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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Background 
Opinion Dynamics Corporation (ODC), presents this report of our process evaluation of both the 
Cape Light Compact’s Residential High Use (RHU) and Small Commercial and Industrial 
(SC&I) Retrofit Programs. In completing this process evaluation, the objective was to examine 
the programs in their early stages of implementation to identify any necessary adjustments for 
incorporation into planned Phase II designs of the CLC’s Energy Efficiency program, to be 
implemented in 2003, and to ensure that the programs meet their goals and objectives.  
 
The Cape Light Compact is a cooperative effort of 21 Cape Cod and Island towns. Formed in 
1997, its purpose is to represent consumer interests in emerging competitive markets for 
electricity bringing together the buying power of more than 180,000 customers. It is important to 
note that the CLC took complete control over implementing the RHU and SC&I programs in July 
of 2001, previously similar programs were run on the Cape by Commonwealth Electric and 
NSTAR. The CLC then allocated a budget to each of the 21 towns on the Cape and Martha’s 
Vineyard. Their goal is to spread money equitably (based on the contribution by town population) 
across the 21 towns. 
 
To establish the context of the programs, the primary purpose for the RHU program is to reduce 
electric consumption through a whole house approach to implementation of energy efficient 
technology. This program is available to all residential non low-income customers with annual 
consumption in excess of 8,000 kWh. The RHU program offerings include: 

 Lighting, appliance, domestic hot water, and building shell measure installations; and 
 A zero interest revolving loan option for customers who heat primarily with electricity to 

switch to a more cost-effective heating technology. 
The primary purpose of the SC&I program is to offer C&I customers the opportunity to receive 
financial incentives for the replacement of existing electrical or mechanical equipment that 
continues to function, but is energy inefficient. This program identifies cost-effective retrofit 
opportunities and provides direct installation and incentives for replacement of existing 
equipment with high efficiency alternatives. This program is available to existing C&I customers 
with average peak demands of 100kW per month or less. Offerings through the SC&I program 
include: 

 Lighting, refrigeration, water heating, and HVAC end-uses; and 
 Retrofitting multiple and interacting end-uses are coordinated to ensure optimal program 

design.  
 
The CLC hired Honeywell DMC (Honeywell) to act as the day-to-day administrator for all of 
their energy efficiency programs, including the RHU and SC&I programs. The CLC also hired 
RISE engineering to serve as the implementation contractor for the two programs. NRM was 
hired as the implementation contractor for the SC&I refrigeration measures. Both implementation 
contractors performed similar roles for the SC&I NSTAR program and RISE performed a similar 
role for the RHU NSTAR program. In addition to the key program players mentioned above, 
additional technical consultants have been retained by the CLC to assist with the energy 
efficiency programs’ planning, design, implementation and evaluation. By their active 
participation, marketing, and detailed monthly reviews, the CLC board members continuously 
play a key role in ensuring the programs are successfully implemented and progressing well. 
Northern Energy Services (NES) was also recently hired as a contractor to perform post-
installation quality assurance evaluations of facilities and residences participating in the program.  
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Approach 
In general, our process evaluation focused on the following components of both the RHU and 
SC&I programs: 

 Program database accuracy, depth and consistency. 
 Cape Light Compact, program, and web site awareness and perceptions. 
 Program marketing. 
 Drivers and barriers to program participation. 
 Measure installation persistence and satisfaction.  
 Program operation and field representative satisfaction. 
 Participant and non-participant behavior. 
 Fuel switching analysis.  

To address each of those topic areas, we applied a combination of in-depth interviews with 
program staff and CLC staff, coupled with quantitative telephone interviews with program 
participants and eligible non-participants, and site visits to participating residences and 
businesses on the Cape and Vineyard. 
 

Satisfaction 
Considering word-of-mouth is a major way in which residences and businesses become aware of 
the programs, it is imperative that the program implementers’ maintain a noteworthy reputation 
by keeping participants satisfied with all aspects of the program. So far, the program is 
successfully achieving very high satisfaction levels among the current participants.  

 The majority of respondents are very satisfied with the measures they had installed.  
 Overall, it is a unanimous opinion from the key program players that the vendors 

performing the measure installations and energy audits are extremely well qualified and 
everyone is very satisfied with the work they have done thus far.  

 Graciously, nine out of ten participants from both programs report being satisfied or very 
satisfied with the program overall.   

 Saving money and energy are the largest contributors to satisfied ratings from 
participants, but it is also important to note that participants appreciate having nice 
workers that are honest and do a good job. 

 
Leave Behind Contact Information 
Some of the main reasons for dissatisfaction with the program stem from participants who feel 
the contractors did not follow-through with their work or who received defective measures. In 
addition, a few participants claim they do not know whom to call if they need further assistance. 
Leaving behind some sort of program support material, such as a magnet with the CLC logo and a 
call-in number to which customers can dial if they need further program support, will help 
increase satisfaction. Customers should be given a magnet, to mount on an appliance or other 
high visibility location in the home or business, and told they are welcome to call if they need any 
additional support from the program. The magnet, with a CLC logo, will also help to promote 
awareness of the CLC. The CLC may consider a mass mailing to residential customers, with a 
magnet in order to generally promote the CLC and their energy efficiency programs. 
 

Marketing Efforts 
Participation rates in the current CLC programs have been relatively high so far because many of 
the participants were rolled over from NSTAR’s backlog of eager customers interested in the 
programs. Participation has also increased due to current marketing efforts. Each of the 21 towns 
has a representative responsible for making their town aware of the programs. Some town 
representatives are more active than others, resulting in high program demand in some towns and 
low program demand in others. This means that there are many residences and businesses waiting 
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to participate in the programs in towns where the budget is depleted, while other towns battle the 
opposite problem of getting enough residences and businesses to participate.  
 
The CLC Board Members are currently putting forth a valiant effort to increase awareness of the 
CLC and programs on the Cape. However, a limited amount of residents and businesses are 
aware of the CLC, making awareness a huge barrier to recruiting new participants. The current 
marketing initiatives, including board meetings, televised marketing initiatives on local public 
access television stations and newspaper advertisements, should be complimentary to a marketing 
plan and not the entire plan. Board Meetings and Public Access Television are having a limited 
effect now, however these may not be enough to sustain current participation levels.  
 
RISE has not conducted any direct mail or other marketing efforts for the RHU program. RISE 
did not feel the need to send mailers because the flow of requests coming in from Honeywell 
seemed sufficient, and they did not want to overspend the town budgets.  However, at this time 
they have identified the towns where a greater effort is needed to meet budget goals.  They have 
prepared a mailing for those towns. Although direct marketing was not necessary to meet this 
year’s goals, mostly because of the backlog from NSTAR, it will be necessary in the future to 
ensure participation levels do not decrease.   
 
Target Market Segments 
When considering avenues for marketing, it is important to consider the demographics of those 
most likely to participate. Younger people (those under 50 years old) are more likely to 
participate in the RHU program. Marketing efforts tailored to a younger audience may prove 
most beneficial.  
 
Emphasize the Cost Savings Associated with the Programs 
The main driver of participation is the cost savings associated with installing energy efficiency 
measures. When directing marketing efforts on the Cape, the cost saving benefit to participating 
in the programs should be adequately stressed.  
 
Market the Web Site 
An extremely small amount of residents and businesses are aware that the web site exists let alone 
that one can sign up for the program on the web site. As part of future marketing, the web site 
address should be included and the site improved to make it more effective.  
 

Fuel Switching 
Through this evaluation it has come to our attention that many of the people receiving a fuel 
switching analysis are not in position to switch fuels. We recommend the CLC change the current 
fuel switching protocol to better target customers who are more likely to be interested in this 
major undertaking. We believe that the following guidelines will help to incorporate the fuel 
switching analysis into the most appropriate situations: 

 Focus on owners as opposed to renters who cannot make the final decision. 
 Ensure that another fuel is accessible to the home. 
 Focus on younger people rather than older—unless an older customer shows an 

interest.   
 Provide documentation to customers that the analysis was performed, and the 

recommendation that was made. 
 Follow-up with customers on the telephone to ensure they understand the 

recommendation and to answer questions. 
 Provide interested customers with information as to the next step they should take 

towards a fuel switch. 
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Alter refrigeration incentives. NRM could not meet customer demand for refrigeration 
measures on the Cape because of pent up demand from earlier marketing efforts and budget 
limitations in 2001 and 2002  This limitation was compounded by prior Integrated Resource 
Management (IRM) program commitments passed on from NSTAR that consumed a large 
portion of the Cape’s 18-month C&I budget. Currently, the program covers 80% of the cost for 
refrigeration measures. Because the demand for these measures is so high, CLC could consider 
reducing the cost percentage they cover, e.g. covering 70% of the total cost to the customer1.  
 

Improving Database Tracking 
We recommend that RISE begin electronically tracking customers who receive an audit but 
decide not to participate in the program. In addition, RISE does not track the decisions of 
customers who participate in the program but fail to pursue all of the recommended cost-effective 
measures based on the energy audits they perform. This customer data remains only in paper 
files. Only when customers decide to participate in the program are they entered into an electronic 
database. Furthermore, RISE does not track those recommended measures that are not pursued 
even when a customer does participate in the program. Therefore, there is a need for better 
tracking by RISE. It could greatly benefit CLC to know why those who receive an audit opt not to 
install certain recommended measures.  
 
Also, RISE should consider setting up a system to double-check the data they enter into their 
electronic database. Discrepancies exist between the Honeywell’s records of what was installed, 
what was found on site visits, and the RISE paper files. 
 
 

                                                 
1 This recommendation is an option that the CLC may want to consider after further analysis. ODC’s study 
does not include a cost benefit and/or market analysis predicting the outcome of program incentive 
changes. 
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II. PROGRAM BACKGROUND 
 
The Cape Light Compact (CLC) began offering the Residential High Use (RHU) and Small 
Commercial and Industrial Retrofit (SC&I) Programs to residences and businesses on Cape Cod 
and Martha’s Vineyard in July of 2001.  
 
The RHU Program is available to customers with high electricity demands, in either single-family 
or multi-family dwellings, targeting customers with electric space heat. Customers who are on a 
seasonal rate are not eligible. In addition, participation is limited to electric usage above a certain 
threshold (e.g., 8,000 kWh per year). Participating customers receive a free energy audit, energy 
efficiency education, direct installation of low-cost efficiency measures and discounts on the 
installation of higher-cost measures. Participating electric heat customers are offered measures to 
reduce space heating and cooling requirements, such as thermostats, insulation, air sealing 
measures or an opportunity to switch electric space heat to alternative fuels. Customers are also 
offered financial assistance to improve the efficiency of hot water heating systems, refrigerators, 
clothes washers and lighting systems. 

The SC&I Program serves all C&I customers whose peak demands are less than 100 kWh per 
year. The CLC encourages customers to replace existing equipment in their facilities with high 
efficiency equipment. Participating customers are offered a single source for information, 
technical assistance, financial assistance, and commissioning services. The CLC offers 100 
percent reimbursement of all costs associated with audits of facilities. Customer financial 
incentives are based on the incremental equipment and labor costs of installing efficient 
measures. Financial incentives cover up to 90 percent of installed measure costs. The specific 
technologies addressed depend upon the needs of each participant. All end-uses are eligible for 
efficiency improvements, within cost-effectiveness constraints. The primary opportunities come 
from lighting, refrigeration, water heating and HVAC end-uses. Where appropriate, retrofitting 
multiple and interacting end-uses are coordinated to ensure optimal system design (e.g., re-sizing 
and replacement of cooling equipment at the time of a comprehensive lighting replacement).  

