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1. Executive Summary 

In 2016, the Massachusetts energy efficiency Program Administrators (PAs) implemented the sixth year of a 

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

November 2016 Mass Save statewide marketing assessment conducted by Opinion Dynamics. The purpose 

of this study is to document the 2016 campaign design and marketing strategy as they relate to assessing 

changes in key metrics over time and to provide updated measures of Mass Save awareness, knowledge, and 

perceptions based on the 2016 campaign. 

1.1 Campaign Overview 

The 2016 campaign ran from January through November 2016. The 2016 campaign targeted commercial and 

industrial (C&I) customers as well as all residential customers with particular focus on residential low-income, 

and Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking customers, throughout the state in an effort to increase awareness of 

Mass Save. In conjunction with this effort, the sponsors placed an emphasis on explaining who and what Mass 

Save is, as well as what it means. The overarching message conveyed was how simple and easy it is for 

customers to save money on their energy bills.  

Similar to recent campaign years, the 2016 campaign used a mix of digital, radio, print, and out-of-home 

channels to reach customers across the C&I and residential sectors, including Spanish- and Portuguese-

speaking and low-income residential customers. While the marketing tactics remained consistent with those 

from 2014 and 2015, the 2016 campaign translated marketing materials, including the Mass Save website, 

to reach Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking customers. In addition, the 2016 campaign selectively placed 

radio and out-of-home marketing materials in specific geographies to reach low-income customers.  

1.2 Research Activities 

To support the November 2016 post-campaign assessment of Mass Save, Opinion Dynamics reviewed all 

statewide marketing materials used in 2016. The evaluation team also fielded general population surveys of 

residential customers, using a mixed-mode approach that included both telephone and web-based surveys, 

and C&I customers, using telephone surveys. We fielded these surveys immediately after the close of the 2016 

campaign. In total, 607 residential and 297 C&I customers across the state participated in this effort. These 

surveys constitute the sixth wave of a series of surveys conducted since February 2012. Table 1 summarizes 

all of the primary data collection performed to date. 

Table 1. Summary of Data Collection to Date 

Survey Date Description Residential Completes C&I Completes 

February 2012 Before the 2012 campaign 401 314 

August/September 2012 After the 2012 campaign 402 295 

March 2013 Before the 2013 campaign 501 456 

December 2013 After the 2013 campaign 500 300 

December 2014/January 2015 After the 2014 campaign 515 300 

November 2016/January 2017 After the 2016 campaign 607 297 
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1.3 Key Findings and Considerations 

Key findings from the study include: 

 The 2016 campaign was the most successful Mass Save awareness campaign since we began 

assessing brand awareness in 2012. Customer awareness of Mass Save has increased since 

December 2014 as shown in Figure 1. In the 2016 survey, 64% of 607 residential respondents 

reported awareness of Mass Save, which represents a statistically significant1 increase in awareness 

levels from December 2014 (54% of 515 respondents) and the highest recorded level since we began 

tracking residential awareness in 2012. Similarly, 73% of 297 C&I customers reported awareness of 

Mass Save, which is also a compelling increase from 2014 (7 percentage point change) and the 

highest recorded commercial awareness level since we began tracking awareness. A number of factors 

likely contributed to these increases in Mass Save awareness, including consistent marketing efforts 

and messaging that has spanned across several years; the mix of marketing tactics and channels; and 

more-targeted radio, out-of-home, and digital marketing that expanded in 2016 to reach Spanish- and 

Portuguese-speaking customers, as well as low-income customers.  

Figure 1. Mass Save Awareness (2014 – 2016) 

 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage 

shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 

2015.   

 There is additional potential to increase awareness of Mass Save same among Spanish-speaking 

respondents.  

 Spanish-speaking respondents’ awareness of Mass Save is lower than that of the English-speaking 

population. Whereas 65% of non-Spanish-speaking respondents were aware of Mass Save, 33% 

of those who completed the survey in Spanish were aware of Mass Save. 

                                                      

 

1 All statistical testing was conducted at the 90% confidence and 10% or better precision level. In some cases relative precision was 

between 6% and 7%.  



Executive Summary 

opiniondynamics.com Page 3 

 A fair number of low-income respondents indicated being aware of Mass Save; however, there is still 

appreciable potential to increase awareness in this segment.  

 Awareness of Mass Save among low-income respondents (43%) was higher than that in the 

Spanish-speaking population but lower than that of the non-low-income population. 

 Overall, the two additional population groups (low-income and Spanish-speaking) we surveyed have 

healthy levels of awareness given that the campaign only recently started targeting those segments. 

 In 2016, there were statistically significant increases in the level of familiarity with the brand. Following 

the 2016 campaign, 71% of C&I customers indicated being familiar with Mass Save compared to 45% 

in 2014. Similarly, 50% of residential customers indicated being familiar with the brand in 2016 

compared to 30% in 2014 (Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Mass Save Brand Familiarity (2014 – 2016) 

 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage 

shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 

2015.   

 Awareness of the Mass Save website among residential customers has increased since December 

2014. Awareness of the Mass Save website among residential customers has increased significantly, 

from 54% in 2014 to 62% in 2016, while awareness of the Mass Save website remained consistent 

for C&I customers at 71% (Figure 3). Among the residential customers aware of the Mass Save 

website, 21% (n=14) of Spanish-speaking customers were aware of the website, while 39% of 134 

low-income customers indicated awareness of the Mass Save website. While the mix of marketing 

channels remained consistent with 2014, continued campaign activity toward mobile smartphones 

and tablets may have contributed to increased awareness among residential customers. Based on 

web performance metrics provided by KSV (the campaign implementer), there has been an increase 

in traffic to the Mass Save website from mobile and tablet users. 
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Figure 3. Website Awareness (2014 – 2016) 

 

Note: Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage 

shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015.   

 Campaign messaging was clear among residential and C&I customers. The majority of residential 

(86%) and C&I (80%) customers indicated that Mass Save messaging was clear. Similar to 2014, two-

thirds of residential (66%) and C&I (67%) customers thought that Mass Save could help lower their 

energy bills. There is also consistency between residential and C&I customers in terms of concepts 

that they associate with Mass Save. Both sectors associated energy assessments, reducing or lowering 

energy bills, and rebates for various energy efficiency equipment with the Mass Save brand. 

Additionally, residential and C&I customers identified “making saving energy easier” as what they 

associated with Mass Save, which was a key message in the 2016 campaign. These findings suggest 

the continued effectiveness of the brand’s marketing strategy in conveying key concepts behind the 

Mass Save brand. 

 Mass Save messaging exposure increased among residential customers. While exposure to the 

various marketing channels remained consistent from 2014 to 2016 for C&I customers, residential 

customers reported increased exposure to Mass Save messaging through various marketing channels. 

In 2016, 38% of residential customers reported exposure to at least one marketing channel compared 

to 27% in 2014. Those who had heard about Mass Save while shopping for appliances increased from 

8% in 2014 to 24% in 2016. Similarly, those who had seen an online ad increased from 9% in 2014 

to 20% in 2016. More than one-tenth (11%) of residential customers also reported being exposed to 

Mass Save messaging through social media, which, according to several PAs, has been a source of 

engagement in 2016.  

Considerations for future campaigns: 

 Targeting a particular segment of the population (such as Spanish and Portuguese speakers and low 

income residents targeted in 2016) often takes multiple years to reach saturation. If the targeted 

populations remain of interest to the PA’s, Mass Save should continue this focus in future years.    

 Consistency in messaging will be a successful means of increasing awareness and understanding of 

targeted populations. If PAs distribute materials translated into Spanish, Portuguese, Chinese, and 

other languages, making the connection between saving money on an energy bill and Mass Save, it is 
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likely that awareness and understanding of Mass Save among non-English-speaking households will 

rise over time. 

 Mass Save should continue marketing through radio and retail, as well as increase marketing activities 

in digital channels, as the majority of both residential and C&I customers were exposed to Mass Save 

messaging through radio and while purchasing appliances. Customers who turn to internet sources 

(including digital radio) when seeking information about energy efficiency has also increased for 

residential and C&I customers. Increased digital marketing activity, as well as continued integrated 

marketing in other campaign channels such as radio and retail, may help further increase awareness 

of the brand and drive more traffic to the Mass Save website.  
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2. Introduction 

This report presents the findings from the November 2016 Mass Save® statewide marketing assessment 

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

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

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

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

the evaluation team conducted a thorough review of all 2016 statewide marketing materials and interviewed 

Program Administrator (PA) marketing staff and representatives from KSV, the campaign implementer. 

2.1 2016 Campaign Overview 

The 2016 Mass Save statewide campaign ran from January through late November 2016. To help manage 

the Mass Save website, KSV brought in a new digital partner, Rightpoint, in 2015, replacing Pixel Media, which 

had participated in the program since 2010. On the social media side, Cadmus manages all Mass Save social 

media accounts through its agreement with the PAs; these social media accounts include a Facebook page, 

an Instagram account, a Pinterest page, a Twitter handle, and a YouTube page. 

Overall, the Mass Save budget remained consistent with prior years (Table 2). 

Table 2. Mass Save Campaign Budget by Channel (2013-2016) 

Media Channel 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Digital (includes mobile and tablets, digital display, native 

advertising, pre-roll video, digital radio, geo-fencing, 

Facebook, paid search) 

$500,717 $ 588,956 $570,422 $644,349 

Radio $926,258 $945,683 $967,217 $942,064 

Out-of-Home (includes transit, billboards, gas pump tops) $677,293 $680,039 $555,467 $547,095 

Print (includes business journals and newspapers) $83,637 $85,322 $88,282 $55,519 

Budget Total* $2,187,904 $2,300,000 $2,181,388 $2,189,026 

* Budget information for 2010-2012 is not available. 

Source: Mass Save Connections Plans, 2013–2016. 

The campaign targeted residential low-income, Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking customers, as well as C&I 

customers, throughout the state with the goal of increasing awareness of Mass Save and driving traffic to the 

Mass Save website. As part of this effort, the sponsors strived to explain who and what Mass Save is, as well 

as what it means, and encouraged residential and C&I customers to visit the Mass Save website through 

various marketing channels. Consistent with 2015 (Table 3), the overarching message of the campaign 

focused on how easy it is for customers to save money on their energy bills and how the Mass Save website 

makes it easy to find ways to save money and energy.  
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Table 3. Mass Save Campaign Objectives (2010-2016) 

Campaign 

Year Campaign Objectives 

2010 

 Educate audiences about the need for and benefits of energy efficiency 

 Increase awareness of Mass Save 

 Drive Massachusetts residents to participate in sponsored energy efficiency programs 

2011 

 Educate audiences about the need for and benefits of energy efficiency 

 Increase awareness of Mass Save 

 Drive Massachusetts residents to participate in sponsored energy efficiency programs 

2012 

 Educate customers about Mass Save 

 Create awareness and understanding of Mass Save as a statewide resource for energy efficiency 

needs 

2013 

Convey the following messages to the target audience: 

 Anyone can lower his or her monthly energy bill 

 The first step to lowering energy bills is to visit MassSave.com 

2014 

Convey the following messages to the target audience: 

 Anyone can lower his or her monthly energy bill 

 The first step to lowering energy bills is to visit MassSave.com 

2015 

 Continue to increase awareness of the Mass Save brand 

 Drive traffic to MassSave.com by conveying how easy it is to find ways to save money and energy 

with MassSave.com 

2016 

 Continue to increase awareness of the Mass Save brand 

 Drive traffic to MassSave.com by conveying how easy it is to find ways to save money and energy 

with MassSave.com 

To reach its goals, in addition to the Mass Save website, the campaign used a mix of digital, radio, print, and 

out-of-home channels (Table 4) to reach customers across the residential and C&I sectors. Similar to recent 

years, the 2016 campaign primarily focused on digital and mobile marketing, including paid search, digital 

radio, digital displays, mobile geo-fencing, native advertising, and social media. The campaign also continued 

to market through radio (including digital radio), billboards, and transit signage. To have a continuous presence 

throughout 2016, the campaign utilized its Facebook page and paid search to reach residential audiences.2 

The campaign also translated the Mass Save website, digital ads (including mobile and tablet ads, digital 

displays, and Facebook ads), and radio ads to reach Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking customers and 

strategically placed out-of-home (i.e., transit signs and billboards) and radio ads3 to reach low-income 

customers.  

