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Background

In 2024, the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER) issued an evaluation, measurement and verification
(EM&V) policy directive that stated:

“EM&V study results should not reduce the attribution of savings to the Mass Save® programs when participating
customers also leverage federal, state, and local initiatives and/or funding, or were motivated by complementary marketing
or other awareness campaigns outside of Mass Save. EM&V reports on attribution-related issues should be as clear as
possible about exactly what attribution-related outcome is being measured, and how leveraged initiatives and/or funds have
been treated analytically. While there have always been complementary activities and initiatives that share the objectives of
Mass Save programs (such as federal tax credits for energy efficiency and state building codes), the scope and scale of
those complementary efforts has signiﬂghtly increased in recent years. With the passage of the federal Inflation Reduction
Act (IRA), it is expected that significant federal funding will become available during the Plan term. In addition, the
Commonwealth and its municipalities are beginning to implement robust new programs and enacting more stringent
codes/ordinances that aim to mitigate climate impacts through the decarbonization of the building stock. The PAs are
encouraged to integrate all available initiatives and funding opportunities to minimize ratepayer impacts and maximize the
customer outcomes and benefits achieved under the Plans - indeed, the GCA explicitly requires the PAs to seek outside
funding to mitigate ratepayer impgéts.'

Objective Key Points

Explore how to modify the existing Prior guidance for measuring NTG looked at the

C&l and residential NTG survey Mass Save program by itself.
@ questions to most effectivel

capture the combined effects of all :
initiatives available to customers, The new approach includes support that customers

not just PA initiatives may have received from public initiatives (financial
or technical assistance)
Amend the current methodology

ﬂ%umfgts;?{egf‘l ?Rg redsilr(iirtlit‘;gl This is a different fundamental objective than

document the rationale for the assessing the portion of observed savings that
changes, and provide guidance for would have occurred in the absence of Mass Save

using the wupdated survey specifically. It may result in higher attribution scores.
questions in future NTG studies

Recommendations

» Adopt the revised self-reported NTG methods and
algorithms

Gather information on public » Track public initiatives

Methodology

InEathes » Update survey questions when relevant initiatives
are found

Update survey instruments » Describe clearly any differences in approach when
future reports depart from NTG methods

Conduct sensitivity analysis with the proposed
» questions on awareness and influence of
ordinances and codes

Update methodology document
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Executive Summary

In 2024, the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER) issued a policy directive
for evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) studies. The policy says studies must not
lower the savings credited to Mass Save when customers also use funding or assistance from
government or other public programs, or if they are influenced by complementary marketing or
awareness campaigns. In addition, EM&V reports about attribution must clearly say what was
measured and explain how other programs and funding were handled in the analysis.

Prior guidance for measuring net-to-gross (NTG) looked at the Mass Save program by itself. If
customers used public funds or other programs along with Mass Save, they might not give credit
to Mass Save when asked only about the program. This is a new approach to attribution that is
focused on assessing the portion of observed savings that would have occurred in the absence
of any public initiatives, whether Mass Save or other. This is a different fundamental objective
than the past one of assessing the portion of observed savings that would have occurred in the
absence of Mass Save specifically. It will generally result in higher attribution scores, although it
is not yet known how much higher. To fix this, the study developed new survey questions and
guidance so future NTG studies will capture the combined effect of Mass Save and other public
initiatives on customer decisions.

This document amends the existing methodology document (Tetra Tech, KEMA, NMR, 2011).
The purpose is to follow the DOER rule and to make attribution measurement clearer, more
consistent, and more accurate across Mass Save evaluations. It adds new survey batteries and
analysis steps for resource acquisition programs with complementary public initiatives. The
Cross-Cutting Market Effects/Net-to-Gross evaluation team led by NMR Group, Inc., together with
subcontractor Tetra Tech updated the methodology documents for the Massachusetts Program
Administrators (PAs) and Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC).

KEY POINTS
e The evaluation team created this updated methodology with help from the PA Working
Group.

¢ The new methodology and flowcharts in Appendix A and Appendix B replace those in the
earlier documents and reports.

¢ All changes were made because of the new regulatory requirement to account for public
initiatives.

RECOMMENDATIONS

e Adopt the revised self-reported C&l NTG method in Section 2 and the algorithms in
Appendix B. This replaces the earlier NTG methodology documents (Tetra Tech, KEMA,
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NMR, 2011) and methods used in the most recent NTG study (Tetra Tech, DNV, NMR
Group, 2024).

e Track public initiatives that might affect when businesses or organizations buy energy-
saving products, how many they buy, or how efficient the products are.

e Update survey questions when relevant initiatives are found.

o Describe clearly any differences in approach when future reports depart from this NTG
method.

e Conduct sensitivity analysis with the proposed questions on awareness and influence of
ordinances and codes
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Section 1 Introduction

In 2024, the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER) issued an evaluation,
measurement and verification (EM&V) policy directive that “EM&V study results should not reduce
the attribution of savings to the Mass Save programs when participating customers also leverage
federal, state, and local initiatives and/or funding, or were motivated by complementary marketing
or other awareness campaigns outside of Mass Save. EM&V reports on attribution-related issues
should be as clear as possible about exactly what attribution-related outcome is being measured,
and how leveraged initiatives and/or funds have been treated analytically. While there have
always been complementary activities and initiatives that share the objectives of Mass Save
programs (such as federal tax credits for energy efficiency and state building codes), the scope
and scale of those complementary efforts has significantly increased in recent years. With the
passage of the federal Inflation Reduction Act (IRA), it is expected that significant federal funding
will become available during the Plan term. In addition, the Commonwealth and its municipalities
are beginning to implement robust new programs and enacting more stringent codes/ordinances
that aim to mitigate climate impacts through the decarbonization of the building stock. The PAs
are encouraged to integrate all available initiatives and funding opportunities to minimize
ratepayer impacts and maximize the customer outcomes and benefits achieved under the Plans
— indeed, the GCA explicitly requires the PAs to seek outside funding to mitigate ratepayer
impacts.”

Program Administrators (PAs) organize their initiatives into three classifications: market
transformation, low-income, and resource acquisition programs. This report focuses specifically
on resource acquisition programs that overlap with public initiatives available to customers. It
does not address market transformation or low-income programs. Existing NTG methods will
continue to apply to resource acquisition programs that do not overlap with public initiatives.

Current guidance for measuring net-to-gross (NTG) in both commercial & industrial (C&l) and
residential contexts typically evaluates the PA program intervention in isolation. This approach
can lead to underestimation of PA attribution because customers who use public funds or
resources alongside PA offerings may not credit the PA when asked about the PA intervention
alone. To address this gap and comply with the directive, the study documented in this report
develops revised survey instruments and guidance for their implementation so that future NTG
analyses capture the combined influence of PA programs and leveraged public initiatives on
customer decision-making. While adding public funds and resources to the PA offerings has the
potential to overestimate PA attribution, this approach was deemed the best way forward to
respond to the directive.

This report presents an updated version of the Commercial & Industrial NTG methodology
document, incorporating revised survey batteries and analytic approaches tailored to resource
acquisition programs that operate alongside complementary public initiatives. The methods and
guidance herein are intended to ensure compliance with the DOER directive and to improve the
clarity, consistency, and accuracy of attribution measurement across Mass Save evaluations.
Study teams will need to conduct sensitivity analysis with the new questions to understand the
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awareness, use, and impact of non-PA support. The Cross-Cutting Market Effects/Net-to-Gross
evaluation team led by NMR Group, Inc., together with subcontractor Tetra Tech updated the
methodology documents for the Massachusetts Program Administrators (PAs) and Energy
Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC).

1.1 BACKGROUND

For downstream programs, NTG can be estimated using a variety of different approaches. It is
common to assess NTG ratios using the participant self-report approach (SRA) for program
evaluations in Massachusetts. In 2003, a consortium of Massachusetts PAs funded a study to
develop standardized sampling techniques, data collection approaches, survey questions, survey
instruments, and an analysis methodology that each of the PAs could use to determine free-
ridership and spillover factors for C&l programs (National Grid, NSTAR Electric, Northeast
Utilities, Unitil, Cape Light Compact, 2003). This standardization, which relied on customer and
contractor/vendor (used interchangeably) self-reports, was important to the study sponsors for
achieving consistency in the annual program results they report to state regulatory agencies.

In 2010 and 2011, the study team conducted a review of the methodologies used to assess free-
ridership and spillover for C&l programs. The objectives of this study were to develop a
standardized methodology for situations where C&l end-users can report on program impacts
through self-report methods. Further, the study provides a decision framework and guidelines for
determining when the standardized self-report methodology is appropriate and when other
methods should be used (e.g., upstream programs). The resulting C&l methodology document
has been used over the years to develop NTG rates for PAs to use in their prospective plans
(Tetra Tech, KEMA, NMR, 2011). Throughout the years, evaluation teams have slightly modified
survey instruments and analysis to incorporate changes to program designs and implementation.
This current project started with the survey instrument used in the most recent NTG study (Tetra
Tech, DNV, NMR Group, 2024).

The team collaborated with PA evaluation staff and EEAC representatives to develop an approach
to updating the NTG methodology for resource acquisition programs for which there are
complementary initiatives. The rest of this document outlines the updated methods to be used in
future NTG studies.

1.2 OBJECTIVES

The 2025-2027 Massachusetts Statewide Energy Efficiency Strategic Evaluation Plan (SEP)
(Mass Save, 2024) states that program attribution shall not be reduced for resource acquisition
programs when customers take advantage of complementary initiatives along with PA incentives
and program support. With this change, the existing residential NTG survey questions needed to
be modified to capture the combined effects of all initiatives available to customers, not just those
related to PA initiatives. This document amends the existing methodology document for C&I NTG
(Tetra Tech, KEMA, and NMR 2011) to reflect the SEP, provides rationales for the changes, and
offers guidance for using the updated survey questions in future NTG studies.
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The revised survey instruments in this document expand the scope of influences on customer
decision-making to capture public funds available to support program participation. The evaluation
team also wanted to minimize the risk of capturing influences on customer decision-making that
are beyond the scope of PA-sponsored assistance or leveraged public initiatives, such as
manufacturer rebates. The evaluation team focused on developing revised instruments that
achieved these objectives without increasing respondent burden or compromising data and
measurement quality.

1.3 ScoOPE OF RESEARCH

To update the methodology and guidelines for C&l programs, the study team undertook the three
tasks outlined below:’

e Gather information on public initiatives
o Update survey instruments

e Update methodology document

1.3.1 Information on Public Initiatives

The evaluation team collaborated with the Sponsors of Mass Save and the EEAC Consultants to
gather information on complementary public funds or interventions available to customers
participating in resource acquisition programs. The public initiatives considered encompass a
range of support types, including both financial and technical assistance. They can include loans,
federal tax credit/tax deductions, assistance in finding a contractor, help finding rebates/incentives
to apply for, marketing materials from other sources of support, which could include non-profit
organizations, and city ordinances and codes.

Examples of non-PA support include the following:
o Federal

o Tax deductions and tax credits for installation of high efficiency and clean energy
measures (expanded under IRA)

o On-site technical assistance partnerships to identify and implement options to
reach energy-saving objectives

o Online tools to establish energy management systems (50001 Ready)?

o Grants and technical assistance to public schools (K-12) to support health and
safety upgrades, energy efficiency and air quality improvements

e State

" The scope of work included an optional task to pretest the survey updates; however, this task was ultimately not
pursued in the research. Future research should consider conducting a pretest or a slow start to ensure the survey
questions are operating as intended.

2 A U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) designation for facilities and organizations that have implemented an ISO
50001-based energy management system using the guidance in DOE’s 50001 Ready Navigator online application.
https://lwww.energy.gov/eere/ito/50001-ready-program
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o Grants to fund energy efficiency and carbon reduction in public schools

o Grants, technical assistance, educational resources for municipalities, public
facilities, and schools to attain Green Community status

o Large Building Reporting Policy (LBER), state law requiring disclosure of energy
usage data for large buildings starting in 2025

o City ordinances and codes

o Building Emissions Reduction and Disclosure (BERDO), Building Energy Use
Disclosure Ordinance (BEUDO)—requirements for large existing C&l and
Multifamily buildings in Boston and Cambridge to reduce GHG emissions; required
reporting of annual energy usage.

o Codes/ordinances that aim to mitigate climate impacts through the
decarbonization of the building stock®

The evaluation team used this information to design revised questions that represent the funding
that was available during this research period and allow responses to be clearly coded for scoring
in the NTG algorithms. The information gathered on the public funds or interventions included the
source of the funding (federal, state/local agency, non-governmental organization), how it is
presented or marketed to customers, the complementary program(s) for which the funding or
intervention is available, and any eligibility requirements or restrictions.

The objective of this task was not to develop a comprehensive list of initiatives, but rather to
understand the types of initiatives and interventions that would inform the revised survey
instruments. It is important to note that public initiatives will evolve over time. Therefore, each
future study will need to understand the initiatives available at the time of the study and determine
how they may impact customers implementing energy-efficient projects. Evaluations may need to
adjust the survey questions to reflect these future initiatives.

1.3.2 Sampling Considerations

With the Commonwealth’s goal of achieving net-zero emissions by 2050, cities are passing local
ordinances to reduce or avoid new greenhouse gas emissions. These ordinances take numerous
forms, but this paper highlights two. First, some communities have been approved to ban new
natural gas hookups in most public, commercial, and residential buildings. Second, some local
commercial laws, notably the Building Emissions Reductions and Disclosure Ordinance (BERDO)
in Boston and the Building Energy Use Disclosure Ordinance (BEUDO) in Cambridge, are, or
soon will require that large commercial and multifamily buildings report and verify their energy
and water consumption and comply with building emission standards (City of Boston, 2026), (City
of Cambridge, 2026). Awareness of these ordinances may affect decision-making even if the
customer is currently not subject to the requirements. For this reason, NTG studies should flag
records associated with cities that have ordinances that impact customer decision making on
energy-use and measure adoption (discussed more in Section 2.3.5)

3 New construction codes would likely have limited impact, if any, on the resource acquisition programs, but it is
possible they have some.
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1.3.3 Analysis Considerations

Having flagged records of customers located in cities with ordinances that could impact energy-
related decision making, evaluators must decide how to treat these records during analysis.

The evaluation team recommends adjusting free-ridership downward when the following criteria
are met:

e Customers are aware of and/or subject to state laws and city ordinances that require
energy reporting or impose penalties

o They self-report that these requirements were influential on their decision to adopt the
measure (rated 7 or higher).

Adjusting free-ridership by a factor of 0.50 treats these ordinances consistent with the
methodological guidance for technical assistance studies: When the technical study influenced
the customer’s decision to pursue a project, free-ridership is reduced by 0.50, even if other Mass
Save assistance was less influential.

