. Your earlier responses will be saved. If you are qualified to complete the survey, 
NMR will send a digital $45 Amazon gift card to the email address you provide at the end of the 
survey within a few days of completion, in appreciation of your time. You do not have to accept 
this incentive. Your responses will be kept confidential; we will combine them with those of other 
respondents for the findings and analyses we present to the sponsors of this Initiative. 

If you have questions about the purpose of this study, you may contact Evan Pleasant of 
Eversource at (781) 441-3209 or evan.pleasant@eversource.com. If you have any technical 
questions about the survey, or you wish to receive the survey link at a different email address,  
please contact Jayne Piepenburg at (617) 284-6230 ext. 56 or jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com. 

Screening  
1. Our records show that you attended [Name(s) of classroom training(s) or webinar(s)] on 

[date(s)]. Do you recall attending these events? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

[If NO] We are sorry, but you do not qualify for this survey. Thank you for your time. [End 
survey] 
 

2. Our records also show that you worked as a [Title from registration] [for employer if on 
registration]. Are you still employed in this capacity? 

a. Yes 

mailto:jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com
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b. No 
i. Are you employed in a similar position? 

1. Yes  
2. No 

[If YES] Please contact Jayne Piepenburg at (617) 284-6230 ext. 
56 or jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com and we will let you know if 
you still qualify for this survey. 
[If NO] We are sorry, but you do not qualify for this survey. Thank 
you for your time. [End survey] 
 

Use of Training 
For this survey, we would like you to focus just on the residential aspects of the 
[training(s)/webinar(s)] you attended on [DATE(S)]—not on any earlier trainings you may have 
attended.  

PROJECTS 
3. Since the last training you attended on [DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR], about 

how many residential projects have you worked on? (Please enter 0’s if you have not 
worked on any projects in a particular category.) 

a. New construction or gut renovation projects [open-ended, restrict to number] 
b. Renovations or additions to existing homes [open-ended, restrict to number] 

4. [IF QUESTION 3a > 0 OR QUESTION 3b > 0] About how many housing units were 
involved in the [SUM OF QUESTION 3a and QUESTION 3b] residential projects you 
worked on since the ([DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR]) training? 

a. [IF QUESTION 3a > 0] Total number of housing units involved in the [NUMBER 
FROM QUESTION 3a] new construction or gut renovation residential projects 
[open-ended, restrict to number] 

b. [IF QUESTION 3b > 0] Total number of housing units in the [NUMBER FROM 
QUESTION 3b] renovations and additions to existing homes at residential 
projects [open-ended, restrict to number] 

5. How many of the projects you have worked on since [DATE OF LAST 
TRAINING/WEBINAR] have been permitted after  January 1, 2017 (the adoption of 
the 2015 IECC and accompanying stretch code)? 

a. New construction or gut renovation projects [open-ended, restrict to number; 
cannot be larger than number in Question 3a] 

b. Renovations or additions to existing homes [open-ended, restrict to number; 
cannot be larger than number in Question 3b] 

6. [If QUESTION 5a > 0 OR QUESTION 5b > 0] About how many housing units were 
involved in the [SUM OF QUESTION 5a AND QUESTION 5b] residential projects 
permitted after January 1, 2017? 

mailto:jpiepenburg@nmrgroupinc.com
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a. [IF QUESTION 5a > 0] Total number of housing units in the [NUMBER FROM 
QUESTION 5a] new construction or gut renovation residential projects permitted 
after January 1, 2017[open-ended, restrict to number] 

b. [IF QUESTION 5b > 0] Total number of housing units in the [NUMBER FROM 
QUESTION 5b] renovations and additions to existing homes permitted after 
January 1, 2017 [open-ended, restrict to number] 

7. Have you made any changes in your work to better comply with the energy code as a 
result of the [training(s)/webinar(s)] you attended? 

a. Yes  
b. No  

8. [IF NO to QUESTION 7] Do you expect what you have learned at the 
training(s)/webinar(s) will influence your work in the future? 

a. Yes  
b. No  

9. [IF QUESTION 7 = YES OR IF QUESTION 8 = YES]  
a. How has your work changed as a result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you 

attended?  [DISPLAY IF QUESTION 7 IS YES] Select all that apply [ MULTIPLE 
RESPONSE] 

b. How will your work change as a result of the training(s)/webinar(s) you attended? 
[DISPLAY IF QUESTION 8 IS YES] Select all that apply [ MULTIPLE 
RESPONSE] 
 

Due to the  training(s)/webinar(s) I 
have made changes in…[DISPLAY IF 
QUESTION 7 IS YES] 

Due to the training(s)/webinar(s) I 
expect to make changes in… 
[DISPLAY IF QUESTION 8 IS YES] 

a. Equipment used a. Equipment used 
b. Subcontractors used b. Subcontractors used 
c. Insulation materials c. Insulation materials 
d. Insulation levels d. Insulation levels 
e. Insulation installation practices  e. Insulation installation practices  
f. Attention to building envelope 

to improve air-sealing 
f. Attention to building envelope 

to improve air-sealing 
g. Ductwork to improve to duct-

sealing 
g. Ductwork to improve duct-

sealing 
h. Blower door tests h. Blower door tests 
i. Other (describe) [ROOM FOR 

OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE] 
i. Other (describe) [ROOM FOR 

OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE] 
 

10. [IF HAVE BOTH NEW CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATIONS IN QUESTION 3 AND 
QUESTION 7 IS YES] Do these changes to your work apply to both new construction 
and renovations or additions? [MULTIPLE RESPONSE UNLESS “ALL” OR “NONE” IS 
SELECTED] 
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a. Yes--all changes apply equally to new construction and renovations or additions 
b. Some changes apply to renovations or additions 

i. Please explain any differences in how your work has changed for 
renovations/additions versus new construction [OPEN-ENDED] 

c. None of the changes apply to renovations or additions; please explain [OPEN-
ENDED] 

11. Thinking of all the ways you have used what you learned from the 
training(s)/webinar(s) you attended, what would you say was the most important part 
of the training(s)/webinar(s)? 

a. Updates/summary of code changes  
b. Information on insulation 
c. Information on blower door tests 
d. Handouts and references 
e. Having conversations with other attendees 

f. Other [OPEN-ENDED] 

12. [IF QUESTION 7 AND QUESTION 8 IS NO] Why do you say the training(s)/webinar(s) 
have not affected or will not affect your work? Please check all that apply. 

a. The training was not relevant to my work 
b. I already did everything properly to code 
c. There has not been enough time to incorporate what I have learned 
d. [IF WORK IN A STRETCH CODE MUNICIPALITY] The training(s)/webinar(s) are 

not relevant to the stretch code 
e. The training(s)/webinar(s) are not relevant to renovations or additions, which 

make up most of my work 
f. Other; please explain [OPEN-ENDED] 

SHARING INFORMATION AND HANDOUTS 
13. Have you shared any information from the training(s)/webinar(s) with any of the 

following parties? [MULTIPLE RESPONSE UNLESS “I HAVE NOT SHARED ANY 
INFORMATION” IS SELECTED]: 

a. Your employees 
b. Contractors 
c. Building code officials 
d. Colleagues 
e. Homeowners 
f. Other [open-ended] 

g. I have not shared any information 

14. What information did you share? 

a. Handouts from training(s) 
b. Building code book or website 
c. Other [open-ended] 



CSCS RESIDENTIAL TRAINING FOLLOW-UP WEB SURVEY DRAFT 

 
58 

15.  [CLASSROOM TRAINING ATTENDEES ONLY] Have you used the handouts 
provided at the trainings as a reference or in any other way in your work? 

a. Yes 
i. Please explain how you have used these handouts [OPEN-ENDED] 

b. No 

16. [CLASSROOM TRAINING ATTENDEES ONLY] Do you still have copies of the 
handouts available? 

a. Yes 
i. Do others use these handouts? [YES/NO] 

b. No 
c. Not sure 

17. [WEBINAR TRAINING ATTENDEES ONLY] Did you print out the slides and other 
materials provided by the webinar(s)? 

a. Yes 
i. Have you used these materials as a reference or in any other way in your 

work? 
1. Yes 

a. Please describe how you have used these materials 
[OPEN-ENDED] 

2. No 
ii. Do others use these materials? [YES/NO] 

b. No 

18. [ALL RESPONDENTS] Are you aware that code information is available on the Mass 
Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative website? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

19.  [IF QUESTION 18 = YES] Have you ever looked for any code information on the Mass 
Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative website or asked questions of the 
Initiative? 

a. Yes, have asked questions through Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support 
Initiative website 

b. Yes, have asked questions through the telephone 
c. Yes, have asked questions through both the website and telephone 

d. Have not asked for any information 
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20.  [IF RESPOND a, b, OR c, to QUESTION 19] How satisfied are with the Mass Save 
Energy Code Technical Support Initiative 

a. 1: Not at all satisfied 
b. 2 
c. 3 
d. 4 
e. 5 
f. 6 
g. 7: Extremely satisfied 

21. [IF 2 ≥ QUESTION 20 ≥ 6] Please tell us why you were so [satisfied/unsatisfied]? 
[OPEN-ENDED] 

22. Since [DATE OF LAST TRAINING/WEBINAR ATTENDED] have you attended any 
other classroom presentations or webinars that covered energy efficiency in residential 
construction? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

23. [IF QUESTION 22 = YES] How many additional presentations or webinars have you 
attended? [OPEN-END, restrict to numeric] 

24. [IF QUESTION 22 = YES] Please describe the event(s) [PROVIDE ENOUGH 
COLUMNS IN THE TABLE AS STATED IN QUESTION 22] 

a. Name [open-end] 
b. Sponsor [open-end] 
c. Focus [open-end] 
d. Approximate dates [open-end]. 

CODE-ENFORCEMENT ENVIRONMENT 
25. Are you involved in filing information to document energy code compliance for 

residential construction with the local building department? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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26. [IF QUESTION 25 = YES] Please indicate the type of information filed to document 
energy code compliance for residential construction. Approximately what percentage 
of projects submit the following: [OPTIONS FOR 0-20%, 21-40%, 41-60%,61-80%, 
81%-100%; does not apply] 

a. REScheck files with supplemental checklists populated for mandatory 
requirements  

b. REScheck files with no supplemental information 
c. Prescriptive checklists  
d. Documentation that ducts are tested and/or that a blower door test is 

conducted  
e. Home Energy Rating Certificates  
f. No compliance documents filed for project  

27. Is checking the energy efficiency of a project a low, medium, or high priority in building 
inspections, relative to the other things you or the building department must check?  

a. Low 
b. Medium 
c. High 

28. Why do you say checking for energy efficiency is a [RESPONSE FROM QUESTION 
27] priority? [IF QUESTION 27 IS LOW OR MEDIUM] Please indicate what areas may 
have a higher priority than energy efficiency. [OPEN-ENDED] 

29. In the last year or so, have you put in more effort or spend more time in complying with 
the energy code than in previous years?  

a. Yes 
i. Have the training(s) that you attended been a factor in the increase of 

time or effort? 
1. Yes 
2. No 

b. No 
c. Does not apply 

30. In the last year or so, have your customers become more interested in energy 
efficiency?  

a. Yes 
i. Are your customers willing to pay more for energy efficiency? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Does not apply 

i. No 
b. No 
c. Does not apply 
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31.  [IF THE RESPONDENT IS NOT A BUILDER] In the last year or so, have builders 
become more concerned about complying with code? 

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Does not apply 

CLOSING 
32. Please let us know if  you have any other suggestions for how the Energy Code 

Technical Support Initiative can help you follow the energy code. [OPEN-ENDED] 

33. Please enter the email address where you want NMR to send your $45 Amazon gift 
card or check below to decline the incentive 

a. Email address for Amazon gift card [OPEN-ENDED] 
b. I am not accepting an incentive for this survey 

 
[FINISH SURVEY] Thank you for your feedback! 
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ES                           
Executive Summary  
As part of the ongoing evaluation of the Massachusetts Codes and Standards Compliance and 
Support Initiative (CSCS),1 Cadmus conducted follow-up web surveys with 68 individuals who 
had attended one or more commercial classroom trainings or webinars approximately four months 
prior. This report summarizes the findings from these surveys. A second report for this study 
summarizes the findings from surveys with individuals who attended residential classroom 
trainings and webinars. 

The overall goal of the follow-up surveys was to determine if and how the respondents apply the 
training to their work. The surveys also explored how information from the trainings was shared, 
the changing environment for code compliance and enforcement, and suggestions for improving 
the trainings. In previous studies with the same overall goal, Cadmus conducted in-depth 
telephone interviews with commercial training attendees who had attended one or more training 
sessions approximately six months earlier. The number of commercial interviewees has ranged 
from 21 to 60 over the years. Most recently, the 2017 study captured information from 40 training 
attendees. 

To reach a greater number of attendees, the cross-cutting evaluation team modified the ongoing 
study into a web survey format instead of conducting in-person in-depth interviews. In 2019, the 
length between training and follow-up survey was also shortened to four months instead of six. In 
previous years, respondents indicated that six months was too long a time for respondents to 
accurately remember what they had learned at each training. Additionally, to more fully capture 
the various efforts of the Initiative, the 2019 study was expanded to include webinar attendees in 
addition to classroom training attendees.  

This report presents the results of 68 web surveys completed by two groups: municipal building 
code employees and building professionals. Thirty-three respondents work as municipal building 
code employees, primarily as inspectors and building commissioners. Thirty-five respondents 
work as building professionals with occupations such as architect, energy-efficiency specialist, 
engineer, and building owner.   

KEY FINDINGS 
 Training attendees believe the Mass Save Energy Code Support Initiative is helping 

increase or maintain compliance with the energy code. Over one-half (58%) of the total 
respondents who said compliance increased or stayed about the same over the last year 
believe the services provided by the Mass Save Energy Code Support Initiative, including 
training and technical assistance, played a role in this.  

 
1 This was formerly referred to as the Code Compliance Support Initiative (CCSI). 
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 Respondents are changing their work as a result of the training. In total, 85% of municipal 
building code employee respondents and 54% of building professionals made changes to 
their work after the trainings.  

 Most municipal building code employees (75%) are finding and correcting code 
compliance issues they would have missed prior to taking the training, and most building 
professionals (70%) are spending more time complying with the code. Six out of ten 
respondents (60%) said compliance with the energy code had increased, while about one-
third (37%) said it had stayed about the same.  

 The updates on, and summary of, code changes are still the most important part of the 
trainings for all respondents.   

 Training attendees are sharing information from the trainings with other parties. Overall, 
78% of respondents shared information from the trainings; municipal building code 
employees are most commonly sharing information with contractors or builders, while 
building professionals are primarily sharing information with their colleagues.  

 Awareness of the Mass Save Energy Support Technical Initiative remains high among 
training attendees, although usage remains below 50%. Most respondents (85%) were 
aware of the support provided by the Initiative. However, less than one-half (48%) of those 
respondents made use of the services provided. Individuals who sought assistance 
through the Initiative most often used the website to look for information themselves rather 
than asking questions through the website (via email) or hotline. 

 CSCS is one of the few sources used for energy code trainings among municipal building 
code employees. 