                                                      

 

2 Cadmus operates the Mass Save Facebook page, as well as other social media sites (Twitter, Pinterest, YouTube, and Instagram). 

The Facebook page launched at the end of 2010 with 4,000 fans and by the end of 2016 had 122,000 fans. Cadmus is currently 

trying to increase engagement with the existing fan base rather than grow the brand in terms of acquiring new fans.  

3 According to the 2016 Mass Save Connections Plan, 60- and 30-second radio spots were aimed at reaching low-income customers 

in Boston, Cape Cod, New Bedford-Fall River, Berkshire, Springfield, and Worcester. 
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Table 4. Mass Save Marketing Channels (2010-2016) 

Media Channel 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Radio        

Digital Radio (online and apps)        

Print        

Out-of-Home: Transit (commuter 

rail, MBTA, buses) 
       

Out-of-Home: Billboards        

Out-of-Home: Gas Pump Tops        

Digital: Display/Banner Ads        

Digital: Native Advertising        

Digital: Paid Search        

Digital: Mobile and Tablets        

Digital: Social Media        

Digital: Geo-fencing        

Digital: Pre-Roll Video        

Events Marketing        

Contests and Promotions        

 Indicates that the specified media channel was included in the corresponding year. 

2.2 Evaluation Approach 

The evaluation team conducted qualitative and quantitative research as part of this study (Table 5). The 

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

quantitative surveys with 607 residential and 297 C&I customers. Based on the survey sample sizes, a change 

in Mass Save awareness of five percentage points for residential and six percentage points for C&I sectors 

between the pre- and post-campaign surveys would be a statistically significant change from the previous 

surveys at the 90% confidence and 10% precision level. 

Table 5. Evaluation Activities 

Evaluation Task Completes Description 

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

Residential Survey 607 
Provides information on awareness of and familiarity 

with Mass Save, exposure to Mass Save marketing 

efforts, and the influence of Mass Save marketing on 

knowledge of and participation in PA programs. 

 Telephone Survey 220 

 Web Survey 387 

C&I Telephone Survey 297 
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3. Methodology 

After the conclusion of the 2016 statewide marketing campaign, the evaluation team reviewed all campaign 

materials and interviewed key campaign staff from the implementer, KSV, as well as PA representatives. We 

also conducted general population surveys with a sample of residential and C&I customers in Massachusetts. 

The surveys were the sixth wave of a series of tracking studies conducted since February 2012. Table 6 

summarizes all of the primary data collection performed to date, which we reference where appropriate 

throughout the report. 

Table 6. Summary of Data Collection to Date 

Survey Date Description Residential Completes C&I Completes 

February 2012 Before the 2012 campaign 401 314 

August/September 2012 After the 2012 campaign 402 295 

March 2013 Before the 2013 campaign 501 456 

December 2013 After the 2013 campaign 500 300 

December 2014/January 2015 After the 2014 campaign 515 300 

November 2016/January 2016 After the 2016 campaign 607 297 

3.1 Marketing Material Review and Staff Interviews 

The evaluation team completed a review of all statewide marketing materials used in 2016 and conducted 

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

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

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

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

interviews to learn more about campaign activities, including the implementation of the 2016 marketing plan. 

3.2 Residential General Population Survey 

The evaluation team conducted surveys with a random sample of 607 residential PA customers, of whom 322 

were low-income as indicated by the PA-provided low-income rate flag and 72 were Spanish-speaking. While 

the campaign targeted both Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking residents of Massachusetts, the evaluation 

team decided to field surveys only in English and Spanish given the higher incidence of Spanish speaking in 

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

of Mass Save marketing on participation in PA programs, and awareness of other energy efficiency brands. 

The evaluation team fielded the residential survey between November 28, 2016 and January 6, 2017, and 

the business survey between November 28, 2016 and January 16, 2017.4 

                                                      

 

4 To meet the targeted number of completes, fielding of the residential survey was extended 6 days into the first week of January 2017, 

while fielding of the C&I survey was extended 2 weeks into January 2017 due to low response rates over the holiday season.  
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 Sample Strategy 

In designing the sample approach and survey fielding strategy for the 2016 post-campaign survey effort, the 

team considered both the 2016 campaign design and lessons learned from the 2014 study related to 

improving survey response rates among residential customers. As a result, the evaluation team drew a 

stratified random sample of residential customers from 2016 PA customer databases, with an oversample of 

potentially Spanish-speaking and low-income customers. This approach enabled the evaluation team to 

provide results for both the Spanish-speaking and low-income populations, which the team did not report on 

in previous years. We provide additional information on each of these strategies below. 

 Spanish-Speaking Population. Given the growing Spanish-speaking population in Massachusetts and 

the campaign outreach to this population, the evaluation team translated all survey materials into 

Spanish and fielded the survey in Spanish to better capture the attitudes of the Massachusetts 

population as a whole in light of recent demographic changes.5 We identified the potentially Spanish-

speaking population by using a list of more than 300 last names.6,7 

 Low-Income Population. To reach the low-income population in Massachusetts, we built in an 

oversample of low-income rate codes as provided by the PAs in the customer database. Since low-

income populations are generally harder to reach in survey research,8 oversampling the low-income 

population allowed for adequate outreach and evaluation of low-income customer awareness of the 

Mass Save campaign. 

In past surveys, we also stratified by PA-specific populations. However, adding a layer of stratification on top 

of the Spanish-speaking and low-income strata would yield an extremely small and unsustainable number of 

records in each stratum such that they would ultimately make reporting on each of the individual strata 

meaningless. Therefore, we focused our attention on the Spanish-speaking and low-income populations rather 

than any additional stratification. We monitored the distribution of completes within each PA during fielding to 

ensure that each electric and gas PA was properly represented without oversampling the smaller PAs. The 

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

combination’s representation in the overall population. The weighted percentage distribution of completes by 

utility combination against the distribution in the population is shown in Figure 4 and discussed in detail in 

Section 3.2.3. 

                                                      

 

5 According to the U.S. Census, 5.7% of households in the state are “limited English speaking.” Of that 5.7% of households, 27.4% 

speak Spanish, 17.9% speak other Indo-European languages, and 29.2% speak Asian and Pacific Island languages. Further, while only 

5.7% of households are limited English speaking households, 22.6% of households speak a language other than English at home and, 

among this group, Spanish is the most common (8.6% compared to Portuguese at 2.8% and Chinese at 2.1%). Finally, for households 

that speak Spanish at home, 41.2% indicate that they speak English less than “very well” (U.S. Census Bureau, American Community 

Survey 2015, S1602, B16001). 

6 The alternative method for identifying a Spanish-speaking population would be to oversample census blocks where there are high 

percentages of Spanish speakers. However, the results of geo-location targeting would bias the sample toward urban areas and against 

PAs that service mostly non-urban areas, such as Eversource West and CLC. 

7 Elliott, M. et al. 2013. “Using Indirect Estimates Based on Name and Census Tract to Improve the Efficiency of Sampling Matched 

Ethnic Couples from Marriage License Data.” Public Opinion Quarterly (77) 1., 375–384. 

8 Blumberg, S. and Luke, J. 2007. “Coverage Bias in Traditional Telephone Surveys of Low-Income and Young Adults.” Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 71(5), 734–749; Groves, R. 2006. “Nonresponse Rates and Nonresponse Bias in Household Surveys.” Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 70(5), 616–675. 
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Figure 4. Utility Combination in General Population vs. Completed Surveys 

 

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

number of completed interviews across our survey modes in Figure 4 shows weighted results, Table 7 shows 

only raw counts unweighted by the Spanish-speaking and low-income strata. The percent distribution of survey 

completes in each utility combination is unsurprisingly different from the population. 

Table 7. General Population Survey Sample Approach 

Residential Customersa 

Population Study Sample  

Telephone 

Interviews 

Internet/Mail 

Interviews 

# % # % # % # % 

Berkshire Gas 10,783 0.41%  76  1% 1 0.45% 3 1% 

CLC 113,223 4%  334  3% 3 1% 9 2% 

CLC/NGrid 53,184 2.0%  144  1% 5 2% 5 1% 

Columbia Gas 177,792 7%  452  4% – – 48 12% 

Eversource East 723,386 28%  3,513  32% 84 38% 98 25% 

Eversource East/Columbia Gas 13,876 0.5%  36  0.33% – – – – 

Eversource East/Liberty Gas 1,631 0.06%  13  0.12% – – – – 

Eversource East/NGrid 171,049 7%  891  8% 20 9% 36 9% 

Eversource West 137,527 5%  986  9% 27 12% 47 12% 

Eversource West/Berkshire Gas 15,818 0.6%  92  1% 2 1% 3 1% 

Eversource West/Columbia Gas 27,447 1.1%  339  3% 6 3% 12 3% 

Liberty Gas 23,499 0.9%  159  1% 1 0.45% 6 2% 

NGrid 1,023,152 39%  3,106  28% 52 24% 90 23% 

NGrid/Berkshire Gas 5,841 0.2%  31  0.28% - - 2 1% 

NGrid/Columbia Gas 58,257 2.2%  442  4% 12 5% 16 4% 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

% of Population % of Completed Weighted



Methodology 

opiniondynamics.com Page 12 

Residential Customersa 

Population Study Sample  

Telephone 

Interviews 

Internet/Mail 

Interviews 

# % # % # % # % 

NGrid/Liberty Gas 21,895 0.8%  141  1% 3 1% 3 1% 

NGrid/Unitil 994 0.0%  3  0.03% - - - - 

Unitil 10,783 0.41%  76  1% 4 2% 9 2% 

Total 2,607,005 100%  10,999  100% 220 100% 387 100% 

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

different utility companies. 

The reason the percent distribution among the completes is unsurprisingly different from the population 

distribution across the PAs is that we expect certain populations to be more concentrated in specific 

geographic areas rather than distributed equally across the state and the PAs. To compare the distributions 

of the Spanish-speaking and low-income oversample across the different PAs, we need to weight the data 

using our final weights of Spanish-speaking, homeownership, and low-income. When we apply the weights 

(Figure 4), the population distribution is in line with that of the PAs and accounts for the Spanish-speaking and 

low-income oversamples.  

 Mixed-Mode Survey Methodology 

Prior to 2014, we conducted our residential and commercial surveys exclusively via telephone. However, we 

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

research.9 As a result, telephone surveys are increasingly expensive to field (due to low response rates) and 

are susceptible to potential non-response bias. To address these concerns, similar to 2014, the evaluation 

team implemented a mixed-mode approach to conduct our 2016 residential customer survey.10 

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

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

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

Based on study budget and assumptions about our telephone call center production rate, the evaluation team 

set a quota of 220 completed surveys for our telephone survey. By having a sample size this large, we can 

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

For the internet/mail survey mode, survey administration was similar to 2014, when it was first implemented. 