The CLC hired Honeywell DMC (Honeywell) to act as the day-to-day administrator for all of 
their energy efficiency programs, including the RHU and SC&I programs. The CLC also hired 
RISE engineering to serve as the implementation contractor for the two programs. NRM was 
hired as the implementation contractor for the SC&I refrigeration measures. Both implementation 
contractors performed similar roles for the SC&I NSTAR program and RISE performed a similar 
role for the RHU NSTAR program. In addition to the key program players mentioned above, 
additional technical consultants have been retained by the CLC to assist with the energy 
efficiency programs’ planning, design, implementation and evaluation. By their active 
participation, marketing, and detailed monthly reviews, the CLC board members continuously 
play a key role in ensuring the programs are successfully implemented and progressing well. 
Northern Energy Services (NES) was also recently hired as a contractor to perform post-
installation quality assurance evaluations of facilities and residences participating in the program.  
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Exhibit 2a demonstrates the role each organization plays in order to ensure program success.  
 
 

Exhibit 2a. 

CLC Board Members

RISE Engineering NRM NES

Honeywell DMC Cort Richardson
Tim Woolf

Cape Light Compact

 
 

Currently the RHU and SC&I programs are locally run. The CLC allocated a budget to each of 
the 21 towns on the Cape and Martha’s Vineyard. Their goal is to spread money equitably (based 
on the contribution by town population) across Cape Cod towns and the Vineyard. Each of the 21 
towns has a representative responsible for making their town aware of the programs. Some town 
representatives are more active than others, resulting in high program demand in some towns and 
low program demand in others. This means that there are many residences and businesses waiting 
to participate in the programs in towns where the budget is depleted, while other towns battle the 
opposite problem of getting enough residences and businesses to participate.  

  
Previously, NSTAR had offered both of these programs to residences and businesses in these 
areas of Massachusetts. (Please refer to APPENDIX C for a review of the process evaluation of 
the programs offered by NSTAR).  The NSTAR 1999 RHU Program is quite similar to the CLC 
program.  One of the primary differences is that electric heat customers may receive analysis and 
recommendations regarding switching their heating fuel. The basic parameters of NSTAR’s 1999 
SC&I Program and CLC’s SC&I Program (SC&I) are similar, but there are a few significant 
differences.  The NSTAR 1999 program included a subprogram for economic development (ED) 
projects.  This subprogram worked in distressed areas, worked with economic development 
organizations to recruit participants, and provided 100% of cost coverage.  Close to half of 
NSTAR’s 1999 participants were economic development projects. These projects are not part of 
the CLC program. 
 
Participation rates in the current CLC programs have been relatively high so far because many of 
the participants were rolled over from NSTAR’s backlog of eager customers interested in the 
programs. Participation has also increased due to CLC’s marketing efforts. Marketing for the 
programs has been limited to Word-of-Mouth, Televised Selectmen Meetings, Community Group 
Presentations, Direct Vendor Mailings (by RISE), Local Newspaper Advertising, and regional 
ENERGY STAR initiatives, such as Movie Theater Advertising (associated with the “change” 
campaign. 
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III. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Cape Light Compact (CLC) contracted Opinion Dynamics Corporation (ODC) along with 
Megdal & Associates, The Vermont Energy Investment Corporation (VEIC), and Energy and 
Resource Solutions (ERS) to perform a process evaluation for both their Residential High Use 
and Small Commercial and Industrial Retrofit Programs.   
 
Since both programs were recently launched, the focus of these evaluations is to assess the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the current program management and delivery capabilities.  
Examples of efficiency and effectiveness items included in this evaluation are the following: 

• The level of coordination between the Compact’s program administration and its vendors. 
• Marketing and quality assurance. 
• Participant satisfaction levels. 
• Database development. 
• Free ridership spillover, and snapback/snapforward issues. 

 
Our goal with this process evaluation is to determine whether actual operations resemble the 
intended program design and operations plan and whether real world experience shows that the 
original program design and implementation plan are appropriate for CLC’s market given the 
existing field conditions.   
 
IV. METHODOLOGY 
 
We applied the same methodology to the process evaluation for the Residential High Use 
Program as we did for the Small Commercial and Industrial Retrofit Program.  This report 
provides findings for CLC as a whole, followed by separate sections chronicling each program 
separately.  
 
We applied a combination of in-depth interviews with program staff and CLC staff, coupled 
with quantitative telephone interviews with program participants and eligible non-participants, 
and site visits to determine the quality of the measure installations performed, and to verify 
persistence of the measures. 
 
a. In-depth Interviews 
We conducted in-depth interviews in-person, and via telephone, with the following key program 
players: CLC staff, Honeywell DMC, RISE Engineering, NRM Inc., NES, Energy Efficiency 
Program consultants, and CLC board members. These interviews provide great insight into 
program marketing, design, management, administration and implementation. The interviews also 
helped us to design the quantitative telephone survey instruments for both program participants 
and non-participants. In addition, the interviews provided us with information regarding program 
databases, recommendations for ways to improve the program, and other process “flow” issues.   
 
The fuel switching analysis and loan offering components of the RHU program are quite unique 
compared to other residential energy efficiency program offerings. Therefore, we felt it would be 
beneficial to gain some in-depth knowledge into those program participants who received a fuel 
switching analysis. In addition to the in-depth interviews with key program players, we 
interviewed nine of the 25 program participants who received a fuel switching analysis. These 
interviews provide valuable information regarding attitudes towards fuel switching and the 
barriers electric heat customers face when considering a fuel switch.  
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b. Quantitative Interviews 
 
Residential High Use Program Participant Survey 
 
We developed a survey instrument for RHU and SC&I participants that was reviewed by CLC 
and Honeywell. We extracted a random sample from the list of 937 RHU participants to us by 
Honeywell (which, at the time, included all RHU participants); 666 of whom were recorded as 
non-electric heat users and 251 of whom were using electric heat. The remaining 20 participants 
did not have a recorded heating fuel. We set quotas to achieve a statistically significant number of 
interviews (113) at a 90% confidence level, +/-10% sampling error. Please refer to the 
APPENDIX E for a complete breakdown of the telephone calls to RHU participants.  
 
According to RISE, a lot of multi-family buildings had previously participated in the RHU 
program when it was under NSTAR’s management.  Because of this, very few multi-family 
residences are a part of the current CLC program.  Therefore, the CLC program focuses on 
single-family, detached homes.  
 
Of our participant survey respondents: 

• 46% are electric heat users, 
• 7% have an income that is less than $35,000 per year, 
• 20% have an income that is between $35,000 and $74,999 per year, 
• 19% have an income that is over $75,000 per year,  
• 11% are between the ages of 18 and 35, 
• 59% are between the ages of 36 and 64, 
• 27% are 65 years of age or older, and 
• 86% live in a single-family, detached home. 

 
Residential High Use Program Non-Participant Survey 
 
Our interviews with program non-participants were based upon current or former NSTAR 
customers who live in Cape Light Compact’s territory and have not enrolled in either the RHU or 
the SC&I programs. We received a list of 3,400 residences on the Cape who annually use 
8,000kwh or more of electricity. We randomized this sample to complete a statistically reliable 
number of 136 surveys with residential non-participants achieving a 90% confidence level,       
+/-10% sampling error. We set quotas to make sure we obtained a third of residences that use 
electric heat in order to mimic the proportions in our sample. Please refer to the APPENDIX E for 
the complete breakdown of telephone calls.  
 
Of our non-participant survey respondents: 

• 33% are electric heat users, 
• 10% have an income that is less than $35,000 per year, 
• 21% have an income that is between $35,000 and $74,999 per year, 
• 20% have an income that is over $75,000 per year,  
• 6% are between the ages of 18 and 35, 
• 64% are between the ages of 36 and 64, 
• 31% are 65 years of age or older, and 
• 82% live in a single-family, detached home.  
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Small Commercial and Industrial Program Participant Survey 
 
Honeywell provided us with a sample of all 92 SC&I program participants, 66 of whom were 
visited by RISE and 26 of whom were visited by NRM (for refrigeration measures only). Upon 
fielding the survey, we found that 17 of the 92 sampling points were invalid (disconnected, 
residential, duplicate, wrong number, did not recall participation) telephone numbers leaving only 
75 live pieces of sample. Please refer to the APPENDIX E for a complete breakdown of the 75 
telephone calls. We completed 30 telephone interviews with SC&I program participants, 25 of 
the businesses were audited by RISE and five were audited by NRM.  
 
Participants in the SC&I refrigeration program typically consist of retail stores, restaurants, and 
grocery stores. NRM has found that chain stores are very anxious to install refrigeration measures 
on the Cape. In fact, chain stores are so anxious to install refrigeration measures with the 
program’s incentive that NRM could have exhausted the program’s refrigeration measure budget 
with just chain stores alone. In order to ensure that non-chain stores can also take advantage of 
the program’s refrigeration measure incentives under the current budgetary constraints, NRM has 
made a conscious marketing effort to include smaller, single-franchise businesses. This marketing 
effort is very important to ensuring that all business-types on the Cape have the opportunity to 
participate in the program. NRM completed a total of 26 refrigeration measure installations for 
the SC&I program from September 2001 to May 2002. When CLC started the SC&I program, 
many audits had been performed by NRM on behalf of NSTAR, but measures were installed on 
behalf of the CLC. NRM conducted energy audits on behalf of NSTAR for approximately 15 out 
of the 262 refrigeration measure installations that NRM performed on behalf of CLC.  
 
If NRM determines that the refrigeration measure is not cost-effective to the business, they will 
not install the measure despite how much energy could be saved3. In 2002, NRM estimated that 
all of the businesses for which they performed an energy audit would benefit from the cost-
savings associated with refrigeration measures.  
 
Exhibit 4a displays the types of business participants who answered the SC&I survey. 

 
Exhibit 4a. 

Business Type Frequency 
Retail 9 

Restaurant 6 
Grocery Store 4 

Government Building 2 
Health related 2 
Liquor Store 1 

Office 1 
Auto Shop 1 

Motel 1 
Real Estate Office 1 

Newspaper Building 1 
Convenience Store 1 

                                                 
2 This number was self-reported by NRM staff. 
3 Honeywell DMC is currently investigating whether this protocol is consistent with the CLC’s program 
design and MA DSM policy.  
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Small Commercial and Industrial Program Non-Participant Survey 
 
Honeywell sent us a list of approximately 4,349 SC&I businesses on the Cape. We split the small 
commercial and industrial sample into two groups: businesses that are run seasonally, and 
businesses that are open year-round.  These two groups were defined by the revenue and rate 
codes assigned to each business by NSTAR. NSTAR defines a seasonal business as one whose 
total electric usage between June 1st and September 30th is greater than total usage in the other 
months in that same year. Based on NSTAR’s definitions, we extracted a random sample from 
3,958 non-seasonal businesses and 391 seasonal businesses. Please refer to APPENDIX E for a 
complete breakdown of the telephone calls.  Because our sample of seasonal customers was 
littered with disconnected and incorrect telephone numbers, we were only able to complete 26 
interviews with seasonal businesses. Therefore, we completed more interviews with non-seasonal 
customers to complete the sampling plan survey number of 136 interviews. 
 
We felt NSTAR’s definitions of seasonal and non-seasonal businesses were less than accurate. 
Therefore, in our analysis we define seasonal and businesses as those whose self-proclaimed 
business hours in the summer are significantly different than winter business hours, the same as 
what we used to define seasonal businesses in the participant survey. Based on these definitions, 
we completed 46 interviews with seasonal businesses and 90 interviews with non-seasonal 
businesses.   
 
Exhibit 4b displays the types of businesses who are not participating in the SC&I program and 
answered the non-participant survey. 

 
Exhibit 4b. 