 Respondents’ primary suggestion for improving the trainings was to offer additional 
opportunities for individuals to attend both in-person and webinar trainings.  

 Web surveys improve response rates for follow-up surveys.  

OVERALL CONSIDERATIONS 
Based on the results of the follow-up web surveys and other work completed on the impact of the 
CSCS, Cadmus offers the following considerations for improvement: 

• Continue to offer the CSCS classroom trainings and webinars.  

o Respondents are reporting an increase in energy code compliance, and many attribute 
this increase to the efforts of the CSCS.  

o The data suggest the CSCS has a significant impact on respondents’ work and 
compliance with the energy code overall.   

o Respondents reacted positively to the webinars offered by the Initiative. They have 
requested that additional classroom trainings and webinars (both in terms of content 
and available times) be added to increase the opportunities for individuals to attend.  

http://www.nmrgroupinc.com
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o Attendees are applying knowledge gained through the training to their project work 
and sharing this knowledge with others. The CSCS trainings appear to be one of the 
few sources available for municipal building code employee energy code education. 

o Continue to provide focused training on compliance documentation.  

o Respondents often noted they are now focusing an increased amount of time on 
reviewing or completing compliance documentation.  

o A surprisingly high percentage of respondents – about half – said no compliance 
documentation was filed at their building department at all though this may reflect 
departments accepting signed affidavits from designers that state that all energy code 
requirements are met and COMcheck reports are completed.  

o Encourage the use of COMcheck or consider collaborating with building departments 
to develop a consistent, state-wide compliance document.   

o Continue to provide focused training on renovations and existing buildings. 

o Nearly two-thirds (61%) of the project work reported by survey respondents was for 
additions, alterations, renovations, or repairs.  

o Respondents noted the energy code requirements for existing buildings are difficult to 
achieve cost-effectively.  

o Investigate whether opportunities exist to collaborate with other organizations on 
training, particularly those that would bring in more building professionals.    

o Municipal building code officials are sharing information with contractors but noted 
more builder and contractor education is needed.  

o Building professionals in general appreciated the flexibility of webinar courses. 
Consider designing occupation-specific webinars that can be used for Continuing 
Education Units and are offered at times when building professionals are more likely 
to be available.  

o Increase marketing of the CSCS training and support services.  

o The Initiative may consider asking trainees for referrals and using some of their 
testimonials on the value of the trainings.   

o Any future follow-up surveys to training attendees should be conducted by web 
instead of as telephone interviews.  

o Given the success of the web surveys in reaching training attendees, this method is 
most appropriate for future studies. Survey programming should be updated based on 
results of this report to focus on areas of interest and ensure questions (and response 
options) are relevant and clear.

http://www.nmrgroupinc.com
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1                             
Section 1 Introduction 
Cadmus, as part of the Cross-cutting evaluation team,2 conducted a web survey of 68 individuals 
who attended one or more commercial classroom trainings or webinars sponsored by the 
Massachusetts Codes and Standards Compliance and Support Initiative (CSCS).3 The CSCS 
seeks to improve compliance with residential and commercial building energy codes in 
Massachusetts through various avenues over the long term.4 The overall goal of the web survey 
was to determine if and how the trainees are using what they learned at the trainings in their work. 
The surveys also explored if and how information from the trainings was shared, the changing 
environment for code compliance and enforcement, and suggestions for improving the trainings. 
NMR and Cadmus have been documenting the effects of CSCS trainings and other efforts since 
2014. These evaluation efforts, including this report, feed into the attribution process for 
residential and commercial energy code compliance savings. 

This report is organized as follows:  

• Overview of the CSCS commercial classroom and webinar trainings, the evaluation 
approach, and characteristics of the respondents 

• Findings, including the following: 

o Attendee use of information from the trainings 

o Information attendees identify as most useful 

o Attendee sharing of information from the training 

o Other sources of code compliance information that attendees identify as useful 

o Description of the code compliance and enforcement environment 

o Respondent suggestions for improving the trainings  

o Considerations 

• Appendix A: TXC 63 commercial follow-up web survey for building professionals  

• Appendix B: TXC 63 commercial follow-up web survey for building code officials 

 
2 NMR Group, Inc. and Cadmus staff make up the cross-cutting CSCS team. 
3 This was formerly referred to as the Code Compliance Support Initiative (CCSI). 
4 For purposes of the web surveys, the support activities provided by the CSCS were referred to as the services 
delivered by the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative. 
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1.1 OVERVIEW OF CSCS COMMERCIAL CLASSROOM TRAININGS 
Since September 2014, program administrators (PAs) have offered commercial classroom 
trainings and webinars through the CSCS. The trainings have covered a variety of topics related 
to compliance with the 2012 and 2015 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC), including 
code changes, documentation, air barriers, solar-ready requirements, COMcheck, and upcoming 
code changes included in the 2018 IECC, as well as an in-depth look at simple commercial 
buildings.5  

The trainings were delivered to builders, design professionals, equipment suppliers, energy-
efficiency professionals, building inspectors, and others involved in either applying or enforcing 
building codes. The purpose of these trainings is to increase the rate of compliance with the 
building energy code in Massachusetts.  

1.2 EVALUATION APPROACH 
In previous studies with the same overall goal, Cadmus conducted in-depth telephone interviews 
with commercial training attendees who had attended one or more training sessions 
approximately six months earlier. The number of commercial interviewees has ranged from 21 to 
60 over the years. Most recently, the 2017 study captured information from 40 training attendees. 

To reach a greater number of attendees, the cross-cutting evaluation team modified the ongoing 
study to include a web survey rather than in-depth interviews. In 2019, the length between training 
and follow-up survey was also shortened to four months instead of six. 6 In previous years, 
respondents indicated that six months was too long a time to accurately remember what they had 
learned at each training. Additionally, to more fully capture the various efforts of the Initiative, the 
2019 study was expanded to include webinar attendees in addition to classroom training 
attendees.  

1.2.1 Web Survey Questions 
Cadmus designed the web survey to resemble the follow-up interview guides used in previous 
years. It covered the following topics:   

• Volume of commercial new construction and renovation project work completed since 
attending trainings, including the number of permit applications and plans reviewed, 
number of inspections conducted, and number of projects worked on 

• If and how respondents have applied what they learned from the training to their work and 
if they expect to make changes in the future 

• The most important aspects of the trainings 

 
5 Simple commercial buildings are those that include simple systems. Criteria for simple buildings are included in the 
2012 International Energy Conservation Code for Simple Buildings guide, available online at https://www.imt.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/02/2012_IECC_Simple_Building_Guide.pdf.  
6 A small number of July training attendees (n=11) received the web survey at three months post-survey instead of 
four. This decision was approved by the PAs in an effort to increase the number of completed surveys available for 
analysis. 

https://www.imt.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/2012_IECC_Simple_Building_Guide.pdf
https://www.imt.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/2012_IECC_Simple_Building_Guide.pdf
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• Motivations for building professionals to attend CSCS trainings and the other trainings 
respondents are attending on commercial energy efficiency 

• How and with whom the information from the trainings is shared  

• Awareness, use of, and satisfaction with the support provided by the Mass Save Energy 
Code Technical Support Initiative 

• Type of information filed with building departments to document energy code compliance 

• Experiences with energy code enforcement and changes in perceived interest in energy 
efficiency and code compliance 

• Suggestions for improving the Initiative 

This report presents the results, organized by topic, for two groups of attendees: 

• Municipal building code employees, who work enforcing the building code, such as 
building commissioners, building inspectors, and code consultants; and 

• Building professionals with occupations such as architect, energy-efficiency specialist, 
engineer, and building owner, among others.  

Appendix A and Appendix B contain copies of the commercial web surveys used for municipal 
building code employees and building professionals; these should be referenced for specific 
question language, as needed. 

1.2.2 Sample Design and Disposition 
The sample frame for the web survey consisted of 303 unique, eligible attendees of ten classroom 
trainings and 11 webinars covering the commercial energy code. These trainings were held from 
August 29, 2018 to July 11, 2019. Cadmus deemed the attendees ineligible for the web survey if 
they met any of the following criteria:  

• They worked mainly outside Massachusetts (this factor had an impact on the sample size 
since webinar attendees were included, a fair number of whom call in from across the 
country)7 

• They worked for the PAs or contractors directly involved with the CSCS 

• They failed to provide an email adress when registering for the trainings 

• They had also attended residential trainings and were allocated to the residential web 
survey sample frame.8 

 
7 Based on the screening process, about 10% of webinar attendees were located in states distant from 
Massachusetts and considered unlikely to have projects in the state; the survey was not sent to these attendees. 
Attendees in states near Massachusetts who indicated they do some work in Massachusetts were considered 
eligible. 
8 Some individuals attended both the residential and commercial trainings. The study team fielded a similar web 
survey about the residential trainings. The initial study design allocated individuals who attended both residential and 
commercial trainings to one survey or the other. At the beginning of October 2019, to maximize response rates, the 
PAs agreed to allow the study team to contact individuals for commercial surveys if they had attended both types of 
trainings, even if they had already been contacted for the residential surveys. This improved the response rate for the 
commercial web survey.  
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Eligible training attendees were contacted approximately four months after the earliest training 
they had attended between August 2018 and July 11, 2019 in a three-step process: 

1) First, candidates received an email from the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support 
Initiative that introduced the study and noted that the online surveys would take about 15 
minutes to complete. The introductory email also noted that, in appreciation of their time, 
respondents would receive a digital $45 Amazon gift card.  

2) Cadmus sent the invitation to take the survey the day after the introductory email. The 
invitation contained a unique link for each candidate that listed the trainings they had 
attended and provided access to the appropriate survey (for either municipal building code 
employees or building professionals). The survey invitation also included a PA contact for 
those who wanted to check the legitimacy of the survey, as well as a Cadmus contact for 
any technical questions or request to have the invitation sent to a different email address. 

3) Cadmus sent reminders to those who had not completed the surveys each week for five 
weeks after the initial invitation. 

Fifty-eight respondents completed the entire web survey and another ten completed at least the 
section of the survey addressing how they used the training. These ten respondents are included 
in the analyses of how the trainings have influenced their work and any other areas for which they 
provided data. An additional six eligible individuals attempted to complete the survey, but were 
excluded because the occupation they reported did not match the occupation we had on file for 
them.9 Table 1 summarizes the sample disposition. 

Table 1: Sample Disposition 

Sample Total Municipal Building Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

Candidates receiving emails 303 143 160 
Completed surveys 58 27 31 
Partially completed surveys* 10 6 4 
Overall response rate 22% 23% 22% 

*This includes only respondents who completed the sections on use of training information in the field. 

The overall response rate (22%) for the 2019 web surveys is higher than the response rate for in-
depth interviews in 2017 (15%). Specifically, the response rate for municipal building code 
employees increased from 12% in 2017 to 23% in 2019, suggesting web surveys may be more 
convenient than telephone interviews for these respondents.  

Table 2 shows type of training attended by the eligible sample. Of the 303 eligible training 
attendees, 54% attended webinar trainings only.  

 
9 A screener question asked individuals to confirm that the occupation Cadmus had on file matched their current 
occupation. Potential respondents were asked to contact Cadmus if there was a discrepancy; few individuals 
contacted Cadmus with this issue.  
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Table 2: Sample Disposition by Training Type 
(percentage of sample attending training type; n=303) 

Training Attended Total 
Webinar-only  54% 
Classroom-only 44% 
Classroom and webinar 2% 

1.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 
Municipal building code employee respondents primarily identified themselves as building 
inspectors or building commissioners. The most frequently listed occupations among building 
professionals were architects, energy-efficiency specialists or consultants, and project managers. 
Table 3 shows the web survey respondents by the occupation provided. 

Table 3: Follow-Up Web Survey Respondents 
(number of respondents; n=68) 

Position Number of Respondents 

All municipal building code employees 33 
  Local building inspector 14 
  Building commissioner 12 
  State building inspector 1 
  Director of Facilities Management 1 
  City Project Manager 1 
  Other code official 4 
All building professionals 35 
  Architect 8 
  Energy-efficiency specialist or consultant 8 
  Project manager / superintendent 7 
  Engineer 5 
  Construction / field manager 2 
  Building owner 2 
  Designer 1 
  Other building professional 2 
All respondents 68 

Twenty-eight of the 33 code official respondents perform both plan or permit review and onsite 
inspections. One performs only permit or plan review, and another strictly conducts inspections. 
Three code official respondents said their work does not regularly include plan or permit review 
or inspections. 

Table 4 shows the type of training attended by commercial survey respondents; only one 
respondent attended both classroom and web trainings. Webinar attendees had higher response 
rates than classroom attendees, possibly meaning that webinar attendees are more willing to take 
online follow-up surveys.  



CSCS COMMERCIAL TRAINING FOLLOW-UP WEB SURVEY FINAL 

 
9  

Table 4: Commercial Trainings Attended by Follow-Up Interview Respondents 
(number of respondents; n=68) 

Type of Training Attended 
Total Number 

of 
Respondents 

Survey 
Response 

Rate 

Type of Respondent 
Municipal 
Building 

Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

Classroom-only 19 14% 6 13 
Webinar-only 48 30% 26 22 
Both classroom and web 1 14% 1 0 
Total 68 22% 33 35 

Sixty-three percent of commercial respondents reported working in jurisdictions that enforce both 
the IECC with Massachusetts amendments and the Massachusetts Stretch Code for commercial 
buildings, as reported by the respondents (Table 5). Respondents may work in multiple 
jurisdictions or may work in a stretch community with new construction or existing buildings to 
which the IECC applies.       

 Table 5: Energy Code Enforced by Jurisdiction 
(number of respondents; n=68) 

Commercial Code Enforced Total Number of 
Respondents 

Type of Respondent 
Municipal 

Building Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

IECC with Massachusetts 
Amendments in 780 CMR 

16 5 11 

Stretch Energy Code 9 8 1 
Both the IECC and Stretch Code 43 20 23 
Total 68 33 35 
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2                             
Section 2 Use of Training Information in the Field  
Each section of the report presents results by survey topic. Key findings for each topic appear as 
bullets at the beginning of the relevant section and the overview introduces the topics and survey 
questions asked.  

Key Findings 

 Municipal building code employee attendees are changing their work as a result of the 
trainings. In total, 85% of municipal building code employee respondents made changes 
to their work after the trainings. This includes 88% of those who review building permit 
applications and plans and 78% of those who conduct inspections.  

 Building professionals are also changing their work to better comply with the energy code 
as a result of the training, but to a lesser degree than municipal building code employees. 
Just over one-half (54%) of the building professionals indicated they made changes to 
their work. One-half of those building professionals who said they made no changes to 
their work expect the trainings will impact their work in the future. 

 The proportion of respondents making changes to their work because of the trainings is 
higher than that reported in the 2017 study (i.e., 70% of municipal building code 
employees and 45% of building professionals). 

Section Overview 

A key goal of the follow-up web surveys was to assess if and how the training attendees apply 
the content from the trainings to their work. The survey asked municipal building code employees 
about changes they had made in reviewing permit applications or building plans and inspections; 
building professionals were asked about more general changes made to their work to better 
comply with the energy code.   