Other suggested sensitivity analysis approaches include the following:
e Compare NTG results with and without cases with a local ordinance

e Compare NTG results in cities with and without ordinances

1.3.4 Information on Survey Instruments

Informed by the exploration into public initiatives, the evaluation team updated the participant and
vendor survey instruments to include the influence of complementary public initiatives on
customers’ decisions to participate. The updates ensured the surveys adequately expanded the
scope of influences on customer decision-making to capture public funds available to support
program participation (e.g., federal tax credits, state/local government incentives, or assistance
from non-governmental organizations). The updates also minimize the risk of capturing influences
on customer decision-making that are beyond the scope of PA-sponsored assistance or
leveraged public initiatives (e.g., manufacturers' rebates). The evaluation team focused on
developing revised instruments that achieved these objectives without increasing respondent
burden or compromising data and measurement quality.

Updated survey questions are presented Section 2 and Appendix A.
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Section 2

Overview and Methodology

This section provides an overview of the NTG surveys which have been updated with the revisions
described Appendix A of this report. It supersedes the methodology presented in the 2011
methodology document and subsequent NTG reports.

The batteries of questions presented here are to be used in measuring NTG from self-reported
influences from participating end-users or contractors for C&l resource acquisition programs for
which such measurement is appropriate. These questions have been updated to reflect non-PA
support.

2.1 SURVEY OVERVIEW

The NTG batteries consist of the following groups of questions, which are explained in more detail
in the remainder of this chapter. The more detailed algorithms for these question batteries can be
found in Appendix B of this document.

Table 1: Overview of the Net-to-Gross Question Batteries

Section Purpose Effect on Free-ridership

Only the correct respondent
will be able to accurately
speak about the decision.

Identification of
key decision
maker(s)

Designed to ensure that the person
surveyed is the person who was most
involved in the initial design and
specification approval.

No direct effect but “warms
up” respondent and frames

Used to assist customers in recalling
the decision-making process as well

Project and
decision-making

review as the services received, corporate decision-making context and
policies, and motivations for helps clarify free-ridership
participation. Used along with the estimates in cases of
responses to the other consistency inconsistent responses.
questions.

Participant Used to determine whether the reason This series of questions

market event for purchasing the equipment was due identifies participants who

type to new construction, the addition of should be skipped out of the

new equipment (to an existing
building), replace on failure (ROF), or
early replacement.

M @ TETRA TECH
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Section Purpose

Non-PA support Used to understand what, if any,
public support customers used, in
addition to the Mass Save® program.
Non-PA support can be in the form of
financial or technical support. This
also includes awareness of city
codes/ordinances that may impact the

purchase.
Initial free- Reminds the customer of all the
ridership assistance they received for the
questions measure. Customers are then asked

about the impact of all the assistance,
including PA and non-PA incentives
and technical assistance/education on
the timing, quantity, and efficiency
level of the specific measure category
installed.

Consistency To improve the reliability of the total

check questions free-ridership estimates, these
questions serve as consistency
checks for those measure categories
that are assigned an initial free-
ridership rate of either 0% or 100%.

Influence of Assess the impact of any technical
technical assessment/studies on participants.
assessment (if

applicable)

NMR TETRA TECH

UPDATE

Effect on Free-ridership

Responses to these
questions will be used as fills
in subsequent free-ridership
question.

Classifies participants as
pure free-riders, partial free-
riders, or non-free-riders. See
detailed discussion below.

Initial classification is subject
to adjustment by consistency
checks and the influence of
the technical assessment,
completing both electric and
gas projects, city ordinances,
and previous program
influence.

During the survey, every
effort is made to resolve
inconsistent responses.
However, if during analysis,
the initial free-ridership rate is
clearly contradicted by the
customer’s response to the
consistency question, the
initial free-ridership is
adjusted to 50% (from either
0% or 100%).

For those customers who
said they would not have paid
the costs to have a similar
study done on their own, their
free-ridership rate is reduced
by an adjustment factor of
50%.
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Section Purpose Effect on Free-ridership
Influence of Assess the impact of having installed For those customers who
dual-fuel electric and gas measures at the said they would not have
projects same time. completed the gas project if

they had not completed an
electric project (or vice
versa), their free-ridership
rate is reduced by an
adjustment factor of 50%.

Influence of city  Assess respondent awareness and For customers who said the
or county the relevance of any ordinances that city or state requirements
ordinances may impact the business. were influential in completing

the project, their free-
ridership rate is reduced by
an adjustment factor of 50%.

Influence of past Recognize that past program Depending on the degree to
program participation in one of the Sponsor’s which previous participation
participation energy efficiency programs may have  has affected the participant,

had a positive impact on a customer’s  free-ridership is reduced
behaviors as well as their decision to either 75%, 37.5%, or not at
install equipment through the program  all.

again.
Participant Ask about recent purchases (since A spillover estimate is
“like” spillover program participation) of any computed based on how
questions additional energy-efficient equipment ~ much more of the same

of the same type as that installed energy-efficient equipment

through the program due to program the participant installed

influences. outside the program that was

program influenced.

Participant Ask about recent purchases of any A qualitative assessment of
“unlike” additional energy-efficient equipment any additional equipment
spillover that was different from what was installed that was program
questions installed through the program due to influenced.

program influences.

2.2 NET-TO-GROSS CALCULATION APPROACH

The NTG ratio is a program-performance metric that quantifies the program’s influence on the
adoption of program-eligible measures. It is defined as attributable savings divided by program
gross savings. The NTG ratio adjusts gross savings for two effects:

NIVIR
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e Free ridership — participants who would have implemented some or all of the incentivized
actions even without the program and non-program financial or technical assistance

¢ Program-induced spillover — additional efficiency actions motivated by the program but
implemented without assistance

The NTG ratios are calculated using the self-report approach (SRA) and based on quantitative
surveys with participating customers and participating vendors. The NTG ratio is calculated using
the following equation:

Equation 1: NTG Ratio Calculation
NTG Ratio = 100% — freeridership + participant spillover + nonparticipant spillover

2.3 PARTICIPANT FREE-RIDERSHIP METHODOLOGY

A free rider refers to a program participant who received an incentive or other assistance through
an energy-efficiency program or non-PA source who would have installed a high-efficiency
measure type* on their own even if they had not received the assistance. Pure free riders
(participants with free-ridership scores of 100%) would have adopted the same energy-efficient
measure type, installed the same quantity, and at the same time in the absence of all the
assistance (PA and non-PA). Partial free riders (participants with free-ridership scores of 1% to
99%) are customers who would have adopted some measure type on their own without any of
the assistance, but in some combination of lower efficiency, a lesser quantity of measures
installed, or a later time. Once calculated, the respondent’s free-ridership ratio is then applied to
the measure of savings associated with that project. When all respondent free-rider ratios are
calculated the program’s free-ridership ratio is calculated as the percentage of program savings
attributed to free riders.

The full free-ridership question battery asks respondents to describe what actions they would
have taken if program and non-program assistance had not been available. It probes the
program’s influence on project timing, the number of measures installed, and the efficiency levels
chosen, explicitly recognizing that equipment costs can deter adoption in the absence of the
assistance. Questions guide respondents through their decision process to improve recall and
capture the program’s effect on all stages of project decision-making.

The methodology skips some respondents out of the free-ridership timing questions based on the
type of replacement (see details in Section 2.3.1). The methodology also specifies review of
rebated measures to determine if intermediate efficiency levels were available. For measures with
no intermediate efficiency levels, the survey does not ask respondents the intermediate efficiency
questions. The methodology also asks questions to assess free-ridership related to alternative
technologies available at the time of participation.

4 For purposes of this discussion, an “energy-efficient measure type” includes high-efficiency equipment; an efficiency
measure type, such as building envelope improvements; or an energy-efficient practice, such as tune-ups.
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2.3.1 Initial Free-Ridership Scoring

UPDATE

The initial free-ridership scoring encompasses three initial independent scores: a timing score, a
quantity score, and an efficiency score. The initial scores focus attention on financial assistance
from the program or non-program sources. The timing score is the factor through which the
program or non-program financial assistance accelerated the installation of energy-efficient
equipment. The quantity score represents the percentage of the incented equipment that would
have been installed in the absence of the program and non-program financial assistance received.
The efficiency score is the percentage of savings per unit installed that would have occurred
without any program or non-program financial assistance. These three scores are multiplied
together to get the percentage of the incentivized savings (or the initial free-ridership estimate)
that would have occurred without the program or non-program assistance. Table 2 details these

calculations.

Table 2: Free-ridership Timing, Quantity, and Efficiency Scores

Responses

Without the assistance, would have
installed at the same time

Without the assistance, would have
installed within 6 months of when
participant actually did

Without the assistance, would have
installed sometime between 7 and 24
months of when participant actually did
Without the assistance, would have
installed sometime after 24 months of
when participant actually did

Without the assistance, would have
never installed

Without the assistance, would have
installed at the same time

Without the program, would have
installed within 6 months of when
participant actually did

Without the assistance, would have
installed sometime between 7 and 48
months of when participant actually did

NMR @ TETRA TECH

Question

Timing Score
Small Business Programs
(FR_TIMING)

FR12 = Yes

FR16 <= 6 months

FR16 > 6 months & < 24
months)

FR16 > 24 months

FR15 = Never

Timing Score
Large Business Programs
(FR_TIMING)

FR12 = Yes

FR16 < 6 months

FR16 > 6 months & < 48
months

Result
FR_TIMING = 1
FR_TIMING = 1

FR_TIMING =

1-((FR16-6) *.056)

FR_TIMING = 0

FR_TIMING =0

FR_TIMING = 1

FR_TIMING =1

FR_TIMING =
1-((FR16-6 *.024)
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Responses Question Result
Without the assistance, would have
installed sometime after 48 months of FR16 > 48 months FR_TIMING =0
when participant actually did
Without th ist Id h
ML B, TR L FR15 = Never FR_TIMING = 0

never installed

Quantity Score

(FR_QTY)

W|thout the assstan(l:e, would have FR13 = Yes FR_QTY = 1
installed same quantity
Without the assistance, would have FR17 = No FR_QTY =
installed lesser quantity QTY WOULD HAVE INSTALLED
W|tho.ut the assistance, never would FR15 = Never FR QTY =0
have installed

Efficiency Score

(FR_EFF)
Without th ist Id h
. ithout the assis _armce, would have ER14 = Yes FR_EFF = 1
installed same efficiency
FR18 - P t sol
Without the assistance, would have 8 erczlar.1 sold
installed at least some equipment on standard efficiency FR_EFF =
auip FR19 — Percent sold between (FR19*.50) + (100-FR18-FR19)

their own
standard and actual efficiency

Without the assistance, never would
have installed

Without the assistance, “non-
equipment” (e.g., shell) amount would FR22 FR_EFF = FR22
have installed regardless

FR15 = Never FR_EFF =0

Initial Free-ridership Score
FR_TIMING * FR_QTY * FR_EFF

The timing score is not calculated as part of the initial free-ridership score for projects identified
as being part of new construction® or for equipment that was replaced upon failure. This is
because neither the program nor non-program financial assistance impact the timing of measure
installation in these circumstances. Additionally, efficiency questions are not asked of participants
who installed equipment that does not have a low-efficiency substitute (i.e., insulation, spray
valves, fans).

For small business programs, the algorithm introduces an acceleration adjustment for small
business that reflects the increased effect the program or non-program financial assistance on
project schedules. The adjustment assumes that the equipment planning schedule for small
businesses tends to be shorter than for large businesses, resulting in a greater acceleration
benefit for these programs. The algorithm addresses acceleration by assigning a lower timing

5 Note that New Construction utilizes a different methodology but questions are included in case they are part of the
downstream programs.
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free-ridership ratio to small businesses than to large businesses for the same months of
acceleration. Figure 1 illustrates this adjustment.

Figure 1: Timing Free-Ridership Factor by Number of Months the Program
Accelerated Implementation

Small Business Large C&l

Timing Free-ridership Factor

0.0

»
»

Same time 12 24 36 48 48+ or Never

Number of Months Program Accelerated Implementation of Project

2.3.2 Inconsistent Response Adjustment

The instrument should include questions to identify and correct inconsistent responses, referred
to as consistency checks. For example, if a participant reported that they were likely to install the
equipment without the program and non-program financial assistance but also reported that they
would not have installed the energy-efficient equipment within four years, respondents need to
confirm which statement was more accurate. The evaluation team might then adjust this
participant’s initial free-ridership score because of an inconsistent response.

2.3.3 Technical Assistance or Audit Adjustment

Program and non-program sources may offer technical assistance to projects instead of or in
addition to the financial assistance assessed in the initial free ridership scoring. An adjustment to
the initial free-ridership score may be necessary to account for the influence of any program and
non-program-sponsored technical assistance or audit. Without this adjustment, the influence of
the technical assessment would be under-represented. The methodology specifies that, if a
participant rates the influence of the technical assistance as high, a 7 or greater on a scale of 0
to 10, the free-ridership score is cut in half.® Table 3 shows the free-ridership adjustments made
based on the influence of the technical assessment.

6 The adjustment was based on the guidance in the Cross-Cutting C&l Free-Ridership and Spillover Methodology
Study.
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Table 3: Technical Assessments Adjustment
Responses Questions Result

No technical assessment, audit, or study conducted No adjustment
Participant would have performed assessment, audit, or study

DM11 <6 No adjustment
without program assistance, or it was not influential = 0 adjustmen

Adjusted Free-
DM11>6 ridership Score *
5

Participant would not have performed assessment, audit, or
study without program assistance, and it was influential

2.3.4 Dual-Fuel Projects Adjustment

Customers can have electric and natural gas projects done at the same time. The free-ridership
score needs to account for any influence that one project has on the other to avoid understating
the comprehensive impact (one that includes both gas and electric) of program and non-program
assistance. If a respondent rated the likelihood of installing both projects at the same time had
the program not provided funding as high, a 7 or greater on a scale of 0 to 10, the free-ridership
score remained the same (because the customer was likely to carry out the same projects without
the program). If the respondent rated the likelihood of installing both projects a 6 or less, the free-
ridership score is reduced by half (because the programs encouraged the installation of some of
the equipment). This reduction is necessary because the previous factors focused on the specific
effect of the program and non-program assistance rather than the possible influence of providing
a comprehensive project. Table 4 shows the free-ridership adjustments made based on the
influence of implementing a dual-fuel project.