Business Type Frequency 
Restaurant 20 

Retail 17 
Services 17 

Hospitality 16 
Government Building 12 

Office 11 
Auto shop/sales 9 

Recreation 5 
Art Gallery 5 

Church/Library 4 
Health Related 4 

Convenient Store 3 
Real Estate 2 

Liquor Store 2 
Grocery Store 2 

Other 7 
 
Key demographic and firmographic information for all of the quantitative surveys can be found in 
APPENDIX A.  
 
c. Estimating Net Savings Components 
 
An important component of this evaluation is an initial exam of net energy saving factors.  The 
primary difference between gross and net savings is adjusting for free riders, participant spillover, 
and snapback. This evaluation included an estimate of these factors along with its process 
evaluation effort. 
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Free riders are those participants who would have installed the same efficiency improvements 
even if the program had not existed. We estimate free ridership based on information provided by 
the telephone survey participants. 
 
The surveys asked participants what they would have done in the absence of the program.  We 
asked a series of questions with each allowing a scale of responses.  The initial questions asked 
the participants if the program had not existed would they have installed the same equipment. The 
scale of responses for this question is whether they definitely would have, probably would have, 
probably would not have, or definitely would not have installed the energy efficient equipment. 
These different responses, rather than yes/no responses, allowed for greater accuracy in the 
estimate. 
 
The program also has an effect on the level of efficiency of the efficient equipment installed 
(when they say they would have installed efficiency equipment without the program), when a 
participant installs efficient equipment, and how many they install.  This is the element of partial 
free ridership.  The continuum of free riders is presented in Exhibit 4c. 
 
The partial free ridership issue presented in Exhibit 4c was addressed through additional 
questions in the stated intentions’ series of the questionnaire that are contingent on the response 
in the primary question.   
 

 
Exhibit 4c. 

 
 
 

Participant Technology Adoption without Program 
 
 

Total Free Rider Same Measures at Same Time 
 
 
Partial Free Rider Less Efficient Measure; and/or 
 Later On; and/or 
 Smaller Quantity 
 
 
  Non-Free Rider No Purchase, or Purchase of 
 Industry-Standard 
 Equipment (Not Energy Efficient) 

 
This survey method is the most straight-forward method of free ridership estimation, and the 
lowest cost method. It does, however, have its disadvantages in potential bias and with accuracy. 
There is an easy low-cost way to improve this estimate—using another question as a consistency 
check question. Here, we asked the participant how important the incentive was in their decision 
to select the energy efficiency equipment.  If the answer from this question and the overall free 
ridership estimate from the prior questions are completely inconsistent, then we removed that 
participant from our analysis. Using the valid survey responses, we calculated estimates of free-
ridership.  
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Participant spillover is defined as the number of program energy efficiency measures that are 
installed by the participant, independent of the program but due to the Program’s influence. We 
used the telephone surveys to develop estimates of program spillover for participants.  
 
We used the specific action questions to determine whether they have made additional energy 
efficiency decisions since participating in the RHU Program. If they have made subsequent 
decisions, the survey asked what impact their prior participation had on the efficiency selected in 
these energy equipment decisions. The survey results provide an initial estimate of post-program 
spillover for program participants.   
 
Snapback refers to greater usage due to the lower cost of using the energy efficient equipment. 
This issue was examined for lighting usage questions that compare current use (by room for 
greater guided recall) compared to use prior to the retrofit. This is relatively typical in energy 
efficiency evaluation, but our experience allowed us to design a comparative usage question to 
also help reveal a hidden element of spillover. To find this hidden spillover, we designed 
comparative usage questions that not only identify using the light more, less, and the same as 
before, but also whether the participant uses the light more in place of other lights. This is often 
referred to as snapforward and can be considered a type of spillover.  
 
d. Site Visits 
 
During our quantitative interviews with RHU and SC&I participants, we asked respondents if 
they would be willing to have a contractor from Vermont Energy Investment Corporation 
(VEIC), if residential, or Energy Resource Solutions (ERS), if a business, visit their home/facility 
to assess the persistence of the measures installed and the quality of the installation. ODC, in 
collaboration with ERS and VEIC, developed an on-site data collection tool customized for each 
participant that allowed each site auditor to know exactly which measures were installed through 
the program at each site. Each site auditor verified the measure installed and rated the quality of 
the installation.  
 
VEIC visited 19 sites during the week of July 22nd, 2002.  During the quantitative interviews with 
RHU participants, 86 (or 76%) residences agreed to a site visit by VEIC. The 19 sites were 
selected based on geography, the availability of the customers at a convenient time, measure 
installation characteristics and annual electrical energy consumption.  Our initial goal included 
visits to 20-25 homes; however, customer availability and the time frame of the inspections 
resulted in the completion 19 site visits.  Two additional customers were interviewed over the 
phone by VEIC in lieu of a site visit at the customer’s request.  One scheduled visit had to be 
canceled.   
 
Of the 19 sites visited by VEIC: 

• 68% are electric heat users, 
• 32% have a home business or major workshop, 
• 11% have off-peak water heating on a second meter, and  
• the average annual kWh is 15,110.  

 
Also, during the week of July 22nd, ERS conducted 24 site visits to CLC customers to assess 
energy efficiency measures installed under the Small C&I Program. During the quantitative 
interviews with SC&I participants 24 (or 80%) businesses agreed to a site visit by ERS. ERS was 
able to visit all of the 24 businesses that agreed to a site visit. 
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Exhibit 4d displays the types of business that ERS visited.  

 
Exhibit 4d. 

Business Type Frequency 
Restaurants/Bars 5 
Food Markets/Convenient Stores 4 
Liquor Stores 3 
Hardware Stores 2 
Hotels 2 
Assisted Living Center 1 
Fire Station 1 
Senior Center 1 
Bank 1 
Insurance Agent 1 
Newspaper Office 1 
Pool and Patio Store 1 
Mattress Store 1 

 
V. PROGRAM DATABASES 
 
Currently, RISE and NRM send required data from their fieldwork to Honeywell. Honeywell, 
then reports program progress, participation rates, and measure installation rates to the CLC and 
the CLC Board Members on a monthly basis.  
 
We completed a thorough assessment of the Honeywell database focusing on the validity of the 
data for implementation, monitoring, and evaluation purposes. This includes reviewing the 
inventory of information available from the database such as information on participants and 
measures installed. We compare this data to the requirements of program administrators and 
evaluators. After reviewing the database on our own, conducting in-depth interviews with key 
program players, quantitative interviews, and site visits, we found the following: 

• Honeywell was slow to start monthly reporting on the program due to data transfer 
problems with NSTAR and typical program start-up issues; 

• Honeywell’s current database is sufficient for current reporting needs; 
• All key program players report satisfaction with the current process for data transaction 

and reporting; and 
• None of the key program players feel they are collecting erroneous data. 

 
a. Missing Data 
 
NRM does track customers who fail to pursue recommended measures. However,  
RISE does not track customers who fail to pursue recommended measures based on the energy 
audits they perform. This customer data remains only in paper files. Only when customers decide 
to participate in the program are they entered into an electronic database. Therefore, there is a 
need for better tracking by RISE. RISE should collect more information on those who receive an 
energy audit but decide not to participate in the program. It could greatly benefit CLC to know 
why those who receive an audit opt not to install certain recommended measures.  
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At the moment, it appears that Honeywell is only told of measures for which CLC pays at least a 
portion of the cost.  As a consequence, there is no way to determine whether there are any 
ancillary kWh and kW savings from any measures that would, for example, reduce air handler or 
circulating pump operation. RISE should start tracking discontinued or reduced use of an 
appliance or motor and report these findings to Honeywell.  
 
b. Inconsistency Regarding Data Entry and Definition  
 
RISE should also set up a system to double-check the data they enter into their electronic 
database and compare it to their paper files. Discrepancies exist between the Honeywell’s records 
of what was installed, what was found on site visits, and the RISE paper files. Occasionally, the 
type of CFL installed did not match the type of CFL reported as installed even though the totals 
matched.  Wattages in a few cases varied from the record.  It also appears that the number of 
CFLs installed could be greater than the number reported.  This discrepancy might be explained 
by the fact that some sites received lighting products under previous programs or the customer 
had independently purchased CFLs.  Such potential explanations do not cover all such cases since 
any extra CFLs noted were of current vintage and the occupants did not recall purchasing any.  
On two sites, the customers noted that the occupants had broken one of the CFLs but were not 
replaced.  On one site, two fixtures are recorded as installed and two were observed; however, the 
paper file indicates that four were installed and four may have been but only two were looked for. 
On at least six occasions, air-sealing measures in electrically-heated houses were noted that did 
not appear on Honeywell’s records but are present in the paper files. In one case, the customer 
received a standard mattress to replace a heated waterbed and no record of this appears in the 
Honeywell file but the replacement is documented in the RISE paper file. 
  
Please refer to the measure installation section for more information regarding discrepancies 
between the Honeywell database and what was found on our site visits. 
 
VI. CAPE LIGHT COMPACT AWARENESS AND WEB SITE EFFECTIVENESS 
 
a. Familiarity with CLC 

The CLC is a cooperative effort of 21 Cape and Island towns. Formed in 1997, its purpose is to 
represent consumer interests in emerging competitive markets for electricity bringing together the 
buying power of more than 180,000 customers. After five years of business on Cape Cod and the 
Vineyard we felt it would be valuable to gain an understanding of how many residences and 
businesses are aware of the CLC.  

One of the biggest barriers that all CLC programs face is that most people are not aware of the 
Cape Light Compact. A significant percentage, 81% of residences and 68% of SC&I businesses, 
of people are not familiar with the CLC. However, the programs are helping to market the CLC.  
Most of the program participants (55% of RHU and 60% of SC&I) were not aware of the CLC 
before participation.  
 

Exhibit 6a. 
 RHU 

N=113 
SC&I 
N=30 

 
Were not familiar with CLC 
before Program Participation 

 
55% 

 
60% 
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Fewer residential respondents 35 years of age or younger were familiar with the CLC before 
participation compared to participants who are over 35 years of age, indicating that the current 
marketing efforts are not reaching the younger populations on the Cape. 
 
b. CLC and Program Web Site Awareness 
 
We also asked respondents about their familiarity with two web sites, the general web site for the 
Cape Light Compact, hosted by the CLC, and CLC energy efficiency program web site that is 
hosted by Honeywell. Neither the CLC nor Honeywell have a way of measuring whether or not 
the web sites are effective in recruiting program participants. This feedback will be useful in the 
future in order to help understand how beneficial the web site is to marketing the program. 
 
According to our participant survey findings, the web site is not recruiting large numbers of 
program participants. The majority of participants (86% of RHU and 97% of SC&I) have not 
visited the CLC web site. Similarly not one of the SC&I participants and only 10% of RHU 
participants have visited the CLC web site dedicated to energy efficiency program information.  
 

Exhibit 6b1. 
 
 

RHU Program  
Participants 

n=113 

SC&I Program Participants 
n=30 

 
Visited the CLC Website 

 

 
13% 

 
3% 

 
Visited the CLC Energy 
Efficiency Program Website 

 
10% 

 
0% 

 
Lack of awareness that the web sites exist is the main factor as to why the sites are not visited 
frequently. Only 18% of RHU participants and 3% of SC&I participants who had not visited the 
CLC web site are even aware it existed. Even fewer are aware of the energy efficiency program 
web site. Perhaps a leave behind brochure, or flyer with information on the web site provided at 
the time of the audit, would help to increase awareness.  
 

Exhibit 6b2.   
 