These questions are similar to the ones used for the interviews conducted in previous years. 
However, since a web survey was used in 2019, respondents could choose from a list of options 
to describe how their work had changed. They were also prompted to explain changes made to 
more general topic areas, such as building envelope requirements, and when they selected 
“other” as an option.   
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2.1 COMMERCIAL CONSTRUCTION WORK AFTER TRAININGS 
Respondents provided estimates of the number of commercial projects they worked on in the 
approximately four months since attending the training. Code official respondents noted the 
number of inspections and/or plan or permit reviews conducted and building professionals 
estimated the total number of commercial projects worked on. Table 6 shows the estimates 
provided for commercial new construction and commercial additions, alterations, renovations, or 
repairs by respondent type. In total, respondents worked on nearly 2,000 commercial projects 
post-training. Three-fifths (61%) of respondents’ total commercial project work was completed on 
existing buildings.  

Table 6: Commercial Projects Worked on Since the Trainings  
(number of respondents engaging in activity; n=55) 

  Number of Projects 

 Number of 
Respondents Total New 

Construction 

Additions, 
Alterations, 
Renovations 

Building plan or permit 
review (code officials 
only) 

26 431 110 321 

Inspections (code 
officials only) 

23 1,285 595 690 

Commercial building 
projects (building 
professionals only) 

27 250 63 187 

Total 55 1,966 768 1,198 

Table 7 shows the number of commercial projects permitted after January 1, 2017 (the adoption 
of the 2015 IECC and accompanying stretch code) worked on by respondents after attending the 
trainings. About 63% of all projects were permitted after January 1, 2017. Because all training 
covered by this study occurred after January 2017, all building plan and permit review activity 
would have applied to the new code. This information provides insight into the applicability of the 
training topics, focused on the 2015 IECC, to current project work.  
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Table 7: Commercial Projects Permitted after January 1, 2017 
(number of projects) 

  Number of Projects Permitted After Jan. 1, 2017 

 
Total Number 

of Projects 
Worked on 

Total New  
Construction 

Additions, 
Alterations, 
Renovations 

Inspections (code officials 
only) 

1,285 762 321 441 

Commercial building 
projects (building 
professionals only) 

250 212 33 179 

Total 1,535 974 354 620 

2.2 CHANGES MADE TO WORK AFTER ATTENDING TRAININGS 
Respondents described the various ways their work had changed as a result of attending the 
trainings. Municipal building code employees noted changes to building permit or plan review and 
inspections, while building professionals noted more general overall changes to their work. 

2.2.1 Municipal Building Code Employees – Permit Reviews 
Most municipal building code employees (23 out of 26, or 88%) who had reviewed building 
permit applications or plans since attending the training indicated their review process 
changed because of the trainings. The three code officials who had not made any changes did 
not expect the trainings to impact their permit and plan review in the future, or they were unsure. 
However, the three code officials who provide permit and plan review services but who have not 
completed any since the training all said they expect the training to impact their work in the future.  

The web survey asked respondents if their permit and plan review work changed or will change 
as a result of the trainings in the topic areas presented in Table 8. These topic areas were selected 
for inclusion based on recent code changes and training topics. 

Table 8 shows the changes, or expected changes, to the permit and plan review topic areas 
included in the web survey. The areas in which municipal building code employees made the 
most changes were reviewing compliance reports and envelope specifications. Respondents 
least often expected to make changes in two topic areas: reviewing COMcheck submittals and 
reviewing for existing building requirements.  
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Table 8: Municipal Building Code Employee Changes to Permit or Plan Review 
(number of municipal building code employee respondents; multiple response; n=23) 

Topic Areas Has Made 
Changes 

Expects to 
Make 

Changes 

Does Not 
Expect to 

Make 
Changes 

All municipal building code employees who made 
changes 

23  
 

  Reviewing compliance reports 17 5 1 
  Reviewing envelope specifications 14 2 7 
  Reviewing mechanical and SHW specifications 11 7 4 
  Reviewing HVAC commissioning plans 8 6 7 
  Reviewing lighting controls commissioning plans 6 6 7 
  Reviewing lighting schedules with controls 5 6 8 
  Reviewing COMcheck submittals 7 6 10 
  Reviewing air barrier design 9 5 8 
  Reviewing for solar readiness requirements 7 8 7 
  Reviewing for economizer requirements 3 10 6 
  Reviewing setback controls for hot water boilers 3 7 9 
  Reviewing for additional efficiency package 
options 

5 6 6 

  Reviewing for existing building requirements 7 4 10 
Other 4 4 5 
Note: Respondents could also select Not Applicable. 

The web survey prompted respondents to provide more information on the changes made or 
expected to be made to their review of COMcheck submittals, additional efficiency package 
options, and existing building requirements. Respondents (13) who made changes or expect to 
make changes to their review process of COMcheck submittals said the changes were in areas 
such as using COMcheck to verify insulation levels, fenestration requirements, solar energy 
installation, and air sealing requirements. These municipal building code employees noted that 
the training increased their knowledge and awareness of the benefits of COMcheck. One 
respondent said he no longer just accepts the architect stamp for code compliance:  

“Most commercial plans are developed and implemented through construction control, which 
I previously approved based on the Architects stamp. I now require a COMcheck with the 
permit application.” 

One respondent indicated the training prepared him for future COMcheck reviews: “I have yet to 
receive a COMcheck submittal. But I feel prepared for an honest review when I do get one in the 
future.” 

Respondents (11) who made changes or expect to make changes to their review process of 
additional efficiency package options noted examples such as paying closer attention to HVAC 
ducting, recovery air, building envelope compliance, and insulation requirements. One 
respondent said they are now producing “overall more accurate plan reviews with better 
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understanding of what I am reviewing and permitting” and another said, “the lesson broadened 
what I would accept for Stretch Code compliance reports.” 

Respondents (11) who made changes or expect to make changes to their review process of 
existing building requirements gave examples of changes such as spending more time reviewing 
foundation insulation, verifying mechanical calculations and ventilation, and confirming make up 
air/heat exchanger requirements are met. Two respondents said the training increased their 
knowledge of which requirements apply to existing buildings and the options for meeting them. A 
third respondent said they were “previously signing off on stuff [they] didn't truly understand” and 
the training changed the way they look at compliance for existing buildings completely.  

This web survey question allowed respondents to also select that they made or expect to make 
“other” changes to their review process. Eight respondents selected this option, although few 
provided clear enough details on the additional changes made or anticipated. One respondent 
noted they were no longer relying on the design professional for compliance, and another said:  

“During the initial plan review, [my] expectations are provided to the design team. Also, I pay 
more attention [to plan variances] during construction, although we perhaps need to do more 
at the tail end of the job.” 

2.2.2 Municipal Building Code Employees – Inspections  
The majority (18 of 23, or 78%) of the municipal building code employee respondents who 
conducted energy code inspections since the training made changes to how they 
performed inspections as a result of the trainings. One of the five code officials who had not 
made any changes expected the trainings to impact their inspections in the future and the other 
four were unsure.  

Six additional respondents indicated that onsite inspections are a regular part of their job but have 
not conducted any inspections since attending the trainings. Two of these attendees believe the 
training will impact how they conduct energy code inspections in the future, while two do not.  

The web survey asked respondents who had performed inspections since attending the training 
if their inspection work changed or will change as a result of the trainings in the topic areas shown 
in Table 9. These topic areas were selected for inclusion based on recent code changes and 
training topics. The areas in which municipal building code employees made the most changes 
were inspecting building mechanical requirements, envelope requirements, and air barrier 
installation, as well as lighting commissioning. 
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Table 9: Municipal Building Code Employee Changes to Inspections 
(number of municipal building code employee respondents; multiple response; n=18) 

Topic Areas Has Made 
Changes 

Expects to 
Make 

Changes 

Does Not 
Expect to 

Make 
Changes 

All municipal building code employees who made 
changes 

18  
 

  Inspecting mechanical system requirements 11 4 2 
  Inspecting building envelope requirements 10 6 2 
  Inspecting air barrier installation 10 4 4 
  Lighting commissioning 10 2 8 
  Existing building requirements 8 1 9 
  HVAC commissioning 7 2 8 
  Inspecting electrical power and lighting system 
requirements 

6 5 5 

  Inspecting for solar readiness 5 5 6 
  Inspecting economizer requirements 4 6 4 
  Inspecting for setback controls for hot water 
boilers 

4 6 5 

  Inspecting for additional efficiency package 
options 

4 4 6 

  Inspecting service water heating requirements 4 7 6 
  Other 2 5 4 
Note: Respondents could also select Not Applicable. 

The web survey prompted respondents to provide more information on the changes made or 
expected to be made to their inspection of building envelope, mechanical system, service water 
heating, electrical power and lighting system requirements, additional efficiency package options, 
and existing building requirements.  

Sixteen respondents made changes or expect to make changes to their inspection process for 
building envelope areas. They most commonly noted they were paying additional attention to air 
barrier and air leakage details, including correct air barrier and vapor retarder use and continuity, 
air barrier and vapor retarders at foundation and roof parapets, and seams and changes in air 
barrier materials. Two respondents also said they were paying closer attention to reviewing third-
party inspection reports and verifying COMcheck values for envelope requirements.  

Respondents (15) who made or expected to make the changes in their inspection process for 
mechanical system requirements provided examples of changes, including the following:  

• Verifying installed equipment efficiency matches submitted plans (six respondents) 
• Checking duct insulation values, sealing, and continuity (five respondents) 
• Examining documentation and numbers for errors (two respondents) 
• Ensuring outdoor air systems are installed and operating per design (two respondents) 
• Verifying balanced supply/return duct work in each separate space (one respondent) 
• Working more closely with sheet metal inspectors (one respondent) 
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Respondents (11) who made changes or expect to make changes to the inspection process for 
service water heating system requirements indicated that changes included verifying insulation 
levels are correct, checking for the correct location of system alarms, and looking for an ENERGY 
STAR® rating on installed equipment. Two respondents noted that they are now requesting 
additional information from the system engineer: 

 “[I am] requesting a walkthrough of the system rather than relying on the [Engineer of 
Record].” 

“On the front end, I ask the designers to explain how the systems meet the current energy 
code and look for the details in the plans and specifications.” 

Respondents (11) who made changes or expect to make changes to their inspection process 
around electrical power and lighting requirements said changes included paying closer attention 
to daylighting controls, usage, and LED requirements. One respondent said: 

“I still have to look up the requirements when it crosses my desk, but I am more familiar with 
the process. I used to breeze over lighting schedules.” 

Eight respondents indicated they made changes or expect to make changes to their inspection 
process for additional efficiency requirement options. These include working with Home Energy 
Rating System (HERS) raters for better code compliance and applying an increased general 
awareness of the requirements. One respondent said, “I am more willing to accept different 
options and methods to meet Stretch Code than I was previously.” 

Respondents (9) who made changes or expect to make changes to their inspection process of 
existing buildings said, for example, they are paying closer attention to insulation R-value, vapor 
barrier, and equipment sizing requirements for existing structures. One respondent said they 
were: 

“Focusing on the thermal envelope, heating/cooling (heat pumps), boilers, and solar and 
photovoltaic installations. [I am also] including others in the process (e.g., electrical 
inspectors/gas/plumbing and fire departments) for input.” 

Finally, this web survey question allowed respondents to also select if they made or expect to 
make “other” changes to their inspection process. Only one respondent offered insight into the 
“other” changes made by stating:  

“MEPs [Mechanical, electrical, and plumbing] are the responsibility of electrical and 
mechanical inspectors. However, I plan on getting more involved to be sure the process of 
review and inspection is complete.” 
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2.2.3 Municipal Building Code Employees – Other Changes to Work 
The web survey prompted municipal building code employee respondents to describe any areas 
other than permit and plan review or inspections in which the training influenced their work or 
encouraged them to change their work to better enforce the energy code. Twelve respondents 
said they made other changes, most often citing a general increase in knowledge and awareness 
of energy code requirements (six respondents) and dispersing the information to contractors (two 
respondents). Additional responses include the following: 

“Education and Training. Additional energy code requirements are now included in the 2015 
ISPSC [International Swimming Pool and Spa Code]. I am providing training throughout the 
New England area on the ISPSC using knowledge from the courses.” 

“I have better knowledge of the specific requirements and expected documentation, as well 
as what kind of errors to look for in the documents. I also have a better understanding of the 
common mistakes make during installation and where to look for them.” 

“I review and inspect the Mass Save insulation jobs after completion more effectively and 
better understand air sealing.” 

2.2.4 Municipal Building Code Employees – Changes to Work and Types of 
Training Attended  

In total, 28 out of 33 (85%) municipal building code employee respondents made changes 
to their work after the trainings. Table 10 shows the type of training attended by municipal 
building code employees who made changes to their work, as well as the percent of the total 
number of attendees per training type that made changes. The majority (75%) of those who 
made changes attended webinar-only training sessions; however, this is because more 
total respondents attended webinars only. A higher percentage (100%) of classroom-only 
attendees made changes.  

Table 10: Type of Training Attended by Municipal Building Code Employees Who 
Made Changes to Work 
(number of respondents; n=28) 

Type of Training Attended Made Changes Percent of Total That 
Made Changes 

Classroom-only 6 100% 
Webinar-only 21 81% 
Both classroom and webinar 1 100% 
Total 28 85% 
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2.2.5 Building Professionals 
Just over one-half (19 out of 35, or 54%) of the building professionals indicated they made 
changes to their work as a result of the trainings. One-half (8) of the 16 who said they made 
no changes to their work expect the trainings will impact their work in the future.  

The web survey asked respondents if their commercial project work changed or will change as a 
result of the trainings in the topic areas presented in Table 11. 

Table 11 shows the number of respondents who made changes to each of the topic areas 
included in the web survey. The most frequently mentioned area affected by changes to building 
professional work was the building envelope and HVAC commissioning, followed by mechanical 
systems, economizers, lighting commissioning, and additional efficiency package options.  

Table 11: Building Professional Changes to Commercial Project Work 
(number of respondents; multiple response; n=19) 

Topic Areas Has Made 
Changes 

Expects to 
Make 

Changes 

Does Not 
Expect to 

Make 
Changes 

All building professionals who made changes 19   
  Building envelope requirements 4 12 5 
  HVAC Commissioning 4 5 3 
  Mechanical system requirements 3 7 3 
  Economizers 3 6 4 
  Lighting and Controls Commissioning 3 7 2 
  Additional efficiency package options (C406) 3 2 5 
  Compliance documentation 2 10 7 
  Air barrier: Design 2 8 2 
  Air barrier: Installation 2 8 2 
  COMcheck submittals 1 8 9 
  Electrical power and lighting system requirements 1 9 2 
  Solar readiness 1 7 4 
  Setback controls – hot water boilers 1 8 4 
  Existing building requirements 1 9 1 
  Service water heating requirements 0 9 4 
  Other 0 2 3 
Note: Respondents could also select Not Applicable. 