To recruit web survey participants, the evaluation team mailed an invitation letter11 to each potential 

respondent in our internet/mail survey sample.12 Each letter included a link to the web survey and a unique 

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

completed the survey only one time. In addition, the survey invitation letter gave potential respondents the 

option to contact our call center directly and complete the survey via telephone. We chose to provide this 

option to ensure that each potential respondent in our web survey sample had an opportunity to complete the 

survey even if the respondent did not have easy access to the internet. To ensure that our sample size was 

                                                      

 

9 Curtin, R., Presser, S. and Singer, E. 2005. “Changes in Telephone Survey Nonresponse Over the Past Quarter Century.” Public 

Opinion Quarterly, 69(1), 87–98.  

10 We used a mixed-mode approach only for residential customers and an outbound telephone survey for C&I customers. 

11 Invitation letters sent to the Spanish-speaking customers were translated into Spanish. 
12 We mailed invitation letters to potential respondents because we did not have email addresses. 
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sufficiently large for comparison, we set a quota of 370 respondents for the internet/mail survey. To help meet 

the quotas for the internet/mail and telephone surveys for residential customers, we offered the chance to 

win a $100 gift card to five respondents randomly selected through a drawing. We also administered the 

telephone and internet/mail surveys in Spanish as the campaign targeted Spanish-speaking customers in 

2016. 

Table 8. Residential Survey Sample Design 

Survey Mode Target Completes 

Telephone 220 

Internet/Mail 370 

Total 590 

The goal of adopting a mixed-mode approach is to increase customer participation rates and reduce potential 

non-response bias. One way to assess the effectiveness of our different survey modes and incentive structure 

is to examine response rates. Table 9 shows the number of completed interviews across the different survey 

modes.  

Table 9. Residential Survey Completes by Survey Mode 

Survey Mode Completed Interviews 

Telephone 220 

Internet/Mail 387 

Total 607 

The evaluation team calculated a survey response rate (RR3) for each survey mode combination using the 

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

in Appendix B. 

Table 10. Survey Response Rates by Survey Mode 

Survey Mode Response Rates 

Internet/Mail 7.8% 

Telephone  5.7% 

Overall, we see in Table 10 that the response rates for the internet/mail survey mode significantly 

outperformed the telephone survey (7.8% vs. 5.7%). While the telephone survey response rate in 2016 (5.7%) 

has improved compared to 2014 (3.2%), the response rate for the internet/mail survey underperformed 

compared to the past evaluation’s (2014) response rate of 11.9%. Nevertheless, utilizing different survey 

modes continues to be an effective strategy to improve survey participation among Massachusetts residential 

customers. Offering the survey in more than one mode is an effective strategy for covering more of the 

population and potentially increasing response rates due to offering different modes as a choice to 

respondents.  

Table 11 shows statistically significant differences for several demographic variables. For a true comparison 

of the different survey modes, we divided our sample into three categories. The telephone survey (outbound) 

is the traditional survey mode that we have used in all previous waves; this method involves our call center 

contacting customers directly. We divided the internet/mail survey sample into two distinct groups. The web 

survey mode group is composed of those participants who received the survey invitation letter in the mail and 

chose to complete the survey via the internet. The telephone survey (inbound) group is composed of those 

participants who received the survey invitation letter in the mail and chose to complete the survey by calling 
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our telephone call center directly. We summarize the results from our analysis of these three survey modes in 

Table 11. 

Table 11. Sample Characteristics by Survey Mode 

Demographics 

Telephone Survey 

(Outbound) 

Web 

Survey 

Telephone Survey 

(Inbound) 

Massachusetts Household 

Population 

% of Homeowners 60% 70% 50% 62% 

Median Age 47 50 60 41 

% with College Degree or Above 57% 61% 16% 37% 

% of Males 50% 51% 45% 48% 

% with Income of $50,000+ 61% 69% 31% 62% 

Sample Size 220 311 76 2,538,485 

We found statistically significant differences in the demographic composition of our samples for each of the 

different survey modes. This is not surprising because the objective of a mixed-mode survey approach is to 

bolster sample representativeness by using multiple tactics to reach diverse segments of the population. Our 

mixed-mode approach demonstrates the relative effectiveness of the different survey modes in capturing 

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

web survey tends to attract more-educated and higher-income respondents.13 Conversely, by providing an 

option for respondents to call our telephone call center directly, we attracted older, lower-income, and less-

educated respondents.  

A potentially more serious issue arises if the demographic differences that we identified across the different 

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

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

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

awareness across the three survey modes (Table 12).  

Table 12. Awareness by Survey Mode 

Awareness 

Inbound 

(n=76) 

Online 

(n=311) 

Outbound 

(n=220) 

Aware of Mass Save 49% 70% 58% 

We found no statistically significant difference in awareness levels across inbound and outbound phone mode. 

However, we did find that there are significant differences between the online survey and the inbound/ 

outbound phone survey. In the past surveys, the demographic differences have been non-significant. However, 

we believe that this year we see these differences because we stratified the sample by low-income and 

Spanish-speaking customers. Furthermore, from the survey response rates, we find that low-income and 

Spanish-speaking customers respond at a different rate to different survey modes. For example, low-income 

and Spanish-speaking customers completed surveys at a much greater rate through the inbound channel, but 

at a much lower rate through the online channel. To limit the biases in response rates between the various 

groups that we stratified by, we performed the significance test only on the largest group (non-low-income and 

                                                      

 

13 These values are all weighted using the final raked post-stratification weights. 
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non-Spanish-speaking) across phone and mail survey modes and found that there were no significant 

differences between the modes.14 

While we will report results mainly for the overall sample, we will also provide some critical results by survey 

mode. This will allow the reader to compare results across time within the same data collection mode and 

then make judgments about whether there may be differences between telephone and internet modes that 

could account for some portion of changes that we see across time. We recommend continuing to utilize 

mixed-mode samples in the future to increase the probability of reaching a wider range of respondents. 

 Weighting 

In the 2016 post-campaign survey design, the evaluation team proposed and implemented a sampling 

approach that stratified the Massachusetts household population by Spanish- vs. non-Spanish-speaking 

population and low-income vs. non-low-income population. However, to obtain enough survey completes from 

the Spanish-speaking population, we needed a proxy for Spanish-speaking and decided on developing the 

initial stratification using last names.15 Because proxies are sometimes imperfect, we adjusted the household 

population for false positives (respondents in the Spanish-speaking stratum who do not speak Spanish) and 

true negatives (respondents in the non-Spanish-speaking stratum who spoke Spanish). 

On top of the weights that stem from the survey design, the evaluation team also adjusted for key differences 

between the Massachusetts population and the sample. Consistent with past surveys, we developed and 

applied weights to the telephone and web survey data to match the composition of customers within the 

Massachusetts population based on homeownership. 

We cannot directly apply post-stratification weights for homeownership to our sample without also addressing 

the co-variation among the home owning population, the Spanish-speaking population, and the low-income 

population. According to census data, 70% of the households making above $30,000 per year are 

homeowners, while 26% of the population making below $30,000 are homeowners. In addition, only 25% of 

the Latino population16 are homeowners, whereas 66% of non-Latinos are homeowners. Because there is a 

strong correlation between homeownership, low-income status, and Spanish speakers, assuming a constant 

rate of homeownership among the various sub-populations is not enough. 

In summary, our survey weights address three key issues: 

1. They adjust the initial customer population data based on survey results for Spanish-speaking false 

positives and true negatives.  

2. The weight is based on Spanish-speaking, low-income rate code, and homeownership. 

3. They adjust for co-variation based on Spanish-speaking, low-income rate code, and homeownership. 

                                                      

 

14 Because there were very few inbound customers in the non-low-income and non-Spanish-speaking groups, we decided to group 

them with the mail-push-to-web (online) category. 

15 Elliott, M. et al. 2013.  

16 Latino was used as a proxy for Spanish-speaking because the ACS2014 Census data do not provide homeownership status by the 

language spoken in the household. 
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We used a modification17 of raked weights (also known as sample balancing). Table 13 shows the weights for 

the residential survey data. 

Table 13. Residential Survey Weights 

Low-Income Flag 

Spanish-Speaking 

Indicator Owner vs. Renter 

Count of 

Participants Weight 

Non-Low-Income English Own 178 2.12 

Non-Low-Income English Rent 91 1.88 

Non-Low-Income English Refused 1 2.33 

Non-Low-Income Spanish Own 2 0.90 

Non-Low-Income Spanish Rent 12 0.30 

Non-Low-Income Spanish Refused 1 0.13 

Low-Income English Own 90 0.14 

Low-Income English Rent 170 0.20 

Low-Income English Refused 5 0.05 

Low-Income Spanish Own 4 0.14 

Low-Income Spanish Rent 53 0.07 

Total 607 – 

Raking works by iteratively applying a set of post-stratification weights for the variables one is interested in. At 

some point over hundreds of cycles, the weights will converge such that the portions of the raked variables in 

the weighted sample matches that of the population.18 Because there could be cases where the weights do 

not converge, the evaluation team performed several sensitivity checks, which verified our results.19 

3.3 C&I Customer Survey 

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

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

telephone survey using a simple random sample of 297 PA C&I customers between November 28, 2016 and 

January 16, 2017. 

 

                                                      

 

17 In the standard raking methodology, only population total of the specific variables are used. However, we have modified it to use 

variable combinations or cross-classifications to address the issues of co-variation. 

18 Pasek, Josh. 2010. “ANES Weighting Algorithm: A Description.” Accessed at: http://web.stanford.edu/group/iriss/cgi-

bin/anesrake/resources/RakingDescription.pdf. Daza, Sebastian. 2012. “Raking weights with R.” Accessed at: 

http://sdaza.com/survey/2012/08/25/raking/. 

19 We developed other weights for comparison purposes only, including: 

1. Post-stratification weights without homeownership component 

2. Raked weights without co-variation component 

3. Weights without adjusting for the false positives in the Spanish-speaking population 

4. Alternatively generating post-stratification weights by using simple ordinary least squares regressions to solve for a system 

of linear equations 

http://sdaza.com/survey/2012/08/25/raking/
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 Sampling Strategy and Weighting 

The evaluation team used the 2016 Massachusetts C&I billing databases provided by the PAs. Using PA data 

allows us to obtain the complete picture of the entire Massachusetts business customer base. We merged the 

data from the various PAs and developed a unique ID for each business premise. 

Table 14 shows the overall sample design and completed interviews for this year’s survey.  

Table 14. C&I Sample Design 

C&I Customers Population/Sample Frame Sample Completed Interviews 

Total 267,534 11,077 297 

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

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

in matching to the statewide population. Table 15 and Table 16 display the distribution of electric and gas 

utilities for commercial customers. 