 

RHU Program Participants 
n=98 

SC&I Program Participants 
n=29 

 
Aware of CLC Website 
 

 
18% 

 
3% 

 
Aware of Energy Efficiency 
Program Website 

 
10% 

 
0% 

 
 
c. Rating the Program Web Site 
 
Not one of the SC&I participants visited the energy efficiency program web site. Of the 11 RHU 
participants who visited the energy efficiency program web site, the majority (73%) rated it a 4 or 
5, indicating that it was useful or very useful.  Because the small number of people who are using 
the web site think it is useful, the challenge for CLC is more to market the website so that more 
people become familiar and use it. 
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d. Non-Participant Web Site Awareness  
 
As stated earlier, 81% of residential non-participants and 68% of SC&I non-participants are not 
familiar with the CLC. We asked the non-participants who said they were aware of the CLC if 
they had ever visited the CLC web site. Almost all of respondents who are aware of the CLC 
have not visited the website. This is attributable to the fact that the majority of non-participants 
are also unaware the CLC has a web site. Only one resident claimed to visit the general CLC 
website and that resident also visited the CLC website dedicated to energy efficiency program 
information. When asked to rate the usefulness of the energy efficiency program website, the 
resident rated it a 2 on a 5-point scale, meaning he/she did not find the website very useful.  
 

Exhibit 6d. 
 Residential 

Non-Participants 
n=136 

SC&I 
Non-Participants 

n=136 

Visited the CLC Website <1% 1% 
Aware of CLC website 3% 4% 

 
 
 
VII. RESIDENTIAL HIGH USE PROGRAM 
 
7A. PROGRAM MARKETING AND AWARENESS 
 
Through our in-depth interviews we discovered that when CLC started implementing the RHU 
and SC&I programs, RISE had a three-month backlog for the RHU program from their work with 
NSTAR. Therefore, most the participants thus far had previously signed up to participate in the 
program through NSTAR. Our in-depth interviews revealed that many think the newspaper, 
public access TV and board meetings are effective marketing tools, however the data collected 
through our interviewing suggests that these methods have not netted many participants as of yet 
(see Exhibit 7a.1). In addition, RISE has not conducted any direct mail or other marketing efforts 
RISE did not feel the need to send mailers because the flow of requests coming in from 
Honeywell seemed sufficient, and they did not want to overspend the town budgets.  However, at 
this time they have identified the towns where a greater effort is needed to meet budget goals.  
They have prepared a mailing to be sent out this week to Truro, Wellfleet, Eastham, 
Provincetown, Harwich, Chatham and Falmouth.  They may also send a mailing to Edgartown. 
   
Participants 
Through our in-depth interviews, we found that most of the program marketing currently consists 
of Movie Theatre Ads, Community Board Meetings, Local Newspapers and Public Access 
Television. However, program participants most commonly hear about the RHU program through 
NSTAR or a recruitment letter sent by NSTAR (30%), or via word of mouth (20%). About one in 
six respondents (16%) claim to have heard about the program through local newspapers.  
 
Non-Participants 
Only 18% of program non-participants have heard of the RHU program. Interestingly, residential 
respondents with non-electric heat are more familiar (23%) with the RHU program than 
residential respondents with electric heat (9%).  Because potential customers must have 
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awareness of the program before they can learn about it and potentially participate in it, 
increasing program awareness through more aggressive marketing efforts is integral to future 
program success. 
 
Out of the 18% of non-participant respondents who are aware of the RHU program, they most 
commonly hear about the program through local newspapers (20%), from CLC (20%) or from 
NSTAR (16%). When respondents mentioned they heard about the program from CLC, they did 
not mention how. The table on the following page displays how participants and non-participants 
first heard about the RHU program.  
 

Exhibit 7a1. 
How Respondents learned about 

the RHU Program 
Residential  

Participants** 
n=113 

Residential Non-
Participants 

n=25*** 
 

From NSTAR 
 

30% 
 

16% 
 

Word of Mouth* 
 

20 
 

8 
 

Newspaper 
 

16 
 

20 
 

Public Access TV 
 

4 
 
- 

 
Call from RISE 

 
4 

 
4 

 
CLC 

 
3 

 
20 

 
Movie Theatre Ad 

 
3 

 
- 

 
Community Board Member or 

Meeting 

 
4 

 
12 

 
Calling 800 # 

 
2 

 
- 

 
Store 

 
2 

 
- 

 
Website 

 
1 

 
- 

 
Other, DK 

 
16 

 
20 

*This includes friends, relatives, neighbors and landlords. 
**Total may be slightly greater than 100% due to rounding errors. 
***We only asked program non-participant respondents who are aware of the RHU program 
(n=25). 
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7B. DRIVERS AND BARRIERS 
 
Drivers of Participation 
 
We asked program participants the reasons why they decided to participate in the RHU program. 
The main driver of participation, mentioned by 83% of respondents, is the cost savings associated 
with installing energy efficiency measures. A few respondents (14%) mentioned the desire to 
reduce energy consumption as a key driver in their decision to participate in the RHU program. 
Only 3% of respondents mentioned the free measure incentive as a driver of participation.  

 
Exhibit 7b1. 

Drivers of Participation in RHU Program N=113

2%

2%

2%

3%

3%

3%

14%

83%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Needed new appliance

Another's recommendation

Increase home value

Free measure incentive

Cleaner environment

Sounded good

Reduce energy consumption

Save money on energy/electric bill
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Non-Participants Interest in the RHU Program 
 
During our interviews with non-participants, we asked a series of questions regarding their 
likelihood to participate in certain energy efficiency programs.  
 
Respondents are more interested in energy efficiency programs involving thermo measures than 
lighting or appliances with 36% of respondents stating they are somewhat or very interested in 
this type of program offering. 
 
Respondents showed the least amount of interest in programs offering appliances such as 
showerheads and/or refrigerators.  Almost one-quarter, (23%) of respondents said they are 
somewhat or very interested in an appliance program, but well over half (60%) of the respondents 
claimed they are not interested in this type of program. 
 
About one-quarter of respondents (24%) are either somewhat or very interested in an energy 
efficiency program directed toward lighting measures and another quarter (24%) could potentially 
be interested.  
 

Exhibit 7b2. 

24%

12%

14
10

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Thermo Measures Lightin

Residential Interest in Energy Efficiency Programs N=136

Very Interested Somewhat Interested
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Younger populations expressed greater interest in energy efficiency programs. A greater 
proportion of the elderly (65 and over) express strong disinterest in energy efficiency programs 
compared to those under 65 years of age., When we probed on this subject, we heard that elderly 
customers are less inclined to spend any money up front for fear that they will not be around to 
see any payback that might come from it.  Since the elderly comprise about one-quarter of the 
population on the Cape, the CLC may want to consider providing more incentives for elderly 
customers to participate, or to focus marketing efforts in the hopes of attracting more of the 
younger populations to participate. 

 
Exhibit 7b3. 

Age Brackets Very Interested in Energy Efficiency Program Types 
n=136

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

18-34 35-50 51-64 65+

Lighting Thermo Measures Appliances

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 

 24 



Participation Barriers 
 

Half of the non-participants showed disinterest or strong disinterest in an energy efficiency 
program that focuses on lighting measures. Four in 10 (40%) respondents showed disinterest or 
strong disinterest in an energy efficiency program that focuses on heating/cooling measures. 
Almost six in 10 (59%) respondents showed disinterest or strong disinterest in an energy 
efficiency program that focuses on appliances, such as high energy efficient refrigerators or low-
flow showerheads. 
 
The top reasons cited for disinterest in energy efficiency programs can be found in Exhibit 7b4. 
 

Exhibit 7b4. 
 Lighting 

n=72 
Heating/Cooling 

Measures 
n=58 

Appliances 
n=82 

Not a necessity 26% 22% 32% 
Satisfied with current home 26% 24% 28% 
Satisfied with current energy 
costs 

11% 7% 4% 

Too busy 10% 14% 7% 
 
Non-Participants’ Interest in Energy Audits 
 
Despite these barriers and the many respondents who are not interested in certain energy 
efficiency programs, many respondents (42%) would be willing to have a home energy audit.  
Again the younger populations, those between the ages of 18 and 50, prove more willing (55%) to 
have an energy audit performed, which could mean that marketing efforts targeting this age range 
may be beneficial. Respondents between the ages of 51 and 64 proved less likely (40%) to have 
an energy audit and ages 65 and over proved even less likely (23%). This is consistent with our 
previous findings regarding age-related receptiveness to energy efficiency programs. 
 

Exhibit 7b5.  
 Total 

n=123 
Ages 18-50 

n=58 
Ages 51-64 

n=30 
Ages 65+ 

n=35 
Willing to have an energy audit 
performed 

 
42% 

 
55% 

 
40% 

 
23% 

 
Those who are unwilling to have an energy audit performed cited the following reasons: 

 Not necessary (26%) 
 Too busy (19%) 
 Satisfied with current (16%) 
 Don’t need new appliances (11%) 
 Satisfied with current electric bill (8%) 
 Moving (8%) 
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7C. MEASURE INSTALLATION 
 
Persistence 
 
One key element of our participant survey involved determining measure persistence.   
 
Exhibit 7c1 provides persistence numbers based on respondent reported information from our 
telephone surveys.  We interviewed 113 participants in the Residential High Use Program.  As 
part of these interviews, we asked whether particular measures were installed or initiated through 
the program.  For lighting measures, we asked if the actual quantity stated in the database was 
correct.  For example, we asked a respondent if they had “four energy efficient circular light 
bulbs” installed through the program.  If the respondent indicated that they had only three bulbs 
installed, we noted this and the discrepancy is reflected in the table below (the difference between 
column A and column B). 
 
Using this methodology, we see that nine of our respondents were thought to have had water 
heater tank wrap installed in their home through the program; however, only three of these nine 
respondents (33% as shown below) actually stated that they had a water heater tank wrap 
installed. 
 
We also asked respondents to tell us how many of a given measure were installed and working 
properly in their homes.  For example, a customer could have had four compact fluorescent bulbs 
provided to him by a RISE auditor, but currently, the respondent might only have three in place 
and working (one could have burnt out, never been installed, been removed, etc.).  This accounts 
for the difference in numbers between columns B and C below. 
 
Persistence is generally measured as a comparison of what is currently installed and working at a 
home compared to what our database says is supposed to be installed.  This persistence number is 
provided in column D in the table below.  It is also interesting to note column E below: this is the 
persistence percentage if it assumed that the respondent recollection of what was installed at his 
home is more accurate than what the database quantity states. 
 
It is important to note that, per our previous database discussion, we believe that some of the 
quantities and measures that the database indicates do not match what the paper files say were 
installed at a given home.  Our persistence numbers are based on the database quantities and 
measures installed, not the paper files.  Differences in these numbers may affect the validity of 
the actual persistence numbers by measure.   
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Exhibit 7c1: Persistence Rates by Measure Using Self-Reported Data 
(n=113) 

 A B C D E 
 A B C C/A C/B 

 

 
 

Honeywell 
Database 
Quantity 

Respondent 
Confirmation 

Received 
Currently in 

Use Persistence % 

Persistence/ 
respondent 

info 

E-E interior light fixture  134  122  114  85%  93% 

Faucet aerators  21  16  16  76%  100% 

Insulation  13  12  12  92%  100% 

Hot water temp turn down  9  9  9  100%  100% 

Compact fluorescent light 
bulb  464  420  401  86%  96% 

Energy efficient torchiere 
lamp  2  2  2  100%  100% 

Energy efficient circular 
light bulb  71  73  72  101%  99% 

Water heater or pipe wrap  9  3  3  33%  100% 

Energy efficient refrigerator  41  40  40  98%  100% 

Energy efficient exterior 
light fixture  66  64  63  96%  98% 

Low flow showerhead  27  24  24  89%  100% 

Thermostat  8  8  8  100%  100% 

Waterbed mattress cover  3  2  2  67%  100% 

High pressure sodium 
lighting  2  2  2  100%  100% 
 
To ensure that the telephone results we received were accurate, we also conducted site visits to 20 
RHU participant homes.  These 20 home visits were a subset of the 113 telephone survey 
respondents.  Results for these 20 home visits are shown in the table below.  Note that most of the 
measures reviewed closely matched what our respondents told us over the telephone. 
 