Respondents who indicated they made changes or expect to make changes related to compliance 
documentation, building envelope, mechanical system, service water heating, electrical power 
and lighting system requirements, additional efficiency package options, and existing building 
requirements were prompted to provide more information on the changes. Compliance 
documentation changes identified or anticipated by respondents (12) include the following:  

• Applying general knowledge of code requirements to project work (three respondents) 

• Adding compliance documentation to their checklist to closeout a job (one respondent) 



CSCS COMMERCIAL TRAINING FOLLOW-UP WEB SURVEY FINAL 

 
19 

• Pushing architect/engineer to incorporate specific submittal information into bid 
specifications (one respondent) 

• Updating baseline models to reflect latest editions of ASHRAE 90.1 and the IECC (one 
respondent) 

• Providing more in-depth review and documentation of installation of work (one 
respondent) 

Changes or expected changes related to the building envelope noted by respondents (16) include 
the following:  

• Applying general knowledge of building envelope requirements to project work (three 
respondents) 

• Detailing of the building enclosure, including commissioning and paying more attention to 
the design of the HVAC system and its relation to envelope performance (one respondent) 

• Looking at drawings for air barrier details in multifamily buildings where code use is mixed 
(one respondent) 

• Including the thermal envelope on the construction drawings (one respondent) 

Examples of the changes respondents (10) made or expected to make in their work related to 
mechanical systems included applying greater general knowledge of mechanical requirements to 
their project work, updating commissioning checklists and processes, and reviewing MEP 
specifications for higher performing HVAC systems in multifamily buildings where code use is 
mixed.   

Respondents (9) who expect to make changes related to service water heating requirements 
stated changes included examples such as applying general knowledge of service water heating 
requirements to project work, looking at potential uses for waste heat reuse, and considering 
alternative methods to improving efficiency rather than simply replacing the system. No 
respondents said they had already made changes related to service water heating.   

Respondents (10) who made changes or expect to make changes related to electrical power and 
lighting system requirements gave examples of changes such as applying a greater general 
knowledge of requirements to their project work and paying greater attention to lighting control 
requirements. One of these respondents said:  

“The lighting control section of the code requiring a master program is cumbersome and a 
costly maintenance issue for a municipality. I work with architects to simplify code lighting 
requirements to be able to maintain the systems while demonstrating energy efficiency. The 
lighting controls requirements of the code have become an unexpected maintenance cost, so 
we are looking for code conforming ways to simplify a system yet remain code compliant.” 

As with the other topic areas, respondents who made changes or expect to make changes related 
to additional efficiency package options and existing buildings are applying general knowledge of 
requirements to their project work (four and five respondents, respectively).  
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The web survey also prompted building professional respondents to describe any areas other 
than those listed above in which the training influenced their work or encouraged them to change 
their work to better comply with the energy code. Respondents noted specific areas that will be a 
priority for them moving forward, such as reviewing mechanical ventilation systems, providing 
focused education to subcontractors who specialize in air barriers, and updating practices to find 
greater savings in energy models. Two respondents also noted an increase in the amount of time 
they spend on ensuring compliance with the energy code.  

2.2.6 Building Professionals – Changes to Work and Types of Training Attended  
Table 12 shows the type of training attended by building professionals who made changes to their 
work, as well as the percent of the total number of attendees per training type that made changes. 
There was no evidence that training type impacted the likelihood of a building professional 
attendee to make changes.  

Table 12: Type of Training Attended by Building Professionals who Made 
Changes to Work 

(number of respondents; n=19) 

Type of Training Attended Made Changes Percent of Total That 
Made Changes 

Classroom-only 7 54% 
Webinar-only 12 55% 
Total 19 54% 

2.3 BUILDING PROFESSIONALS MOTIVATIONS FOR ATTENDING CSCS TRAININGS 
The web surveys asked building professionals to identify what motivates building professionals 
like themselves to attend CSCS trainings sessions. Most respondents believe building 
professionals are attending CSCS trainings to receive Continuing Education Units and 
because the training provided is high-quality.  

Table 13: Motivations for Building Professionals to Attend CSCS Trainings 
(percentage of respondents; multiple response; n=31) 

Motivations Percent of Respondents 
To receive Continuing Education Units 74% 
Training is high-quality 65% 
Training is close to where I work 32% 
To network with other professionals 32% 
Other 19% 

Respondents who stated they had other motivations for attending the trainings specified that they 
needed to increase their knowledge of energy code requirements.  
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3                             
Section 3 Most Important Parts of the  Trainings 
Key Findings 

 The most important part of the trainings for all respondents was the update on and 
summary of code changes. 10 For municipal building code employees, the next most 
important part was receiving information on specific code requirements. For building 
professionals, it was experiencing real-life examples and receiving information on specific 
code requirements.  

Section Overview 

The follow-up web surveys sought to identify which aspects of the trainings the attendees 
considered most important after having had several months to apply knowledge gained from the 
training. The survey restricted respondents to one choice from the following options: 

• Updates/summary of code changes  
• Information on specific code requirements 
• Handouts and reference materials 
• Real-life examples 
• Having conversations or networking with other attendees 
• Other (with request for a description) 

These options were developed based on the responses provided in previous studies that used 
open-ended in-depth interviews.  

3.1 MUNICIPAL BUILDING CODE EMPLOYEES 
Twenty-six of 28 respondents identified the most important information from the trainings. Table 
14 shows a little more than one-third of municipal building code employees found updates 
and summaries of code changes to be the most important information provided by the 
trainings. More than one-fifth found information on specific code requirements to be most 
important. 

 
10 In late 2019, the CSCS began offering 2018 IECC Sneak Peek courses. Respondents may have been referring to 
these courses when selecting code updates as the most important information from the trainings.  
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Table 14: Most Important Information from Trainings – Municipal Building Code 
Employees 

(number of respondents; n=26) 

Most Important Part of Training Number of 
Respondents 

Type of Training Attended 
Classroom-

only Web Only Both Class 
and Web 

n 26 6 20 0 
Updates/summary of code 
changes  

10 1 9 0 

Information on specific code 
requirements 

6 2 4 0 

Real-life examples 4 0 4 0 
Handouts and reference materials 3 2 1 0 
Having conversations with other 
attendees 

2 1 1 0 

Other 1 0 1 0 

The remaining two (of 28) webinar attendees said the training was not at all important to their 
work. One respondent noted the training did not provide them with new information about 
enforcing the energy code and the other said the training was not relevant to their work. 

3.2 BUILDING PROFESSIONALS 
Table 15 shows just over one-half (53%) of all building professional respondents found 
updates and summaries of code changes to be the most important aspect of the training. 
One respondent said the training was not at all important to their work.   

Table 15: Most Important Information from Trainings – Building Professionals 
(number of respondents; multiple response; n=30) 

Most Important Part of Training Number of 
Respondents 

Type of Training Attended 
Classroom-

only Web Only Both Class 
and Web 

n 30 11 19 0 
Updates/summary of code 
changes  

16 4 12 0 

Real-life examples 6 3 3 0 
Information on specific code 
requirements 

5 2 3 0 

Handouts and reference materials 1 0 1 0 
Having conversations with other 
attendees 

1 1 0 0 

Other 1 1 0 0 
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4                             
Section 4 Sharing of Training Information and 
Materials 
Key Findings 

 Overall, 78% of respondents shared information from the trainings with other parties. 
Municipal building code employees (89%) were more likely to share information than 
building professionals (68%).  

 Findings for respondents sharing information are consistent with those of the 2017 study 
(80% of all respondents shared information with other parties) and lower than the 2016 
study, which found that 93% of respondents shared information.  

 Municipal building code employees are most commonly sharing information with 
contractors or builders, while building professionals are primarily sharing information with 
their colleagues. These findings are consistent with those from 2017, which found 
respondents were most commonly sharing information with colleagues and coworkers, 
followed by contractors and builders.   

 Both groups indicated that the information from the training they shared most often was 
energy code knowledge or details learned at the training followed by Mass Save website 
or hotline information.  

Section Overview 

The follow-up web surveys sought to determine if the training attendees have shared information 
from the trainings with others, with whom they had shared information, and what information was 
shared. 

4.1 MUNICIPAL BUILDING CODE EMPLOYEES 
The web surveys asked municipal building code employees if they had shared information from 
the trainings or webinars with any of the following parties:  

• Their employees or employees at their office 
• Other building code officials 
• Builders 
• Contractors 
• Energy professionals, such as building commissioning experts 
• Manufacturers 
• Design professionals 
• Other  

The surveys asked respondents who chose “other” to write in specific responses. 
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Nearly 90% of municipal building code employees that answered the question (25 out of 
28) shared information from the trainings with other parties. Table 16 shows the percent of 
respondents who shared information with each of the parties. Over 80% of respondents noted 
sharing information with contractors or builders. Municipal building code officials are also sharing 
the information with other building code officials and employees at their offices. The respondent 
who selected “other” reported sharing information with the swimming pool industry.  

Table 16: Parties Receiving Information from Municipal Building Code Employees 
(Percent of respondents who shared information; multiple response; n=25) 

Party Receiving Training Information Percent of Respondents 

Contractors 84% 
Builders 80% 
Employees at their office location 68% 
Other building code officials 60% 
Design professionals 40% 
Energy professionals 20% 
Manufacturers 4% 
Other 4% 

Table 17 shows that municipal building code employees most often shared energy code 
requirement knowledge or details learned at the training, followed closely by the Mass 
Save website or hotline information. The respondent who selected “other” was sharing 
checklists from the trainings.  

Table 17: Type of Information Shared by Municipal Building Code Employees 
(Percent of respondents who shared information; multiple response; n=25) 

Type of Information Percent of Respondents 

Energy code requirement knowledge or details learned at the training 68% 
Mass Save website or hotline information 60% 
Handouts from the classroom training 56% 
Slides or other material I printed out from the webinar 24% 
Energy code book (IECC) received at the classroom training 24% 
Other 4% 

Table 17 also shows that 56% of respondents shared handouts from the classroom trainings. 
However, only six of the 25 respondents (24%) attended a classroom training and, of those, three 
reported sharing training handouts from the training. The remaining respondents who said that 
they shared classroom training handouts attended webinars. It is likely the webinar attendees 
interpreted the question to mean sharing handouts or printouts from any training.  

Four of the six classroom training municipal building code employee attendees used the handouts 
provided at the classroom trainings as a reference or in some other way in their work. These 
respondents elaborated on the ways in which they use the resources:  
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“I forward the checklists to the designers up front.” 

“[I use the handouts] as checklists at inspections and passing on information to contractors 
and other building officials. Also, to help permit applicants.” 

“We educate contractors and homeowners on energy-efficient practices with the handouts 
[Mass Save] usually provide[s].” 

“The handouts are made available at the office for all contractors, homeowners, and the 
general public.” 

Six webinar attendee respondents (out of 18 that answered the question) printed out the slides or 
other materials provided at the webinars; four of these respondents have used the webinar 
resources as a reference or in some other way since attending the webinar. Two use the 
resources as guides for permit review, one provides the resources to contractors and designers, 
and the remaining respondent uses the resources to train energy code inspectors. Given the 
amount of webinar attendees who said they are sharing handouts from the classroom trainings, 
it is likely the number of webinar attendees printing materials and sharing them is higher.  

4.2 BUILDING PROFESSIONALS 
The web surveys asked building professionals if they had shared information from the trainings 
or webinars with similar parties as those asked of the municipal building code employees:  

• Builders 
• Contractors 
• Energy professionals, such as building commissioning experts 
• Manufacturers 
• Design professionals 
• Their colleagues  
• Building code officials in their towns 
• Other  

Over two-thirds of building professionals that answered the question (21 out of 31, or 68%) 
shared information from the trainings with other parties. Table 18 shows that building 
professionals are primarily sharing information with their colleagues. Few (5%) are sharing with 
code officials. 
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Table 18: Parties Receiving Information from Building Professionals 
(Percent of respondents who shared information; multiple response; n=21) 

Party Receiving Training Information Percent of Respondents 

Colleagues 91% 
Contractors 29% 
Design professionals 14% 
Builders 14% 
Energy professionals 14% 
Building code officials 5% 
Manufacturers 5% 

As with municipal building code employees, building professionals most often shared energy code 
requirement knowledge or details learned at the training. Table 19 also shows that one-third of 
respondents shared the Mass Save website or hotline information.  

Table 19: Type of Information Shared by Building Professionals 
(Percent of respondents who shared information; multiple response; n=21) 

Type of Information Percent of Respondents 

Energy code requirement knowledge or details learned at the training 62% 
Mass Save website or hotline information 33% 
Handouts from the classroom training 29% 
Energy code book (IECC) received at the classroom training 10% 
Slides or other material I printed out from the webinar 5% 

Three of 12 classroom training attendees reported that they had used the handouts provided at 
the classroom trainings as a reference. Four of 16 webinar attendees printed out the slides or 
other materials provided at the webinars; one-half of these webinar respondents have referenced 
the webinar materials since printing them out.   
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5                             
Section 5 Use of Mass Save Energy Support 
Technical Initiative and Other Trainings Attended 
Key Findings 

 Most respondents (85%) were aware of the support provided by the Mass Save Energy 
Support Technical Initiative. However, less than one-half (48%) of those who were aware 
of the services made use of them.  

 Both awareness and usage of the technical support services increased this year. In 2017, 
Cadmus found awareness of technical support services was high (79%), while usage of 
the services was low (27%). Awareness of the services is increasing year over year (from 
63% in 2016 to 85% in 2019), and usage by those aware showed a significant increase 
this year (38% in 2016, 27% in 2017, and 48% in 2019).   

 Individuals who sought assistance through the Initiative most often used the website to 
look for information themselves rather than asking questions through the website (via 
email) or hotline. 

 Respondents who used the services were generally satisfied with the information they 
found or response they received. Over 60% of respondents provided ratings of 6 or 7 on 
a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 was not at all satisfied and 7 was extremely satisfied. No 
respondents provided ratings below 4.  

 When asked about other commercial energy-efficiency trainings they had attended, only 
one municipal building code employee attended a training other than those offered through 
the CSCS, while building professionals attended trainings with various sponsors. This 
suggests that CSCS trainings are increasingly becoming the sole source of energy code 
trainings for municipal building code employees. In 2016, one-half of the interviewed code 
officials had taken additional training during the year. In 2017, that number dropped to 
25%.11 In 2019, only 4% (one respondent) attended a training sponsored by another 
organization. 

Section Overview 

The Mass Save Technical Support Initiative allows individuals to pose energy code questions 
online via email or by telephone. The surveys examined awareness of, use of, and satisfaction 
with both the website and the hotline. The surveys also sought to determine the motivation for 
building professionals to attend CSCS trainings, and to identify other trainings on energy 
efficiency in commercial construction attended by both groups of respondents.  

 
11 It is possible in these earlier studies that additional CSCS trainings were counted as “other” trainings, although the 
intent of the studies has always been to determine sources of training not sponsored by the CSCS.  
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5.1 AWARENESS AND USE OF THE MASS SAVE TECHNICAL SUPPORT INITIATIVE 
Eight-five percent of all respondents reported being aware of the Mass Save Technical 
Support Initiative as a source of energy code information (26 out of 28 municipal building 
code employees and 24 out of 31 building professionals).  

Just less than one-half (24 out of 50) of the total respondents who were aware of the Initiative had 
made use of the services provided through the website or hotline. Table 20 shows that those 
seeking assistance through the Initiative are most often using the website to look for information 
themselves rather than asking questions through the website or hotline.  