Table 15. Commercial Customer Distribution across Electric Utilities 

Electric Utility 

Population 2016 Sample 2016 Completes 

# % # % # % 

Cape Light Compact 17,052 6% 815 7% 24 8% 

Eversource East 107,074 40% 4,904 41% 89 30% 

Eversource West 15,007 6% 679 6% 28 9% 

NGrid 74,131 28% 3,906 32% 104 35% 

Unitil 3,278 1% 121 1% 4 1% 

Gas Only 50,992 19% 1,669 14% 48 16% 

Total 267,534 100% 12,094 100% 297 100% 

Table 16. Commercial Customer Distribution across Gas Utilities 

Electric Utility 

Population 2016 Sample 2016 Completes 

# % # % # % 

Berkshire Gas 4,297 2% 203 2% 9 3% 

Columbia Gas 25,149 9% 462 4% 19 6% 

Eversource East 23,235 9% 1,122 9% 35 12% 

Liberty Gas 3,446 1% 170 1% 1 0% 

NGrid 38,748 14% 2,028 17% 57 19% 

Unitil 1,692 1% 65 1% 2 1% 

Electric Only 170,967 64% 8,044 67% 174 59% 

Total 267,534 100% 12,094 100% 297 100% 

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

closely resembles the statewide population in terms of utility representation. Not all utilities provided electric 

usage data to perform a complete analysis of the equivalency between the size of the customer in the 

population and in our completed survey. However, of the customers whom we do have usage information for, 

the mean kWh usage and the percentage in usage quartiles match those of the population data. For these 

reasons, the evaluation team chose to not to use any post-stratification weights. Table 17 shows the final 

survey dispositions of the telephone numbers in the sample. 
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Table 17. Disposition of Targeted C&I Customers 

Category Key Disposition Total 

I Completed surveys 297 

N Eligible incomplete surveys 182 

X1 Survey-ineligible business 7 

U1 Business with undetermined eligibility 2,544 

X2 Not a business 355 

U2 Undetermined if business 7,694 

e1 Estimated proportion of cases of unknown survey eligibility that were eligible 0.98553719 

e2 Estimated proportion of cases of unknown business eligibility that were eligible 0.7627 

Total Participants in Sample 11,077* 

* The total C&I sample was 12,094; however, 1,017 C&I customers were not contacted as the quota for the C&I survey was reached 

and survey fielding was closed. 

Table 18 provides the response rate for this year’s survey. The response rate decreased slightly from 4.6% in 

2014 to 3.5% in 2016, while the cooperation rate slightly increased from 8.9% in 2014 to 9.2% in 2016.  

Table 18. C&I Survey Response Rate 

AAPOR Rate % 

Response Rate (RR3) 3.5% 

Cooperation Rate (CR) 9.2% 
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4. Study Findings 

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

well as the residential and C&I surveys conducted from November 2016 to January 2017. Our analysis of the 

surveys focuses on differences over time with statistical significance testing conducted at 90% confidence 

and 10% or better precision level. 

4.1 Campaign Strategy 

Marketing staff noted that the primary goals for 2016 were to increase overall awareness of the Mass Save 

website and to drive traffic to the website. To achieve those goals, the campaign focused on conveying two 

main messages: Mass Save makes it simple to lower energy bills, and MassSave.com makes it easy to find 

ways to save money and/or energy. Based on our review of marketing collateral, these messages were 

consistently conveyed. 

Similar to the past 2 years, the campaign used a combination of print, out-of-home, digital, and radio media 

channels to reach residential and C&I customers in Massachusetts (Table 19). The 2016 campaign also 

expanded its reach to low-income customers through radio spots and out-of-home ads (transit and billboard 

ads), as well as to Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking customers by translating digital and radio marketing 

materials, including the Mass Save website, into Spanish and Portuguese. 

Table 19. Summary of 2016 Statewide Marketing Materials 

Media Channel Residential C&I General 

Digital: Digital Banners    

Digital: Facebook Ad    

Digital: Mobile Geo-Fencing    

Digital Online Pre-Roll Video    

Out-of-Home: Billboard    

Out-of-Home: Bus    

Out-of-Home: Commuter Rail    

Radio    

Print    

In our interview, KSV noted the heavy focus on digital and mobile marketing activities in 2016 (Table 19). The 

campaign continued to use digital banners, mobile geo-fencing and online pre-roll videos, among others. The 

campaign also continued to use social media ads to reach residential customers.  

The 2016 campaign leveraged much of the 2015 creative materials that conveyed how easy it is to find ways 

to save money and energy with Mass Save or MassSave.com.20 The Mass Save logo is included in all visual 

marketing materials, as is a link to the MassSave.com website. In addition, the campaign regularly lists PA 

                                                      

 

20 While the overarching objective of the 2015 and 2015 campaigns were the same as the 2014 campaign (increase awareness of 

Mass Save and drive traffic to the Mass Save website), the 2014 campaign materials’ messaging focused on lowering energy bills 

through MassSave.com (Table 3).  
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sponsors by name or refers to the collaboration across Massachusetts utilities and energy efficiency service 

providers. 

4.2 Mass Save Digital and Web Performance 

Given the deployment of the campaign strategy described above, the campaign’s effort to use targeted 

advertising to drive traffic to the Mass Save website has been generally successful. The digital and web 

performance metrics—page views, social media visits, and total interactions—have been increasing year over 

year through 2015. In 2016, however, digital and web performance either remained consistent with 2015 or 

decreased, with the exception of total interactions, which increased by 52% from 2015 to 2016, as shown in 

Table 20.21 Since 2014, the overall advertising strategy has evolved into a mobile forward strategy, tracking 

an increase in mobile consumer usage. Specifically in 2016, desktop traffic to the Mass Save website 

amounted to 42% of total traffic, with mobile and tablet making up the other 58%, compared to 52% desktop 

traffic and 48% mobile and tablet in 2015, and 64% desktop traffic and 36% mobile and tablet traffic in 2014. 

This customer shift from desktop to mobile and tablet has impacted social media metrics in 2016. While KSV 

campaign activity has been moving more toward mobile phones and tablets, KSV’s social media activity is 

limited to right hand rail Facebook advertising, which is only visible to customers accessing social media 

channels through desktop computers rather than mobile and tablets.22 This is may change in future campaigns 

once KSV places ads on the newsfeed, which is visible to both desktop and mobile and tablet users.  

The following table presents the Mass Save website’s performance metrics in absolute numbers from 2014 

to 2016.  

Table 20. Mass Save Web Performance Snapshot (2014-2016) 

Metric 2014 2015* 2016 

Page Views  4,210,408   4,774,945   4,709,368  

Total Interactions  605,847   789,869   1,166,789  

Visits from Social Media**  11,945   27,775   19,359  

Organic Search Visits  477,770   511,435   498,526  

Paid Search Visits  149,379   161,430   123,412  

Total 5,455,349  6,265,454  6,517,454  

* Data missing from March 7th-14th in 2016.  To correct this, 2015 was adjusted based on the median 

weekly levels observed for that year. 

** This metric is limited to right hand rail advertising on Facebook that is supported by KSV. 

Source: Web Performance Data Mass Save.com January 25, 2017 

                                                      

 

21 To account for 1 week of missing 2016 data, the percentage growth in the metrics shown in Figure 2 have been normalized. 

22 KSV Facebook advertising is limited to right hand rail Facebook ads as they do not have access or control over newsfeed ads or 

activity the Mass Save social media accounts. Right hand rail Facebook ads are only visible to customers using desktop computers to 

access social media. 
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4.3 Mass Save Awareness and Associations 

 Brand Awareness and Familiarity 

The 2016 campaign was the most successful Mass Save awareness campaign since we began assessing 

brand awareness in 2012. Results of the post-2016 campaign survey reveal continued increases in both 

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

longer campaign period23 and more-targeted marketing that included Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking 

customers as well as low-income customers. 

Residential Awareness and Familiarity 

Residential awareness of Mass Save was higher across all survey modes following the 2016 campaign, as 

shown in Figure 5. Nearly two-thirds of all survey respondents (64%) were aware of Mass Save at the end of 

2016. Similar to 2014, we also found statistically significant increases in awareness when comparing 

telephone survey respondents and internet/mail survey respondents. In 2016, 58% of telephone survey 

respondents were aware of Mass Save compared to 51% of telephone survey respondents in 2014, while 67% 

of internet/mail survey respondents were aware of Mass Save following the 2016 campaign compared to 56% 

in 2014. Given the 2016 campaign focus on digital marketing (including Facebook ads, digital radio, and radio 

ads), as shown in Table 2, which shows that spending on digital has increased consistently since 2013,24 while 

spending on out-of-home and print has decreased, it makes sense that internet/mail survey respondents are 

more aware of Mass Save when compared to telephone respondents. Also, consistent with previous years, 

brand awareness is higher among homeowners than renters (76% vs. 42%) likely due to higher levels of 

exposure that homeowners have to messaging from their utilities and energy efficiency service providers in 

addition to the larger number of energy efficiency opportunities available to them.  

                                                      

 

23 The 2012 campaign period ran from April to August. In 2013, the campaign period ran from March to November, while in 2014 it 

ran from January to November. In 2015, the campaign period ran from March to November, and then in 2016, returned to January to 

November.  

24 Budget information unavailable for prior years due to a change in implementer in 2013. 
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Figure 5. Residential Awareness of Mass Save (Aided Name Only) 

 
Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 

2017 compared to February 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage 

shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015.  Data points not marked with 

letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the 

prior years shown.*For December 2016/January 2017, n=387 for internet/mail and n=220 for telephone. Mixed-

mode is the combination of telephone, internet, and mail surveys. 

As part of the post-2016 campaign survey, we also administered surveys to Spanish-speaking and low-income 

residential customers, as the 2016 campaign specifically targeted these two segments of the population. 

Among the 322 low-income residential customers surveyed, 43% were aware of Mass Save, while 33% of the 

72 Spanish-speaking residential customers surveyed were aware of Mass Save (Figure 6). 

Figure 6. Residential Awareness of Mass Save (Aided Name Only) among Spanish-speaking and Low-income 

Population Groups 

 

Not only are more residential customers aware of Mass Save following the 2016 campaign across all survey 

modes, but residential customers also reported greater familiarity with the brand (Figure 7). When we combine 

the telephone and internet respondents, we find that 10% said that they were very familiar and 40% said that 

they were somewhat familiar with Mass Save, compared to 9% and 21% in 2014, respectively. We find a 

similar result if we compare just the telephone survey or internet/mail survey respondents in 2016 with the 

2014 telephone respondents as shown in Figure 8.  
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All (n=14) of the Spanish-speaking customers who indicated being aware of Mass Save reported being 

unfamiliar or very unfamiliar with Mass Save, while 36% of the 134 low-income respondents aware of Mass 

Save indicated being somewhat or very familiar with Mass Save.  

Figure 7. Residential Customer Familiarity with Mass Save Overall 

 
Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to February 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 

2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015.  Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically 

significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

Figure 8. Residential Customer Familiarity with Mass Save by Survey Mode 

 

“A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to 

December 2014/January 2015.  Data points not marked with letter (A) indicate there is no statistically significant change between 

December 2016/January 2017 and the prior year shown. 

 In addition to tracking awareness and familiarity with the Mass Save brand, we also asked respondents 

whether they recognized the Mass Save logo. For the subset of residential customers who completed the 
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survey online, we included an image of the Mass Save logo and asked whether they had ever seen the logo.25 

More than two-fifths (41%) of customers reported that they had seen the Mass Save logo in 2016, which is a 

significant increase compared to 2014 (26%).  

C&I Awareness 

Following the 2016 campaign, Mass Save awareness among C&I customers continued to increase and is 

currently at its highest level to date, at 73%, as shown in Figure 9. Brand awareness among C&I customers 

outpaced that of residential customers (73% to 64%), thus continuing a larger trend in awareness levels for 

commercial customers.  

Figure 9. C&I Awareness of Mass Save (Aided Name Only) 

 
Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for 

December 2016/January 2017 compared to February 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically 

significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 

compared to December 2014/January 2015.  Data points not marked with letters (A and B) 

indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 

and the prior years shown. 

Consistent with the increase in brand awareness, 71% of C&I customers also reported that they were familiar 

with Mass Save, which is more than four times the percentage of commercial customers who were familiar 

with the brand in February 2012 (16%) and 26 percentage points more than those who indicated being familiar 

with the brand in 2014 (45%) (Figure 10). Again, this highlights the continued success of the 2016 campaign.  