It is important to note here that respondents to the telephone survey were asked about no more 
than three measures that were installed through the program.  This was done to ensure that the 
interview was not too long or cumbersome.  The table below provides a comparison of the self-
reported telephone survey information versus what we found at our site visits.  Customers may 
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have had more measures installed than what is noted below since this table only includes up to 
the three measures we asked customers about during our telephone survey. 
 

Exhibit 7c2: Site Visit/Self-Reported Data Comparison 

 

 
 

n 
Honeywell 
Database 

Telephone 
Survey 

Confirmation 
Site Visit 

Confirmation 

 
 

% 
Telephone/ 
Site Visit 

E-E interior light fixture 

 
 

7  27  27  28 

  
 

104% 

Faucet aerators 

 
 

1  1  1  0 

  
 

0% 

Insulation 

 
 

0  0  0  0 

  
-- 

Hot water temp turn down 

 
 

1  1  0  1 

  
 
Infinite 

Compact fluorescent light bulb 

 
 

12  58  58  45 

  
 

78% 

Energy efficient torchiere lamp 

 
 

0  0  0  0 

 -- 

Energy efficient circular light 
bulb 

 
 

4  7  6  7 

  
 

117% 

Water heater or pipe wrap 

 
 

0  0  0  0 

 -- 

Energy efficient refrigerator 

 
 

6  8  8  8 

  
 

100% 

Energy efficient exterior light 
fixture 

 
 

4  14  14  14 

  
 

100% 

Low flow showerhead 

 
 

2  3  3  3 

  
 

100% 

Thermostat 

 
 

2  3  3  3 

 
 

100% 

Waterbed mattress cover 

 
 

0  0  0  0 

  
-- 

High pressure sodium lighting 

 
 

0  0  0  0 

  
-- 
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Finally, Exhibit 7c3 provides our findings for all 20 on-site visits regardless of whether we asked 
respondents on the telephone about the measure in question.   
 

Exhibit 7c3: Total Site Visit Persistence 

 

 
 

n 

 
 

Honeywell 
Database 

On-Site 
Confirmation 

 
 

% Persistence 

E-E interior light fixture  9  29  30  103% 
Faucet aerators  2  3  2  67% 
Insulation  5  5  5  100% 
Hot water temp turn down  4  4  4  100% 
Compact fluorescent light bulb  17  87  70  80% 
Energy efficient torchiere lamp  0  0  0  -- 
Energy efficient circular light bulb  10  18  17  94% 
Water heater or pipe wrap  2  6  6  100% 
Energy efficient refrigerator  9  12  12  100% 
Energy efficient exterior light fixture  9  26  26  100% 
Low flow showerhead  2  3  3  100% 
Thermostat  2  3  3  100% 
Waterbed mattress cover  0  0  0  -- 
High pressure sodium lighting  0  0  0  -- 

 
We have reviewed all persistence findings, including our telephone survey and site visit 
information.  In most cases, the site visit data works to confirm our telephone survey data.  One 
exception to this, however, is water heater or pipe wrap—only three of nine telephone 
respondents report tank wrap as having been installed, while our site visits found all six of the 
tank wraps that were supposed to have been installed.  Because of this, we have adjusted our 
persistence number for tank wrap.  For all other measures, we are using the telephone survey 
persistence percentage as our confirmed number.   
 
It is important to realize that our persistence numbers are intended to see if systematic issues exist 
with the delivery of the program.  This is not an impact evaluation, and the numbers we provide 
in Exhibit 7c4 are not necessarily statistically significant by measure listed.  This being the case, 
our methodology of confirming telephone survey information provides us with a level of comfort 
that our persistence numbers are accurate and can be used as a guide for a future impact 
evaluation effort. 
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Exhibit 7c4: Final Adjusted Persistence 

 

 
 

Telephone 
Persistence 

On-Site 
Persistence4 

 
 

Adjusted 
Persistence* 

E-E interior light fixture  85%  103%  85% 
Faucet aerators  76%  67%  76% 
Insulation  92%  100%  92% 
Hot water temp turn down  100%  100%  100% 
Compact fluorescent light bulb  86%  80%  86% 
Energy efficient torchiere lamp  100%  --  100% 
Energy efficient circular light bulb  101%  94%  100% 
Water heater or pipe wrap  33%  100%  100% 
Energy efficient refrigerator  98%  100%  98% 
Energy efficient exterior light fixture  96%  100%  96% 
Low flow showerhead  89%  100%  89% 
Thermostat  100%  100%  100% 
Waterbed mattress cover  67%  --  67% 
High pressure sodium lighting  100%  --  100% 
*Note: Adjusted persistence reflects our best estimate of persistence for each measure. 
 
Measure Satisfaction 
 
We asked participants to rate their satisfaction with the measures they installed. Everyone who 
received a torchiere floor lamp and sodium lighting is very satisfied. The majority of respondents 
(50% or more) are very satisfied with the measures they had installed. Only a few respondents are 
somewhat or very dissatisfied with the measures they had installed.   
 

Exhibit 7c5. 
 

Measure 
 

n 
Very Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

Torchiere Floor Lamp 2 100% - - - 
Sodium Lighting  1 100% - - - 

Refrigerator  35 91% 6% - 3% 
Florescent Light Bulb  77 81% 13% 4% 1% 
Exterior Light Fixture  20 80% 15% 5% - 
Hot Water Temp Turn 

Down  
9 78% 11% 11% - 

Interior Light Fixture  35 77% 11% 6% 3% 
Faucet Aerator  8 75% 12% - - 

Thermostat  4 75% - - 25% 
Circular Light Bulb  36 69% 31% - - 

Insulation  12 67% 17% 8% - 
Heater or Pipe Wrap  3 67% 33% - - 
Low-Flow Shower 

Heads  
13 54% 38% - - 

Waterbed mattress 
cover  

2 50% 50% - - 

 

                                                 
4 This includes all measures reviewed via the on-site visits. 
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• The one respondent who is dissatisfied with his/her refrigerator claims it is not working 
properly.  

• Those who are dissatisfied with their florescent light bulbs say it is either not working 
properly, does not give enough light, the light is too harsh, or the light is not as good as 
their previous lighting.  

• The one respondent who is dissatisfied with his/her exterior light fixture claims it is not 
working properly. 

• The one respondent who is dissatisfied with his/her hot water temperature turn down 
claims it is not working properly. 

• Those who are dissatisfied with their interior light fixtures say it either does not give 
enough light, the light is too harsh, or the fixture did not last long.  

• The one respondent who is dissatisfied with his/her thermostat claims it is not working 
properly. 

• The one respondent who is dissatisfied with his/her insulation is dissatisfied with the 
condition of the residence after the field representative installed the measure. 

 
Site Visit Findings 
 
As part of our site visits, we also worked to determine the quality of the installations conducted. 
This section provides VEIC’s qualitative results by measure type. 
 
Lighting 
In a few cases, the CFLs appeared not to have been installed by RISE but left for customers to 
decide on locations.  The result often was installation in low-use locations (two were in closets, a 
surprising number were in basements and garages) or, in two instances, non-installation occurred 
since the products were still in their boxes.  It is unclear whether RISE made the judgment just to 
leave the CFLs with the customer or the customer requested that they be left for future 
installation. 
 
It should be noted in this regard that the spreadsheet tool designed by RISE to identify site-
specific cost-effective installation lighting retrofit locations should eliminate non-cost-effective 
installation of lighting products unless the tool is improperly used.  Leaving CFLs for customer 
installation, however, invites non-optimal installations.  
 
In one case on Martha’s Vineyard, a high use location was not retrofitted with CFLs.  This may 
have been the result of depleting the auditor’s existing inventory.  However, four were installed in 
the garage, a location that is not likely to be high use; especially since the house is occupied by an 
elderly couple.  The customer seemed to think that the auditor simply ran out of suitable products; 
a comment echoed by two other customers. 
 
Refrigerators 
While virtually everyone was extremely pleased with the refrigerator replacement component of 
the program, one customer could not get a comparable capacity unit to fit in the available space.  
The unit she purchased, in addition to having less volume so that it would fit, also appears to have 
a defective automatic defrost component since the freezer has a build-up of frost.  A check of the 
seals did not reveal any obvious defects.  RISE has promised to look into the matter and act as an 
intermediary if she is unwilling to secure dealer warranty servicing on her own.  
 
One customer decided that she would begin the consolidation immediately after the VEIC site 
visit.  She had not been aware of the magnitude of the benefits of doing so and claimed she would 
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have done it earlier if it had been brought to her attention. 
 
One customer had two small “dorm-size” freezers of questionable condition.  It may be very cost-
effective to replace them with a single high-efficiency unit of suitable size. 
 
Building Envelope Measures 
One customer received clear and thorough recommendations for improving the thermal efficiency 
of her house that is primarily heated with a fossil fuel and was extremely grateful for this service.  
Another in roughly comparable circumstances, while grateful for the services and advice 
received, clearly could have been more comprehensively served.   
 
One electric heat customer apparently did not receive a blower-door leakage rate test since 
parking space near her house is so limited and multiple trips would have been required to 
manually transport heavy equipment a considerable distance.  Also, parts of the upstairs were 
rented and cannot be accessed without prior arrangements.  During the VEIC site visit, a blower 
door test was conducted since parking next to the house was available at the time.  Once the 
customer understood the usefulness of the test, she promised to make the necessary arrangements 
so that suitable tests and work can be performed during a subsequent visit by RISE.   
 
Another electric heat customer did not receive a blower-door test for reasons that are not clear. 
 
7D. PROGRAM OPERATION AND SATISFACTION 
 
Satisfaction with Program Components 
 
During our in-depth interviews with key program players, we gained a unanimous opinion that 
the vendors performing the measure installations and energy audits were extremely well qualified 
and everyone was very satisfied with the work they have done thus far.  
 
Participants were asked in the quantitative survey how satisfied they were with the program 
overall and for several program components.  Satisfaction responses were on a scale of one to 
five with one being very dissatisfied, five for very satisfied, and three for neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied. 
 
Overall satisfaction of the program is quite high.  Nine out of ten respondents report being 
satisfied or very satisfied with the program overall.   
 
Overall satisfaction is an important measurement of overall success of the program.  At the same 
time, it generally doesn’t provide actionable information.  To gather this, the survey asked 
participants their satisfaction in a variety of program component areas.  In this way, the process 
evaluation provides a method by which the program can find strengths that need to be maintained 
and areas that offer the best opportunities for program refinement.  The results are presented 
without the “Do not know” and “Refused” categories to better represent the different proportions 
between levels of satisfaction and make comparisons across components much easier to read.  
These results are provided in Exhibit 7d1. 
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Exhibit 7d1. 