Table 20: Use of the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative 
(number of respondents; multiple response; n=50) 

Use 
Municipal 

Build. Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals Total 

n 26 24 50 
Used website to look for information 14 10 24 
Used website email to ask questions 4 0 4 
Used hotline to ask questions 4 1 5 
Have not used the website or hotline 12 14 26 

5.2 SATISFACTION WITH THE MASS SAVE TECHNICAL SUPPORT INITIATIVE 
The web surveys asked respondents to rate their satisfaction with the information or response 
they received from the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative website on a 1 to 7 
scale, where 1 was not at all satisfied and 7 was extremely satisfied. Table 21 shows that nearly 
two-thirds of respondents gave ratings of 6 or 7. No respondents provided ratings below 4. 

Table 21: Satisfaction with the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative Website 
(number of respondents who asked questions; n=24) 

Rating 

Municipal 
Build. Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals Total 

n 14 10 24 
Four 0 1 1 
Five 5 3 8 
Six 3 4 7 
Seven (Extremely Satisfied) 6 2 8 

Respondents also rated their satisfaction with the information or response they received from the 
Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative hotline. Using the same 1 to 7 scale, three 
of the five respondents who had used the hotline were extremely satisfied (provided a rating of 7) 
and two rated their satisfaction as a 5.  
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5.3 TRAININGS ATTENDED SINCE CSCS TRAININGS 
Eleven out of 28 municipal building code employees and 11 out of 31 building professionals (37% 
of total respondents) have attended other classroom presentations or webinars that covered 
energy efficiency in commercial construction. Respondents were prompted to describe the events 
and to include only those that were not sponsored by Mass Save; however, municipal building 
code employee respondents still listed only Mass Save events. This suggests that municipal 
building code employees are relying heavily on trainings on the energy code provided by the 
CSCS to stay up to date.  

Table 22 shows the various organizations that sponsored trainings attended by building 
professionals. These trainings focused on a variety of topics, including cogeneration, 
commissioning, ventilation, green building, moisture management, resiliency, European windows, 
and mechanical system equipment.  

Table 22: Sponsors of Trainings Attended by Building Professionals 
(multiple response; n=11) 

Training Sponsors Number of Respondents 
Equipment suppliers or manufacturers 6 
Northeast Home Energy Rating System Alliance (NEHERS) 3 
Northeast Sustainable Energy Association (NESEA) 2 
HalfMoon Education 1 
New Hampshire utilities 1 
The Architect’s Newspaper 1 
Thornton Tomasetti 1 
Department of Housing and Community Development 1 
Williams College 1 
ENERGY STAR 1 
ASHRAE 1 



 

 
30 

6                             
Section 6 Code Compliance and Enforcement 
Environment 
Key Findings 

 Although no municipal building code employee respondents rated energy efficiency as a 
low priority, building professionals were more likely to rate energy efficiency as a high 
priority. Municipal building code employees commonly stated life safety measures were a 
higher priority than energy efficiency. These findings are consistent with previous years.  

 The accuracy of documentation provided to the building departments was the most 
important factor in the amount of time municipal building code employees spent checking 
for compliance.  

 Three-fourths of municipal building code employees reported finding and correcting code 
compliance issues they would have missed prior to taking the training. In 2017, the study 
found just over half (53%) of code officials said the same.  

 Most respondents said compliance with the energy code had increased (60%) or stayed 
about the same (37%). Only one respondent believed compliance had decreased; the rest 
were unsure. The proportion of municipal building code employees who said energy code 
compliance has increased is greater in 2019 (70%) than in 2016 (37%).  

 A significant number of municipal building code employees (69%) and building 
professionals (48%) said the services provided by the Mass Save Energy Code Support 
Initiative, including training and technical assistance, played a role in increased 
compliance.  

 A majority (70%) of building professionals noted that they put in more effort or spent more 
time complying with the energy code than in previous years. In 2016, only 56% of building 
professionals put more time or effort into complying with the code over the course of the 
year.  

 Building professionals reported increased interest in energy efficiency among their 
customers during the past year, and, of those customers, most (83%) were willing to spend 
more money for greater efficiency. In 2016, only 41% of building professional respondents 
said their customers were willing to pay more.  

Section Overview 

A key goal of the follow-up surveys was to identify perceived changes in code enforcement and 
the market for energy efficiency. This section explores respondents’ perceptions of the priority 
given to checking for energy efficiency in commercial construction, the factors impacting the 
amount of time municipal building code employees spend checking for the energy-efficiency 
aspects of code compliance, building professionals’ efforts to comply with the energy code, and 
perceived changes in code compliance over the last year. The section also provides a summary 
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of information filed at local building departments to document energy code compliance for 
commercial construction. 

6.1 PRIORITY GIVEN TO CHECKING FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN COMMERCIAL 
CONSTRUCTION  

Respondents were asked to rate checking the energy efficiency of a project as a low, medium, or 
high priority relative to the other things code officials must look for, or that building professionals 
must comply with. Table 23 shows that building professionals are more likely to rate energy 
efficiency as a high priority compared to code officials. However, no code official and only 
6% of building professionals said that energy code compliance was a low priority.  

Table 23: Rating of Energy Efficiency Relative to Other Issues Addressed 
(Percentage of respondents who provided a rating; n=59) 

Rating Municipal Build. 
Code Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

n 28 31 
Low 0% 6% 
Medium 57% 26% 
High 43% 68% 

Respondents who rated energy efficiency a low or medium priority were prompted to explain their 
reasoning. Table 24 provides a summary of the reasons energy efficiency is a lower priority. 
Municipal building code employees most frequently said life safety is a higher priority, including 
considerations like structural compliance, egress, and fire and smoke detection. Building 
professionals most commonly said the budget of a project dictates the priority given to energy 
efficiency.   

Table 24: Reasons Energy Efficiency is a Lower Priority 
(Number of respondents who indicated an area; multiple response; n=36) 

Reason or Area Municipal Build. 
Code Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

n 15 8 
Life safety is higher priority 6 0 
Equal to other codes or issues, part of package 3 2 
Structural compliance is higher priority  3 0 
Designed by engineer so assumed compliant 2 0 
Time constraints 1 3 
Project budget limitations 1 2 
Egress is higher priority 1 0 
Fire and smoke detection are higher priorities 1 0 
Occupancy is a higher priority 1 0 
Energy efficiency is difficult to enforce 1 0 
Owners don’t view as high priority 0 1 
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Two municipal building code officials expanded on their lower priority given to energy efficiency: 

“Number one is life safety: egress, sprinkler, structure size, and occupancy. Plumbing, lighting, 
accessibility, and energy efficiency, although very important, are reviewed after life safety is 
addressed.” 

“I believe building official efforts should be focused more on public safety. Not to knock energy 
efficiency, but we are constructing a very energy-efficient product today with all of the 
requirements, so our focus should remain on safety.” 

Building professionals also expanded on their reasoning:  

“Most projects are constrained by schedule and budget, but efficiency must be weighed with 
cost and is also a priority.” 

“We comply as necessary, but don't break the bank to do so.” 

“I am in charge of all aspects of the construction, from design implementation through 
occupancy permit. So, all aspects of public construction are important, and they all get 
attention.” 

6.2 MUNICIPAL BUILDING CODE EMPLOYEE EXPERIENCES IN CODE 
ENFORCEMENT 

The surveys asked municipal building code employees to consider the impact of certain factors 
on the amount of time they spend checking for energy code compliance. These factors include 
number and knowledge of staff, budget, size of project, complexity, and accuracy of 
documentation. Using a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 is not at all important and 7 is extremely important, 
respondents ranked each factor. Table 25 shows that the factor with the most impact on the 
time municipal building code building employees spend checking for compliance is the 
accuracy of documentation followed by the knowledge of building department staff.  

Table 25: Factors Impacting Time Spent Checking for Compliance 
(Number of respondents for each rating; n=28) 

Factor 
Rating of Importance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Accuracy of 
documentation 

1 0 1 3 3 4 16 

Knowledge of staff 1 2 2 2 4 5 12 
Number of staff 6 3 1 2 4 5 7 
Size of project 4 0 2 7 7 1 7 
Complexity 3 0 3 4 10 1 7 
Budget 6 3 2 7 6 0 4 
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One additional factor identified by three respondents was time. One of these respondents 
commented on the issue of time, and discussed the many other distractions that require the time 
and attention of code officials: 

“Time is the enemy of an inspector. It is impossible for an inspector to be expected to schedule 
inspections for building envelope prior to siding being installed or check for duct sealing prior 
to insulation covering the ducts while the inspector is buried with contractors not applying for 
permits, neighborhood zoning complaints, and/or fielding questions from both homeowners 
and contractors.” 

Three-fourths (21 of 28) of municipal building code employees said they are now finding, and 
correcting, code compliance issues they might have missed prior to the training. Table 26 shows 
these respondents are most commonly correcting issues related to documentation requirements 
and COMcheck submittals, as well as air barriers and air sealing.   

Table 26: Compliance Issues Now Corrected by Municipal Building Code 
Employees 

(n=28, multiple response) 

Description Number of Respondents 
Documentation requirements / COMcheck submittals 6 
Air barrier details 5 
Air sealing 4 
Quality of work 2 
Water pipe insulation 1 
Insulation installation issues 1 
Make up air 1 
Heat exchangers 1 
System commissioning 1 
Mechanical calculations 1 
Stretch code requirements 1 
Designer knowledge 1 
Ventilation requirements 1 
Lighting controls 1 

All but one municipal building code employee respondents believe compliance with the 
energy code has either increased in the last year (19 out of 27) or stayed about the same 
(7 out of 27). The one respondent who thought compliance had decreased said:  

“The energy code needs to be simplified. It is the most complicated code there is, and many 
building officials and designers say they do not fully understand the energy code. Simple 
activities are unnecessarily complicated, such as repairs. Some say repairing a pane of glass 
requires energy compliance, while the code seems to exempt a single pane of glass repair. 
Messaging is all wrong!” 
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Most building code employee respondents (18 out of the 26) who said compliance 
increased or stayed about the same over the last year believe the services provided by the 
Mass Save Energy Code Support Initiative, including training and technical assistance, 
played a role in this. Seven respondents were unsure. 

6.3 BUILDING PROFESSIONALS’ ENERGY CODE COMPLIANCE EFFORTS 
Just over 70% of building professionals (22 out of 31) said they have put in more effort or 
spent more time complying with the energy code than in previous years. The web survey 
prompted these respondents to indicate the causes of their increased time or effort by selecting 
one of the options offered in Table 27. 

Table 27 shows that building professionals are most commonly spending more time on 
energy code compliance because they are being more thorough or paying greater attention 
to ensure compliance, and because there is a greater focus on energy code enforcement.  

Table 27: Causes for Increased Time Spent on Code Compliance by 
Building Professionals 

(Percent of respondents selected cause; multiple response; n=22) 

Cause Percent of Respondents 

I am being more thorough or paying greater attention to ensure 
compliance 

67% 

There is an increased focus on energy code enforcement 56% 
There is a greater number of energy code requirements 50% 
Energy code requirements are increasingly more technical or difficult to 
comply with 

45% 

Energy documentation takes longer to complete 36% 

Most building professionals (18 out of 31) said the knowledge they gained from the training had 
no impact on the amount of time they spent on code compliance. One respondent said the training 
decreased the time spent on code compliance because they can “now just focus on what is exactly 
required.” The remaining 12 felt the knowledge gained from the training increased their time spent 
on compliance by increasing their general awareness of code requirements, particularly 
requirements for documentation and heating and lighting controls. Insight provided by 
respondents on how their time is spent includes the following:  

“I am spending more time scrutinizing architect plans and documentation review. Public 
Construction is more difficult because the knowledge level/care by the contractor is not there. 
I must push design team/quality inspectors to assure contract documents are fulfilled and 
affidavits to the building Commissioner are accurate.” 

“With the new changes, we will need to think about ways to improve energy models and 
ensure projects either go beyond or at least meet the minimum code requirements.” 

“I have more concern for compliance – reviewing COMcheck, coordination with drawings and 
specifications.” 
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All but two building professional respondents believed compliance with the energy code 
had increased (15 out of 31) in the last year or stayed about the same (14 out of 31); the 
remaining two were unsure. About one-half of the respondents (14 out of 29) who said 
compliance increased or stayed about the same over the last year also believed the services 
provided by the Mass Save Energy Code Support Initiative, including training and technical 
assistance, played a role in this. The same number of respondents (14 out of 29) said they didn’t 
know if the Initiative had played a role.  

Finally, the web surveys explored how building professionals’ customers interest in energy 
efficiency had changed over the last year. Table 28 indicates that customers have become more 
interested in energy efficiency, or at least continue to show the same level of interest as in 
previous years. Of the customers who have become more interested in energy efficiency and for 
projects where increased energy efficiency would add to cost, most (10 out of 12) are willing to 
spend more for greater efficiency.   

Table 28: Customer Interest in Energy Efficiency 
(Number of building professional respondents) 

Customer interest in last year 
n 31 
More interested in energy efficiency 14 
Shown about the same level of interest in energy efficiency 13 
Less interested in energy efficiency 0 
Does not apply 4 
If more interested in energy efficiency, customer willingness to spend more for energy-
efficiency 
n 14 
Yes, customers are willing to spend more 10 
No, customers are not willing to spend more 2 
Does not apply 2 
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6.4 CODE COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTATION FILED 
The web surveys asked municipal building code employees and building professionals to note 
the type of information they review at or submit to their building department to document energy 
code compliance for commercial construction. The survey asked respondents to note the 
percentage of recent commercial projects that submitted each of the following:  

• Construction document prepared by registered design professional 
• COMcheck certificates and reports 
• Commissioning plan for mechanical system 
• Commissioning plan for lighting controls 
• Mechanical system sizing documentation 
• Prescriptive checklists other than COMcheck 
• Performance documentation 
• Other 
• No compliance documentation is filed for commercial projects 

The surveys asked respondents to estimate their responses in 20% increments, beginning with 
0%.  

Table 29 and Table 30 show estimates for the type of information filed by respondent type, as 
well as the average percentages of projects with each document type. Both municipal building 
code employee respondents and building professional respondents reported that the most 
common type of information filed at a building department is construction documents prepared by 
a registered design professional (69% of projects and 72%, respectively). Surprisingly sizable 
percentages of respondents said that no documentation was filed at their building department 
(58% of municipal building code employees and 49% of building professionals).12 

 
12 It may be that these building departments rely on signed affidavits from the designer that state that all energy code 
requirements are met and COMcheck reports, which are required for all commercial projects, are completed. 
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Table 29: Information Filed at Municipal Building Code Employees’ Building Departments 
(number of respondents; n=varies) 

 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Average 
Percentage of 
Projects with 
Documents 

Construction document prepared 
by registered design professional 

1 4 2 4 7 9 69% 

Mechanical system sizing 
documentation 

2 5 3 5 3 7 58% 

Performance documentation 6 3 1 3 4 9 58% 
No compliance documents filed 
for project 

6 3 1 3 4 9 58% 

COMcheck certificates and 
reports 

7 4 5 2 5 2 40% 

Commissioning plan for 
mechanical system 

6 7 3 1 3 4 40% 

Commissioning plan for lighting 
controls 

6 7 4 3 1 2 33% 

Prescriptive checklists other than 
COMcheck 

10 7 5 1 1 1 23% 

Note: Respondents could also select “Don’t Know” as an option. 