                                                      

 

25 We placed the survey question about the Mass Save logo after Mass Save awareness questions to avoid potentially biasing our 

tracking data on awareness. 
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Figure 10. C&I Customer Familiarity with Mass Save 

 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to February 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 

2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015.  Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically 

significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown.  

Despite the increase in awareness of Mass Save following the 2016 campaign, there were no significant 

changes in C&I customers who were aware that Mass Save could provide services for both their home and 

their business. When asked about the clarity of campaign messages, some C&I customers indicated that there 

was a lack of clarity as to whether the program was for businesses, while others indicated that the messages 

were too vague or lacked specific program information. 

Table 21. C&I Customer Awareness of Mass Save’s Commercial Components 

 

Aug/Sept 2012  

(n=216) 

March 2013  

(n=456) 

December 2013  

(n=135) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=196) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=212) 

Businesses only 6% 9% 4% 5% 8% 

Homes only 19% 18% 21% 16% 19% 

Both businesses and homes 47% 53% 44% 62% 56% 

Don’t know 28% 20% 30% 17% 17% 

Note: No statistically significant differences were found between December 2016/January 2017 results and the prior years shown. 

4.3.2 Website Awareness 

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

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

Massachusetts. Across all survey modes, residential awareness of MassSave.com increased compared to 

previous years, as seen in Figure 11. Almost two-thirds of residential customers aware of the Mass Save brand 

were aware of the website (62% of all survey respondents, 70% of telephone survey respondents, and 59% of 

internet/mail survey respondents). Additionally, 21% (n=14) of the Spanish-speaking customers and 39% 

(n=128) of the low-income customers indicated awareness of the website. 
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Figure 11. Awareness of MassSave.com among Residential Customers Aware of Mass Save 

 
Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for 

December 2016/January 2017 compared to February 2012 and “B” indicates a 

statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015.  Data points not marked 

with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 

2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

*For December 2016/January 2017 n=223 for internet/mail and n=95 for telephone. 

Mixed mode is the combination of telephone, internet and mail surveys.  

In contrast to previous years when awareness of MassSave.com among customers had stayed relatively flat, 

in 2016, significantly more residential customers were aware of the Mass Save brand. The absolute percent 

of customers aware of the website has increased from 29% in the post-2014 campaign survey to 40% 

following the 2016 campaign (Figure 12) suggesting that 2016 campaign efforts to increase traffic to the 

Mass Save website have been successful.   
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Figure 12. Website Awareness among All Residential Customers 

 
Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for 

December 2016/January 2017 compared to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a 

statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015.  Data points not marked 

with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 

2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown.  

Consistent with the post-campaign evaluation in December 2014/January 2015, 71% of C&I customers 

indicated being aware of the Mass Save website (Figure 13). 
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Figure 13. Awareness of MassSave.com among C&l Customers Aware of Mass Save 

 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to February 2012.Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 

2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown.  

Similar to website awareness, in 2016, C&I customer engagement with the Mass Save website was consistent 

with 2014 (Table 22). Following the 2016 campaign, half of C&I customers aware of the website noted that 

they visited MassSave.com at least once since the start of the 2016 campaign, while only a third of the 

residential customers reported visiting the Mass Save website at least once in 2016. 
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Table 22. Mass Save Website Usage among Aware Customers* 

Website Visits 
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None 63% 68% 65% 72% 51% 66% B 63% 61% 70% 76% 47% 50% A 

One time 15% 19% 15% 12% 20% 22% 13% 20% 18% 10% 19%  18% 

2–5 times 19% 10% 19% 14% 26% 12% 24% 10% 9% 9% 25% 27% 

6–10 times – 2% – 2% 2% – – 4% 1% 2% 4% 3% 

11 or more times 2% 1% – – 1% – – – 2% 1% 4% 2% 

Don’t know – – 1% – – – – 4% – 1% 1% – 

* The evaluation team asked about website usage reflecting the duration of the campaign. From February 2012 to March 2013, the 

evaluation team asked about MassSave.com usage in the past 6 months, reflecting the campaign duration at the time. In the 2014 

and 2016 post-campaign surveys, the evaluation team asked about MassSave.com usage in the past year to reflect the increased 

duration of the campaign.  

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to February 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 

2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically 

significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

4.3.3 Mass Save Associations 

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

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

Save in both an unaided and an aided fashion. 

Residential Associations 

As shown in Table 23, responses to the open-ended question about associations with Mass Save varied widely 

among residential customers. The top associations were saving energy or reducing energy bills (33%), energy 

assessment or audit (27%), and energy-saving program or home improvements (19%). Similarly, 38% of the 

134 low-income customers associated Mass Save with saving energy or reducing energy bills and 16% 

associated the brand with energy assessment or audit, while 15% did not know which concepts to associate 

with the brand. Of the 14 Spanish-speaking customers aware of Mass Save, 27% associated the brand with 

saving on energy or reducing bills. 
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Table 23. Unaided Residential Associations with Mass Save among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Associations 

Residential 

August/ 

Sept 2012 

(n=175) (A) 

March 2013 

(n=194) 

December 

2013 

(n=218)  

Dec 2014/ 

January 2015 

(n=299) 

Dec 2016/ 

January 2017 

(n=313) 

Saving energy/reducing energy bills 17% 20% 8% 14% 33% A, B 

Energy assessment or audit 26% 27% 30% 26% 27% 

Energy-saving program/home 

improvements 
3% 4% 2% 9% 19% A, B 

Rebates/incentives/saving money  8% 22% 23% 33% 17% A, B 

Utility/energy efficiency service 

provider 
4% 7% 5% 4% 7% 

Resource for energy information 10% 12% 9% 11% 5% A, B  

Related concepts (e.g., recycling, 

energy) 
8% 5% 2% 2% 2% A 

State government 2% 1% 3% 1% 1% 

Affiliated products (e.g., CFLs, 

appliances) 
3% 2% 2% 8% – 

Other  13% 7% 7% 11% B 

Don’t know 23% 17% 20% 11% 7% A, B 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no 

statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. In addition, the campaign 

continued to excel in conveying that Mass Save relates to energy. When asked directly, 87% of 313 residential customers 

associated Mass Save with energy. Similarly, 80% of 14 Spanish-speaking customers and 84% of 134 low-income customers 

associated Mass Save with energy. Notably, customer understanding of this aspect of the statewide brand has remained 

consistent and strong for the past several years. 

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

(Table 24) that reflect the prior use of the Mass Save name (home energy audits), as well as some of the 

associations the brand would like to have. In 2012, one of the goals of the campaign was to “Create awareness 

and understanding of Mass Save as a statewide resource for energy efficiency needs.” In 2013, the messaging 

was adjusted to specifically convey the message that Mass Save serves as a resource for lowering one’s energy 

bills, which continued through the 2014 campaign. Because “A way to lower your energy bills” was a new 

campaign theme in 2013, we began presenting results for that category only from the December 2013 survey. 

Similarly, in 2014, we added the “Making saving energy easier” option to the residential survey, as the 2015 

and 2016 campaigns focused on this message. We removed the “A campaign for change” option in 2014 to 

reduce respondent burden. Table 24 shows how the response options provided for aided association have 

changed from 2012 to 2016. 
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Table 24. Response Options Provided for Aided Association Question from (2012-2016) 

Response Options 

2012 

Survey 

2013 

Survey 

2014 

Survey 

2016 

Survey 

Home energy assessment     

An audit program     

Rebates for a variety of equipment and products     

Rebates for a variety of equipment     

A resource for energy efficiency information and services     

A resource for energy efficiency information and programs     

A way to lower your energy bills     

Making saving energy easier     

A campaign for change     

Don’t know     

Refused     

 Indicates that the response option was included in the survey for that year. 

As shown in Figure 14, the most frequent aided association with Mass Save among residential customers at 

the end of the 2016 campaign was “An energy assessment program” (32%), while 8% chose “Making saving 

energy easier.” Residential customers were less likely than in previous years to associate the brand as a 

resource for education and were more likely to continue associating the brand with lowering energy bills. In 

addition, fewer customers (4%) were unable to identify any associations than in previous years, reflecting 

increased familiarity with the brand. 

“A way to lower your energy bill” was the most frequent aided association among the 134 low-income 

customers (40%), followed by “An energy assessment program” (24%), and “A resource for energy efficiency 

information and services” (17%). Additionally, the top aided association among 14 Spanish-speaking 

customers aware of Mass Save was “A way to lower your energy bill” (47%), followed by “Making saving energy 

easy” (24%). 
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Figure 14. Aided Associations among Residential Customers 

 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no 

statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown.  

Commercial Associations 

When asked what they associate with Mass Save, C&I customers offered a number of concepts. The most 

commonly mentioned was energy assessment or audit (35%), followed by energy-related products/concepts 

(18%) and resource for energy information (15%). In contrast to 2014, the percentage of people who 

mentioned saving energy was lower in the 2016 campaign than in previous year’s campaigns. However, there 

were significant increases in the percentage of customers who associated Mass Save as a resource for energy 

information, energy assessment or audit, rebates/incentives for lighting controls, and their utility or energy 

efficiency service provider.  
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Table 25. Unaided C&I Associations with Mass Save among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Associations 

C&I 

August/ 

Sept 2012 

(n=119) 

March 2013 

(n=216) 

December 

2013 

(n=135) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015  

(n=197) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017  

(n=216) 

Energy assessment or audit 18% 22% 38% 27% 35% A, B 

Energy-related products/concept (e.g., HVAC, 

electricity)  
13% 7% 4% 15% 18% 

Resource for energy information 8% 6% 4% 5% 15% A, B 

Rebates/incentives for lighting/controls 6% 10% 5% 7% 11% A 

Rebates/incentives for HVAC equipment 3% 6% 3% 3% 8% A, B 

Saving energy/conservation/environmental - 19% 16% 28% 7% B 

Utility/energy efficiency service provider 6% 13% 9% 3% 7% B 

Saving money/discounts 13% 6% 5% 9% 4% A 

Energy-saving programs/home or facility 

improvements 
5% 5% 2% 6% 1% A,B 

Other 5% 16% 11% 9% 11% A 

Don’t know/refused 16% 13% 17% 9% 10% A 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no 

statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

When asked directly regarding concepts they associated with Mass Save following the 2016 campaign, 25% 

of C&I customers mentioned that they associate energy assessment or audit with Mass Save, followed by “a 

way to lower your energy bills” and rebates for a variety of equipment (Figure 15). 
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Figure 15. Aided Associations among C&I Customers 

 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no 

statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

 Perceived Sponsorship of Mass Save 

As a way of gauging their knowledge of the campaign, we asked respondents who they thought sponsored 

Mass Save. Based on the post-2016 campaign survey, 57% of residential and 46% of C&I customers thought 

that the PAs were involved in Mass Save. Compared to previous years, however, there is a significant increase 

in C&I customers who indicated that the state played a role in the campaign (Table 26). While more than half 

(57%) of residential customers have an accurate understanding of Mass Save sponsorship, there appears to 

be some confusion among C&I customers regarding Mass Save sponsorship The percentage of C&I customers 

who reported being unaware of who sponsored Mass Save saw little change in 2016 compared to 2014 (39% 

vs. 41%), while the percentage of residential customers unaware of who sponsored Mass Save decreased 

significantly, from 31% in 2014 22% in 2016. These findings suggest that broadening customers’ depth of 

knowledge of Mass Save remains a challenge, especially for C&I customers, even as more customers 

recognize the brand. 