 
 
N=113 

 
Very 

Satisfied 

 
Satisfied 

Neither 
Satisfied or 
Dissatisfied 

 
Dissatisfied 

 
Very 

Dissatisfied 

 
Mean 

 
Process for scheduling the 
installation 

 
71% 

 
13% 

 
11% 

 
2% 

 
3% 

 
4.48 

 
Quality of work 
performed 

 
78% 

 
17% 

 
1% 

 
2% 

 
3% 

 
4.64 

 
Amount of work 
performed 

 
71% 

 
20% 

 
5% 

 
2% 

 
3% 

 
4.54 

 
Energy savings obtained 

 
55% 

 
27% 

 
12% 

 
2% 

 
4% 

 
4.26 

 
Explanation of how your 
appliances use energy 

 
73% 

 
14% 

 
12% 

 
- 

 
2% 

 
4.55 

 
Actions recommended to 
save energy 

 
67% 

 
20% 

 
9% 

 
2% 

 
2% 

 
4.48 

The computer printout 
showing your energy 
usage 

 
76% 

 
18% 

 
3% 

 
- 

 
3% 

 
4.65 

 
Process for paying your 
proportion of costs 

 
81% 

 
10% 

 
4% 

 
- 

 
5% 

 
4.63 

 
Overall Program 

 
74% 

 
16% 

 
8% 

 
1% 

 
1% 

 
4.62 

 
All of the program components examined garnered relatively high satisfaction ratings, with the 
means for each component between 4 and 5.  The highest satisfaction rating is for process for 
paying their proportion of costs and for quality of work performed with 81% and 78% satisfied or 
very satisfied, respectively.  These are program strengths that need to be maintained.  On the 
other side, the lowest satisfaction rating was the energy savings obtained.  This would be an area 
offering the greatest possible opportunity for improvement is in the amount of energy savings 
obtained, which still garnered 82% satisfaction but 6% were dissatisfied. 
 
There was only one respondent out of 113 that was very dissatisfied and one that was dissatisfied 
overall with the program.  The comments on why these two individuals were dissatisfied were: 

• “Would like them to come out and complete what they said they were going to do” 
• “Waste of time” 

Yet, though a greater quality control effort might have caught the first issue, these are still a small 
minority of participants constituting less than 2% of the surveyed participants. 
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Survey respondents were asked why they rated the program as they did overall.  Their responses 
are presented in Exhibit 7d2.  Saving money and energy are by far the largest contributors to the 
satisfied ratings from participants.  It is also important to note that having nice workers that are 
honest and do a good job are appreciated by participants. 
 

Exhibit 7d2. 
n=113 Percent  

Positive Rating 
Saved money on my utility/ electric bill 34% 
Saved energy 31% 
Did a good job/honest 9% 
General positive comments 9% 
Learned a lot/ explained well 5% 
Nice workers 4% 
Job done quickly 3% 
Good products 2% 
Negative Rating 
Didn’t finish job/ broke promises 5% 
No benefit to me 3% 
Too little done/ didn’t save much money on my electric 
bill 

3% 

Slow/ no follow-up 2% 
General negative comments 2% 

 
Perceived Effect on Energy Bill 
 
Over half of respondents (55%) have seen either a significant or slight reduction in their energy 
costs. Because the program is still in its early stages, 20% of respondents felt it was too to soon 
tell if their energy costs have reduced since participating in the program. 
 

Exhibit 7d3. 
 
Effect on Energy Bill 
 

 
n=113 

Significantly reduced  32% 
Slightly reduced  23% 
Do not see any reduction  12% 
Too soon to tell  20% 
Not sure  12% 
Refused  1% 
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Likelihood of Recommending the Program 
 
Eight in 10 respondents would recommend the program to others.  
 

Exhibit 7d4. 
 
Recommend the Program 
 

 
n=113 

Yes, Enthusiastically  84% 
Probably  13% 
No  3% 

 
The two respondents who would not recommend the program claim that the program did not 
follow through on its original promise. 
 
Satisfaction with Field Representatives 
 
During the time of the energy audit, 81% of respondents recall RISE recommending ways in 
which they can save energy.  
 

Exhibit 7d5. 
 Response 

(n=113) 
 
Field Representative recommended ways to 
save energy on-site 
 

 
 

81% 

 
Over two-thirds (72%) of the residential participants adopted actions recommended by the 
contractor to save energy.  Those that did so are significantly more likely to see the program has 
having significantly helped them save energy.  This indicates that the program is more successful 
where it can form a partnership with the participant to help reduce their energy use by both 
program measures and participant actions based upon energy education and recommendations. 
 
The actions taken and the percent of the overall survey population that took those actions are 
presented in Exhibit 7d6.  The largest number of these is obtaining a new appliance, changing 
thermostat usage to save energy, and using lighting less. 
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Exhibit 7d6. 

Action Adopted 
 

n 
Percent of Overall Survey 

Population 
New appliance 11 10% 
Reduce thermostat in winter, increase in summer 10 9% 
Use less light 10 9% 
Operate appliance during off-peak 8 7% 
Operate fully loaded clothes washer only 8 7% 
Turn off appliances when not in use 6 5% 
Efficient bulbs 6 5% 
Stop using inefficient appliances 5 4% 
New windows 3 3% 
Sealed drafts 2 2% 
Wrapped pipes 2 2% 
Dry clothes outside 2 2% 
Use less water 1 1% 
Other 10 9% 
 
Part of the energy education component of the RHU program requires RISE contractors to 
instruct residences on the benefits of the measures they install. We asked program participants 
how well the contractor who installed their measures explained the benefits of each measure. As 
shown in the table below, the majority of respondents feel the contractors are explaining each 
measure’s benefit well.  
  

Exhibit 7d7. 
 

Measure 
 

n 
% that feel the field rep 
explained the benefits of 

each measure well 
Interior Light Fixture  35 97% 

Faucet Aerator  8 88% 
Insulation  12 100% 

Hot Water Temp Turn Down  9 78% 
Florescent Light Bulb  77 97% 
Torchiere Floor Lamp 2 100% 
Circular Light Bulb  36 94% 
Heater or Pipe Wrap  3 100% 

Refrigerator  35 100% 
Exterior Light Fixture  20 95% 

Low-Flow Shower Heads  13 92% 
Thermostat  4 100% 

Waterbed mattress cover  2 50% 
Sodium Lighting  1 100% 
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Currently, energy education is incorporated into the on-site energy audits by RISE as well as at 
the time of measure installation. RISE gives residences a breakdown of the their electric bill, 
showing them how much electricity is used by certain actions and appliances. When we asked 
participants to rate the field representatives on how well they explained the home’s electricity 
use, 89% of respondents claimed the field representative did an excellent or very good job of 
explaining.  
 

Exhibit 7d8. 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Rating of Field Reps Explanation of Electric Use N=113

N=113 61% 28% 4% 3% 2% 1%
Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor DK

 
 

Nine out of 10 respondents are very satisfied with their field representative.  
 

Exhibit 7d9. 
 
Satisfaction with Field Representative 
 

 
n=113 

Very Satisfied  90% 
Somewhat Satisfied  9% 
Dissatisfied  1% 

 
The person who was dissatisfied stated the field representative was “rude, on his phone more than 
explaining the program, and knocked a shelf over while moving the refrigerator”.  
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Field Representatives Visiting Martha’s Vineyard 
 
Field representatives visiting the Vineyard are not keeping participants as well informed as other 
regions. During the site visits, VEIC found that none of the three customers contacted on the 
Vineyard were aware when RISE might return, only that they promised to some day and that it 
had been six months or more since the initial visit.  In addition, field representatives do not seem 
to be informing participants of what to do when they receive a defective measure. One customer 
replaced a defective CFL at her own expense; another simply threw away an early-failure product 
and installed an incandescent in the socket.  The customer with the apparently defective 
automatic defrost function was reluctant to call anyone for fear of being deemed ungrateful for 
the program. 
 
7E. PARTICIPANT AND NON-PARTICIPANT BEHAVIOR 
 
Free Ridership 
 
Following the approach outlined in the methodology section, the first step involves calculating an 
estimate for each respondent by measure.  This requires providing an assignment of a probability 
and proportion of free ridership given responses to the different survey questions.  These 
assignments are provided in Exhibit 7e1. 
 

Exhibit 7e1. 
Assignments of Probability/Proportions for Free Ridership Estimates 

Stated Intentions  Quantity  
Definitely would 64% 

(95% * 0.67)* 
More +5% 

Probably would 50% 
(75% * 0.67)* 

Definitely the same 
number 

0 

Might or might not 0% Probably the same 
number 

-10% 

Probably not 0% Probably less -25% 
Definitely not 0% Definitely less -50% 
Do not know 0% Do not know -25% 
Timing  Efficiency Level  
Earlier +5% Definitely as efficient 0 
Definitely at same time 0 Probably as efficient -5%* 
Probably at same time -5% Probably not as 

efficient 
-7%* 

Probably later -22%** Definitely not as 
efficient 

-10%* 

Definitely later -34%** Do not know -10%* 
Do not know -34%**   
* Adjustment as seen in extensive New York study comparing a similar survey self-report method 
to nested logic method. 
**Adjusted to match above adjustment. 
 
Each response by measure is assigned these figures with any free ridership estimate limited to a 
minimum of zero and a maximum of 105% (if would have gotten the same measures earlier).   
 
The second step is to eliminate those customers for the overall per measure free ridership estimate 
for any measure in which their responses are inconsistent.  Inconsistent responses are defined by 
those cases that indicate all four of the following: 
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a. Would have adopted the measure (Definitely would and probably would) 
b. Would have done so at the same time (earlier, definitely at same time, or probably at same 

time) 
c. Would have done so with the same quantity (more, definitely the same number, or probably 

the same number). 
d. While saying that the rebate was important (very important or important) in their decision. 
 
Then the measure free ridership estimate is the mean of the individual free ridership estimates of 
those with providing consistent answers.  In this way, we have a free ridership estimate that takes 
into account the probability of being a free rider, partial free riders, and does so in the most 
accurate survey method possible (by removing the inconsistent respondent that may be answering 
in a socially acceptable manner or trying to “game” the program). 
 
The final free ridership estimates applying this methodology are presented in Exhibit 7e2.  There 
are several free ridership estimates that are zero, where the participant stated intentions make it 
highly unlikely that they would have taken these efficiency actions.  The highest free ridership 
rate is for faucet aerators at 10.7%. 
 

Exhibit 7e2.  
Residential Free Ridership Estimates 

 
n= 

 

 
Free Ridership 

Estimate 

E-E interior light fixture 36 0.5% 
Faucet aerators 11 10.7% 
Basement Insulation 13 0.0% 
Hot water temp turn down 9 0.0% 
Compact fluorescent light bulb 83 1.4% 
Energy efficient torchiere lamp 2 0.0% 

Energy efficient circular light bulb 
38 0.9% 

Water heater or pipe wrap 9 0.0% 
Energy efficient refrigerator 36 0.0% 

Energy efficient exterior light fixture 
21 0.0% 

Low flow showerhead 15 4.7% 
Thermostat 4 0.0% 
Waterbed mattress cover 3 0.0% 
High pressure sodium lighting 1 0.0% 
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Spillover  
 
The survey of participants asked if they had purchased or installed any additional energy savings 
equipment, or improvements to save energy, for their home without direct program assistance or 
incentives since participating in this program.  One-third (37%) of the survey respondents 
answered yes to this query.   
 
Almost one-third of these additional installations include more energy efficient lighting.  High 
efficiency windows, air-conditioning, and efficient appliances are not part of the program.  These 
additional energy savings actions were taken by 5-10% of the overall participant population, 
according to our survey.  The spillover actions as a percent of those taking spillover actions and 
of survey respondents are presented in Exhibit 7e3. 
 