Seven respondents noted their building department requires “other” documentation for commercial buildings. This documentation 
included HERS certificates (two respondents), Stretch Energy Code documentation (one respondent), inspection reports (one 
respondent), existing building review documentation (one respondent), alternative design documentation (one respondent), and an 
energy permit (one respondent).  

  



CSCS COMMERCIAL TRAINING FOLLOW-UP WEB SURVEY FINAL 

 
38 

Table 30: Information Filed by Building Professionals 
(number of respondents; n=varies) 

 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Mean 
Percentage of 
Projects with 
Documents 

Construction document prepared 
by registered design professional 

1 1 0 2 1 5 72% 

No compliance documents filed 
for project 

3 0 0 0 3 1 49% 

COMcheck certificates and 
reports 

3 2 2 1 0 2 38% 

Performance documentation 4 0 1 0 0 2 34% 
Mechanical system sizing 
documentation 

5 0 1 1 1 1 31% 

Commissioning plan for 
mechanical system 

5 1 0 1 1 1 29% 

Commissioning plan for lighting 
controls 

6 0 1 1 0 1 22% 

Prescriptive checklists other than 
COMcheck 

6 1 2 0 0 0 11% 

Note: Respondents could also select “Don’t Know” as an option. 

Only building professional respondents involved in filing information to document energy code compliance for commercial construction 
(n=10) were asked to provide estimates of information filed. Two building professional respondents noted additional documentation 
they file: energy code reports, description of how systems operate, and energy model reports.  
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7                             
Section 7 Suggestions  for Improving the CSCS 
Trainings  
Key Findings 

 Respondents’ primary suggestion for improving the trainings was to offer additional 
opportunities for individuals to attend both in-person and webinar trainings.  

Section Overview 

The last question of the web surveys was open-ended, asking for any recommendations to 
improve the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative or suggestions for how the Initiative could 
encourage increased enforcement of or compliance with the energy code. The question 
specifically asked for suggested resources that could be made available to improve energy code 
compliance.  

7.1 FEEDBACK FOR IMPROVING THE CSCS TRAININGS 
Thirteen municipal building code employees and 16 building professionals provided specific 
suggestions for improving the CSCS trainings. Table 31 shows respondents most commonly 
requested additional opportunities to attend classroom and webinar trainings, additional handouts 
and other resources, and for the CSCS to engage with particular segments of the industry.  
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Table 31: Suggestions for Improving the CSCS Trainings 
(number of respondents; multiple response; n=29) 

How to Improve the CSCS Trainings 
Municipal 

Building Code 
Employees 

Building 
Professionals 

Number of respondents offering suggestions for improvement 13 16 
Increase courses offered, all 5 11 
  Offer additional courses or time slots for each 3 4 
  Offer follow-up, advanced courses 0 1 
  Continue to offer webinars / offer more webinars 2 2 
  Increase in-person training offerings 0 3 
  Increase training offerings on the Stretch Code 0 1 
Provide additional resources, all 4 3 

Monthly email with training offerings, highlight code changes 2 2 
Sample submission package for renovations 0 1 
Provide additional handouts/checklists to contractors 1 0 
Provide additional handouts to inspectors 1 0 

Engage additional audiences, all 5 0 
  Insulation industry 1 0 
  Installers 1 0 
  Contractors 2 0 
  Builders 1 0 

Improve presentations, all 0 3 
  Present more real-life examples 0 2 
  Improve presenter 0 1 
Partner with Construction Supervisor Licensing for 
contractor education 

2 0 

Offer follow-up survey the same month 1 0 
Market Mass Save as code resource 1 0 

Two respondents offered feedback on the energy code in general, but not specific to CSCS 
trainings: 

Code Compliance's most important tool is planning. [Jurisdiction] schedules a 1-hour 
appointment in which we sit with the permit applicant and discuss all relevant issues related 
to their work. I have handouts on the website. There is no bigger failure than a failed inspection 
and the contractor states, "I didn't know."  That's a failure of the department and the contractor.    

Contractors must rely on Building Departments for their education and understanding of the 
code. Every morning, I schedule a question and answer time from 8:00AM to 9:00AM, where 
contractors, homeowners, lawyers, and architects can come in, without an appointment, and 
ask code questions. 

If everyone is working from the same codebook, we all should be giving the same advice. I 
am an advocate of education for contractors and inspectors.” (Municipal building code 
employee respondent) 
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“It is beneficial to have an organization available to help. Code compliance in general is 
becoming more and more difficult. I would like adjustments to the IECC relative to existing 
buildings. I believe a better balance between energy conservation and appropriate restoration 
be created to facilitate more reasonable compliance. Not all energy compliance goals can be 
achieved on old buildings without major expenditure or potential damage to existing 
construction. Nothing like getting penalized for conserving, preserving, and restoring fine 
buildings. This is where I fear we are headed. I agree in whole with IECC for new buildings 
though.”  (Building professional respondent) 
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8                             
Section 8 Overall Considerations 
Based on the results of the follow-up web surveys and other work completed on the impact of the 
CSCS, Cadmus offers the following considerations for improvement: 

• Continue to offer the CSCS classroom trainings and webinars.  

o Respondents are reporting an increase in energy code compliance, and many 
attribute this increase to the efforts of the CSCS.  

o  The data suggest the CSCS has a significant impact on respondents’ work and 
compliance with the energy code overall.   

o Respondents reacted positively to the webinars offered by the Initiative and have 
requested that additional classroom trainings and webinars (both in terms of 
content and available times) be added to increase the opportunities for individuals 
to attend.  

o Attendees are applying knowledge gained through the training to their project work 
and sharing this knowledge with others. The CSCS trainings appear to be one of 
the few sources available for municipal building code employee energy code 
education. 

• Continue to provide focused training on compliance documentation.  

o Respondents often noted they are now focusing an increased amount of time on 
reviewing or completing compliance documentation.  

o A surprisingly high percentage of respondents – about half – said that no 
compliance documentation was filed at their building department, though this may 
reflect accepting signed affidavits from the designer that state that all energy code 
requirements are meet and COMcheck reports are completed.  

o Encourage the use of COMcheck or consider collaborating with building 
departments to develop a consistent, statewide compliance document.   

• Continue to provide focused training on renovations and existing buildings. 

o Nearly two-thirds (61%) of the project work reported by survey respondents was 
for additions, alterations, renovations, or repairs.  

o Respondents noted the energy code requirements for existing buildings are difficult 
to achieve cost-effectively.  

• Investigate whether opportunities exist to collaborate with other organizations on 
training, particularly those that would bring in more building professionals.    

o Municipal building code officials are sharing information with contractors but noted 
more builder and contractor education is needed.  

http://www.nmrgroupinc.com
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o Building professionals in general appreciated the flexibility of webinar courses. 
Consider designing occupation-specific webinars that can be used for Continuing 
Education Units and that are offered at times when building professionals are more 
likely to be available.  

• Increase marketing of the CSCS training and support services.  

o The Initiative may consider asking trainees for referrals and using some of their 
testimonials on the value of the trainings. 

• Any future follow-up surveys to training attendees should be conducted by web 
instead of as telephone interviews.  

o Given the success of the web surveys in reaching training attendees, this method 
is most appropriate for future studies. Survey programming should be updated 
based on results of this report to focus on areas of interest and ensure questions 
(and response options) are relevant and clear.



 

 
44 

A 
Appendix A TXC 63 Commercial Follow-up Web 
Survey for Building Professionals 
Survey Overview: The team will conduct a web survey of commercial energy code training 
attendees. The survey will cover topics such as use of training concepts, changes made to better 
enforce the energy code because of the training, sharing of handouts and resources, and Initiative 
awareness and satisfaction from the perspective of the building professional.  

Research Objectives Corresponding Question Numbers 
Number of projects completed since attending training Section C 
Use of training and changes made to work Section D 
Code compliance and enforcement environment Section E 
Sharing of information and Resources Section F 
Motivation Section G 
Increase in Compliance Section H 

Target Audience: Building professionals, including builders, contractors, architects, engineers, 
and energy professionals, that attended one or more commercial energy code trainings 
sponsored by the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative 

Variables to be Pulled into Survey  

• Email 
• FirstName 
• LastName 
• Title 
• City or Town 
• Classroom Training or Webinar Name 
• Date of Training 
• Name and Date of FIRST Training or Webinar 
• Additional fields for survey branching or piped text, with a description of anticipated values 

A.1 EMAIL INVITATION 
To: [EMAIL] 

From: Cadmus on behalf of the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative Program 
Sponsors 

Subject: Mass Save Commercial Energy Code Training Feedback 

Dear [FIRSTNAME AND LASTNAME],   

Thank you for attending the following energy code training opportunities sponsored by the Mass 
Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative: [LIST ALL APPLICABLE TRAININGS 
ATTENDED] 
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• [NAME OF TRAININGS OR WEBINAR] on [DATE] 

We invite you to tell us about your experience with the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ 
classroom training(s) and webinar(s)]. Your input is very important to us and will be kept 
confidential and only used for research purposes. The survey should take approximately 20 
minutes to complete. As our thanks for completing the survey, we will send you a digital $45 
Amazon gift card. 

Click the link below to take the survey: 

[auto-generated link] 

Or you may copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [auto-generated url] 

If you have questions about the purpose of this study, you may contact Chris Chan of Eversource 
at (781) 441-8544 or christopher.chan@eversource.com. If you have any technical questions 
about the survey, or you wish to receive the survey link at a different email address,  please 
contact Althea Koburger at The Cadmus Group, the national research firm conducting this survey 
on our behalf. You can reach Althea at (303) 389-2513 or Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com. 

Thank you in advance for sharing your experiences and your time. 

Reminder Invitation 

To: [EMAIL] 

From: Cadmus on behalf of the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative Program 
Sponsors 

Subject: Don’t forget to tell Mass Save about your commercial energy code training experience!  

Dear [FIRSTNAME AND LASTNAME], 

We recently invited you to tell us about your experience with the following commercial energy 
code training opportunities sponsored by the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support 
Initiative: [LIST ALL APPLICABLE TRAININGS ATTENDED] 

• [NAME OF TRAININGS OR WEBINAR] on [DATE] 

We would still like to hear from you. Your input is very important to us, will be kept confidential, 
and only used to improve our Initiative for industry professionals like you. Please take 20 minutes 
today to complete the survey. As our thanks for completing the survey, we will send you a digital 
$45 gift card that can be redeemed at Amazon. 

Click the link below to take the survey: 

[auto-generated link] 

Or you may copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [auto-generated url] 

If you have questions about the purpose of this study, you may contact Chris Chan of Eversource 
at (781) 441-8544 or christopher.chan@eversource.com. If you have any technical questions 
about the survey, or you wish to receive the survey link at a different email address, please contact 
Althea Koburger at The Cadmus Group, the national research firm conducting this survey on our 
behalf. You can reach Althea at (303) 389-2513 or Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com. 

mailto:christopher.chan@eversource.com
mailto:Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com
mailto:christopher.chan@eversource.com
mailto:Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com
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Thank you in advance for sharing your experiences and your time. 

A.2 SURVEY INTRODUCTION  
[MASS SAVE LOGO TO APPEAR ON START SCREEN] 

Welcome! Thank you for sharing your experience with the Energy Code Technical Support 
Initiative offered by Mass Save®. Your feedback through this survey is important and will help 
ensure that the Initiative’s work addresses the needs of building professionals in Massachusetts.  
This survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. You may stop the survey at any 
time and return to it later; your earlier responses will be saved. Your participation and responses 
will remain confidential and will only be used for research purposes. Be sure to enter your email 
address at the end of the survey to receive your digital $45 gift card, if you would like to accept 
this incentive. 

A.3 A SCREENING QUESTIONS 
Our records show that you attended the following commercial energy code training opportunities: 
[LIST ALL APPLICABLE TRAININGS ATTENDED] 

• [NAME OF TRAININGS OR WEBINAR] on [DATE] 

A1. Do you recall attending [this event/these events]? 

1. Yes 

2. No [TERMINATE] 

A2. Our records also show that you worked as a [TITLE]. Are you still employed in this 
capacity? 

1. Yes 

2. No  

A3. [IF A2=2] Are you employed in a similar position? 

1. Yes 

2. No  

A4. Where is your company headquartered? 

1. Massachusetts  

2. Another U.S. state or territory 

3. Outside of the U.S.  

A5. [IF A4=2 OR 3] Do you perform any work in the state of Massachusetts? 

1. Yes 

2. No [TERMINATE] 
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A6. [IF A2=2] Your feedback is important to us and we need to verify this is the correct survey 
for you. Please contact Althea Koburger at (303) 389-2513 or 
Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com and we will let you know if you still qualify for this survey. 
Alternatively, please enter your phone number or email address and we will contact you directly. 
[TEXT BOX] 

TERMINATE TEXT: We are sorry, you do not qualify for this survey. Thank you for your time.  

A.4 B. GENERAL 
For this survey, we would like you to focus strictly on the commercial building aspects of the 
[classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] listed previously and 
sponsored by Mass Save, not on any other trainings you may have attended. 

B1. Please indicate which energy code your commercial projects must generally comply with:  

1. International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) with Massachusetts Amendments in 780 
CMR 

2. Stretch Energy Code 

3. Both the IECC and the Stretch Code 

C. Current Projects 

C1.  Since attending [NAME OF FIRST TRAINING OR WEBINAR] on [DATE OF FIRST 
TRAINING OR WEBINAR], about how many commercial building projects of each of these types 
have you worked on? (Please enter a 0 if you have not worked on any projects in a particular 
category) 

1. Commercial new construction [OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION 
FROM 0 TO 999] 

2. Commercial additions, alterations, renovations, or repairs covered by the energy code 
[OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION FROM 0 TO 999] 

C2. Approximately how many of the commercial projects you have worked on since attending 
[NAME OF FIRST TRAINING OR WEBINAR] on [DATE OF FIRST TRAINING OR WEBINAR] 
were permitted after January 1, 2017 (the adoption of the 2015 IECC and accompanying stretch 
code)? 