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

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

as Mass Save sponsors than renters were (72% vs. 28% for residential, 56% vs. 37% for commercial). This 

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

property owners, as well as their role in paying utility bills and vested interest in improving their properties. 
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Table 26. Perceived Sponsorship of Mass Save among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Perceived Sponsors 

Residential Commercial 

Feb 

2012 

(n=180) 

Aug/ 

Sept 

2012 

(n=174) 

March 

2013 

(n=194) 

Dec 

2013 

(n=218)  

Dec 

2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Dec 

2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=312) 

Feb 

2012 

(n=105) 

Aug/ 

Sept 

2012 

(n=119)  

March 

2013  

(n=216) 

Dec 

2013 

(n=135) 

Dec 

2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=197) 

Dec 

2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=216) 

Utility or energy 

efficiency service 

provider 

51% 44% 46% 46% 52% 57% 53% 54% 55 45% 46% 46% 

State government 9% 6% 8% 13% 7% 13% B 10% 7% 10% 7% 5% 15% A, B 

Environmental 

nonprofits or NGOs 
4% 2% 2% -- 2% 3% 4% 5% 2% 2% -- 1% 

Retailers/ 

manufacturers (e.g., 

GE, local businesses) 

3% 2% 2% 5% 4% 2% -- 3% 2% 4% 3% 1% 

Federal government 

(e.g., Department of 

Energy) 

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

Government/ 

politicians/political 

parties 

5% 4% 2% -- 2% 1% -- -- -- -- -- -- 

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

Don’t know 28% 37% 37% 34% 31% 22% B 28% 33% 30% 41% 41% 39% 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to February 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically 

significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) 

indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown.
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4.4 Exposure to Mass Save Marketing 

Key metrics for the Mass Save statewide marketing campaign are the clarity with which messages are 

conveyed to the target population, as well as which channels of marketing customers were exposed to in the 

past campaign cycle and over time. As documented earlier in this report, the campaign team implemented a 

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

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

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

residential and C&I respondents separately. 

4.4.1 Residential Exposure  

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

channels where they heard about the campaign. For each channel through which respondents had heard of 

Mass Save, we asked them to specify the time period that they had heard of that channel, specifically, was it 

during the past campaign cycle or was it earlier (in previous years). The evaluation team asked about channels 

that reflect the outreach methods employed by KSV in the 2016 campaign. Our results show a significant 

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

2014/January 2015 (Table 27). Moreover, we find significant increases in a number of specific marketing 

channels, including radio, mass transit, online advertisements, billboards, and information provided while 

shopping for appliances. 

Table 27. Residential Customer Exposure to Mass Save Marketing Tactics  

Campaign Channel 

All Residential Respondents  

Aug/ 

Sept 2012 

(n=402) 

March 2013 

(n=501) 

Dec 2013 

(n=500) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=607) 

Any Channel – Ever 41% 21% 25% 38% 49% A, B 

Any Channel – Past Program Cycle* 31% 13% 18% 27% 38% A, B 

Radio Ad  10% 6% 10% 15% 24% A, B 

Mass Transit 5% 4% 5% 6% 15% A, B 

Online Ad 5% 4% 5% 9% 20% A, B 

Billboard 5% 4% 4% 7% 11% A, B 

Information when Shopping for Appliances N/A N/A 6% 8% 24% B 

Social Media** N/A N/A N/A N/A 11% 

Gas Pump N/A N/A 2% 2% – 

* Six months in 2012 and 2013 and 1 year in the post-2014 campaign survey. Reported exposure to radio, mass transit, online, 

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

** This category was added in 2016 due to the reported increased engagement of customers with the Mass Save social media 

channels. 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 

compared to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for 

December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) 

indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 
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Among residential customers exposed to Mass Save marketing materials, we asked about the message 

communicated by Mass Save. The majority of residential respondents agreed26 that the messages that they 

heard communicated that Mass Save can help lower energy bills (66%). This was a decrease compared to the 

2014 campaign, when 77% of customers agreed with this statement. Additionally, nearly half (49%) of the 11 

Spanish-speaking respondents and 68% of the 134 low-income customers exposed to the marketing materials 

agreed that Mass Save can help lower energy bills.  

Customers who agreed that Mass Save makes it easy to save money on their utility bills remained consistent 

between 2014 and 2016, at 67% and 63%, respectively (Figure 16). 

Figure 16. Residential Perceptions That Mass Save Can Help Lower Energy Bills 

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

The majority (86%) of customers also indicated that the campaign messages conveyed to them were clear, an 

increase from 2014 (83%). Of the 32 respondents who did not find the messages clear, 56% indicated that 

there was a lack of information about Mass Save or saving energy. Others cited that the messages lacked 

information about the program (5%) and that the messages did not account for customers’ actions toward 

energy (5%).  

4.4.2 C&I Exposure  

Following the 2016 campaign, while the percentage of C&I customers who reported exposure to the Mass 

Save brand across each of the marketing channels remained consistent with 2014, the overall percentage of 

C&I customers who were exposed to at least one marketing channel increased significantly from December 

2014/January 2015 to December 2016/January 2017 (Table 28). This suggests both consistency and 

efficacy of the Mass Save campaigns’ marketing strategy over time. This continued increase in exposure to 

                                                      

 

26 Agreement is indicated by a rating of 6 to 10 on a 10-point scale where 0 is “not at all agree” and 10 is “completely agree.” 
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marketing is likely a key driver for the continued increase in brand awareness found following the 2016 

campaign. 

Table 28. C&I Customer Exposure to Mass Save Marketing Tactics  

Campaign Channel 

All C&I Respondents  

Aug/ 

Sept 2012 

(n=295) 

March 2013 

(n=456) 

December 

2013 

(n=300) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=297) 

Any Channel – Ever 37% 30% 27% 49% 63% A, B 

Any Channel – Past Program Cycle* 30% 20% 18% 43% 45% A 

Radio Ad 10% 13% 12% 23% 23% A 

Online Ad 3% 5% 4% 18% 19% A 

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

Mass Transit N/A 4% 4% 11% 8% A 

Billboard N/A N/A 6% 12% 13% 

Email N/A N/A 3% 11% 9% 

Gas Pump N/A N/A 1% 4% 3% 

* Six months in 2012 and 2013 and 1 year in the post-2014 campaign survey. Reported exposure to radio, online, newspaper/journal, 

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

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared 

to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no 

statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

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

energy bills still resonated with C&I customers. Specifically, among those C&I customers exposed to Mass 

Save marketing materials, 67% agreed that the Mass Save messages they heard communicated that Mass 

Save can help businesses lower energy bills (Figure 17), which is consistent with 69% following the 2014 

campaign. In addition, 80% of commercial customers exposed to messaging reported that they felt the 

messages conveyed to them were clear, which is also consistent with 2014 (82%). 
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Figure 17. C&I Perceptions That Mass Save Can Help Lower Energy Bills 

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

4.4.3 Attitudes toward Mass Save 

To measure customer attitudes toward Mass Save, we provided respondents with a description of Mass Save27 

and asked about the favorability of Mass Save based on the description. Consistent with the post-2014 study, 

a majority of both residential and C&I customers indicated having a positive view of Mass Save following the 

description, with 84% of residential and 79% of C&I customers expressing a favorable opinion of the brand. 

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

of Mass Save, homeowners were more likely to express a “very favorable” opinion of the brand than renters 

(67% vs. 33%, respectively). The majority of the 216 C&I and 318 residential customers who were previously 

aware of Mass Save were also more likely to express a “very favorable” or “somewhat favorable” opinion of 

the brand (84% and 91%, respectively). This reflects the favorable opinion that customers who are acquainted 

with the brand have of the brand.  

Additionally, 82% of the 72 Spanish-speaking residential customers and 81% of the 322 low-income 

residential customers expressed favorability toward Mass Save following the description. 

4.5 Program Awareness and Participation  

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

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

                                                      

 

27 “Mass Save is in fact a statewide energy efficiency partnership between utilities, energy efficiency service providers and the state 

of Massachusetts that provides programs for ALL Massachusetts homes and businesses to save energy. These programs include 

rebates and incentives for installing energy efficient lighting, appliances, and heating and cooling systems and assistance insulating, 

air sealing or improving the energy performance of your home. Home energy assessments are one of the many programs that Mass 

Save covers.” 
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While encouraging program participation has not been a stated goal of Mass Save campaigns since 2011, the 

evaluation team asked questions about program awareness and participation to gauge the long-term effect of 

the campaign on this distal outcome.  

Residential Customers 

Overall, 74% of all residential respondents (56% of low-income respondents and 50% of Spanish-speaking 

respondents) knew that there were programs to help them save energy in their homes (Figure 18). This number 

has remained consistent since the evaluation team started tracking it in March 2013. In general, given that 

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

increase in awareness after the 2013, 2014, and 2016 campaigns.  

Figure 18. Residential Customer Awareness of Program to Help Save Energy in the Home 

 
Note: No statistically significant differences were found between December 2016/January 2017 and  the 

prior years shown. 

When we look more closely at residential customer knowledge, we see that respondents were moderately 

familiar with the types of assistance programs offered, as shown in Table 29. When we asked about the type 

of assistance these programs provided, respondents most commonly recalled home energy assessments 

(35%) or rebates, incentives, loans, or cost savings (32%). The third most common answer was specific rebates 

or programs, which has remained consistent at 32% following the post-2014 survey.  
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Table 29. Types of Assistance Provided by PA Programs among Those Aware 

Type of Assistance Provided 

Residential 

March 2013  

(n=364) 

December 

2013  

(n=369) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=387) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=378) 

Home energy assessments 22% 22% 31% 35% A 

Rebates/incentives/loans/cost savings (general)  13% 18% 9% 32% A, B 

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

Saving energy or efficiency tips/education (general)  16% 17% 18% 11% A, B 

Tax incentives  3% 4% – 5%  

Low-income/budgeting/discounted rate programs  8% 2% 2% 3% A 

Fuel assistance/heating loans  3% 2% 3% -- 

Utility/energy efficiency service provider  4% 1% – -- 

Other 4% 4% 5% 5% 

Don’t know 23% 24% 19% 9% A, B 

Note: The evaluation team asked this question for the first time in March 2013.  

“A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to 

March 2013 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 

compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically significant 

change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

More customers who were aware of programs correctly identified who sponsored the programs following the 

2016 campaign compared to 2014 (46% vs. 36%), while those who said that they did not know what groups 

or organizations offered these programs decreased significantly in 2016 compared to 2014 (15% vs. 40%). 

Program Participation 

The December 2016 survey also explored the prevalence of specific home improvements and homeowners’ 

participation in PA programs. Similar to 2014, 27% of residential customers reported making major structural 

changes to their homes in the past year. Unsurprisingly, homeowners were more likely than renters to report 

such changes (35% vs 13%).  

Table 30. Structural Changes Made by Residential Survey Respondents 

Structural Change Made 

Residential 

December 2013 

(n=500) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 (n=515) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 (607) 

Replaced furnace, boiler, or central air conditioner 11% 14% 11% 

Added square footage to home 2% 2% 3% 

Other major structural changes, including insulation, 

air or duct sealing, or window replacement 
20% 18% 20% 

At least one of the above changes 26% 27% 27% 

Note: The evaluation team asked this question for the first time in December 2013.  

There were no statistically significant differences in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 

2013 and December 2014/January 2015. 

Customers were more likely to know about Mass Save (72%) if they made major changes to their home 

compared to others (28%), yet this knowledge did not necessarily cause them to participate in programs. Of 
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the 2016 residential survey respondents who were both aware of Mass Save and made changes to their home, 

55% (n=79) participated in an energy-saving program sponsored by their utility or energy efficiency service 

provider. This was an improvement compared to 2014, where 37% (n=97) participated in an energy-saving 

program sponsored by their utility or energy efficiency service provider. When asked why they did not 

participate, 24% indicated being unaware of the rebate, while 21% were renters and could make only very 

limited changes to their residences (Figure 19).  