Exhibit 7e3. 
Spillover Action Rates 

   n= 
Percent of Spillover 

Respondents 
Percent of Survey 

Population 
Additional energy efficient lighting 12* 32% 11% 
New energy efficient refrigerator 6* 16% 5% 
High efficiency air-conditioning 7 18% 6% 
High efficiency heating 5 13% 4% 
Added insulation 5 13% 4% 
High efficiency windows 11 28% 10% 
Added air sealing 10 26% 9% 
Additional practices: 8 21% 7% 
Efficient appliances 6 15% 5% 
Efficient showerhead 2 5% 2% 
Other 3 8% 3% 

* Results seemed to indicate that some survey respondents were confused and answered question 
based upon program measure installations rather than outside program actions.  These have been 
adjusted based upon our best information (cross-tabulation with program installation and 
comparisons to other data in the survey).   

 
The energy savings for the high efficiency windows would be a combination of electric savings 
for those with air-conditioning, and heating savings from the 33% of these participants with 
electric heat.  (Oil heating was in the homes of 60% of the efficient window installers, and 25% 
had natural gas heating.)  One-third of those adding air sealing have electric heat but all of these 
received basement insulation through the program which would reduce the interactive savings 
provided by the added air sealing.  Of the five respondents that have added high efficiency 
heating, four have natural gas and one (20%) has electric heat. 
 
In order to get an overall estimate of the actual impact of the actions taken after the program, we 
asked those that took these actions how much electricity savings did they expect to see from the 
additional actions as a percent of the savings they were getting from the program savings.  
Unfortunately, no one was able to provide us with this type of estimate.5  This means we can not 
provide a simple approximate estimate of an overall spillover percentage as we could have 
derived from this question. 

                                                 
5  A similar question had been used in the 2001 Impact Evaluation of NSTAR’s Residential High 

Use Program for non-electric fuel measures and savings.  The question had worked quite well in 
that survey and we are surprised it did not work here.  Perhaps, there has not been a great enough 
period post-participation for people to make these types of estimates. 
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Besides knowing the actions taken since the program, spillover requires that is was the program 
that caused those actions to be taken.  The survey the respondents reporting spillover the degree 
to which the program influenced their actions.  Over half report the program having a strong 
influence on their additional energy saving actions.  The responses are shown in Exhibit 7e4. 
 

Exhibit 7e4. 
Program Influence on Additional Energy Saving Actions Taken 

 
 

N 
 

Percent of 
Spillover 

Respondents 
(B) 

Approximate 
Weighting of 

Program Effect 
(C) 

Totally due to program 16 42% 100% 
Strong influence 11 29% 75% 
Somewhat influenced 5 13% 50% 
Slight influence 4 11% 25% 
No influence, already planned and 
budgeted to do 

2 5% 0% 

Approximate Rate  ∑[B*C]= 73% 
 
The survey design plan was to take the percentage of energy savings estimated by participants 
compared to program actions times a proportional scale based on the influence question to derive 
an overall spillover impact for those with spillover over.  Then this could be adjusted by the 
proportion of the population with spillover.  This would produce a percentage spillover overall 
for the program.  As discussed above, however, participants were unable to give us an 
approximate impact of savings from these additional actions as a percent of their program 
savings.  Without this critical information, we are unable to provide the approximate overall 
spillover effect as planned. 
 
The survey responses on program influence are then multiplied by an assigned weighting for the 
responses.  The sum of these provides an estimate of program influence for the additional energy 
savings actions taken.  This survey finds that approximately 73% of the additional energy savings 
measures are installed due to program participation. 
 
The additional measures installed would be expected to save as much or more than the program 
measures on a per measure basis, i.e., most of the program measures installed are CFLs and the 
additional measures include windows, and high efficiency air-conditioning.  One-third of 
participants say they are taking additional energy saving actions and over two-thirds of these are 
due to program participation.  Comparing this to the low levels of free ridership being seen for the 
major energy savings measures (zero percent for refrigerators and 1.4% for CFLs, the largest 
number of measures) means that spillover appears to be significantly greater than free ridership.  
A very conservation estimation of net savings would be for these to equal gross savings. 
 
Snapback/Snapforward  
 
Snapback refers to greater usage due to the lower cost of using the energy efficient equipment.  
There is a hidden element of spillover referred to snapforward that occurs when the participant 
uses the light more in place of other lights.  The snapforward can counterbalance snapback.  Both 
are being examined here. 
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The most appropriate examination for both of these is with lighting usage questions that compare 
current use (by room for greater guided recall) compared to use prior to the retrofit.  This is also 
one of the most often installed measures.  So this will be examined first in this subsection.  
 
In general, this program appears to be seeing more snapback than is often seen in programs of this 
type.  The greatest snapback is for exterior light fixtures with 35% of the participants reporting to 
use their new energy efficiency lights more than their prior lights in these locations.  There is no 
snapback cited for torchiere floor lamps or sodium lighting.  The responses to the usage questions 
and an approximate level of snapback (negative to expected savings) or snapforward (positive for 
savings) is presented in Exhibit 7e5. 
 

Exhibit 7e5. 
Snapback/Snapforward Estimates for Residential Lighting Measures 

   
N 
 

Using 
more 

than use 
to (snap-

back) 

Use more 
but 

instead of 
others 
(snap-

forward) 

 
Use same 
as before 
(neutral) 

 
Use 

Less than 
before 

(savings-
education) 

 
 

Not sure/ 
refused 

 
 
 

Estimate 
of 

Snapback 
Interior light fixture 26 15% - 73% - 12% 15% 
Fluorescent light bulb 77 17% 3% 78% 1% 1% 13% 
Torchiere floor lamp 2 - - 100% - - 0% 
Circular light bulb 36 17% 6% 78% - - 11% 
Exterior light fixture 20 35% - 65% - - 35% 
Sodium lighting 1 - - 100% - - 0% 
 
In order to receive the most accurate responses in the survey on temperature settings for measures 
related to heating and cooling (insulation and thermostats), we asked about the temperature 
setting in comparison to before the program for four time periods: daytime in the winter, 
nighttime in the winter, daytime in summer, and nighttime in the summer.  This information is 
presented in Exhibit 7e6.   
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Exhibit 7e6. 
Snapback/Snapforward Estimates for Residential Heating/Cooling Measures 

(Insulation N=9, Thermostat N=4) 

 

The same 
but more 
comfort-
able now 

 
 
 
 
 
 

The same 
and you 

don’t 
notice a 

difference 
in comfort 

 
 
 

You’re 
setting the 

temper-
ature 

higher 
(winter)/ 

lower 
(summer) 

now 

 
You’re 

setting the 
temperatur

e lower 
(winter)/ 
higher 

(summer) 
now but 
notice 

comfort is 
the same 

 
 

You’re setting 
the temper-
ature lower 

(winter)/ higher 
(summer) and 
the rooms are 

somewhat 
colder (winter)/ 

warmer 
(summer) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

You 
installed 

the 
measure 

too recently 
to answer 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Not sure/ 
Refused 

Insulation 

Daytime Winter 
44% ex 

c+ 
  22% ++  11% 22% 

Nighttime Winter 
50% ex 

c+ 
17% ex  33% ++    

Daytime Summer 
33% ex 

c+ 
33% ex 22% ---    11% 

Nighttime Summer 
50% ex 

c+ 
38% ex  12% ++    

Thermostat 
Daytime Winter   50% ++  25% 25% 

Nighttime Winter 
50% ex 

c+ 
  50% ++    

Daytime Summer   25%--   25% 50% 
Nighttime Summer   100%--     

 

++ = greater energy usage  --- = less energy usage  ex = energy savings as expected 
c+ = customer comfort gain c- = customer comfort loss for energy savings 
 
Overall, there could be an energy gain of 10-15 percent on insulation and an energy loss of 
around 9% for thermostats.  The greater numbers of those insulated contribute to an overall a 
small net gain from snapforward.  At the same time, over half of the customers are more 
comfortable while achieving these energy savings. 
 
Non-Participant Measure Installations 
 
This subsection provides results on the behavior of non-participants.  It then concludes by 
assessing a comparative between the information found on participants versus non-participants 
and what this indicates about program effects. 
 
Non-participants were asked whether they have had energy efficiency measures installed through 
a prior program by NSTAR/Commonwealth Electric Company.  Over one-quarter (29%) had 
previously had program measures installed by a prior program.  Most of the measures installed 
through these prior programs are similar to the CLC program: efficient lighting, hot water 
temperature turn-down, insulation, energy efficient refrigerators, low flow showerheads, etc.  
Exhibit 7e7 presents these prior program installations. 
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Exhibit 7e7. 
Measures Installed for Non-Participants Within Prior Utility Programs 

 
N 
 

Percent of Non-Part. In 
Prior Programs 

Percent of All Non-
Participants 

High efficiency light bulbs 18 45% 13% 
Hot water temperature turn-down 11 28% 8% 
Insulation 11 28% 8% 
Energy efficient refrigerators 8 20% 6% 
Low flow showerheads 5 12% 4% 
Water heater wrapping 5 12% 4% 
Thermostat 4 10% 3% 
Light fixtures 3 8% 2% 
Ventilation 2 5% 1% 
New furnace 2 5% 1% 
 
Over a third of non-participants have installed energy efficient measures on their own without 
program assistance.  These measures are shown in Exhibit 7e8 along with their installation rates. 
 

Exhibit 7e8. 
Measures Installed by Non-Participants Outside of Programs 

 
N 
 

Percent of Non-Part. 
Installing Outside of 

Programs 

 
Percent of All Non-

Participants 
Energy efficient lighting 27 53% 20% 
Energy efficient air-conditioning 20 39% 15% 
High efficiency heating equipment 16 31% 12% 
Basement, attic, or wall insulation 25 49% 18% 
High efficiency windows 22 43% 16% 
Air sealing 12 24% 9% 
Low flow showerhead or faucet 33 65% 24% 
Hot water heater wrapping 28 55% 21% 
Other energy saving practices 20 39% 15% 
Energy efficient appliance/equipment 4 20% 3% 
New doors/windows 3 15% 2% 
Ceiling fans 2 10% 1% 
Timers 2 10% 1% 
Other conservation 2 10% 1% 
 
Eleven (11) or 8% of non-participants said they had an energy audit within the past year.  Two-
thirds of these were said to have been performed by NSTAR and the other third by someone else 
(and not either RISE or NRM). 
 
Given that 29% of non-participants had been prior participants in energy efficiency programs, and 
8% report having had energy audits in the last year, we constructed a measures installed table for 
non-participants that had not had these influences for a better comparison to our program 
participants (without the potential spillover that could have occurred for the non-participants with 
prior participation).  These results are shown in Figure 7e9. 
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Figure 7e9.  
Measures Installed by Non-Participants That Have Never Participated in Energy Efficiency 

Program and Had Not Had An Energy Audit in Last Year 

 
N 
 

Percent of Never Participating Non-Participants 
(N=82) 

Energy efficient lighting 11 13% 
Energy efficient air-conditioning 11 13% 
High efficiency heating equipment 9 11% 
Basement, attic, or wall insulation 16 20% 
High efficiency windows 13 16% 
Air sealing 4 5% 
Low flow showerhead or faucet 22 27% 
Hot water heater wrapping 15 18% 
Other energy saving practices 13 16% 
 
The decrease in the percentage of installations among non-participant installing outside the 
program (Figure 7e8) compared to the percentage of installations among never participating non-
participants estimates the spillover among prior participating non-participants.  This also means 
that this last table is a better comparison point against participant spillover.  However, there is 
still a selectivity in that measures installed through the program mean that participants already 
have these and have lower additional opportunities for additional efficiency investment compared 
to residential customers who have never participated in an energy efficiency program. 
 
7F. FUEL SWITCHING 
 
The first fuel-switching goal of the RHU program was to have 21 fuel switching analyses 
complete (one per town) by December 31, 2001. The next goal is to have 63 fuel switching 
analyses (3 per town) complete by December 21, 2002. According to the Honeywell database, 25 
RHU participants have received a fuel switching analysis thus far.  
 