1. Commercial new construction [OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION 
FROM 0 TO 999; CANNOT BE LARGER THAN C1.1] 

2. Commercial additions, alterations, renovations, or repairs applicable to the energy code 
[OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION FROM 0 TO 999; CANNOT BE 
LARGER THAN C1.2] 

mailto:Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com
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A.5 D. USE OF TRAINING 
D1. [IF C1.1>0 OR C1.2>0] We would now like you to consider all of the Mass Save-sponsored 
trainings or webinars you have attended since [DATE OF FIRST TRAINING]. Have you made any 
changes in your work to better comply with the energy code as a result of these [classroom 
training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)]? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

D2. [IF C1.1=0; C1.2=0; OR D1=2] Do you think the content of the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you have attended will impact your work in the 
future? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

D3. [IF D1=1 OR D2=1] For each topic listed below, please identify if your work has changed 
or will change as a result of what you learned at the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended. [DROP-DOWN MENU: I HAVE MADE CHANGES, I 
EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES, I DO NOT EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES, AND N/A FOR EACH 
ITEM] 

 Please select best 
description for each 

Compliance Documentation  
COMcheck submittals  
Building envelope requirements  
Mechanical system requirements  
Service water heating requirements  
Electrical power and lighting system requirements   
Air barrier: Design  
Air barrier: Installation  
Solar readiness  
Economizers  
HVAC Commissioning  
Lighting and Controls Commissioning  
Setback controls – hot water boilers  
Additional efficiency package options (C406)  
Existing building requirements  
Other  
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D4. [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO COMPLIANCE 
DOCUMENTATION] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or plan to make changes to 
compliance documentation. Please describe these changes and how your process has changed. 
[TEXT RESPONSE]  

D5.  [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO BUILDING 
ENVELOPE REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) 
/classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or plan to make 
changes to building envelope requirements. Please describe these changes and how your 
process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D6. [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO MECHANICAL 
SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) 
/classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or plan to make 
changes to mechanical system requirements. Please describe these changes and how your 
process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D7. [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO SERVICE WATER 
HEATING SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or 
plan to make changes to service water heating requirements. Please describe these changes and 
how your process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D8. [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO ELECTRICAL POWER 
AND LIGHTING SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom 
training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made 
changes to or plan to make changes to electrical power and lighting system requirements. Please 
describe these changes and how your process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D9. [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO ADDITIONAL 
EFFICIENCY PACKAGE OPTIONS (C406)] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or 
plan to make changes to additional efficiency package options (C406). Please describe these 
changes and how your process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D10. [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO EXISTING BUILDING 
OPTIONS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or plan to make changes to 
existing building requirements. Please describe these changes and how your process has 
changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D11. [IF D3= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO OTHER] You said that 
as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you 
attended, you have made or plan to make other changes. Please describe these changes. [TEXT 
RESPONSE] 
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D12. [if D2≠2] Are there areas other than those already stated where the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] [has/have] influenced your work or encouraged 
you to change the work that you do to better comply with the energy code?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

D13. [IF D12=1] Please describe how your work has changed: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

D14. Thinking of all the ways you have used what you learned from the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, what would you say was the most 
important part of the [trainings(s)/ webinar(s) / classroom training(s) and webinar(s)]? [SELECT 
ONE] 

a. Updates/summary of code changes  

b. Information on specific code requirements 

c. Handouts and reference materials 

d. Real life examples 

e. Having conversations or networking with other attendees 

f. Other [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

g. The training was not at all important to my work 

D15. [IF D2=2 or D14=g] Why do you say the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)] have not affected your work or were not at all important? Please check 
all that apply. [MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED] 

1. The training was not relevant to my work 

2. I already comply with the energy code 

3. There has not been enough time to incorporate what I have learned 

4.  The changes to the code are too expensive to apply 

5. The changes to the code are not practical 

6. A supervisor or other decision maker is resistant to the application of new methods 

7. I work in a stretch code community and what I learned was not relevant 

8. The training was not relevant to renovations or additions, which make up the majority of 
my work 

9. Other (specify) [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 
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A.6 E. CODE COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT 
E1. Are you involved in filing information to document energy code compliance for commercial 
construction with the local building department?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

E2. [IF E1=1] Please indicate the approximate percentage of commercial projects for which 
you submit the following types of information to document energy code compliance: [DROP-
DOWN MENU WITH OPTIONS FROM 0% TO 100% IN 20% INCREMENTS AND DON’T KNOW] 

1. Construction document prepared by registered design professional 

2. COMcheck certificates and reports 

3. Commissioning plan for mechanical system 

4. Commissioning plan for lighting controls 

5. Mechanical system sizing documentation 

6. Prescriptive checklists other than COMcheck 

7. Performance documentation  

8. Other (specify) [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

9. No compliance documentation is filed for commercial projects 

E3. Is ensuring the energy efficiency of a project a low, medium, or high priority, relative to the 
other things you must comply with? 

1. Low 

2. Medium 

3. High 

E4. [IF E3=1,2] Why do you say ensuring energy efficiency is a [ANSWER FROM E3] priority? 
[TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

E5. In the last year or so, have you put in more effort or spent more time complying with the 
energy code than in previous years?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

98. Don’t know 

E6.  [IF E5=1] What are the causes of your increased time or effort? Check all that apply. 
[MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 

1. There is a greater number of energy code requirements  

2. The energy code requirements are increasingly more technical or difficult to comply with 
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3. Energy documentation takes longer to complete 

4. There is an increased focus on energy code enforcement 

5. I am being more thorough or paying greater attention to ensure compliance 

6. Other (specify) [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

E7. Did the knowledge you gained from the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)]:  

1. Increase the amount of time you spend on code compliance 

2. Decrease the amount of time you spend on code compliance 

3. Have no impact at all 

E8. [IF E7=1 OR 2] How did the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and 
webinar(s)] [rating from E7]? 

E9. In the last year or so, have your customers become 

1. More interested in energy efficiency  

2. Less interested in energy efficiency 

98. Shown about the same level of interest in energy efficiency 

98. Does not apply 

E10. [IF E9=1] Do you find that your customers are more willing to spend more for greater 
energy efficiency than in previous years? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

98. Does not apply 

A.7 F. SHARING INFORMATION AND RESOURCES 
F1. Have you shared any information from the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)] with any of the following parties? Check all that apply. [MULTIPLE 
RESPONSES ALLOWED UNLESS “I HAVE NOT SHARED ANY INFORMATION” IS 
SELECTED] 

1. Your colleagues 

2. Building code officials in your town 

3. Builders 

4. Contractors 

5. Energy professionals, such as building commissioning experts 

6. Manufacturers 



CCSI COMMERCIAL TRAINING FOLLOW-UP WEB SURVEY FINAL 

 
53 

7. Design professionals 

8. Other [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

9. No, I have not shared any information 

F2. [IF F1=1-8] What type information did you share? Check all that apply. [MULTIPLE 
RESPONSE] 

1. Handouts from the classroom training  

2. Slides or other material I printed out from the webinar 

3. Energy code book (IECC) received at the classroom training 

4. Energy code requirement knowledge or details learned at the training 

5. Mass Save website or hotline information 

6. Other [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

F3.  [CLASSROOM TRAINING ATTENDEES ONLY] Have you used the handouts provided 
at the trainings as a reference or in any other way in your work? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. I did not receive any handouts 

F4. [IF F3=1] Please explain how you have used these handouts: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

F5. [WEBINAR ATTENDEES ONLY] Did you print out the slides or other materials provided 
at the webinars? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

F6. [IF F5=1] Have you used the materials as a reference or in any other way in your work? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

F7. [IF F6=1] Please explain how you have used these materials: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

F8. Are you aware that energy code information is available on the Mass Save Energy Code 
Technical Support Initiative website? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

F9. [IF F8=1] Have you ever looked for energy code information on or requested technical 
assistance from the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative website or hotline? 
Please check all that apply. [MULTIPLE RESPONSE] 

1. Yes, I have used the website to look for information 
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2. Yes, I have used the website to ask questions 

3. Yes, I have used the hotline to ask questions 

4. No, I have not used the website or hotline 

F10. [IF F9=1,2] How satisfied are you with the information or response you received from the 
Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative website? 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

1 
2 3 4 5 6 

Extremely 
Satisfied 

7 

              

 

F11.  [IF F10=1,2,3] Please tell us how we can improve the website: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

F12. [IF F9= 3] How satisfied are you with the information or response you received from the 
Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative hotline? 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

1 
2 3 4 5 6 

Extremely 
Satisfied 

7 

              

 

F13. [IF F12=1,2,3] Please tell us how we can improve the hotline: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

F14. Since [NAME OF FIRST TRAINING] on [DATE OF FIRST TRAINING], have you attended 
any other classroom presentations or webinars that covered energy efficiency in commercial 
construction not sponsored by Mass Save? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

F15. [IF F14=1] Approximately how many additional presentations or webinars have you 
attended? [OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION FROM 0 TO 999] 

F16. [IF F14=1] Please describe the event(s): [PROVIDE ENOUGH COLUMNS IN THE TABLE 
AS THE NUMERIC VALUE ENTERED IN F15] 

1. Name/title [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

2. Sponsor [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

3. Focus/theme [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

4. Approximate dates [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 
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A.8 G. MOTIVATION 
G1. What do you think motivates building professionals such as yourself to attend these 
training sessions? Check all that apply. [MULTIPLE RESPONSES] 

1. Training is high quality 

2. Training is close to where I work 

3. To receive Continuing Education Units 

4. To network with other professionals 

5. Other [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

98. Don’t know 

A.9 H. INCREASE IN COMPLIANCE 
H1. In the last year or so, do you think compliance with the energy code has: 

1. Increased 

2. Decreased 

3. Stayed about the same 

98. Don’t know 

H2. [IF H1=1 OR 3] You said compliance with the energy code has [answer from H1]. Do you 
think the services provided by the Mass Save Energy Code Support Initiative, including training 
and technical assistance, have played a role in this? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

98. Don’t know 

A.10 I. CLOSING 
I1. Do you have any recommendations to improve the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative 
or suggestions for how the Initiative can help you comply with the energy code? Please include 
any suggestions for resources that would encourage increased compliance with the energy code. 
[TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

I2. Please enter the email address where we can send your $45 Amazon gift card or check 
below to decline the incentive. 

1. Email address: [SPECIFY] 

2. Please do not send me an incentive 
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 [END OF SURVEY MESSAGE] Those are all the questions we have. Thank you for your 
feedback!   

For more information on the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative, please visit 
www.masssave.com. 

http://www.masssave.com/
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B 
Appendix B TXC 63 Commercial Follow-up Web 
Survey for Building Code Officials 
Survey Overview: The team will conduct a web survey of commercial energy code training 
attendees. The survey will cover topics such as use of training concepts, changes made to better 
enforce the energy code because of the training, sharing of handouts and resources, and Initiative 
awareness and satisfaction from the perspective of the building code official. 

Research Objectives Corresponding Question Numbers 
Number of projects completed since 
attending training 

C1, A1, D1, A1, D2 

Use of training and changes made to work 
C2, C3, C4, C5, C6, C7, C8, C8; D3, D4, D5, D6, D7, D8, 

D9, D10, D11, D12; 
Section E 

Code-enforcement environment Section 51 
Sharing of information and Resources Section G 
Increase or Decrease in Compliance Section H 

Target Audience: Building code officials, including building commissioners, inspectors, and plan 
reviewers, that attended one or more commercial energy code trainings sponsored by the Mass 
Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative 

Variables to be Pulled into Survey  

• Email 

• FirstName 

• LastName 

• Title 

• City or Town 

• Classroom Training or Webinar Name 

• Date of Training 

• Name and Date of FIRST Training or Webinar 

• Additional fields for survey branching or piped text, with a description of anticipated values 
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B.1 EMAIL INVITATION 
To: [EMAIL] 
From: Cadmus on behalf of the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative Program 
Sponsors 
Subject: Mass Save Commercial Energy Code Training Feedback 

Dear [FIRSTNAME AND LASTNAME],   

Thank you for attending the following commercial energy code training opportunities sponsored 
by the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative: [LIST ALL APPLICABLE 
TRAININGS ATTENDED] 

• [NAME OF TRAININGS OR WEBINAR] on [DATE] 

We invite you to tell us about your experience with the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ 
classroom training(s) and webinar(s)]. Your input is very important to us to continually improve 
the training and will be kept confidential and only used for research purposes. The survey should 
take approximately 20 minutes to complete. As our thanks for completing the survey, we will 
send you a digital $45 Amazon gift card. 

Click the link below to take the survey: 

[auto-generated link] 

Or you may copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [auto-generated url] 

If you have questions about the purpose of this study, you may contact Chris Chan of Eversource 
at (781) 441-8544 or christopher.chan@eversource.com. If you have any technical questions 
about the survey, or you wish to receive the survey link at a different email address, please contact 
Althea Koburger at The Cadmus Group, the national research firm conducting this survey on our 
behalf. You can reach Althea at (303) 389-2513 or Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com.  

Thank you in advance for sharing your experiences and your time. 

B.2 REMINDER INVITATION 
To: [EMAIL] 
From: Cadmus on behalf of the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative Program 
Sponsors 
Subject: Don’t forget to tell Mass Save about your commercial energy code training experience!  

Dear [FIRSTNAME AND LASTNAME], 

We recently invited you to tell us about your experience with the following commercial energy 
code training opportunities sponsored by the Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support 
Initiative: [LIST ALL APPLICABLE TRAININGS ATTENDED] 

• [NAME OF TRAININGS OR WEBINAR] on [DATE] 

We would still like to hear from you. Your input is very important to us, will be kept confidential, 
and only used to improve our Initiative for industry professionals like you. Please take 20 minutes 

mailto:christopher.chan@eversource.com
mailto:Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com.We
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today to complete the survey. As our thanks for completing the survey, we will send you a digital 
$45 gift card that can be redeemed at Amazon. 

Click the link below to take the survey: 
[auto-generated link] 

Or you may copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: [auto-generated url] 

If you have questions about the purpose of this study, you may contact Chris Chan of Eversource 
at (781) 441-8544 or christopher.chan@eversource.com. If you have any technical questions 
about the survey, or you wish to receive the survey link at a different email address, please contact 
Althea Koburger at The Cadmus Group, the national research firm conducting this survey on our 
behalf. You can reach Althea at (303) 389-2513 or Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com. 

Thank you in advance for sharing your experiences and your time. 

B.3 SURVEY INTRODUCTION  
[MASS SAVE LOGO TO APPEAR ON START SCREEN] 

Welcome! Thank you for sharing your experience with building code training provided through the 
Energy Code Technical Support Initiative offered by Mass Save®. Your feedback through this 
survey is important and will help ensure that the Initiative’s work addresses the needs of building 
code officials in Massachusetts. This survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
You may stop the survey at any time and return to it later; your earlier responses will be saved. 
Your participation and responses will remain confidential and will only be used for research 
purposes. Be sure to enter your email address at the end of the survey to receive your digital $45 
gift card, if you would like to accept this incentive. 

B.4 SCREENING QUESTIONS 
Our records show that you attended the following commercial energy code training opportunities: 
[LIST ALL APPLICABLE TRAININGS ATTENDED] 

• [NAME OF TRAININGS OR WEBINAR] on [DATE] 

A1. Do you recall attending [this event/these events]? 

1. Yes 

2. No [TERMINATE] 

A2. Our records also show that you worked as a [TITLE] for [CITY OR TOWN]. Are you still 
employed in this capacity? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

A3. [IF A2=2] Are you employed in a similar position or occupation? 

1. Yes 

mailto:christopher.chan@eversource.com
mailto:Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com
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2. No [TERMINATE] 

A4. [IF A3=1] Your feedback is important to us and we need to verify this is the correct survey 
for you. Please contact Althea Koburger at (303) 389-2513 or 
Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com and we will let you know if you still qualify for this 
survey. Alternatively, please enter your phone number or email address and we will contact 
you directly. [TEXT BOX] 

TERMINATE TEXT: We are sorry, you do not qualify for this survey. Thank you for your time.  