Table 4: Dual Fuel Projects Adjustment

Responses Question Result
No electric/gas equipment installed at the same time DM7 = No No adjustment
Participant was not likely to have installed gas equipment

. P . . y . . g q. P Adjusted Free-
without electric equipment (or electric equipment without the FR9 <=6 . . N

ridership Score * .5

gas)
Participant was likely to have installed gas equipment
without electric equipment (or electric equipment without the FR9 > 6 No adjustment
gas)

2.3.5 State or City Ordinance Adjustment

Customers may live in an area that has a city ordinance related to installing natural gas
equipment, requirements for reporting energy use and carbon reductions, or penalties for not
achieving energy or carbon reduction targets. Customers’ decisions may also be shaped by laws
or ordinances even if they currently are not subject to them. Previous factors do not account for
any such requirements. The free-ridership score may be adjusted to account for any influence the
ordinance(s) has on a customer installing energy-efficient equipment. Similar to the other
adjustments, if a respondent rated the influence of the ordinance as high, a 7 or greater on a scale
of 0to 10, the free-ridership score is reduced by half. Table 4 shows the free-ridership adjustments
made based on the influence of implementing a project due to state or local ordinances.
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Table 5: Ordinance Adjustment

Responses Question Result
Not aware of ordinance or it does not apply No adjustment
Participant would have installed equipment if laws or

: P . . auip . i DM33 <6 No adjustment
ordinances were not in place, or it was not influential
Participant would not have installed equipment if laws or DM33 > 6 Adjusted Free-
ordinances were not in place, and it was influential ridership Score * .5

2.3.6 Past Participation Scoring Adjustment

The methodology also considers the influence of a participant’s past participation in a Mass Save
program when calculating free-ridership. The purpose of this reduction is to account for the
influence positive program experiences with the program administrators, implementers, or the
equipment incented had on participants’ purchasing decisions. If a participant had previously
participated in the program, the survey asks about the influence of that past participation on their
perceptions and behaviors. The survey also asks respondents to state whether they agreed or
disagreed with four statements about the effect past participation had on their decision-making.
Based on the number of statements with which they agreed, the free-ridership score is reduced
by 75%, 37.5%, or not at all. " Table 6 shows the free-ridership adjustments on the influence of
past participation in a Massachusetts-sponsored program. Experiences with public initiatives,
independent of program participation, are not included in this adjustment.

Table 6: Previous Participation Adjustment

Responses Question Result
No previous participation in program No adjustment
Adjusted Free-

Agrees with four statements regarding the positive

PP3 ridership Score *
influence of past participation I IZS
Adjusted Free-
Agrees with three statements regarding the positive . 3 . N
) N PP3 ridership Score
influence of past participation
.625
Agrees with two or fewer statements regarding the PP3 No adjustment

positive influence of past participation

2.4 PARTICIPANT SPILLOVER METHODOLOGY

Spillover refers to additional energy-efficient measures adopted by a customer due to program
influences but without any financial or technical assistance from the program. Participant like
spillover refers to the situation where a customer installed energy-efficient measures through the
program and then installed additional measures of the same type without incentives due to
program influences. Participant unlike spillover occurs when the customer installs different types

7 Only customers who were aware of their past participation would be able to respond affirmatively to the question. If
a respondent was new to the organization, they may not have been aware of previous participation, thus
underestimating the true program influence.
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of energy-efficient measures than those installed through the program but is influenced by the
program to do so.

Methods for computing spillover do not include the receipt of non-PA financial support or technical
assistance. Allowing for non-PA support to affect investments in high-efficiency measures that
are not rebated through Mass Save would significantly and inappropriately expand spillover.

2.41 Like Spillover

Evaluators should compute a like spillover estimate based on how much more of the same
energy-efficient equipment the participant installed outside the program because of their positive
experience with the program.

Estimating like spillover uses a conservative approach and reports only those measures installed
outside the program that were of the same type and efficiency as the ones installed through the
program. This conservative approach allows customers to be more certain about whether the
equipment they installed outside the program is the same type as the program equipment. This,
in turn, makes it possible for evaluators to use the estimated program savings for that measure
to calculate the customer’s like spillover savings. Program-eligible measures that were installed
by the participant but were not of the same type as what was installed through the program are
excluded from like spillover estimates. These measures would be included in any unlike spillover
analysis (see Section 2.4.2). Note that the like spillover ratios should be weighted by measure
category kWh or therm savings and by the disproportionate probability of being surveyed. The
spillover rate is applied to the estimated spillover savings, resulting in the program-attributable
spillover savings for that participant.

Table 7: Like Spillover Questions

Responses Questions Result

Did you install any of the same projects on your own without a
sponsor incentive

Participant installed additional equipment and the contractor

S1a=No No spillover

S3A=Yes and Spillover rate =

recommendation was influential but not the program or past (S3B = No and 50%
S3C=N °

participation = No)

Participant installed additional equipment, and the program or S3B = Yes or Spillover rate =
S3C = Yes 100%

past participation was influential

2.4.2 Unlike Spillover

Evaluators should include questions to address unlike spillover or energy-efficient equipment
installed by a participant due to program influence that is not identical to the equipment they
received through the program. Given the difficulties in estimating savings for these installations,
only indicators of unlike spillover should be reported. Evaluators should report these indicators
separately and not include them in the NTG estimates.
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2.5 INFLUENTIAL VENDOR FREE-RIDERSHIP METHODOLOGY

In the influential vendor survey, participant-identified design professionals/vendors who were
deemed as influential in decision-making should be asked a series of introductory questions to
verify that they agree that they were influential in their customer’s decision to install the equipment.
The battery of free-ridership questions is like those in the participant survey. However, instead of
asking what the participant would have done absent of the program or non-program assistance,
vendors are asked what they would have recommended absent the program and non-program
assistance. The methodology also asks contractors if their recommendations affected the
participant’s timing, quantity, or efficiency level of the equipment installed. Evaluators should
calculate a vendor free-ridership score to then replace the participants’ free-ridership score.

The survey also asks vendors if the customer was aware of state laws or city ordinances that
required reporting energy usage or greenhouse gas reductions. The revised instrument does not
ask the vendor to rate the influence of this information on a customer’s decision, which could be
speculative. The methodology does not recommend adjusting free-ridership based on the
vendor’s report of customer awareness. However, evaluators could use these data to examine
NTG results, for example, by comparing results with and with records where the vendor indicated
customer awareness of laws and ordinances.

2.6 VENDOR NON-PARTICIPANT SPILLOVER METHODOLOGY

Traditional non-participant spillover refers to energy-efficient measures adopted by program non-
participants due to the program’s influence. The program can have an influence on design
professionals and vendors, as well as on product availability or practices, product or practice
acceptance, customer expectations, and other aspects of the market for the equipment (or market
effects), which may induce non-participants to implement energy-efficient measures. Prior
Massachusetts studies have not followed the traditional method. These studies instead defined
non-participant spillover as vendor sales of program-eligible measures not submitted through the
program and estimated only a portion of non-participant like-measure type spillover based on
responses from participating design professionals and vendors.

When a vendor survey is implemented, evaluators should compute a like spillover estimate based
on how much more of the same energy-efficient equipment the vendor installs outside the
program because of their positive experience with the program. The equation for calculating non-
participant spillover savings is shown below.

Equation 2: Non-participant Spillover Savings Calculation

Non-participant spillover = fraction of equipment receiving no incentive * therm in database/(1 -
fraction of equipment receiving no incentive)

2.7 WEIGHTING RESULTS AND PRODUCING NTG RATIOS

Evaluators should weight results by measure kWh or therm savings, as well as by the
disproportionate probability of being surveyed. This ensures that overall measure savings were
considered in the overall results.
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Appendix A Self-Reported Net-to-Gross Surveys

This section presents recommended free-ridership and spillover survey questions for use in NTG
studies for downstream resource acquisition programs.

A.1 PARTICIPANT SURVEY

Massachusetts 8
C&l Omnibus NTG Study
Free-Ridership Survey using Customer Self-Report Approach

Variable List

CONTACT_NAME Customer Contact Name
COMPANY_NAME Customer/Facility Name

PHONE_NUM
EMAIL

ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP Service address where measure was installed
DATE1, DATE2 Date of participation
YEAR Year of participation

SPONSOR  Sponsor

Berkshire Gas

Cape Light Compact
Eversource

Liberty Gas

National Grid

Unitil

O WN -

SPONCONTNAME, SPONCONTPHON, SPONCONTTITLE SPONSOR Contact Name
and Phone Number and Title

FUEL1, FUEL2 Type of fuel (electric or natural gas)
1 electric
2 gas

BUILDINGTYPE The building type where the measure was installed

8 Note: the instrument refers to the “interview” and provides “interviewer” instructions. Such wording and
programming instructions should be adjusted to fit online or mailed surveys.
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PROGRAM Program participated in

1 New and Replacement program

2 Retrofit program

3 Small Retrofit program
PROGRAM_txt Program participated in

New and Replacement program
Retrofit program
Small Retrofit program

PROGRAMCODE1, PROGRAMCODE2

New and Replacement program - Custom
Retrofit program - Custom

New and Replacement program - Prescriptive
Retrofit program — Prescriptive

Small Retrofit program — Custom

Small Retrofit program - Prescriptive

DA WN -

PROGRAMTYPE1, PROGRAMTYPE2 Custom/Prescriptive sting flag
TOTMEAS  Number of measures sampled for (1 or 2)

MEAS1, MEAS2 End-use Category (numeric)
1 building shell

2 combined heat and power
3 comprehensive design

4 compressed air

5 custom

6 food service

7 hot water

8 HVAC

9 controlled lighting

10 motors or drives

11 non-lighting

12 other

13 process

14 refrigeration

MEAS_TXT1, MEAS_TXT2 End-use Category (text)
MEASDESC1, MEASDESC2 slightly more detailed measure descriptions
MEASDESCDET1, MEASDESCDET2 detailed measure descriptions
QTY1, QTY2 Quantity of sampled NTG measures
QTYFLAG1, QTYFLAG2
0 quantity is not applicable for this measure category (measure count = 1 or quantity

is not relevant as in delamping)
1 quantity greater than 1
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EFF1, EFF2
0 efficiency is not applicable for this measure category (e.g., insulation, VFD,
delamping, occupancy sensors)
1 efficiency is applicable

EQUIP1, EQUIP2
0 if installed measure is not equipment that is operational (e.g., insulation)
1 if installed measure is operational

STUDY1, STUDY2 Flag for receiving an assessment

0 did not receive a technical assessment

1 received a technical assessment

2 unknown if the customer received a technical assessment
STUDYTYPE1, STUDYTYPE2 If known:

1 Technical Assessment Study

2 Technical Feasibility Study

3 Audit

INC1,INC2 SPONSOR incentive for specific measure categories
CST1, CST2 Total cost of the project for specific measure categories
THERM1, THERM2 Gas energy savings
KWH1, KWH2 Electric energy savings
ASSIST Description of all technical assistance, MOU, financing, and rebates for measures
installed through program
1 rebates
DualFuelProj
0 Only a single fuel project was completed in [study year]

1 Both electric and gas projects performed in [study year]

MOU Memo of Understanding flag

0 Customer does not have a MOU
1 Customer has a MOU
SMALL
0 Not small business
1 Small business

ALTFLAG1, ALTFLAG2 Indicator if the record gets Alternative Efficiency section
1 sampled for alternative efficiency questions
0 sampled for regular battery
ALTMEAS1, ALTMEAS2  Detailed measure description to be used in the alternative efficiency
section
ALTMEASDESC1, ALTMEASDESC2
INTEFF1, INTEFF2 Flag whether intermediate efficiencies apply
1 Yes, there is intermediate efficiency
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0 No intermediate efficiencies available

TechB1, TechB2 Alternative “BETTER” technology (to be used for a subset of the sample to
implement the alternative efficiency questions)

TechC1, TechC2 Alternative “GOOD” technology (to be used for a subset of the sample to
implement the alternative efficiency questions)

TechD1, TechD2 Alternative “WORST/STANDARD” technology (to be used for a subset of
the sample to implement the alternative efficiency questions)

TechE1, TechE2 Alternative technology, if needed (to be used for a subset of the sample to
implement the alternative efficiency questions)

MultFlag Indicator if the case is part of a multiple

MULTID Unique multiple ID

PRIMARYCASE Flag for the first case in multiple

MULTQTY  Quantity of cases in multiple

VEN_COMPANY1, VEN_COMPANY2 Vendor company name
Priority

STRATUM1, STRATUM2  Sample stratum (string version of QUOTA)
QUOTA1, QUOTA2 Sample quota

REP Sample replicate number
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Introduction

INTRO Hello, my name is , and I'm calling on behalf of <SPONSOR> regarding your
firm’s participation in their energy-saving solutions program in <YEAR>.

May | please speak with [IF CONTACT_NAME IS AVAILABLE SHOW:
"<CONTACT_NAME> or"] the person who is familiar with your firm's participation with
<SPONSOR>’s energy-saving solutions program?

IF NEEDED:

[We are following up with customers who participated in a <SPONSOR> energy-saving
solutions program around <DATE1> <and DATE2> to learn about their experiences. You
or someone at your facility may have received a letter from <SPONSOR> letting you know
to expect this call.]

[According to our records the <MEAS> project consisted of upgrades to
<MEASDESCDET>.]

[According to our records around <DATE1> <and DATE2> your business implemented
<MEAS1 <and MEAS2> project at <ADDRESS>.]

[The company name we have on file is <COMPANY_NAME>.]

[When the survey refers to the term “program” we are describing energy efficiency solutions
or energy-saving offerings available through your Massachusetts natural gas or electric
service providers or the Sponsors of Mass Save.]

01 Yes / Continue

02 No [ATTEMPT TO CONVERT. MENTION ADVANCE LETTER THEY
SHOULD HAVE RECEIVED REGARDING THE CALL.]

03 Dispo Screen

PREAMBLE I'm with , an independent research firm. On behalf of
<SPONSOR>, we are following up with customers who participated in an energy efficiency
solution available through <SPONSOR> or the Sponsors of Mass Save around <DATE>
to learn about their experiences.

You or someone at your facility may have received a letter from <SPONSOR> letting you
know to expect this call.

Your responses will be kept confidential , and for quality control purposes, this call will be
recorded and monitored.

01 Continue

02 Continue but the address is incorrect [SPECIFY but continue with survey]

03 Continue but sponsor is incorrect [SPECIFY; interviewer try to keep in mind for rest
of survey]
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MULTCHK [ASK IF MultFlag=1] [INTERVIEWER QUESTION: Is this the first case of a
multiple?]
01 Yes, First case
02 No; Subsequent case [SKIP TO ROSTER AT DECISION MAKING SECTION]

WU1 What is the main business activity at <ADDRESS> in <CITY>?

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10

11
12
13
14
15
16
88

Office / Professional

Warehouse or distribution center

Food sales (grocery stores)

Food service (restaurants)

Retail (other than mall)

Mercantile (enclosed or strip malls)
Education

Religious worship

Public assembly

Health care (including hospitals, medical offices, nursing homes, or assisted living
facilities)

Lodging

Public order and safety
Industrial/manufacturing [SPECIFY]
Agricultural [SPECIFY]

Vacant (majority of floor space is unused)
Other [SPECIFY]

Don't know

IN2 Are you the person who was most involved in making the decision to get a <ASSIST>
from <SPONSOR> around <DATE> at <ADDRESS> in <CITY>?

01
02
03

88
99

Yes [SKIP TO IN4]

No [SKIP TO OTHER_R]

No, | don't recall participating / Didn't do those projects [THANK AND
TERMINATE 82]

Don’t know [SKIP TO OTHER_R]

Refused [THANK AND TERMINATE]

IN4  Are you employed by <COMPANY_NAME> or are you a trade ally who provides design
and/or installation services for <COMPANY_NAME>?

[INTERVIEWER NOTE: CODE UNPAID MEMBERS OF AN ADVISORY BOARD OR
COMMITTEE AS EMPLOYEES]

01
02

Work directly for organization / Employee / Volunteer

Vendor / Contractor/trade ally [TERMINATE and USE VENDOR SURVEY

87]
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DM2R1 Just to confirm, our records indicate the [EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE (IF EFF1 = 1):
energy efficient] <MEAS1> project you implemented at <ADDRESS> with
<SPONSOR1>’s assistance included <MEASDESC1>.