Figure 19. Reasons for Program Non-Participation among Customers Who Made Changes to Their Residence 

and Were Aware of Mass Save (Unweighted) 

 

Of the residential customers who were both aware of Mass Save and made changes to their homes, nearly 

one-third completed a home energy assessment on their home (29%), while another 15% said that they 

participated in a heating incentive program (Table 31). 
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Table 31. Program Participation among Residential Customers (Multiple Response) 

Program 

Residential 

Aug/Sept 2012 

(n=48) 

March 2013 

(n=52) 

December 

2013 (n=60) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=74) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=93) 

Home Energy 

Assessment/Audit 
21% 32% 27% 29% 29% 

Heating Incentives 5% 8% 7% 8% 15% A 

Appliance Incentives 25% 17% 17% 25% 11% A 

Mass Save (Unspecified) 5% 4% 11% 13% 11% A 

Lighting Incentives  10% 2% 5% 7% 10% A 

Insulation Incentives 8% 8% 8% 13% 6% 

Note: Responses with fewer than 5% in the post-2016 survey were not included.  

“A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to 

August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no 

statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

C&I Customers  

Among C&I customers, awareness of energy-saving programs was also high, remaining consistent with 

previous years. As shown in Figure 20, following the 2016 campaign, 63% of C&I respondents knew that 

programs existed to help their business save energy. Businesses that owned their facility were significantly 

more likely than those who leased their facility to know that there were energy-saving programs for businesses 

(67% vs. 56%).  
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Figure 20. C&I Customer Awareness of Energy-Saving Programs28 

 

As shown in Table 32, C&I customers with general program awareness identified a number of ways in which 

programs provided assistance. Nearly two-thirds (60%) reported that programs offered rebates that allowed 

customers to install energy-efficient equipment, which increased from 2014 (48%). Almost one-third (27%) of 

C&I customers also mentioned energy assessments, as well as educational and general energy-saving 

programs (14%). Also notable is the percentage of customers (28%) stating that they did not know of any 

program service offerings.  

                                                      

 

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

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

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

as lighting or HVAC equipment.” 
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Table 32. Types of Assistance Provided among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Type of Assistance Provided 

C&I 

March 2013  

(n=297) 

December 2013  

(n=182) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=181) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=153) 

Rebates/Programs 59% 44% 48% 60% A, B 

Energy Assessments 14% 24% 20% 27% A, B 

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

Fuel Assistance/Heat Loans 1% 2% 3% – 

Low-Income/Budget Programs 7% – – – 

Utility/Energy Efficiency Service Provider 4% 2% – – 

Tax Incentives 1% 2% – – 

Other 6% 8% 4% 10% B 

Don’t Know 25% 36% 25% 28% A 

Note: This question was added in March 2013. 

“A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to 

March 2013 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 

compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically significant 

change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

.A large percentage of those aware of general energy-saving programs did not know who sponsored them 

(47%), an increase compared to the results in 2014 (41%). Of those who were aware of programs, more C&I 

customers could correctly identify sponsors following the 2016 campaign compared to 2014. The majority 

(72%) mentioned utilities or energy efficiency service providers either in general or by name in 2016 compared 

to 2014 (69%). Similarly, more C&I customers mentioned Mass Save in 2016 (28%) compared to 2014 (17%).  

Finally, just over half (52%) of C&I customers who were aware that PAs sponsored commercial energy 

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

business. This is consistent with the results following the 2014 campaign (56%). Those who owned their facility 

(58%) were more likely to see a benefit in these programs than those who leased (47%). Additionally, those 

who were aware of Mass Save were more likely to view energy efficiency programs as helpful to their business 

(58% vs. 42%).  

Program Participation 

Among C&I customers aware of programs, 50% reported participating in them (Table 33). This marks a 

statistically significant increase from the December 2014/January 2015 survey (39%). The most common 

programs participated in were lighting programs (63%), HVAC programs (19%), and energy audits (17%).  
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Table 33. C&I Participation in PA Programs among Those Aware (Multiple Response) 

Program Type 

C&I 

Aug/ 

Sept 2012 

(n=82) 

March 2013 

(n=107) 

December 

2013 

(n=44) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015  

(n=42) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=64) 

Incentives for efficient lighting 55% 56% 59% 57% 63% 

Incentives for HVAC 12% 9% 9% 19% 19% 

Energy audits or assessments 17% 16% 30% 21% 17% 

Rebate/loan (unspecified) 1% 4% 9% – – 

Program through utility or energy 

efficiency service provider (unspecified) 
6% 7% 5% – – 

Other 5% 13% 5% 7% 34% A, B 

Don’t know 16% N/A N/A 14% 2% A, B 

Note: Responses with fewer than 5% were not included.  

“A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to 

August/September 2012 and “B” indicates a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 

2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with letters (A and B) indicate there is no 

statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

4.6 Customer Information Seeking 

We asked respondents where they look for information related to energy efficiency to help inform future 

campaign efforts. We also aim to assess whether the mix of marketing channels deployed through the 

campaign is consistent with the channels that customers look to when searching for information about energy 

efficiency. As shown in Table 34, sources of information on lowering energy bills were consistent with 

residential and C&I customers. Though there was a decrease in C&I customers who mentioned doing internet 

searches through search engines in 2016 (37%) compared to 2014 (45%), this remained the primary source 

of information among C&I and residential customers. Residential and C&I customers also indicated that they 

looked to their utility or energy efficiency service provider, and Mass Save in general or the Mass Save website 

for information on lowering their energy bills. 

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

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

customers who they thought promoted energy efficiency prior to mentioning Mass Save in the survey. In 2016, 

29% of customers cited PAs as promoting energy efficiency, a slight decrease from 2014 (32%), while half 

(52%) were still unable to name any organization. Mass Save was mentioned by 12% of residential customers 

(increasing from 9% in 2014), while ENERGY STAR® was named by 3% of customers, a decrease from 6% in 

2014.  
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Table 34. Sources of Information about How to Lower Energy Bills (Multiple Response) 

Information Source 

Residential C&I 

Aug/ 

Sept 

2012 

(n=402) 

March 

2013 

(n=501) 

December 

2013 

(n=500) 

Dec 

2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Dec 

2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=607) 

Aug/ 

Sept 

2012 

(n=295) 

March 

2013 

(n=456) 

December 

2013 

(n=300) 

Dec 

2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Dec 

2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=297) 

Internet search (e.g., Google, 

Yahoo) 
63% 56% 46% 46% 53% A 42% 48% 36% 45% 37% B  

Utility/energy efficiency service 

provider – general 
7% 3% 4% 15% 10% A, B 14% 14% 20% 16% 18% 

Mass Save/MassSave.com 5% 4% 6% 10% 10% A 9% 9% 7% 18% 8% B 

Family/friends/colleagues 2% 12% 20% 10% 3% B 4% 4% 2% 1% 4% B 

Utility/energy efficiency service 

provider – website 
4% 2% 6% 8% 9% A 3% 4% 5% 3% 4% 

Trade allies/associations - 3% 4% <1% -- 4% 2% 1% 1% 2% 

Utility/energy efficiency service 

provider – 800 number 
3% 5% 3% 2% 3% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 

Utility bill 4% 2% 2% 2% 4% - -- -- 2% 2% 

State/local/federal government 

agency or website  
5% -- -- -- 1% A 4% 2% 2% 1% 2% 

Social media* - -- -- -- 1% - -- -- -- -- 

Other 2% 13% 9% 7% 8% A, B 2% 11% 14% 7% 7% A 

Don’t know 8% 9% 10% 10% 11%  9% 8% 15% 11% 15% A, B 

* This category was added in the post-2016 survey due to the increase of social media engagement among residential customers. 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to August/September 2012 and “B” indicates 

a statistically significant difference between the percentage shown for December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not marked with 

letters (A and B) indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 
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Finally, to get a general sense of whether customers felt that they could take actions to save energy, the survey 

asked both residential and C&I customers if they believed that they could reduce their energy bills. Based on 

the post-2016 campaign survey, 73% of 607 residential customers and 54% of C&I (n=297) customers 

believed that they could do so, compared to 66% of 515 residential customers and 60% of 300 C&I customers 

in 2014 (Figure 21).  

Figure 21. Customers’ Ability to Reduce Energy Bill 

 

Note: “A” indicates there is a statistically significant difference in the percentage shown for 

December 2016/January 2017 compared to December 2014/January 2015. Data points not 

marked with the letter indicate there is no statistically significant change between December 

2016/January 2017 and the prior years shown. 

Of C&I customers, those who were aware of Mass Save were more likely to believe that they could lower their 

bill (56% of 216 respondents) than customers unaware of the brand (47% of 81 respondents). Similarly, 75% 

of 318 residential customers who were aware of Mass Save believed that they could reduce their energy bills, 

compared to 70% (n=289) of those unaware of Mass Save. Residential customers who did not think that they 

could reduce their bills cited the fact that they were already doing everything they could (63%) or that their 

energy bills were already low (27%). C&I customers cited a recent business remodel (46%) and that their 

energy bills were already low (31%) as reasons why they could not lower their bills further. 

Table 35. Customers’ Ability to Reduce Energy Bill by Mass Save Awareness 

 

Residential C&I 

Aware of Mass Save 

Dec 2016/Jan 2017 

(n=318) 

Unaware of Mass Save 

Dec 2016/Jan 2017 

(n=289) 

Aware of Mass Save 

Dec 2016/Jan 2017 

(n=216) 

Unaware of Mass Save 

Dec 2016/Jan 2017 

(n=81) 

Customers who 

believed that they 

could reduce their 

energy bill (aware 

vs. unaware) 

75% 70% 56% 47% 

Note: No statistically significant differences found between respondents aware of Mass Save and those unware of Mass Save 
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The following section presents an overview of the residential respondent characteristics and commercial 

respondent characteristics. Finally, in appendices, we include the survey instruments and explanations of how 

we calculated response rates. 
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4.7 Survey Respondent Characteristics 

The following sections present the characteristics of respondents who completed the 2016 survey. 

 Residential Customers 

Table 36 presents the demographics for residential respondents. Where feasible, we also present Massachusetts population data for comparison.  