B.5 B. GENERAL 
For this survey, we would like you to focus strictly on the commercial building aspects of the 
[classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] listed previously 
and sponsored by Mass Save, not on any other trainings you may have attended. 

B1. Please indicate which energy code is enforced in your jurisdiction for commercial buildings:  

1. International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) with Massachusetts Amendments in 
780 CMR 

2. Stretch Energy Code 

3. Both the IECC and the Stretch Code 

B2. Please select which activities you perform in your current position. [Force answer, no skip] 

1. Plan or permit review only 

2. Site inspection only 

3. Both plan or permit review and site inspection 

4. I do not perform either of these tasks  [IF B2=4, skip to E1] 

B.6 C. USE OF TRAINING: PLAN OR PERMIT REVIEW 
[If B2=1,3 ask all questions in this section] 

C1. Since attending [NAME OF FIRST TRAINING OR WEBINAR] on [DATE OF FIRST 
TRAINING OR WEBINAR], about many commercial building permit applications or plans 
have you reviewed or participated in reviewing for each project type listed below? (Please 
enter a 0 if you have not worked on any projects in a particular category) 

1. Commercial new construction [OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION 
FROM 0 TO 999] 

2. Commercial additions, alterations, renovations, or repairs covered by the energy code 
[OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION FROM 0 TO 999] 

C2.  [IF C1.1>0 OR C1.2>0] We would now like you to consider all of the Mass Save-sponsored 
trainings or webinars you have attended since [DATE OF FIRST TRAINING], as listed 
previously. Have you made any changes in how you review building permit applications or 

mailto:Althea.Koburger@cadmusgroup.com
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plans for the energy code as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

C3. [IF C1.1=0 AND C1.2=0; OR C2=2] Do you think the content of   the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you have attended will impact how you 
review building permit applications in the future? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

C4. [IF C2=1 OR C3=1] For each topic listed below, please identify if your permit and plan 
review work has changed or will change as a result of what you learned at the [classroom 
training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended. [DROP-DOWN 
MENU: I HAVE MADE CHANGES, I EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES, I DO NOT EXPECT 
TO MAKE CHANGES, AND N/A FOR EACH ITEM]  

 Please select best 
description for each 

Reviewing compliance reports  
Reviewing envelope specifications  
Reviewing mechanical and SHW specifications  
Reviewing HVAC commissioning plans  
Reviewing lighting controls commissioning plans  
Reviewing lighting schedules with controls  
Reviewing COMcheck submittals  
Reviewing air barrier design  
Reviewing for solar readiness requirements  
Reviewing for economizer requirements  
Reviewing setback controls for hot water boilers  
Reviewing for additional efficiency package options (C406)  
Reviewing for existing building requirements  
Other   
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C5.  [IF C4= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO COMCHECK 
SUBMITTALS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom 
training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or plan to make 
changes to reviewing COMcheck submittals. Please note the areas you examine more 
closely in your permit review and how the process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE]  

C6. [IF C4= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO ADDITIONAL 
EFFICIENCY REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to 
or plan to make changes to reviewing additional efficiency package options (C406). Please 
note the areas you examine more closely in your permit review and how the process has 
changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

C7. [IF C4= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO EXISTING BUILDING 
REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) 
/classroom training(s) and webinar(s)], you have made changes to or plan to make changes 
to reviewing existing building requirements. Please note the areas you examine more 
closely in your permit review and how the process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE]  

C8.  [IF C4= MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO OTHER] You said that 
as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] 
you attended, you have made or plan to make other changes. Please note the areas you 
examine more closely in your permit review and how the process has changed. [TEXT 
RESPONSE] 

B.7 D. USE OF TRAINING: SITE INSPECTION 
[IF B2=2,3 ASK ALL QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION] 

D1. Since attending [NAME AND DATE OF FIRST TRAINING OR WEBINAR], about how many 
commercial inspections you have conducted or participated in for each project type listed 
below? (Please enter a 0 if you have not worked on any projects in a particular category) 

1. Commercial new construction [OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION 
FROM 0 TO 999] 

2. Commercial additions, alterations, renovations, or repairs applicable to the energy code 
[OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION FROM 0 TO 999] 

98. Don’t know 

D2. Approximately how many of the projects you inspected since attending [NAME AND DATE 
OF FIRST TRAINING OR WEBINAR] were permitted after January 1, 2017 (the adoption of 
the 2015 IECC and accompanying stretch code)? 

1. Commercial new construction [OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION 
FROM 0 TO 999; CANNOT BE LARGER THAN D1.1] 
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2. Commercial additions, alterations, renovations, or repairs applicable to the energy code 
[OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION FROM 0 TO 999; CANNOT BE 
LARGER THAN D1.2] 

98. Don’t know 
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D3. [IF D1.1>0 OR D1.2>0] We would now like you to consider all of the Mass Save-sponsored 
trainings or webinars you have attended from and including [NAME AND DATE OF FIRST 
TRAINING] on. Have you made any changes (or expect to make changes) to how you 
conduct energy code inspections as a result of these trainings? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

D4. [IF D1.1=0 AND D1.2=0; OR D3=2] Do you think the content of the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you have attended will impact how you 
conduct energy code inspections in the future? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

D5. [IF D3=1 OR D4=1] For each topic listed below, please identify if your inspection work has 
changed or will change as a result of what you learned at the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended. [DROP-DOWN MENU: I 
HAVE MADE CHANGES, I EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES, I DO NOT EXPECT TO MAKE 
CHANGES, AND N/A FOR EACH ITEM]  

 Please select best 
description for each 

Inspecting building envelope requirements  
Inspecting mechanical system requirements  
Inspecting service water heating requirements  
Inspecting electrical power and lighting system requirements   
Inspecting air barrier installation  
Inspecting for solar readiness  
Inspecting economizer requirements  
Inspecting for setback controls for hot water boilers  
Inspecting for additional efficiency package options (C406)  
Inspecting existing buildings  
HVAC commissioning  
Lighting commissioning  
Other (please specify):  

 [IF D5 = MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO BUILDING 
ENVELOPE REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes 
to or plan to make changes to inspecting building envelope requirements. Please note 
the areas you examine more closely and how the process has changed. [TEXT 
RESPONSE] 
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D7. [IF D5 = MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO MECHANICAL 
SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ 
webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes 
to or plan to make changes to inspecting mechanical system requirements. Please note 
the areas you examine more closely and how the process has changed. [TEXT 
RESPONSE] 

D8. [IF D5 = MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO SERVICE WATER 
HEATING SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the [classroom 
training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have 
made changes to or plan to make changes to inspecting service water heating 
requirements. Please note the areas you examine more closely and how the process 
has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D9. [IF D5 = MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO ELECTRICAL 
POWER AND LIGHTING SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS] You said that as a result of the 
[classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, 
you have made changes to or plan to make changes to inspecting electrical power and 
lighting system requirements. Please note the areas you examine more closely and how 
the process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D10. [IF D5 = MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO 
ADDITIONAL EFFICIENCY PACKAGE OPTIONS (C406)] You said that as a result of 
the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you 
attended, you have made changes to or plan to make changes to inspecting additional 
efficiency package options (C406). Please note the areas you examine more closely and 
how the process has changed. TEXT RESPONSE] 

D11. [IF D5 = MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO EXISTING 
BUILDING OPTIONS] You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) 
/classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made changes to or plan 
to make changes to inspecting existing building requirements. Please note the areas you 
examine more closely and how the process has changed. [TEXT RESPONSE] 

D12. [IF D5 = MADE CHANGES OR EXPECT TO MAKE CHANGES TO OTHER] 
You said that as a result of the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s) /classroom training(s) 
and webinar(s)] you attended, you have made or plan to make other changes. Please 
describe these changes. [TEXT RESPONSE] 
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B.8 E. USE OF TRAINING: GENERAL 
E1. Are there other areas other than inspections and permit review in which the [classroom 

training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] [has/have] influenced your 
work or encouraged you to change the work that you do to better enforce the energy code?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

E2. [IF E1=1] Please describe how your work has changed. [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

E3. Thinking of all the ways you have used what you learned from the [classroom trainings(s)/ 
webinar(s) / classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] you attended, what would you say was 
the most important part of the [trainings(s)/ webinar(s) / classroom training(s) and 
webinar(s)]? [Select one] 

a. Updates/summary of code changes  
b. Information on specific code requirements 
c. Handouts and reference materials 
d. Real life examples 
e. Having conversations or networking with other attendees 
f. Other [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 
g. The training was not at all important to my work 

E4. [IF C3=2, D4=2 OR E3=g] Why do you say the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ 
classroom training(s) and webinar(s)] were not at all important or have not affected your 
work? Please check all that apply. [MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED] 

1. The training was not relevant to my work 

2. The training did not provide me with new information about enforcing the energy code   

3. There has not been enough time to incorporate what I have learned 

4. I work in a stretch code community and what I learned was not relevant 

5. The training was not relevant to renovations or additions, which make up the majority of 
my work 

6. Other (specify) [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

B.9  F. CODE-ENFORCEMENT ENVIRONMENT 
F1. We are interested in the type of information filed at your building department to document 

energy code compliance for commercial construction. Approximately what percentage of 
projects submit the following: [DROP-DOWN MENU WITH OPTIONS FROM 0% TO 100% 
IN 20% INCREMENTS AND DON’T KNOW] 

1. Construction document prepared by registered design professional 

2. COMcheck certificates and reports 

3. Commissioning plan for mechanical system 
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4. Commissioning plan for lighting controls 

5. Mechanical system sizing documentation 

6. Prescriptive checklists other than COMcheck 

7. Performance documentation  

8. Other (specify) [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

9. No compliance documentation is filed for commercial projects 

F2. Is checking the energy efficiency of a project a low, medium, or high priority in building 
inspections, relative to the other things you and other members of your building department 
must look for? 

1. Low 

2. Medium 

3. High 

F3. [IF F2=1,2] Why do you say checking for energy efficiency is a [ANSWER FROM F2] 
priority? [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

F4. Please consider the impact of each of the following factors on the amount of time you spend 
checking for energy code compliance. On a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is not at all important 
and 7 is very important, please indicate how important each factor is:  

Factor 
Not at all 

Important 
1 

2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 
Important 

 7 

Number of staff               

Knowledge of staff               

Budget               

Size of project               

Complexity               

Accuracy of 
documentation               

Other [TEXT 
ENTRY BOX]               

F1. Since the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom training(s) and webinar(s)], are you 
now finding, and correcting, code compliance issues that you might have missed prior to the 
training(s)? 

1. YES 
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2. NO 

F2. [IF F5=1] Please describe the compliance issues you are now finding and correcting 
because of the training: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

B.10 G. SHARING INFORMATION AND RESOURCES 
G1. Have you shared any information from the [classroom training(s)/ webinar(s)/ classroom 

training(s) and webinar(s)] with any of the following parties? Check all that apply. [multiple 
responses allowed unless “I have not shared any information” is selected] 

1. Your employees or employees at your office 

2. Other building code officials 

3. Builders 

4. Contractors 

5. Energy professionals, such as building commissioning experts 

6. Manufacturers 

7. Design professionals 

8. Other [text entry box] 

9. No, I have not shared any information 

G2. [IF G1=1-8] What information did you share? Check all that apply. [MULTIPLE 
RESPONSE] 

1. Handouts from the classroom training  

2. Slides or other material I printed out from the webinar 

3. Energy code book (IECC) received at the classroom training 

4. Energy code requirement knowledge or details learned at the training 

5. Mass Save website or hotline information 

6. Other [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

G3.  [Classroom training attendees only] have you used the handouts provided at the trainings 
as a reference or in any other way in your work? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. I did not receive any handouts 
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G4. [If G3=1] please explain how you have used these handouts: [text entry box] 

G5. [webinar attendees only] did you print out the slides or other materials provided at the 
webinars? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

G6. [if G5=1] have you used the materials as a reference or in any other way in your work? 

G7. [if G6=1] please explain how you have used these materials: [text entry box] 

G8. Are you aware that energy code information is available on the mass save energy code 
technical support initiative website? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

G9. [if G8=1] have you ever looked for energy code information on or requested technical 
assistance from the mass save energy code technical support initiative website or hotline? 
Please check all that apply [multiple response] 

1. Yes, I have used the website to look for information 

2. Yes, I have used the website to ask questions 

3. Yes, I have used the hotline to ask questions 

4. No, I have not used the website or hotline 

G10. [if G9=1,2] how satisfied are you with the information or response you received from the 
mass save energy code technical support initiative website? 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

1 
2 3 4 5 6 

Extremely 
Satisfied 

7 

              

  [IF G10=1,2,3] Please tell us how we can improve the website: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

  [IF G9= 3] How satisfied are you with the information or response you received from the 
Mass Save Energy Code Technical Support Initiative hotline? 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

1 
2 3 4 5 6 

Extremely 
Satisfied 

7 

              

G12.   [IF G12=1,2,3] Please tell us how we can improve the hotline: [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 
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G13. Since [NAME OF FIRST TRAINING] on [DATE OF FIRST TRAINING], have you 
attended any other classroom presentations or webinars that covered energy efficiency in 
commercial construction not sponsored by Mass Save? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

G14. [IF G14=1] Approximately how many additional presentations or webinars have 
you attended? [OPEN-ENDED NUMERIC ENTRY WITH VALIDATION FROM 0 TO 999] 

G15. [IF G14=1] Please describe the event(s): [PROVIDE ENOUGH COLUMNS IN 
THE TABLE AS THE NUMERIC VALUE ENTERED IN A1] 

1. Name/title [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

2. Sponsor [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

3. Focus/theme [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

4. Approximate dates [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

B.11 H. INCREASE IN COMPLIANCE 
H1. In the last year or so, do you think compliance with the energy code has: 

1. Increased 

2. Decreased 

3. Stayed about the same 

98. Don’t know 

H2. [IF H1=1 OR 3] You said compliance with the energy code has [answer from H1]. Do you 
think the services provided by the Mass Save Energy Code Support Initiative, including 
training and technical assistance, have played a role in this?? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

98. Don’t know 

B.12 I. CLOSING 
I1. Do you have any recommendations to improve the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative 

or suggestions for how the Initiative can help you to enforce the energy code? Please 
include any suggestions for resources that would encourage increased enforcement of or 
compliance with the energy code. [TEXT ENTRY BOX] 

I2. Please enter the email address where we can send your $45 Amazon gift card or check 
below to decline the incentive. 

1. Email address: [SPECIFY] 



CCSI COMMERCIAL TRAINING FOLLOW-UP WEB SURVEY FINAL 

 
71 

2. Please do not send me an incentive 

 

 [END OF SURVEY MESSAGE] Those are all the questions we have. Thank you for your 
feedback! Please note that you or your building department may be contacted to provide data for 
separate projects sponsored by Mass Save in the next few months. We appreciate your help! 

For more information on the Mass Save Technical Support Initiative, please visit 
www.masssave.com.  

 

https://www.masssave.com/
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