Were you involved in the decision-making process when the [EFFICIENCY IS
APPLICABLE (IF EFF1 = 1): energy efficient] <MEAS1> equipment was being
considered for this facility?

01
02
88
99

Yes

No

Don’t know
Refused

DM2R2 [ASK IF TOTMEAS=2] Additionally, the [EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE (IF EFF2=1):
energy efficient] <MEAS2 > project you implemented at <ADDRESS> with
<SPONSORZ2>’s assistance included <MEASDESC2>.

Were you involved in the decision-making process when the [EFFICIENCY IS
APPLICABLE (IF EFF2 = 1): energy efficient] <MEAS2> equipment was being
considered for this facility?

01
02
88
99

Yes

No

Don’t know
Refused

C_DM2_SKIP [IF (DM2R1=1 OR DM2R2=1) SKIP TO NEXT SECTION (BG3) OTHERWISE

OTHER_R

SKIP TO OTHER_R]

Who was primarily responsible for making the decision to get <ASSIST> through

<SPONSOR>?

[RECORD NAME AND DISPOSITION]

01

02
03
04

88
99

There's somebody else [RECORD CONTACT INFORMATION FOR CALL
NOTES]

Nobody else [THANK AND TERMINATE]
Didn’t participate [THANK AND TERMINATE]
Participated but installed ALL different measures than what we have on record
[SPECIFY] [THANK AND TERMINATE]
Don’t know / Nobody to talk to [THANK AND TERMINATE]
Refused [THANK AND TERMINATE]
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AVAILABLE_R May | please speak with that person?

01 Yes, currently available [SKIP TO INTO1]

02 Yes, but R is not currently available [SET UP CALLBACK]

03 No [THANK AND TERMINATE]

88 Don’t know [THANK AND TERMINATE]

99 Refused [THANK AND TERMINATE]

| Background

FAQ READ THE FOLLOWING ONLY AS NEEDED:

(Sales concern: | am not selling anything; | simply want to understand what factors were
important to your organization when deciding to implement this new energy efficiency
project and receive an incentive through <SPONSOR>. Your responses will be kept
confidential by our firm and <SPONSOR>. If you would like to talk with someone from
<SPONSOR1>, you can call <SPONSOR1 CONTACT INFORMATION> or
<SPONSORZ2>, you can call <SPONSOR2 CONTACT INFORMATION>.)

(Who is doing this study: <SPONSOR> has hired our firm to evaluate these programs. As
part of the evaluation, we’re talking with customers who received assistance from
<SPONSOR?> to better understand their experiences.)

(Why are you conducting this study: Studies like this help <SPONSOR> better understand
customers’ need for and interest in energy efficiency programs and services, and to
improve the effectiveness of their services.)

(Timing: This survey should take about 15 minutes of your time. Is this a good time for us
to speak with you? IF NOT, SET UP CALL BACK APPOINTMENT OR OFFER TO LET
THEM CALL US BACK AT 1-800-454-5070.)

(What is Mass Save?: Your local electric and natural gas utilities and energy efficiency
service provider work together as Mass Save to help residents and businesses across
Massachusetts save money and energy, providing energy efficiency programs and
services while simultaneously leading the state to a clean and energy efficient future.)

BG3 Does your organization have any formal requirements or informal guidelines for the
purchase, replacement, or maintenance of energy-using equipment?

01 Yes

02 No [SKIP TO BG6]
88 Don’'tknow [SKIP TO BG6]
99 Refused [SKIP TO BG6]

NMR @ TETRA TECH 26



COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL SELF-REPORT NET-TO-GROSS SURVEY AND ALGORITHM
UPDATE

BG4 Which of the following best describes these requirements or guidelines? [READ LIST;

SELECT ONE]

01 Purchase energy-efficient equipment regardless of cost

02 Purchase energy-efficient equipment if it meets payback or return on investment
criteria

03 Purchase standard efficiency equipment that meets code
04 Or something else [SPECIFY]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

BG6 Does your organization have a dedicated account representative from <SPONSOR>?

[SELECT ONE]
01 Yes
02 No

88 Don’t know
BG7 [ASK IF BG6=1] Did your account representative assist you with the <MEAS1> (or
<MEASZ2>) project that you implemented?

This could have included identifying potential energy-saving opportunities, specifying
program-qualifying equipment, or providing assistance during project implementation.

[SELECT ONE]

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

Decision Making

START ROSTER [ASK DM1 THROUGH SP13 FOR MEASCAT1 AND THEN MEASCAT2 IF
TOTMEAS=2]

*R1 Use DM2R1, MEAS1, MEASDESC1, SPONSOR1, EQUIP1, FUEL1, STUDY1,
STUDYTYPE1, EFF1, QTYFLAG1, CST1
*R2  Use DM2R2, MEAS2, MEASDESC2, SPONSOR2, EQUIP2, FUEL2, STUDY2,
STUDYTYPEZ2, EFF2, QTYFLAGZ2, CST2

C_MULT_SKIP1 [IF MULTCHK=02 SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
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DM1 [SKIP QUESTION IF ON FIRST LOOP] Next, I'd like to focus on the <MEAS> equipment
you implemented through the <SPONSOR> program or the Mass Save energy efficiency
program.

This would have included <MEASDESC>.

[IF NEEDED What is Mass Save?: Your local electric and natural gas utilities and energy
efficiency service provider work together as Mass Save to help residents and businesses
across Massachusetts save money and energy, providing energy efficiency programs and
services while simultaneously leading the state to a clean and energy-efficient future.]

01 Continue
DM3 Is the <MEAS> equipment installed through <SPONSOR>’s assistance still at least

partially installed [IF INSTALLED MEASURE IS OPERATIONAL; (IF EQUIP=1): and
operating] at this facility?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE]
99 Refused [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE]

DM4 [ASK IF DM3=2] Why is the <MEAS> equipment no longer installed [IF INSTALLED
MEASURE IS OPERATIONAL; (IF EQUIP=1): or no longer operating] at this facility?

01 Equipment failed (no longer working) [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE]
02 Equipment not working as intended (lights not bright enough, etc.) [SKIP TO
NEXT MEASURE]

03 Other [SPECIFY] [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE]
88 Don’t know [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE]
C_DM2_SKIP1 [ASK NTG sections of only of decision makers. SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE

IF <DM2R1, DM2R1><>1]
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DM7 [ASK IF DualFuelProj=0; IF NO INDICATOR OF DUAL FUEL MEASURES FOR THAT
SPONSOR] Did your firm also have some [IF FUEL=gas SHOW "electric"; IF FUEL=
electric SHOW "gas"] equipment installed through a Massachusetts [IF FUEL=gas SHOW
" electric utility or energy efficiency service"; IF FUEL= electric SHOW "gas"] provider
around that same time?

IF NEEDED: The Massachusetts electric and natural gas utilities and energy efficiency
service providers are:

Berkshire Gas

Cape Light Compact

Eversource
Liberty Utilities
National Grid
Unitil

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

DM8 Did your organization receive a technical assessment from <SPONSOR> as part of your
participation in the program?

[INTERVIEWER PROBE: If they had a technical assessment for their participation in the
[IF FUEL=gas SHOW "electric"; IF FUEL= electric SHOW "gas"] program only, then NO.]

[INTERVIEWER NOTE: This is for the <MEAS> project.]

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

DM8a There may be other public sources of support for technical assistance that are offered
separately from Mass Save. For example, state and federal agencies or other public
organizations may provide funds for on-site energy assessments or offer online tools for
energy management systems. Did your organization receive technical assistance like this
for the <MEAS> project?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused
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DM10 [ASK IF STUDY=1 OR DM8=1 or DM8A=1] If <SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM8a=1, <or other
public support>] had not paid a portion of the cost for the <FUEL> technical assessment
you received, would your organization have paid to have a similar assessment done at the

same time?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

DM11 [ASK IF DM10 = 02] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being ‘no influence’ and 10 being a ‘great
deal of influence’, how much influence did the information provided by the <FUEL>
technical assessment have on your decision to implement the [IF EFFICIENCY IS
APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1: high efficiency] <MEAS> project?

. [Record influence rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

DM14 Did you receive any financing or repayment assistance from <SPONSOR> that allowed
you to pay for your portion of the <MEAS> project cost over time?

01 Yes
02 No
88 Don't know

DM30 There may be other public sources of financial assistance that are separate from Mass
Save. For example, state or federal government agencies or public organizations, such
as <illustrative source for program being evaluated> may offer loans, grants, and financing
options. Federal tax credits or tax deductions may also be available.

Not including the <rebate/support> from <Sponsor>, did you receive any financial
assistance like this from other public sources to implement the <MEAS> project?

01 Yes

02 No SKIP TO DM40
88 Don’t know  SKIP TO DM40
99 Refused SKIP TO DM40
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DM31 [IF DM30=YES] Was this a grant, loan, financing options, a tax credit or deduction, or

something else? (Select all that apply)

01 Grant
02 Loan
03 Financing options

04 Tax credit or deduction
05 Something else (specify)
88 Don’t know

99 Refused

DM40aSome cities, including Boston and Cambridge, have ordinances that require energy
reporting, promote clean energy investments, and may place greenhouse gas limits and

penalties on some customers.

Were you aware of codes, requirements, or ordinances like this before today?

01 Yes
02 No SKIP TO DM15¢c
88 Don’t know SKIP TO DM15¢c
99 Refused SKIP TO DM15¢c
DM40b As far as you know, does the town or city where your facility is located have

requirements like this?

01 Yes

02 No SKIP TO DM33
88 Don’t know SKIP TO DM33
99 Refused SKIP TO DM33

DM41 Do these requirements apply to the facility where the <MEAS> equipment was installed?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused
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DM42 [If DM40b = YES AND DM41 = YES] What are businesses required to do? (Check all that
apply)

01 Report energy usage

02 Report water usage

03 Meet greenhouse gas emissions standards
04 Other (specify)

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

DM33a(study teams: copy this questions for the different codes, laws and ordinances available][lf
DM40a = YES] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being no influence and 10 being a great deal
of influence, how much influence did [state and city laws like this] have on your decision
to implement the <MEAS> project?

. [Record influence rating]
88 Don’t know

99 Refused
DM15c¢c [SKIP IF MOU=1] Do you have a memo of understanding, or MOU with
<SPONSOR>?

[IF NEEDED: A MOU is where <SPONSOR> works with you to encourage, support, and
financially incentivize energy-saving improvements typically on a three-year commitment.]

01 Yes
02 No [SKIP TO DM163a]
88 Don't know [SKIP TO DM16a]

DM15d [IF MOU = 1 SHOW “According to our records, your organization has an MOU with
<SPONSOR>."] How would you describe your involvement with the MOU development?
[READ LIST]

01 Aware but not at all involved in meetings where improvements are discussed

02 Aware and sometimes participate in meetings

03 Primarily responsible for meeting MOU requirements with <UTILITY>
04 Something else [SPECIFY]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused
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DM15e0n a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being ‘no influence’ and 10 being a ‘great deal of influence’,
how much influence did the MOU have on your decision to implement the [IF EFFICIENCY
IS APPLICABLE; IF EFF= 1 SHOW * high efficiency”’] <MEAS> project?

L [Record influence rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

DM16a A major renovation is a project that renovates more than 50% of the square footage
of the building.

Was the high efficiency <MEAS> installed as part of a new construction or major
renovation project? (select one)

01 Yes [new construction] [SKIP TO ETflags]
02 No

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

DM16 Did the high efficiency <MEAS> equipment you received replace any existing equipment
or was it a new type of equipment that you did not have in your organization before?

[SELECT ONE]

01 Replaced existing equipment

02 New equipment [new equipment] [SKIP TO ETflags]
88 Don’t know

99 Refused

DM18 Which of the following best describes the condition of your old equipment? [READ LIST]

01 The old equipment was working with no need for repair

02 The old equipment was working with the need of minor repair

03 The old equipment was working with the need of major repair [ROF] [SKIP
TO ETflags]

04 The old equipment was no longer working [ROF] [SKIP TO ETflags]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

DM24 Do you think your old equipment would have lasted another [IF small business (SMALL=1)
SHOW “two” ELSE SHOW “four”] years? (select one)

01 Yes [ER]

02 No [ROF]
88 Don't know [ROF]
99 Refused [ROF]
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DM25 [ASK IF DM24 = 02, 88, 99] There are a variety of reasons why businesses replace their
existing systems. For your business, how important was the fact that the <MEAS>
equipment might be reaching the end of life and might fail in the near future?

Please use a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is "not at all important " and 10 is "very important".

L [Record importance rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

ETflags Computing replace on failure (ROF), new equipment (NE), and new construction
(NC) flags to use as skips later and in the influential vendor survey.

ROF compute ROF=0
if DM18 = 3 or 4, ROF = 1.
if DM24 = 2, 88 or 99, ROF = 1.
if DM25 = 10, ROF = 1.

ER compute ER=0
if DM24 =1, ER = 1.

NC compute NC =0
if DM16a =1, NC = 1

NE compute NE=0
if DM16 =2, NE = 1

Free-Ridership

MEASCHK [ASK IF MULTCHK=2 ELSE SKIP TO FR1] [INTERVIEWER QUESTION: Is this
case’s measure category of "<MEAS>" the same as a previous case’s measure category
of this multiple?]

01 Yes; Duplicate measure category  [ASK DECISIONCHK; SKIP +1]
02 No; New measure category [ASK FREERIDERSHIP; SKIP TO FR1]

DECISIONCHK Now, thinking about the <MEAS> project at <ADDRESS> in <CITY>, was
the decision-making process the same or different from the previous <MEAS> project
we discussed?

01 Same decision-making process [SPECIFY RECORD NUMBER OF ORIGINAL

CASE] [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE]
02 DIFFERENT decision-making process [ASK FREERIDERSHIP; SKIP +1]
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FR1 [ASK ONCE] Please think back to the time when you were considering implementing the
specific <MEAS> projects around <DATE>.

What factors motivated your business to consider implementing new <MEAS> equipment
through <SPONSOR>’s program?
[PROBE: What other factors motivated you?]

[DO NOT READ LIST. SELECT ALL THAT APPLY]

01 Old equipment failed

02 Old equipment working poorly

03 Old equipment scheduled for replacement

04 Wanted to reduce maintenance costs

05 The incentive being offered through the program

06 The technical assistance offered through the program

07 Financial assistance available from other public sources (loan, grant, tax
credit/deduction)

08 Technical assistance available from other public sources

09 Wanted to reduce energy bills

10 Wanted to save energy

11 Recommendation of third-party contractor / engineer / design professional
12 Recommendation of utility / energy efficiency service provider staff
13 Recommendation of internal staff

14 Past experience with the program
15 Corporate policy

16 Other [SPECIFY]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

FR2 [FOR FIRST LOOP SHOW: Now, I'd like to ask you about your decision to implement the
<MEASCAT1> project around <DATE1> through <SPONSOR1>’s program. [IF THERE
IS ALSO A SECOND MEASURE: Then, I'll repeat these questions for the <MEAS2>
project that was implemented around <DATE2>].