Table 36. Residential Demographics 

Demographics 

Massachusetts  

Population a 

February 2012 

(n=401) 

Aug/Sept 2012 

(n=402) 

March 2013 

(n=501)  

December 2013 

(n=500)  

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=607) 

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted 

Ownership  

Own 63% 72% 61% 76% 60% 67% 62% 63% 60% 75% 60% 45% 65% 

Rent 37% 25% 37% 21% 37% 32% 37% 34% 37% 20% 36% 54% 35% 

Don't know - 1% 1% - 0% - - - - <1% <1% - - 

Refused - 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 3% 3% 4% 4% 1% <1% 

Age 

18 to 24 13% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 1% 1% 2% 3% 

25 to 34 16% 15% 18% 10% 14% 17% 18% 20% 21% 10% 12% 17% 17% 

35 to 44 17% 11% 11% 13% 16% 14% 14% 12% 12% 13% 15% 16% 14% 

45 to 64 35% 38% 37% 39% 36% 35% 34% 32% 32% 41% 39% 38% 37% 

65 and over 18% 23% 22% 25% 22% 22% 21% 21% 21% 28% 24% 15% 17% 

Don't know - - 0% 2% 2% 1% 1% - - <1% <1% - - 

Refused - 10% 10% 8% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 11% 12% 

Level of Education d 

Less than 

high school 
4% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 1% 1% 11% 4% 

High school 7% 13% 14% 14% 14% 20% 20% 17% 17% 17% 19% 20% 12% 

Some college 27% 20% 21% 24% 23% 22% 22% 21% 20% 21% 20% 29% 26% 
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Demographics 

Massachusetts  

Population a 

February 2012 

(n=401) 

Aug/Sept 2012 

(n=402) 

March 2013 

(n=501)  

December 2013 

(n=500)  

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=607) 

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted 

Bachelor’s 

degree 
19% 29% 29% 26% 27% 29% 22% 27% 27% 26% 26% 17% 25% 

Advanced 

degree 
7% 29% 29% 28% 27% 29% 28% 27% 25% 29% 28% 18% 29% 

Don't know 21% 0% 0% - 0% - - - - 2% 1% - - 

Refused 14% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 4% 5% 

Gender 

Male 48% 55% 55% 49% 49% 49% 49% 51% 51% 52% 49% 39% 50% 

Female 52% 45% 45% 51% 51% 51% 51% 49% 49% 48% 51% 61% 50% 

Household Income a 

Under 

$30,000 
24% 13% 15% 11% 14% 

18% 

(24%) 

19% 

(25%) 

18% 

(23%) 

19% 

(24%) 

11% 

(16%) 

15% 

 (21%) 

38% 

(47%) 

14% 

(18%) 

$30,000 to 

under 

$60,000 

22% 15% 17% 19% 21% 
19% 

(25%) 

20% 

(26%) 

23% 

(30%) 

24% 

(30%) 

18% 

(25%) 

19% 

(26%) 

20% 

(24%) 

20% 

(26%) 

$60,000 to 

under 

$100,000 

23% 22% 21% 20% 20% 
20% 

(26%) 

20% 

(26%) 

19% 

(24%) 

18% 

(23%) 

18% 

(25%) 

18% 

(24%) 

10% 

(12%) 

18% 

(23%) 

$100,000 or 

more 
31% 23% 21% 25% 23% 

19% 

(25%) 

18% 

(24%) 

19% 

(24%) 

18% 

(23%) 

25% 

(35%) 

22% 

(30%) 

14% 

(17%) 

26% 

(33%) 

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

(N/A) 

2% 

(N/A) 

3% 

(N/A) 

3% 

(N/A) 

2% 

(N/A) 

1% 

(N/A) 

4% 

(N/A) 

2% 

(N/A) 

Refused - 25% 24% 20% 19% 
22% 

(N/A) 

21% 

(N/A) 

18% 

(N/A) 

18% 

(N/A) 

25% 

(N/A) 

25% 

(N/A) 

15% 

(N/A) 

20% 

(N/A) 

Utility b 

National Grid - 49% 49% 40% 45% 43% 44% 49% 49% 56% 55% 43% 53% 

Eversource 

(Formerly 

NSTAR) 

- 43% 44% 35% 43% 47% 47% 36% 36% 39% 38% 55% 50% 
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Demographics 

Massachusetts  

Population a 

February 2012 

(n=401) 

Aug/Sept 2012 

(n=402) 

March 2013 

(n=501)  

December 2013 

(n=500)  

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=607) 

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted 

Columbia Gas  - 7% 7% 4% 4% 6% 5% 9% 9% 7% 7% 18% 16% 

Eversource 

(Formerly 

WMECO) 

- 6% 6% 5% 5% 7% 7% 6% 6% 8% 7% - - 

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

Liberty 

Utilities 
- * * * * 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 

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

Cape Light 

Compact 
- * * * * - - - - <1% <1% - - 

Other - 7% 7% 8% 10% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 4% - - 

Don't know - 4% 4% 4% 5% 4% 4% 7% 7% 2% 3% - - 

Refused - 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 1% 1% 

Frequency of Radio Usage 

Every Day - * * * * * * * * 52% 50% 44% 50% 

Often - * * * * * * * * 11% 12% 13% 13% 

Occasionally  - * * * * * * * * 21% 21% 27% 25% 

Never - * * * * * * * * 14% 15% 16% 11% 

Don’t Know - * * * * * * * * <1% <1% 1% 1% 

Refused - * * * * * * * * 2% 1% <1% <1% 

Time Listen to the Radio b 

Morning - * * * * * * * * 60% 58% 56% 64% 

Daytime - * * * * * * * * 21% 21% 22% 20% 

Early evening - * * * * * * * * 24% 24% 19% 23% 

Late evening - * * * * * * * * 5% 6% 6% 7% 

Don’t know - * * * * * * * * 2% 2% 1% 1% 

Not applicable  - * * * * * * * * 16% 17% 17% 12% 
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Demographics 

Massachusetts  

Population a 

February 2012 

(n=401) 

Aug/Sept 2012 

(n=402) 

March 2013 

(n=501)  

December 2013 

(n=500)  

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=515) 

Dec 2014/Jan 2015 

(n=607) 

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted 

Frequency of Internet Usage 

Several times 

a day 
- * * * * * * * * 84% 84% 68% 79% 

About once a 

day 
- * * * * * * * * 11% 11% 11% 9% 

3–5 days per 

week 
- * * * * * * * * 3% 3% 4% 3% 

1–2 days per 

week 
- * * * * * * * * 1% 1% 2% 1% 

Every few 

weeks 
- * * * * * * * * 1% 1% 1% <1% 

Never  - * * * * * * * * <1% <1% 2% 1% 

Note: Some percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding. Because so many respondents refused to provide their income, we provide valid percent in parentheses that exclude these 

respondents from the base.  
a Source: Homeownership: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2009–2014. Other Characteristics: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2010 1-year estimate 
b Note: Multiple response.  

c While survey respondents exhibit higher levels of education than the Massachusetts population, the evaluation team found no correlation between education level and awareness of Mass 

Save. 
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4.7.2 C&I Customers 

Table 37 presents the firmographics for the C&I respondents.  

Table 37. C&I Firmographics 

Firmographics a 

 February 

2012 

(n=314) 

Aug/Sept 

2012 

(n=295) 

March 

2013  

(n=456) 

December 

2013 

(n=300) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=297) 

Ownership 

Owns this facility 51% 49% 51% 50%  51% 56% 

Rents this facility 42% 46% 42%  40% 32% 37% 

Don’t know 4% 2% 2%  3% 7% 4% 

Refused 3% 3% 5%  7% 10% 10% 

Natural Gas 

Yes 59% 56% 60% 56% 62% 61% 

No 32% 34% 30% 33% 21% 27% 

Don’t know 9% 8% 7% 7% 7% 10% 

Refused 1% 2% 3% 4% 10% 2% 

Business Type  

Retail/service 11% 17% 17% 16% 16% 10% 

Restaurant or food service 10% 9% 9% 8% 6% 7% 

Health care or hospital 8% 5% 8% 4% 2% 3% 

Industrial or manufacturing 8% 6% 7% 10% 6% 20% 

Office (sales, bank, law firm, etc.) 8% 7% 7% 7% – 16% 

Automotive/transportation/gas 

station 
8% 6% 6% 5% 3% – 

Property management agency 7% 8% 5% 5% 19% 10% 

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

Other 33% 32% 34% 34% 46% 28% 

Refused 1% 2% 2% 4% 9% 2% 

Employees 

1–10 60% 65% 61% 61% 58% 61% 

11–25 15% 20% 14% 13% 15% 14% 

26–50 9% 5% 8% 5% 5% 8% 

51–100 4% 3% 3% 3% 2% 6% 

101–500 4% 1% 4% 4% 3% 2% 

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

Don’t know 2% 2% 2% 5% 2% 3% 

Refused 4% 4% 6% 7% 12% 4% 
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Firmographics a 

 February 

2012 

(n=314) 

Aug/Sept 

2012 

(n=295) 

March 

2013  

(n=456) 

December 

2013 

(n=300) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=297) 

Square Footage  

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

1,000–2,999 sq. ft. 24% 29% 25% 23% 18% 20% 

3,000–5,999 sq. ft. 11% 11% 11% 13% 8% 15% 

6,000–9,999 sq. ft. 6% 4% 6% 5% 5% 5% 

10,000 sq. ft. or more 17% 17% 14% 14% 14% 13% 

Don’t know 32% 28% 30% 29% 35% 37% 

Refused 4% 3% 6% 9% 11% 4% 

Revenue 

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

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

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

$1 million to under $5 million 12% 10% 13% 11% 10% 15% 

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

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

More than $20 million 4% 2% 3% 2% 3% 2% 

Don’t know 13% 16% 13% 16% 17% 16% 

Refused 20% 17% 19% 21% 23% 16% 

Property Management* 

Facility managed by a property 

management firm 
* * * * 31% 38% 

Facility not managed by a property 

management firm 
* * * * 42% 53% 

Don’t know * * * * 5% 5% 

Refused * * * * 21% 5% 

Electric Bill Payment* (n=111 renters) 

Company pays electric bill * * * * 55% 80% 

Electric bill included in the rent * * * * 10% 12% 

Don’t know * * * * 13% 8% 

Refused * * * * 21% * 

Gas Bill Payment* (n=61 renters with gas services) 

Company pays gas bill * * * * 48% 87% 

Gas bill included in the rent * * * * 9% 8% 

Don’t know * * * * 15% 3% 

Refused * * * * 28% * 
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Firmographics a 

 February 

2012 

(n=314) 

Aug/Sept 

2012 

(n=295) 

March 

2013  

(n=456) 

December 

2013 

(n=300) 

Dec 2014/ 

Jan 2015 

(n=300) 

Dec 2016/ 

Jan 2017 

(n=297) 

Frequency of Radio Usage* 

Every day * * * * 53% 58% 

Often * * * * 5% 8% 

Occasionally  * * * * 16% 19% 

Never * * * * 17% 14% 

Don’t know * * * * 2% * 

Refused * * * * 8% 1% 

Time listen to the radio* 

Morning * * * * 54% 72% 

Daytime * * * * 17% 28% 

Early evening * * * * 16% 21% 

Late evening * * * * 7% 8% 

Don’t know * * * * 6% 2% 

Not applicable  * * * * 17% 2% 

Frequency of Internet Usage* 

Several times a day * * * * 75% 82% 

About once a day * * * * 8% 7% 

3–5 days per week * * * * 4% 2% 

1–2 days per week * * * * 2% 2% 

Every few weeks * * * * 1% * 

Less than every few weeks * * * * 1% * 

Never  * * * * 1% 4% 

Don’t know * * * * 1% 1% 

Refused * * * * 8% 3% 

Note: Some percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding.  

* First asked in in the 2014 post-survey 
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Appendix A. Data Collection Instruments 
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Appendix B. Survey Response Rate Methodology 

The survey response rate (RR) is the number of completed interviews divided by the total number of potentially 

eligible respondents. We calculated RR3 using the standards and formulas set forth by the AAPOR.29 The 

formulas used to calculate RR3 are presented below. The definitions of the letters used in the formulas are 

displayed in Table 17. 

Equation 1. Formula for RR3 

𝑅𝑅3 =
𝐼

(𝐼 +  𝑁 +  𝑒1(𝑈1 + 𝑒2 ∗ 𝑈2))
 

Where: 

𝑒1 =
(𝐼 + 𝑁)

(𝐼 + 𝑁 + 𝑋1)
 

𝑒2 =
(𝐼 + 𝑁 + 𝑋1 + 𝑈1)

(𝐼 + 𝑁 + 𝑋1 + 𝑈1 + 𝑋2)
 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

 

29 Standard Definitions: Final Dispositions of Case Codes and Outcome Rates for Surveys, AAPOR, 2011. Accessed at: 

http://www.aapor.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Standard_Definitions2&Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=3156. 
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