[FOR SECOND LOOP SHOW: Now, I'd like to review your decision to implement the
<MEASCAT2> project around <DATE2>.]

01 Continue
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FR30 Did your organization install the <MEAS> equipment due to automation or another
workplace benefit or for neither of those reasons?

[IF NEEDED: This includes projects installed for non-energy reasons, such as
improvement of workplace quality and automation of existing manual processes (e.g., to
control and manage building systems such as HVAC, lighting, security, and building

access).]

01 Automation / Another workplace benefit
02 Neither of those reasons

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

FR4 Did your organization have any funds allocated to implement the <MEAS> project
BEFORE you talked with anyone about the program?

01
02
88
99

Yes

No [SKIP TO FR7]
Don’t know [SKIP TO FR7]
Refused [SKIP TO FRT7]

FR5 Was it necessary to change the timing of the implementation, [IF QUANTITY IS GREATER
THAN 1 (IF QTYFLAG = 1): the quantity] [IF EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE (IF EFF = 1):
the efficiency level] of the <MEAS> equipment in order to qualify for the program [IF
DM30=1, FILL <or receive financial support from other public sources>]?

01
02
88
99

Yes

No [SKIP TO FR7]
Don’t know [SKIP TO FRY7]
Refused [SKIP TO FRT7]

FR6 What changes were necessary? [DO NOT READ. SELECT ALL THAT APPLY]

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
88
99

Installation occurred SOONER than planned
Installation occurred LATER than planned
Installed MORE equipment than planned
Installed LESS equipment than planned
Equipment was MORE efficient than planned
Equipment was LESS efficient than planned
Removed MORE equipment than planned
Removed LESS equipment than planned
Other [SPECIFY]

Don’t know

Refused
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FR7 Who was MOST responsible for recommending or specifying the [IF EFFICIENCY IS
APPLICABLE (IF EFF = 1): high efficiency] <MEAS> project that was implemented
through the program?

[DO NOT READ LIST. SELECT ONE]

01
02

03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
88
99

Respondent

Someone else in the organization [SPECIFY AND PROBE TO SEE IF SHOULD
BE SPEAKING WITH THIS R]

<SPONSOR> account manager

<SPONSOR> representative

Third-party design professional or architect
Third-party engineer

Trade ally (contractor)

Vendor / Manufacturer's representative

Auditor

Someone else OUTSIDE the organization [SPECIFY]
Don’t know

Refused

FR8 [IF FR7= THIRD-PARTY DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, THIRD-PARTY ENGINEER,
TRADE ALLY (CONTRACTOR), MANUFACTURER'S REPRESENTATIVE, OR
SPONSOR ACCOUNT MANAGER (ASK IF FR7=03,04,05,06,07,08,09,10)]

On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being no influence and 10 being a great deal of influence,
how much influence did (the) <FR7_response> have on your organization's decision to
implement the [IF EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1: high efficiency] <MEAS>
project so that it would qualify for the program?

88
99

[Record influence rating]
Don’t know
Refused

FR9 [ASK IF DualFuelProj=1 OR DM7=1] Our records indicate you had both electric and gas
equipment installed through a Massachusetts utility or energy efficiency service provider
program.

On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being ‘not at all likely’ and 10 being ‘very likely’, how likely is
it that your business would have implemented the same [IF QUANTITY IS GREATER
THAN (IF QTYFLAG= 1): quantity] [IF EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE (IF EFF = 1): and
efficiency of] <MEAS> projects at that same time if funding from <SPONSOR> [IF
DM30=1, <and financial assistance from other public sources>] had not been provided at
about that same time?

77
88
99
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FR25 On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being ‘no influence’ and 10 being a ‘great deal of influence’,
how much influence did the [IF INC>0 SHOW "roughly $<INC>" ELSE SHOW "incentive"]
you received from <SPONSOR> [IF DM30=1 <and the financial assistance from other
public sources>] have on your decision to implement the [IF EFFICIENCY IS
APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1: high efficiency] <MEAS> project?

. [Record influence rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

FR10 I'd like to go over all the program assistance you received from <SPONSOR> [FILL IF
DM8a=1 or DM30=1, <and the support from other public sources>].

According to our records: [IF MOU = 1 or DM15c = 1] You have a MOU with <SPONSOR>.

[IF (DualFuelProj=1 OR DM7=1) AND FR9<>77] You received rebates for both gas and
electric equipment around the same time through <SPONSOR>.

(IF CST>0 AND INC=>0) The total cost for the project implemented at your facility around
<DATE1, DATE2> through the program was about $<CST1, CST2>. <SPONSOR> paid
about $<INC> of the total cost of the [IF EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1: energy
efficient] <MEAS> project implemented through the program. [FILL IF DM30=1, <Your
organization also received additional financial assistance from other public sources.>]

(IF NOT(CST>0 AND INC>0) <SPONSOR> paid a portion of the total cost of the [IF
EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1: energy efficient] <MEAS> project
implemented through the program.

[IF STUDY=1 OR DM8=1: In addition, as | previously mentioned, <SPONSOR> paid a
portion of the cost for the <FUEL> <STUDYTYPE>, [FILL IF DM8a=1, <and you also
received technical assistance support from other public sources.>]

[IF DM14 = 1] <SPONSOR> also provided financing or repayment assistance for your
portion of the project costs.

01 Continue

FR11 On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being ‘not at all likely’ and 10 being ‘very likely’, how likely is
it that your business would have implemented the same [IF QUANTITY IS GREATER
THAN (IF QTYFLAG= 1): quantity] [IF EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE (IF EFF = 1): and
efficiency of] <MEAS> equipment at that same time if ALL of this program assistance from
<SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR DM30=1 <and other public sources>] had not been
provided?

. [Record likelihood rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused
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FR12_intro [SKIP IF (NC=1 OR ROF=1) AND QTYFLAG<>1 AND EFF<>1) Now | would like
you to think about what you would have done if ALL of this same assistance from the
program [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR DM30=1 <and other public sources>] had not been
available.

01 Continue

FR12 [SKIP IF ROF=1 OR NC=1] Would your business have implemented any type of <MEAS>
project at the same time

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

FR13 [ASK IF QTYFLAG=1] Would your business have implemented the exact same quantity
or size of <MEAS> project

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

FR14 [ASK IF EFF = 1 (if efficiency applies)] Would your business have implemented the exact
same high efficiency <MEAS> equipment as what was installed through the program?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

| Timing

FR15 [ASK IF FR12 = 02, 88, 99 ELSE SKIP TO C_FRQTYSKP1 (before FR17)] Would you
have implemented the <MEAS> project earlier than you did, at a later date, or never ?

01 earlier

02 same time [SKIP BACK TO FR12 to change to 1]
03 later

04 Never [SKIP TO C_CC_SKP1]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused
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FR16 [ASK IF FR15 = 01, 03] How much [earlier/later] would you have implemented the
<MEAS> project?

YEARS [0-60]
L MONTHS [0-11]
88 Don’t know

| Quantity

C_FRQTY_SKP1 [IF QUANTITY IS NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS MEASURE CATEGORY
(IF QTYFLAG= 0), SKIP TO FR18]

FR17 [ASK IF FR13 = 02, 88, 99] Compared to the amount of <MEAS> equipment that you
implemented through the <SPONSOR> program, what percentage of the project do you
think your business would have purchased on its own during that timeframe?

[PROBE: Please provide your best estimate.]
[Interviewer note: If R says one-fourth, enter 25%, one-half enter 50%, three-fourths enter

75%]
__ [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-500%]
888 Don’t know [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
999 Refused [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
100 [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
0 [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
FR17m [ASK IF FR17 > 100%] To confirm, you said you would have installed <FR17-100>

more <MEAS> equipment than what you implemented if you did not receive assistance
from <SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR DM30=1, <AND the assistance from other public
sources>]. Is that correct?

01 Yes

02 No (skip back to FR17 and correct)
88 Don’t know

99 Refused
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Efficiency

C_FREFF_SKP1 [IF EFFICIENCY IS NOT APPLICABLE FOR THIS MEASURE CATEGORY
(IF EFF = 0), SKIP TO AE1]
C_FREFF_SKP2  [IF ALTFLAG = 1, SKIP TO AE1]

FR18 [ASK IF QTYFLAG=1 AND IF FR14 = 2, 88, 99 AND FR17<>0 ELSE SKIP TO
C_EF_SKP1] You said your business would have installed
[IF FR13=1-Yes SHOW “all”’; IF FR13= 2-No SHOW <FR17> %; IF FR17=888,999 SHOW
“some”; IF FR13=88,99 SHOW “some”]
of the equipment on its own if the assistance from <SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR
DM30=1, <and other public sources>] had not been available.

What percent of this equipment would have been standard efficiency?

[PROBE: For example, “Would about one-fourth (25%), one-half (50%), three-fourths

(75%)?"]

L [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%]
777 Not applicable

888 Don’t know

FR19 [ASK IF INTEFF=1] and what percent would have been between standard efficiency and
what you installed through the program?

L [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%]
777 Not applicable
888 Don’t know

C_EF_SKP1 [CALCULATE EFb, Efc, Efa IF
(QTYFLAG=1 AND IF FR14 = 02, 88, 99 AND FR18<>777, 888 AND FR19<>777, 888
AND FR17<>0)
OR FR14=1 ELSE SKIP TO FR20]

EFb (between percent) IF FR14=1 EFb=0 ELSE SET EQUAL TO FR19
EFc (standard efficiency percent) IF FR14=1 EFc=0 ELSE SET EQUAL TO FR18
EFa (high efficiency percent) IF FR14=1 EFa = 100 ELSE EFa = (100-EFb-EFc)
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FR20 [ASK IF QTYFLAG=0 AND IF FR14 = 02, 88, 99 AND INTEFF=1] Thinking about the

<MEAS> project you would have implemented on your own if support from the
<SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR DM30=1 <and other public sources>] had not been
available, would it have been standard efficiency or between standard efficiency and what
you installed through the program?

01 Standard efficiency

02 Between standard efficiency and what you installed through the program
77 Not applicable

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

UPDATE

Alternative Efficiency Question

[SKIP TO FR21 IF ALTFLAG=0 OR INTEFF=0]

AE1 If you had NOT installed <ALTMEAS> equipment, which of the following would you most
likely have installed instead? [READ LIST]
01 Installed <TechB > [e.g., “BETTER”]
02 Installed <TechC > [e.g., “GOOD"]
03 Installed <TechD > [e.g., “WORST/STANDARD”]
04 Installed <TechE >
05 Installed something else [SPECIFY something other than <ALTMEAS>]
06 | would not have installed anything at this time
07 [DO NOT READ] would have installed the same technology <ALTMEAS> [e.g.,
“BEST”]
88 [DO NOT READ] Don’t know
99 [DO NOT READ] Refused
Insulation
FR21 [ASK IF EFF=0] Thinking about the energy-saving improvements you would have

implemented on your own if assistance from <SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR DM30=1
<and other public sources>] had not been available, would you have done the same
improvements as you did?

01 Yes [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
02 No

88 Don’t know

99 Refused
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FR22 [ASK IF EFF=0] Compared to what you installed through the program, how much would
you have done? For example, would it have been 50% as much as what was done with
assistance from the <SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR DM30=1 <and other public
sources>]?

. [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-99%]
888 Don’t know
999 Refused

| Consistency Check Prompts |

| 100% Free ridership consistency check |

C_CC_SKP1 [IF WOULD HAVE PURCHASED AT THE SAME TIME, IN THE SAME
QUANTITY, AND OF THE SAME EFFICIENCY LEVEL (OR AS MANY OF THESE AS
APPLY);

ASK IF (ROF=1 OR NC=1 OR FR12=1) AND (QTYFLAG=0 OR FR13=1) AND (EFF1=0
OR FR14 = 1 OR EFa=100% OR AE1 = 07), ASK CC1-CC5, ELSE SKIP TO CC6]

CC1 [ASK IF FR25 =8,9,10 ELSE SKIP TO CC6] You said that you would have installed the
same quantity and efficiency of equipment at that same time, but you also indicated that
the <SPONSOR> incentive [FILL IF DM30=1 <and financial assistance from other public
sources>] was influential in your decision to implement the <MEAS> project. Which of
these is more accurate?

01 Installed same quantity & efficiency at the same time [SKIP TO CC6]
02 Confirmed incentive was influential in the decision
03 Something else [SPECIFY]

CC2 How would your project have changed if <SPONSOR> had not contributed to the cost of
the <MEAS> project [FILL IF DM30=1 <and financial assistance from other public sources
was not available>]? [SELECT ALL THAT APPLY. DO NOT READ]

01 Would not have changed [SKIP TO CC6]

02 Would have postponed the project

03 Would have canceled the project altogether

04 Would have repaired existing equipment

05 Kept using existing equipment

06 Purchased less efficient equipment

07 Purchased fewer quantity

08 Installed DIFFERENT type of equipment than planned [SPECIFY: What type of
equipment?]

09 Other [SPECIFY]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused
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CC2a [ASKIF CC2=2] Approximately how many months would you have postponed the project?

. RECORD NUMBER OF MONTHS [1 —75]
88 Don't know
99 Refused

CC3 [ASK IF CC2=PURCHASED FEWER QUANTITY; ASK IF CC2=07) Compared to the
amount of <MEAS> equipment that you implemented through the program, what
percentage do you think your business would have purchased on its own at that same
time without the assistance from <SPONSOR> [FILL IF DM30=1 <and other public
sources>]?

[PROBE: Would you have purchased about one-fourth (25%), one-half (50%), or three-
fourths (75%) of what you installed through the <SPONSOR> program?]

[ENTER PERCENTAGE: 1-99%]
888 Don’t know
999 Refused

CC4 [ASK IF CC2=PURCHASED LESS EFFICIENT EQUIPMENT; ASK IF CC2=06 ELSE
SKIP TO CC6) Thinking about the equipment you would have implemented on your own,
what percent of this equipment would have been standard efficiency?

[PROBE: Would about one-fourth (25%), one-half (50%), and three-fourths (75%) been of
equal efficiency?]

_ [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%]
777  Not applicable
888 Don’t know

CC5 [ASK IF INTEFF=1] and what percent would have been between standard efficiency and
what you installed through the program?

ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%]

777  Not applicable
888 Don’'t know

[SKIP TO CC6 IF CC4=888 OR CC5=888 OR CC4=777 OR CC5=777]

cEFb (between percent) SET EQUAL TO CC5
cEFc (standard efficiency percent) SET EQUAL TO CC4
cEFa (high-efficiency percent) SET EQUAL TO (100-cEFb-cEFc)
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| 0% Free ridership Consistency Check

CC6 (ASK IF SMALL BUSINESS - ASK IF AT LEAST SOMEWHAT LIKELY TO HAVE
INSTALLED THE MEASURE WITHOUT THE PROGRAM BUT LATER STATES WOULD
HAVE WAITED AT LEAST TWO YEARS
I.E. ASK IF SMALL=1 AND FR11 = 04,05,06,07,08,09,10 AND ((FR16 > 24 MONTHS
AND NOT 88) OR FR15 = 04) AND FR12<>01)

Earlier in the interview, you said there was a (FR11 SCORE) in 10 likelihood that you
would have implemented the same quantity and efficiency of <MEAS> equipment at that
same time in the absence of the <SPONSOR> program assistance [FILL IF DM30=1 <and
financial support from other public sources>]. But you also indicated you would not have
implemented the <MEAS> project within 2 years of when you did. Which of these is more
accurate? [READ LIST, SELECT ONE]

01 The likelihood of installing this without assistance was (FR11 SCORE)
02 Would not have installed anything within 2 years

03 Something else [SPECIFY]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

CC7 (ASK IF MED/LARGE C&l - ASK IF AT LEAST SOMEWHAT LIKELY TO HAVE
INSTALLED THE MEASURE WITHOUT THE PROGRAM BUT LATER STATES WOULD
HAVE WAITED AT LEAST FOUR YEARS
I.E. ASK IF SMALL=0 AND FR11 = 04,05,06,07,08,09,10 AND ((FR16 > 48 MONTHS
AND NOT 88) OR FR15=04) and FR12<>01)

Earlier in the interview, you said there was a (FR11 SCORE) in 10 likelihood that you
would have implemented the same quantity and efficiency of <MEAS>equipment at that
same time in the absence of the <SPONSOR> program assistance [FILL IF DM30=1 <and
financial support from other public sources>]. But you also indicated you would not have
implemented the <MEAS> project within 4 years of when you did. Which of these is more
accurate? [READ LIST, SELECT ONE]

01 The likelihood of installing this without the assistance was (FR11 SCORE)
02 Would not have installed anything within 4 years

03 Something else [SPECIFY]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

NMR [E] TETRA TECH i5



COMMERCIAL & INDUSTRIAL SELF-REPORT NET-TO-GROSS SURVEY AND ALGORITHM
UPDATE

Additional Consistency Check

CC8a [ASK IF 100% FREE-RIDER;
ASK IF (FR12=01 OR ROF=1 OR NC=1) AND (FR13=01 OR QTYFLAG=0) AND (FR14
= 01 or EFa = 100 OR EFF=0) AND CC1 = 1 AND (DM11 = 07,08,09,10 OR FR25 =
07,08,09,10)]

Previously you stated that you would have installed the exact same equipment at the same
time without the assistance from <SPONSOR, SPONSOR2> [FILL IF DM30=1 <and other
public sources>].

But, you also stated that the ...

(IF DM11 = 07,08,09,10 FILL: study with program and other public support)

(IF FR25 = 07,08,09,10 FILL: program incentive and financial assistance from other public
sources)

... was/were influential in your decision.

01 Continue to CC8

CC8b [ASKIF 0% FREE-RIDER,;
[ASK IF (FR15 = 04 OR 88) AND (DM11 = 00,01,02,03,04 OR FR25 = 00,01,02,03,04)]
Previously you stated that you would not have installed any equipment without the
<SPONSOR> assistance.

You also stated that the ...

(IF DM15E = 00,01,02,03,04 FILL: memo of understanding)

(IF bM11 = 00,01,02,03,04 FILL: study with program and other public support) (IF FR25
= 00,01,02,03,04 FILL: program incentive and financial assistance from other public
sources)

was/were not influential in your decision.

88 Continue to CC8

CC8 (ASKOF ALL) Please think about all the assistance you received through the <SPONSOR>
program [FILL IF DM8a=1 OR DM30=1 <and other public sources>]. In your own words,
please describe what impact, if any, that assistance had on your decision to install the
amount of energy-efficient <MEAS> equipment at the time you did.

[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]
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| Like Spillover

[IF MEASCHK = 1 SKIP TO Next Measure/Section]

SP1 Now I'd like you to think of the time since you participated in the <SPONSOR> program
around <DATE>.

Has your organization implemented any <MEAS> projects for this or other facilities in
Massachusetts on your own, that is, without a rebate from <SPONSOR>?

01 Yes
02 No [SKIP TO Next Measure/Section]
88 Don’tknow  [SKIP TO Next Measure/Section]

SP2 [SKIP IF EFFICIENCY IS NOT APPLICABLE; SKIP TO SP4 IF EFF = 0]
Was this equipment of the same efficiency level or a higher level of efficiency as the
equipment you installed through the program?

01 Yes [SKIP TO SP4]
02 No
88 Don’t know

SP3 Was this equipment more energy efficient than standard efficiency equipment?
01 Yes

02 No [SKIP TO Next Measure/Section]
88 Don’tknow  [SKIP TO Next Measure/Section]

SP4 Thinking of the <MEAS> equipment that you installed on your own, was this more, less,
or the same amount of <MEAS> equipment as what you installed through the program?

01 More
02 Less
03 Same [SKIP TO SP8]

88 Don’tknow [SKIP TO SP8]
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SP5 [ASK IF SP4 = 1] Compared to the amount of <MEAS> equipment that you installed
through the program at <ADDRESS> in <CITY>, how much <MEAS> equipment did you
install on your own?

We're looking for a percent compared to the amount installed through the program. For
example, if it was about twice as much as what you installed through the program you
would say 200%. (Enter whole number)

[Enter percentage: 101-1000%]
8888 Don’t know

SP6 [ASK IF SP4 = 2] Compared to the amount of <MEAS> equipment that you installed
through the program at <ADDRESS> in <CITY>, how much <MEAS> equipment did you
install on your own?

We're looking for a percent compared to the amount installed through the program. For
example, if it was about half as much as what you installed through the program you would
say 50%. (Enter whole number)

[Enter percentage: 1-99%]
8888 Don’t know

SP7 [SKIP IF SP5 = 8888 or SP6 = 8888] So the additional energy-efficient equipment you
bought on your own was <percentage from SP5 or SP6> as much as you got through the
program. Is that correct?

01 Yes
02 No [SKIP BACK TO SP4 TO CORRECT]

SP8 Did a recommendation by the trade ally, engineer, or designer who you worked with under
the <SPONSOR> program influence your decision to implement some or all of this [IF
EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1: efficient] <MEAS> equipment on your own?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

SP9 Did your experience with the energy efficient projects implemented through the
<SPONSOR> program influence your decision to implement some or all of this [IF
EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1: efficient] <MEAS> equipment on your own?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused
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SP10 Did your participation in any past program offered by <SPONSOR> influence your
decision to implement some or all of this [IF EFFICIENCY IS APPLICABLE; IF EFF = 1:
efficient] <MEAS> equipment on your own?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

SP11 On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is “no influence at all” and 10 is “a great deal of influence”,
how much influence did your participation in the <SPONSOR> program have on your
decision to install this equipment without an incentive?

. [Record influence rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

SP12 Why didn't you implement this <MEAS> project through a <SPONSOR> program?
[DO NOT READ; SELECT ALL THAT APPLY]

01 Too much paperwork

02 Cost savings not worth the effort of applying
03 Takes too long for approval

04 The equipment would not qualify

05 Vendor does not participate in the program
06 Outside <SPONSOR>’s service territory

07 No time — needed equipment immediately
08 Thought the program ended

09 Didn't know the equipment qualified under another program
10 Just didn't think of it

11 Unable to get a rebate—unsure why

12 Other [SPECIFY]

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

SP13 [ASKIF SP12 = THE EQUIPMENT WOULD NOT QUALIFY; ASK IF SP12 = 04) Why
wouldn't the equipment qualify?

[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]

[END MEASURE LOOP; IF TOTMEAS=2 SKIP BACK TO DM1 AND ASK QUESTIONS
ABOUT MEASCAT2 OTHERWISE CONTINUE TO US1]]
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Unlike Spillover

C_MULT_SKIP2 [I[F MULTCHK =2 SKIP TO A4]

Us1

Us2

UsS3

US4

US5

Since participating in <SPONSOR> program, has your organization purchased, installed,
or implemented any other type of energy-efficient equipment on your own, that is, without
a rebate from a Massachusetts utility or energy efficiency service provider?

01 Yes
02 No [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
88 Don'tknow  [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

What type of energy-efficient equipment did you install on your own?

[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]
88 Don't know

What quantity of energy-efficient equipment did you install?
[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]

88 Don't know

What size or capacity of energy-efficient equipment did you install?
[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]

88 Don't know

Would this project have qualified for an incentive through a <SPONSOR> program or
Mass Save?

01 Yes
02 No [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
88 Don’t know [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

US5a [ASK IF US5=1] Did you implement this project through a <SPONSOR> program or Mass

Save?
01 Yes [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
02 No

88 Don’t know
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US6 Did a recommendation by the trade ally, engineer, or designer whom you worked with
under a <SPONSOR> program or Mass Save influence your decision to implement some
or all of this equipment on your own?

01
02
88
99

us7

Yes

No

Don’t know
Refused

Did your experience with the energy efficient project implemented through a <SPONSOR>

program or Mass Save influence your decision to implement some or all of this equipment
on your own?

01
02
88
99

Us8

Yes

No

Don’t know
Refused

Did your participation in any past program offered by <SPONSOR> or Mass Save

influence your decision to implement some or all of this equipment on your own?

01
02
88
99

Us9

Yes

No

Don’t know
Refused

On a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is “no influence at all” and 10 is “a great deal of influence”,

how much influence did your participation in a <SPONSOR> program or Mass Save have
on your decision to install this equipment without an incentive?

88

[Record influence rating]
Don’t know
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US10 Why didn't you implement this project through a <SPONSOR> program or Mass Save?

[DO NOT READ; SELECT ALL THAT APPLY]

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
88
99

Too much paperwork

Cost savings not worth the effort of applying
Takes too long for approval

The equipment would not qualify

Vendor does not participate in the program
Outside <SPONSOR>’s service territory

No time - needed equipment immediately
Thought the program ended

Didn't know the equipment qualified under another program
Just didn't think of it

Unable to get a rebate--unsure why

Other [SPECIFY]

Don’t know

Refused

US11 [ASK IF US10= 04-EQUIPMENT WOULD NOT QUALIFY] Why wouldn't the project
qualify?

[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]

88

Don't know

Impact of Previous Program Participation

PP1 Had your business participated in an energy efficiency program offered by any
Massachusetts electric and natural gas utility before you implemented the energy efficient
project around <DATE>?

01
02
88
99

Yes

No [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
Don’'t know  [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]
Refused [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

PP2R1 On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being 'not at all important and 10 being 'very important’, how
important was your previous experience with that program when making the decision to
implement the <MEAS1> project at this facility around <DATE1>?

88

99
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PP2R2 [ASK IF TOTMEAS=2] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being 'not at all important and 10

PP3

PP3a
PP3b
PP3c
PP3d

being 'very important’, how important was your previous experience with that program
when making the decision to implement the <MEAS2> project at this facility around
<DATE2>?

. [Record importance rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

I'm going to read you several statements. For each statement, please tell me whether you
agree or disagree that this statement applies to your business. There are no right or wrong
answers; we just want your honest opinion. [REPEAT IF NECESSARY]

Our previous experience implementing energy efficient projects through a Massachusetts
electric and natural gas utility...

FOR PP3a through PP3d
01 Agree

02 Disagree

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

Has made our firm more likely to consider energy-efficient equipment

Has made our firm more likely to install energy-efficient equipment

Has given us more confidence in the financial benefits of energy-efficient equipment
Has given us more confidence in the nonfinancial benefits of energy-efficient equipment

Wrap-up

wu2

Wu4

Are your organization’s budget decisions made locally, regionally, nationally, worldwide,
or something else?

01 Locally

02 Regionally

03 Nationally

04 Worldwide

05 Something else [SPECIFY]
88 [DO NOT READ] Don't know

For verification purposes, would you spell your first and last name for me?

[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]
99 Refused
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WUS [ASK IF WU4=99] And can | get your title?

[RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]
99 Refused

WU6 If we would need to clarify some of the information | asked you, would it be all right if we
called you back?

01 Yes
02 No

A4R1[SKIP TO A4R2 IF MEASCHKR1=01] [IF FR7R1=05,06,07,08,09,10 AND
FR8R1=07,08,09,10 SHOW “We would like to talk to the person who was most influential
in recommending or specifying the efficient <MEAS1> equipment to install through the
program. Earlier you mentioned that this was the <FR7R1 RESPONSE>. Could you give
me the name and telephone number of this person?”

ELSE SHOW “As part of this evaluation we are talking to participating contractors. Can you
provide the company name and contact information for the contractor you worked with on
the <MEAS1> project?”]

01 Yes [Record contact information]

02 No, no outside advisor was involved
88 Don’t know / Doesn't have

99 No, REFUSED to give this information

[ASK IF A4R1=01]
For A4_COMPANY, A4 NAME, A4_PHONE
01 [RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]
88 Don’t know

A4_COMPANYR1 [Company name on file: <VEN_COMPANY 1>
A4 _NAMER1 [Contact name on file: <VEN_CONTACT1>
A4_PHONER1 [Phone number on file: <VEN_PHONE1>
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[SKIP TO COM IF TOTMEAS=2]

A4R2 [SKIP TO COM IF MEASCHKR2=01] [IF FR7R2=05,06,07,08,09,10 AND
FR8R2=07,08,09,10 SHOW “We would like to talk to the person who was most influential
in recommending or specifying the efficient <MEAS2> equipment to install through the
program. Earlier you mentioned that this was the <FR7R2 RESPONSE>. Could you give
me the name and telephone number of this person?”

ELSE SHOW “As part of this evaluation we are talking to participating contractors. Can
you provide the company name and contact information for the contractor you worked with
on the <MEAS1> project?”]

01 Yes [Record contact information]
02 No, no outside advisor was involved
03 Same contact as previous measure [ONLY SHOW IF A4R1=01]

88 Don’t know / Doesn't have
99 No, REFUSED to give this information

[ASK IF A4R2=01]
For A4_COMPANY, A4 NAME, A4 PHONE
01 [RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSE]
88 Don’t know

A4_COMPANYR2 [Company name on file: <VEN_COMPANY2>

A4 _NAMER2 [Contact name on file: <VEN_CONTACT2>
A4_PHONER2 [Phone number on file: <VEN_PHONE2>

COM [SKIP TO INT99 IF MULTCHK=2] Do you have any comments or suggestions for the
program?
01 Yes [SPECIFY]

02 No / None
88 Don't know

INT99 [SKIP IF MULTCHK=2] Those are all the questions | have for you. Thank you for taking
the time to complete this survey. Have a good day.
CP Completed — first case/singles

INT98 Those are all the questions | have for you. I'd like to thank you for your time with this
important evaluation

CM  Completed — subsequent multiple
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A.2 VENDOR SURVEY

Massachusetts
C&l Omnibus NTG Study
Influential Vendor and Vendor Nonparticipant
Free-Ridership Survey®

Variable List
VEND_CONTACT Vendor Name
VENDCONTACT2
VEND_ADDR Vendor Address, City, State, Zip

VEND_COMPANY Vendor company name

VEND_EMAIL Vendor email
PHONE Vendor phone number
MULTFLAG case is part of a multiple
0 Not a multiple
1 Multiple
MULTID Unique multiple 1D
PRIMARYCASE Primary case for multiples, also flagged for all single records
0 Not a primary case
1 Primary case

INF_VEND1 Flag if the vendor was identified as an influential vendor for the first measure (from
the customer survey)
0 not an influential vendor
1 influential vendor

INF_VEND2 Flag if the vendor was identified as an influential vendor for the second measure
(from the customer survey)

0 not an influential vendor
1 influential vendor
CUST_CASEID Customer case identification number

9 Note: the instrument refers to the “interview” and provides “interviewer” instructions. Such wording and
programming instructions should be adjusted to fit online or mailed surveys.
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SPONSOR  Sponsor

Berkshire Gas

Cape Light Compact
Eversource

Liberty Gas

National Grid

Unitil

the sponsors of Mass Save

NOoO OO WN -

SPONSOR_TXT Sponsor

PROGRAM Sponsor programs the vendor has been involved with
CUST_NAME Customer Contact First Name

CUST_COMPANY Customer/Facility Name

PREMISE_ADDR, PREMISE_CITY, PREMISE_ST, PREMISE_ZIP
Service address where equipment was installed

ROF Flag from the customer survey if the equipment was replaced on failure
0 Not replaced on failure
1 Replaced on failure

NC_ Flag from the customer survey if the equipment was for a newly constructed building

0 Not new construction
1 New construction
INTEFF Flag as to whether intermediate efficiencies applies
1 Yes, there is intermediate efficiency
0 No intermediate efficiencies available
STUDY Flag if the customer received a technical assessment
0 did not receive a technical assessment
1 received a technical assessment
2 Unknown if the customer received a technical assessment

INC  Sponsor incentive for Measure categories

TOTMEAS Total number of measures customer said influential for
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MEAS1, MEAS2 Customer-specific end-use category (i.e., lighting)
1 building shell

2 combined heat and power
3 comprehensive design

4 compressed air

5 custom

6 food service

7

8

9

hot water

HVAC

lighting
10 motors or drives
11 non-lighting
12 other

13 process
14 refrigeration

MEASDESC1, MEASDESC2

QTYFLAG Flag for quantity greater than 1

0 quantity is not applicable for this measure category (measure count 1or
quantity is not relevant as in delamping, insulation)
1 quantity greater than 1
EQUIP1, EQUIP2 Flag for if rebated equipment is operational
0 if the installed measure is not equipment that is operational (e.g., insulation)
1 if the installed measure is operational

EFF Flag for if efficiency applies

0 efficiency is not applicable for this measure category (e.g., insulation, VFD,
delamping, recycling, occupancy sensors)
1 efficiency is applicable

MOU Memo of Understanding flag
0 Customer does not have a MOU
1 Customer has a MOU

ALTFLAG Indicator if the record gets Alternate Efficiency section
1 sampled for alternate efficiency questions
0 sampled for regular battery

ALTMEAS1, ALTMEAS2  Detailed measure description to be used in the alternate efficiency

section
INTEFF Flag whether intermediate efficiencies apply
1 Yes, there is intermediate efficiency
0 No intermediate efficiencies available

TechB1, TechB2 Alternative “BETTER” technology (to be used for a subset of the sample to
implement the alternative efficiency questions)
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TechC1, TechC2 Alternative “GOOD” technology (to be used for a subset of the sample to
implement the alternative efficiency questions)

TechD1, TechD2 Alternative “WORST/STANDARD” technology (to be used for a subset of
the sample to implement the alternative efficiency questions)

TechE1, TechE2 Alternative technology, if needed (to be used for a subset of the sample to
implement the alternative efficiency questions)

KWH1, KWH2 Gross kWh savings for first sampled NTG measure, second sampled NTG
measure

TOP10ELEC

THERM1, THERM2 Gross therms savings for first sampled NTG measure, second sampled
NTG measure

PROG1, PROG2 new construction/retrofit
0 New replacement
1 Retrofit

MEO1-ME11 Types of equipment specified/sold as part of spillover questions

Not sold
1 Sold

ME1text-ME10text Types of equipment

me1text combined heat and power cogeneration
me2text compressed air equipment

me3text energy efficient controlled lighting

medtext building shell measures

meb5text energy efficient food service equipment
me6text energy efficient heating or cooling equipment
me7text energy efficient motors and drives

me8text other energy efficient equipment

me9text energy efficient process related equipment
me10text energy efficient refrigeration equipment

GAS01 - GAS11 Gas savings associated with nonparticipant vendors

ELECO01 - ELEC11 Electric savings associated with nonparticipant vendors

NonPflag

0 Influential Vendor but not for NonPart

1 Influential Vendor and ALSO for NonPart
QUOTA

0 Influential Vendor

1 NonPart
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YEAR [study year]

Introduction

INTO1 Hello, my name is , and | am calling on behalf of <SPONSOR>. We are talking
with some of the design professionals and contractors who were involved with energy
savings solutions offered by <SPONSOR> in <YEAR>.

I’'m not selling anything; I'd just like to ask you about the types of equipment that your firm
recommended, sold, or installed through these offerings or programs in <YEAR>.

Before we start, | would like to inform you that for quality control purposes, this call will be
recorded and monitored.

[IF NEEDED: May | speak with <VEND_CONTACT> or the person who specified or sold
equipment through <SPONSOR> offering?]

[INTERVIEWER NOTE: Our records show that NMR has previously spoke to you we have
a few different questions that we would like to ask you.]

FAQ [Read if needed:
(Timing: This survey will take less than 20 minutes of your time. IF NOT A GOOD TIME,
SET UP CALL BACK APPOINTMENT OR OFFER TO LET THEM CALL US BACK AT 1-
800-454-5070)

(Sales concern: | am not selling anything. Your responses will be kept confidential by our
firm and <SPONSOR>. If you would like to talk with someone from there, you can call
[CONTACT NAME AND PHONE NUMBER FOR SPONSORS INCLUDED IN THIS
CALL].

MULTCHK [ASK IF MULTFLAG=1]
[INTERVIEWER: Is the first case of a multiple?]

01 Yes, the first case of a multiple
02 No, subsequent case of a multiple
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| Confirmation

[ASK OF ALL]

C_VNP_SKIPR1 [IF Inf_Vend1 = 0, SKIP TO C_VNP_SKIPR2]

VR_INTRO I'd like to review the <MEAS1> [IF TOTMEAS=2 SHOW: "and <MEAS2>"]
project(s) you recommended or specified through <SPONSOR>’s offerings.

01 Continue

VR1R1 Do you recall recommending the <MEAS1> project for <CUST_COMPANY> at
<PREMISE_ADDR> in <PREMISE_CITY> through <SPONSOR> offering in <YEAR>?

01 Yes, does recall [SKIP TO V1aR1]

02 No, does not recall

03 This equipment was never installed [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGR1]
88 Don’t know

99 Refused

OTHER_RRH1 Is there someone else at your firm who would be more familiar with this project?

01  Yes [RECORD CONTACT INFO FOR CALL NOTES]
02 No [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGR1]

88  Don't know [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGR1]

99  Refused [INT91 — REFUSAL]

AVAIL_RR1 May | please speak with that person?

01 Yes, currently available [SKIP TO INTO1]

02 Yes, but R is not currently available [INT15 — CALLBACK]
03 No [INT91 - REFUSAL]
88 Don’t know [INT81 — INELIGIBLE]
99 Refused [INT91 — REFUSAL]

V1aR1 Were you involved in the decision-making process at the design stage when the
<MEAS1> project was specified and agreed upon for this facility?

01 Yes [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGR1]
02 No
88 Don’t know
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V1bR1 At what point in the process did you become involved?

01 [RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

V1cR1 What was your role?
01 [RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

C_KNOWLEDGR1 [SET TO 0 IF VR1R1 = 2,3 OR OTHER_RR1 = 2, 88 OR V1aR1=2,88
OTHERWISE SET TO 1]

0 Respondent is not valid for the Free-ridership section
1 Respondent is valid for the Free-ridership section

C_VNP_SKIPR2 [IF Inf_Vend2 = 0, SKIP TO NEXT SECTION]

VR1R2 [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION IF TOTMEAS<2]
Do you recall recommending the <MEAS2> project for <CUST_COMPANY> at
<PREMISE_ADDR> in <PREMISE_CITY> through <SPONSOR> offering in <YEAR>?

01 Yes, does recall [SKIP TO V1aRZ2]

02 No, does not recall

03 This equipment was never installed [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGR2
88 Don’t know

99 Refused

OTHER_RR2 Is there someone else at your firm who would be more familiar with this project?

01  Yes - Continue [RECORD CONTACT INFO FOR CALL NOTES]]
02  No [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGR?2]

88  Don't know [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGR?2]

99  Refused [INT91 — REFUSAL]

AVAIL_R2 May | please speak with that person?

01 Yes, currently available [SKIP TO INTO1]

02 Yes, but R is not currently available [INT15 — CALLBACK]
03 No [INT91 — REFUSAL]
88 Don’t know [INT81 — INELIGIBLE]
99 Refused [INT91 — REFUSAL]
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V1aR2 Were you involved in the decision-making process at the design stage when the
<MEAS2> project was specified and agreed upon for this facility?

01 Yes [SKIP TO C_KNOWLEDGER?Z?]

02 No
88 Don’t know

V1bR2 At what point in the process did you become involved?

[RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

V1cR2 What was your role?

[RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

C_KNOWLEDGR2 [SET TO 0 IF VR1R2 = 2,3 OR OTHER_RR2 = 2, -8 OR V1aR2=2,-8
OTHERWISE SET TO 1]

0 Respondent is not valid for the Freeridership section
1 Respondent is valid for the Freeridership section

| Free-Ridership — Influential Vendors

[START OF FREE-RIDERSHIP LOOP. ASK VP0Oa THROUGH VF90 FOR EACH MEASURE
CATEGORY (MEAS) RECALLED (UP TO TWO MEASURES) by using TOTMEAS.]
*R1 for MEAS1, EFF1, INC1, QTYFLAG1, C_KNOWLEDGER1
ALTFLAG1, INTEFF1, ALTMEAS1, TECHB1, TECHC1, TECHD1, TECHE1
*R2 for MEAS2, EFF2, INC2, QTYFLAG2, C_KNOWLEDGER2,
ALTFLAG2, INTEFF2, ALTMEAS2, TECHB2, TECHC2, TECHD2, TECHE2

C_FR_SKIPO [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE IF C_KNOWLEDG # 1]

VPOa [IF STUDY<>1 SKIP TO VR9] According to our records, <SPONSOR> paid a portion of
the cost to conduct a technical assessment for <CUST_COMPANY> to determine if it was
economical to install the <MEAS> equipment. Customers may also have received
assistance for federal or state agencies or other public organizations that support on-site
energy assessments.
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If <CUST_COMPANY>> had not received financial assistance from <SPONSOR> or
other public sources of funding to pay for a portion of the cost, do you think
<CUST_COMPANY> would have paid the full cost to have a similar technical assessment
done at the same time?

01 Yes
02 No
88 Don’t know

VC2 [ASK IF VPOa = 2,88] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being “no influence” and 10 being a
“great deal of influence”, how much influence did the information provided by the technical
assessment have on your decision to recommend the [IF EFF = 1: high efficiency]
<MEAS> project?

. [Record influence rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

VR9 To the best of your knowledge, did <CUST_COMPANY> receive interest-free financing or
repayment assistance from <SPONSOR> which allowed them to pay for their portion of
the project cost over time?

01 Yes
02 No
88 Don’t know

VR30 In addition to assistance from <SPONSOR>, there may have been other public sources
of financial assistance available to customers for projects like this. These include federal
tax credits and tax deductions, grants and loans from federal or state programs, or from
other public organizations. As far as you know, did <CUST_COMPANY> receive any
financial assistance like this for the <MEAS> project?

01 Yes

02 No SKIP TO VR40
88 Don’t know  SKIP TO VR40
99 Refused SKIP TO VR40

VR31 [IF VR30=yes] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being no influence and 10 being a great deal
of influence, how much influence do you think these other public sources of financial
assistance were on <CUST_COMPANY>’s decision to implement <MEAS> project at the
same time they did and in the same way?

. [Enter influence rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused
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VR40 Some cities, including Boston and Cambridge, have ordinances that require energy
reporting, promote clean energy investments, and may place greenhouse gas limits and
penalties on some customers.

Was <CUST_COMPANY> aware of these requirements?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

VR41 Did these requirements apply to <CUST_COMPANY>’s facility where the <MEAS>
equipment was installed?

01 Yes

02 No

88 Don’t know
99 Refused

FR_INTRO3 [IF ON FIRST LOOP SHOW: Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your
decision to recommend the <MEAS1> project. [IF THERE IS ALSO A SECOND
MEASURE: Then, I'll repeat these questions for the <MEAS2> project.]

[IF ON SECOND LOOP] Now I'd like to review the <MEAS2> project you recommended.

01 Continue

VA1 On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being no influence and 10 being a great deal of influence,
how much influence did your firm have on specifying the efficiency levels or features of
the <MEAS> project so that it would qualify for <SPONSOR> assistance?

. [Record influence rating][IF VA1<7 SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE/SECTION]
88 Don't know  [SKIP TO NEXT MEASURE/SECTION]
FR_INTRO The next set of questions asks about <CUST_COMPANY>’s planning and

installation decisions with <SPONSOR>'s assistance in <YEAR>.

01 Continue
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VP1a As far as you know, did <CUST_COMPANY> have funds allocated to install this <MEAS>
equipment before you talked with them about the program?

01 Yes

02 Yes, but don't remember specifics [SKIP TO VC3]
03 No [SKIP TO VC3]
88 Don’t know [SKIP TO VC3]
99 Refused [SKIP TO VC3]

VP1b What equipment was <CUST_COMPANY> planning to install with the allocated funds?

01 [RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

VP2a Was it necessary to change the timing of the installation, [IF QTYFLAG = 1: the quantity]
[IF EFF = 1: the efficiency level] of the <MEAS> project installed in order to qualify for the

program?

01 Yes

02 Yes, but don't remember specifics [SKIP TO VC3]
03 No [SKIP TO VC3]
88 Don’t know [SKIP TO VC3]
99 Refused [SKIP TO VC3]

VP2b What changes were necessary? [SELECT ALL THAT APPLY]

01 Installation occurred SOONER than planned
02 Installation occurred LATER than planned
03 Installed MORE equipment than planned

04 Installed LESS equipment than planned

05 Equipment was MORE efficient than planned
06 Equipment was LESS efficient than planned
07 Other [SPECIFY]

88 Don't know

99 Refused

VC3 On ascale of 0 to 10, with 0 being “no influence” and 10 being a “great deal of influence”,
how much influence did the
[IF INC=0 SHOW “rebate that” ELSE SHOW $<INC1,INC2>] <CUST_COMPANY>
received from <SPONSOR> [IF VR30=yes, <and other public sources>] have on your
decision to recommend the [IF EFF = 1 SHOW "high efficiency"] <MEAS> project?

. [Record influence rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused
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VF1 [SKIP IF customer indicated equipment was for a newly constructed building or replace
on failure; SKIP IF ROF = 1 or NC_ = 1] [IF INC > 0 SHOW "<SPONSOR> paid about
$<INC> of the total cost of the <MEAS> project." ELSE IF INC=0 SHOW "<SPONSOR>
paid a portion of the total cost of the <MEAS> project."

[FILL IF VR30=yes, <<CUST_COMPANY> also received financial assistance from other
public sources.>]

<CUST_COMPANY> may have also received some technical assistance or a contribution
toward the cost of a technical assessment study from <SPONSOR> or other public
sources.

If, all this assistance from the program [VR30=yes <and other public source>], would your
company have recommended or specified any type of <MEAS> equipment to
<CUST_COMPANY> at the same time?

01 Yes
02 No
88 Don’t know

VF2a [IF QTYFLAG =0, SKIP TO NEXT QUESTION]
Without all the assistance would your company have recommended or specified the exact
same gquantity of <MEAS> for <CUST_COMPANY> at the same time?

01 Yes
02 No
88 Don’t know

VF2ab [ASK IF efficiency applies EFF= 1] Without all the assistance , would your company have
recommended or specified the exact same efficiency of <MEAS> for <CUST_COMPANY>
at the same time?

01 Yes
02 No
88 Don’t know
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| Quantity

VF2b [ASKIF QTYFLAG=1 and if VF2a <> 1] Compared to the amount that you recommended
through the program, what percentage of the overall quantity of <MEAS> project do you
think your company would have recommended or specified without all the assistance?

(PROBE: Would you have recommended/specified about one-fourth (25%), one-half
(50%), or three-fourths (75%) of what was installed through the program?)

___ [ENTER PERCENTAGE (0-100%)]
888 Don’t know
0 [SKIP TO VF4]

C_FR_SKIP2 [IF EFF = 0, SKIP TO ALT1]
C_FR_SKIP3 [IF VF2ab =1, SKIP TO C_FR_SKIP4]
| Efficiency

VF3c [IF EFF=0 OR ALTFLAG=1 SKIP TO ALT1] You said you would have recommended or
specified [IF VF2a=1 SHOW "all the" ELSE SHOW "at least some"] <MEAS> for
<CUST_COMPANY> if all the assistance had not been available.

What percentage of the equipment that you would have recommended would have been
standard efficiency?

(PROBE: For example, would about one-fourth (25%), one-half (50%), or three-fourths
(75%) have been of equal efficiency?)

_ [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%]
888 Don’t know
777  Not applicable

VF3b [SKIP IF IntEff = 0]
and what percentage would have been between standard efficiency and what was
installed through the program?

__ [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%)]
888 Don’t know
777  Not applicable

C_VEF_SKIP1 [SKIP TO C_FR_SKIP4 IF VF3c OR VF3b = 777 OR 888]
VvEFb (between percent) IF VF2ab=1 vEFb=0 ELSE SET EQUAL TO VF3b

vEFc (standard eff percent) IF VF2ab=1 vEFc=0 ELSE SET EQUAL TO VF3c
vEFa (high eff percent) IF VF2ab=1 vEFb=100 ELSE SET EQUAL TO vEFa = 100-vEFb-vEFc]
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C_FR_SKIP4 [IF QTYFLAG =1, SKIP TO VF4]

VF3d [IF EFF =0, SKIP TO ALT1]
[IF VF2ab =1, SKIP TO ALT1]
[IF IntEff = 0, SKIP TO ALT1]
Thinking about the <MEAS> equipment you would have recommended if the assistance
had not been available, would it have been of standard efficiency; or between standard
efficiency and what was installed through the program?

01 Standard efficiency

02 Between standard efficiency and what was installed through the program
77 Not applicable

88 Don’t know

99 Refused

| Alternate Efficiency Question

ALT1 [SKIP IF ALTFLAG=0 OR INTEFF=0] If you had NOT recommended <ALTMEAS >
equipment, which of the following would you most likely have recommended instead?
[READ LIST]

01 Recommended <TechB > [e.g., “BETTER”]
02 Recommended <TechC > [e.g., “GOOD”]
03 Recommended <TechD > [e.g., “WORST/STANDARD?]

04 Recommended <TechE >

05 Recommended something else [SPECIFY something other than <ALTMEAS>]

06 | would not have recommended anything at this time

07 [DO NOT READ] would have recommended the same technology <ALTMEAS>
[e.g., “BEST]

88 [DO NOT READ] Don’t know
99 [DO NOT READ] Refused

Insulation

VRVL1 [ASK IF MEAS=1-Building shell]
Thinking about the energy-saving project you would have recommended if the assistance
had not been available, would you have recommended the same improvements as what
was done through the program?

01 Yes [SKIP TO VF4]
02 No

88 Don’t know

99 Refused
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VRVL2 [ASK IF MEAS=1-Building shell] Compared to what you recommended through the
program, how much insulation would you have recommended?

(PROBE: “Would about one-fourth (25%), one-half (50%), or three-fourths (75%) of what
was done with the assistance?”)

L [1-99%]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

| Consistency Check Prompts |

VF4 [ASK VF4-VF7 IF (VF1=1 OR ROF=1 OR NC_=1) AND (VF2a=1 OR VF2b=100% OR
QTYFLAG=0) AND (VEFA=100% OR VF2AB=1 OR EFF=0 OR ALT1=07), ELSE SKIP
TO VF8]
Now | want to focus on what it would have cost <CUST_COMPANY> to install this
equipment on its own without all the assistance from <SPONSOR> [FILL IF VR30=yes,
<and other public sources>]. On a scale of 0 to 10, with O being not at all likely and 10
being very likely, how likely would they have been to pay the additional [IF INC=0 SHOW
“cost”, ELSE $<INC>] on top of the cost they already paid, to implement the same quantity
and efficiency of <MEAS> equipment at that same time?

. [Record likelihood rating]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

VF5 [IF VF4 =8,9,10 SKIP TO VF8] How would their project have changed if <SPONSOR>
[FILL IF VR30=yes, <and other public sources>] had not contributed to the cost of the
<MEAS>?

[DO NOT READ; SELECT ALL THAT APPLY]

01 Would not have changed [SKIP TO VF§]
02 Would have postponed the project

03 Would have canceled the project altogether

04 Would have repaired existing equipment

05 Kept using existing equipment

06 Purchased less efficient equipment

07 Purchased fewer quantity

08 Installed DIFFERENT type of equipment than planned [SPECIFY]
09 Other [SPECIFY]

88 Don't know

99 Refused
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VF5C02 [ASK IF VF5=2] How many months would they have postponed the project?

e Specify months 0-75
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

VF6 [ASK IF VF5=7] Compared to the amount of <MEAS> that <CUST_COMPANY>
implemented through the program, what percentage do you think they would have
purchased on their own at that same time?

(PROBE: Would you have purchased about one-fourth (25%), one-half (50%), or three-
fourths (75%) of what you installed through the program?)

__ [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-99%)]
0 [SKIP TO VF8]

888 Don’'t know

999 Refused

C_FR_SKIP5 [IF QTYFLAG = 0 SKIP TO VF8]

VF7c [ASK IF VF5=6 ELSE SKIP TO VF8] Thinking about the equipment <CUST_COMPANY>
would have implemented on their own, what percentage of this equipment would have
been standard efficiency?

(PROBE: For example, would about one-fourth (25%), one-half (50%), or three-fourths
(75%) have been of equal efficiency?)

__ [ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%]
888 Don’t know
777  Not applicable

VF7b [IF IntEff = 0, SKIP TO VF8§]
and what percentage would have been between standard efficiency and what was
installed through the program?

[ENTER PERCENTAGE: 0-100%]

888  Don't know
777  Not applicable

C_CVEF_SKIP1 [SKIP TO VF7bc IF VF7¢c OR VF7b = 777 OR 888]
cvEFb (between percent) SET EQUAL TO VF7b

cvEFc (standard eff percent) SET EQUAL TO VF7c
cvEFa (high eff percent) SET EQUAL TO 100-cvEFb-cvEFCc]
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VF7bc [ASK IF VF7b > 0 AND <>777, 888 OR VF7c > 0 AND <>-777, 888] What specific
efficiency levels would they have likely installed?

[RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

VF8 On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being “not at all important” and 10 being “very important”,
how important was your previous experience with <SPONSOR> program when making
the decision to recommend or install the <MEAS> project for this customer?

[Enter importance rating]

77 NA — No previous program experience
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

VF9 (IF VF1=1 AND VF2a=1 AND (VF3a=100% or VF3d = 1 OR EFF=0) AND VF5 =1 AND
VC3 > 6 SHOW: “Previously you stated that you would have recommended the exact
same equipment at the same time . But, you also stated that the incentive and financial
support was influential in your decision to make the recommendations that you did.")

(IF VF1 =2 OR -8 AND VC3 = 4,3,2,1,0 SHOW: “Previously you stated that
<CUST_COMPANY> would not have installed any equipment without the assistance
from <SPONSOR> and public sources. You also stated that <SPONSOR> incentive and
other financial support was not influential in their decision.")

I'd like to better understand <CUST_COMPANY>’s purchase decision. Please describe
what impact, if any, <SPONSOR> and other public assistance had on
<CUST_COMPANY>’s decision to install the energy efficient <MEAS> equipment at the
time they did.

[RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know
99 Refused

[END FREE-RIDERSHIP LOOP]
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Vendor Nonparticipant Questions

C_MULT_SKIP [SKIP TO INT99 IF MULTCHK=2]

C_MEx_SUM = MEO1+MEO02+MEOQ03+...ME11

VNP_INTRO [SKIP TO NEXT SECTION IF C_MEx_SUM=0] These next series of questions ask
about all the types of equipment that your firm recommended, sold, or installed through
<SPONSOR>’s energy savings solutions in <YEAR>.
01 Continue

[START OF NONPARTICIPANT LOOP. ASK VNP1a THROUGH VNP8o FOR EACH MEASURE

SOLD (MEO1, MEO2, MEOS... UP TO 11 MEASURES).]
*R1 for MEO1

*R2 for MEO2
...etc.
*R8 for ME11
MEx
Code Label
01 {b}combined heat and power cogeneration{/b}
02 {b}compressed air equipment{/b}
03 {b}energy efficient controlled lighting{/b}
04 {b}building shell measures{/b}
05 {b}energy efficient food service equipment{/b}
06 {b}energy efficient heating or cooling equipment{/b}
07 {b}energy efficient motors and drives{/b}
08 {b}other energy efficient equipment{/b}
09 {b}energy efficient process related equipment{/b}
10 {b}energy efficient refrigeration equipment{/b}
11 {b}/b}
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VNP1a Our records show that your firm specified, sold, and/or installed <MEx> to commercial
and industrial customers in <YEAR> through <SPONSOR> offerings.

Is that correct?
[INTERVIEWER: PLEASE VERIFY EACH TYPE OF EQUIPMENT THAT SHOWS FOR

THE VENDOR]

01 Yes

02 No [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]
88 Don’t know [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]
99 Refused [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]

VNP1b Prior to participating in <SPONSOR> program, in what percentage of your commercial
projects did you install <MEx>?

____ [ENTER PERCENTAGE 0-100]
888 Don’t know
999 Refused

VNP1c And during the past year, in what percentage of your commercial projects did you install
<MEx>?

___ [ENTER PERCENTAGE 1-100]
888 Don’t know
999 Refused

VNP2 Please think about all the program-eligible <MEx> you specified, sold, and/or installed
for <SPONSOR> customers in <YEAR>.
Did you specify, sell, and/or install any of these program-eligible <MEx> to customers of
<SPONSOR> without the customer receiving assistance from <SPONSOR>?

[PROBE: by program-eligible, we are referring to any <MEx> that would be eligible to
receive a rebate from Mass Save or another <SPONSOR> offering.]

01 Yes

02 No [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]
88 Don’t know [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]
99 Refused [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]
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VNP3 Again, thinking about all the program-eligible <MEx> you specified, sold, and/or installed
for <SPONSOR> customers in <YEAR>, what percent did not receive an incentive
through <SPONSOR>?

[ENTER PERCENTAGE 0-100]

0 [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]
888  Don't know [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]
999  Refused [SKIP TO NEXT CATEGORY]

VNP4 In <YEAR>, you mentioned that about <VNP3> of the <MEx> you specified and/or
installed would have been eligible for an incentive through <SPONSOR> but did not
receive an incentive.

What are the main reasons why your firm or the customer did not request a customer
incentive for this energy-saving equipment you specified or installed?
(DO NOT READ—SELECT ALL THAT APPLY; PROBE, WHAT ELSE?)

01 Not worth the paperwork for our firm to help the customer apply for the incentive
02 Customer did not want the hassle of applying for the incentive

03 Takes too long for approval

04 Reached the maximum amount | could install through the program
05 The equipment would not qualify

06 Vendor does not participate in the program

07 Outside <SPONSOR> service territory

08 No time — needed equipment immediately

09 Thought the program ended

10 Didn’t know the equipment qualified under another program

11 Just didn’t think of it

12 Unable to get a rebate (unsure why)

13 Other [SPECIFY]

88 Don't know

99 Refused

VNP4a[ASK IF VNP4C05=1] Why did the equipment not qualify?

[RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know

VNP5 I'm going to read you 3 statements. For each statement, please tell me whether you agree
or disagree that this statement applies to your company. There are no right or wrong
answers; we just want your honest opinion.

Our past experience specifying or installing <MEx> through energy efficiency programs
and offerings has convinced us that this equipment is cost-effective or beneficial even
without a program incentive.

0 Agree
1 Disagree
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VNP6 We are better able to identify opportunities to improve energy efficiency by using high
efficiency <MEx> because of our previous experience with equipment installed through
energy efficiency programs and offerings, and what we learned through working with

<SPONSOR>.
0 Agree
1 Disagree

VNP7 We are more likely to discuss energy-efficient options with all of our customers when
developing project plans for <MEx> because of our previous experience with equipment
installed through energy-efficiency programs, and what we learned through working with

<SPONSOR>.
0 Agree
1 Disagree

VNP8 Please describe what impact, if any, <SPONSOR> offerings had on your decision to
specify or install <MEx> outside of <SPONSOR> programs and offerings.

[PROBE IF NECESSARY: "Can you please elaborate on that?",
"What do you mean by...", "Anything else?"]

[RECORD RESPONSE VERBATIM]
88 Don’t know

[END OF NONPARTICIPANT LOOP]

| Closing

VRNAME Thank you for your participation. For verification purposes, would you spell your
first and last name for me?

[RECORD RESPOSNE VERBATIM]
99 Refused
COM ['d like to thank you for your time with this important evaluation.
Do you have any comments or suggestions for <SPONSOR>?
01 Yes [SPECIFY]
02 No
INT99 [SKIP IF MULTCHK=02] Complete singles case or first case multiple.

CP Completed on the phone
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INT98 CM  [ASK IF MULTCHK=02] Completed subsequent case multiple

CM  Completed
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Appendix B Scoring Algorithms

This section shows the algorithms used for analysis.

Figure 2: Event Type Flow Chart
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Figure 3: Free-ridership Scoring Flowcharts
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Figure 4:Vendor Interview Trigger
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——

Figure 5: Consistency Checks
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