Through our in-depth interviews with key program players, we found that many people feel more 
should be done by way of recruiting residences for fuel switching. Based on this finding, we 
decided to take a closer look at those who have received a fuel switching analysis thus far.  
 
We conducted in-depth interviews with nine of these participants to gauge their satisfaction with 
the analysis and their likelihood of switching fuels. A few respondents were approached by other 
parties regarding fuel switching before RISE Engineering performed a fuel switching analysis. 
They did not consider fuel switching when other parties approached them because they live in 
rental property and cannot make those decisions, or another fuel is not available for that property.  
 
All of the respondents we interviewed said they were satisfied with the contractor who performed 
the fuel switching analysis. Many stated the contractor was knowledgeable, informative and 
courteous. 
 
Four said they might have, two said probably would not have, one said might not have, and one 
said definitely would not have had a fuel switching analysis without the RHU program. Most 
respondents said they would have definitely or probably have done it at a later time. The program 
assistance seems to be working. Most said the program assistance was very important, important 
or had some influence on their decision to have the analysis.  
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Currently, there is no clearly defined way of introducing fuel switching to customers. The process 
by which the program determines a home should receive a fuel switching analysis is not very 
sophisticated. In some cases the request for the analysis comes to RISE from Honeywell. This 
happens when a customer calls Honeywell and requests the analysis.  But, usually the analysis 
occurs because the RISE field representative arrives at a home and finds sufficient electric 
heating consumption, plus some level of client interest.  There are probably cases where the client 
had not expressed interest but the auditor thought the potential savings justified running the 
analysis.  If the cost/benefit result is not sufficient to call for implementation, the client may never 
be informed that the analysis was performed.  
 
During our surveys with RHU program participants, we asked residences with electric heat 
whether the RISE field representative recommended a fuel switch and only 29% of respondents 
recalled their field representative making that recommendation.  
 

Exhibit 7f1. 
 Response  

n=52 

 
Field Representative recommended a fuel 
switch 

 
29% 

 
We also asked RHU program participants who have electric heat, whether they would consider a 
fuel switch and only 17% said they would consider switching fuels.  
 

Exhibit 7f2. 
Switched Fuels Response (N=52) 
Switched Fuels 4% 
Considering 17% 
Not Planning 56% 
DK 23% 
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In our survey of RHU non-participants we asked residences with electric heat about their 
likelihood of switching from electric heat to another fuel. The majority of respondents (61%) 
stated they are very unlikely to switch fuels.  
 

Exhibit 7f3. 

11%
5% 5%

14%

61%

5%

0%

10%

20%
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Very Likely Somewhat
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Neutral Somewhat
Unlikely

Very
Unlikely

DK

Likelihood of Fuel Switching N=44

 
Those who said they are somewhat or very unlikely to switch fuels were asked why they are 
unlikely to switch fuels. Respondents gave the following replies: 

 Satisfied with what they have (21%) 
 Too much of hassle (21%) 
 Too costly (15%) 
 Not their decision because they rent (15%) 
 Do not like natural gas (6%) 
 Home is designed for electricity (6%) 
 Too time-consuming (3%) 
 Do not like oil (3%) 
 DK (9%) 

 
Based on our analysis of the participant and non-participant survey findings and our in-depth 
interviews with several people who received a fuel switching analysis from RISE we found the 
following most common barriers that the RHU program is facing: 
 
Rental Property. Currently, owners and rental units are eligible for a fuel switch analysis.  
Renters who do not have the authority to make fuel switching decisions is not a barrier that CLC 
can overcome, therefore they should not waste their efforts on customers who are renting. 
Instead, CLC should target the landlords of rental properties that have high electric usage.  
 
Age. Age is a huge barrier that the RHU program faces, especially considering that a significant 
number of residences that use electricity to heat their home are owned by elderly customers. Of 
the 30 RHU program participants who were 65 and over, 73% use electricity to heat their home. 
Of those 22 elderly respondents who use electricity to heat their home, 86% state they are not 
planning to switch fuels and only 9% state they would consider switching fuels. Of the 42 
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respondents in our non-participant survey who are 65 and over, 45% use electric heat. Out of 
those 19 elderly respondents who use electric heat, 90% state they are unlikely or very unlikely to 
switch fuels. The elderly population is generally not interested in this type of commitment 
because they may not be able to see the benefits of it. CLC can offer fuel switching analyses to 
elderly populations, but with the understanding that it will seldomly be accepted. .  
 
General Disinterest. Identifying whether a customer may be interested in a fuel switch through 
certain screening questions is part of the current program protocol. Only two of the respondents 
claimed that they are very likely or likely to switch fuels. Others strongly stated their disinterest 
in switching fuels. Some customers may feel they have other things they would rather spend 
money on in their home. Perhaps, the screening portion of the fuel switch recruitment process 
should be monitored more closely.  
 
Cost. A part of the fuel switching analysis should include an energy cost savings component. 
Every participant we interviewed did not know what their cost savings would be if they switched 
fuels. RISE should emphasize the cost savings to the residence and be sure that the residence 
understands exactly what their cost savings would be if they switched fuels. Most of the 
respondents are unaware of the loan offered by CLC. RISE should clearly explain the loan option 
offered by CLC. A few of the respondents during our interviews were interested in learning more 
about the loan offer. 
 
7G. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
During our interviews with RHU program participants, respondents were given the opportunity to 
offer suggestions for improving the program. Out of the 113 respondents, 42 respondents offered 
recommendations to improve the program. In addition, we asked our in-depth interview 
respondents for suggestions for program improvement. Finally, we obtained input from our site 
visit auditors from VEIC and ERS regarding program improvements. The recommendations 
below incorporate the suggestions offered through each methodology.  
 
Offer More Product Options 
More than 10% of respondents in the participant survey suggested that the RHU program offer 
more product options. Two customers from the site visits expressed interest in purchasing Energy 
Star clothes washers but found it difficult to justify the cost. During our non-participant survey, 
we took a closer look at what appliances are in residences that are run by electricity. Exhibit 7g1 
shows the percentage of respondents who have appliances that are run by electricity.  
 

Exhibit 7g1. 
 Total Electric Heat 

n=45 
Non-Electric Heat 

n=91 
Electric Clothes Washer 90% 87% 91% 
Electric Dish Washer 88 78 93 

Electric Clothes Dryer 85 82 87 

Electric Hot Water Heater 58 82 46 

Electric Window A/C 40 40 40 

Electric Central A/C 21 16 24 

Electric Hot Tub 7 0 10 
Electric Pool Heaing 3 2 3 
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The RHU program might want to consider incorporating other electric consuming equipment into 
the potential incentives offered. Expanding product offerings to include energy efficient clothes 
washers/dryers or dishwashers might interest residential customers to participate in the program.  
As another option, the CLC could consider providing customers with leave behind information of 
other programs that provide incentives for other electric consuming equipment. 
  
Expand Future Marketing Options 
Some RHU participants (15%) included in our survey suggested that the program should 
advertise more. The current marketing initiatives, including board meetings, televised marketing 
initiatives on local public access television stations and newspaper advertisements, should be 
complimentary to a marketing plan and not the entire plan. Board Meetings and Public Access 
Television are having a limited effect now, however these may not be enough to sustain current 
participation levels.  
 
Our depth interviews with program implementers suggest that marketing has not been integral to 
program success.  We believe this is partially due to the fact that NSTAR had previously been 
running the program and there was a backlog of customers waiting to participate because of 
NSTAR’s efforts.  This has greatly helped the initial start-up of the program, but we recommend 
increasing potential customer awareness of the program through advertising and promotion 
through traditional local media outlets.    
 
Another key marketing initiative would be to provide audit participants with a leave-behind 
brochure that gives participants key pieces of energy conservation information, along with 
information on other relevant programs and how to contact CLC. 
 
Finally, when considering avenues for marketing, it is important to consider the demographics of 
those most likely to participate.  The results of this evaluation show that younger people (those 
under 50 years old) are most likely to participate in the program.  Marketing efforts tailored to a 
younger audience may prove most beneficial. 
 
Non-Electric Energy Efficiency Measures 
Our site visits lead us to believe that comprehensive recommendations about non-electrical 
energy efficiency measures should be provided to all customers as appropriate. CLC might want 
to consider providing joint delivery of electric and gas measures. While customers are able to 
independently participate in both electric and gas utility programs, greater net benefits would 
accrue by providing joint delivery of both electric and gas programs at the same time.  
 
Payment Options 
Some RHU program participants (5%) suggested the program should offer more rebates. A 
number of residential customers during our site visits inquired about an easy way to finance 
improvements that would result in greater comfort (mostly better windows or different heating 
systems) and lower energy bills. Based on these findings, CLC might consider the following: 

• Provide customers with an incentive to purchase Energy Star products by offering to pay 
the incremental cost over baseline product price for those circumstances that pass the 
cost-effectiveness threshold.  

 
Fuel Switching 
Many program players feel more could be done to recruit residences for fuel switching analyses. 
The RHU program may need a more effective way of targeting customers for a fuel-switching 
analysis.  Currently, no systematic approach exists for deciding when to conduct a fuel switching 
analysis.  All homeowners should be told approximately how much might be saved and the 

 49 



availability for a loan to finance to fuel switching. Then ascertain the interest and perform the fuel 
switching analysis. In this way, the customers can make an informed choice after desiring a fuel 
switching analysis and it helps make the first step in the “sale” of this measure. 
 
As mentioned earlier, targeting landlords of high use electrically heated residential properties 
would be another important marketing target.  Again, initial information on potential savings and 
the availability of loan financing is important before asking for a desire for the fuel switching 
analysis. We believe that the following guidelines will help to incorporate the fuel switching 
analysis into the most appropriate situations: 
 
1. Focus on owners as opposed to renters who cannot make the final decision. 
2. Ensure that another fuel is accessible to the home. 
3. Focus on younger people rather than older—unless an older customer shows an interest.   
4. Provide documentation to customers that the analysis was performed, and the recommendation 
that was made. 
5. Follow-up with customer on the telephone to ensure they understand the recommendation and 
to answer questions. 
6. Provide interested customers with information as to how to contract to have the fuel switch 
occur. 
 
Measure Protocols 
The following are a number of suggestions made by VEIC site auditors based on their review of 
the residential site work that was performed by RISE.  
 Lighting 

• Lighting products should be installed only by program personnel and not by the 
customer.  

• Field staff should carry an extensive inventory of lighting products; both in terms of 
numbers and of variety.   

 Refrigerators 
• It should be made clearer to customers that the new high-efficiency replacement 

refrigerator will be externally larger than the existing unit, even if the interior 
capacity is the same, due to more insulation.   

• If consolidation is not appropriate, consideration should be given to acquiring either a 
larger primary refrigerator (if qualifying) or a more efficient larger secondary freezer. 
Replacement refrigerators under the Cape Light Compact program also may be 
“upsized” for this purpose. 

• Customers with second refrigerators or supplemental freezers should be routinely 
counseled on the advantages of consolidating contents into a single primary 
refrigerator.  

Defective Products 
• Eight percent (8%) of respondents in the RHU program participant survey said field 

representatives should fix their mistakes. Customers should be better informed 
regarding procedures in the event of defective products that are installed through the 
program; e.g., early-failure CFLs.  

 
Following-Through with Customers 
RHU participants (15%) suggested CLC should finish the job they start and keep promises. 
Participants (12%) also recommended that CLC increase communication and follow-up after a 
job is done. Through the site visits we found that Martha’s Vineyard customers were not being 
well informed of when their jobs would be complete. Martha’s Vineyard customers should be 
kept better informed about when subsequent measure installation visits are likely to occur, as well 
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as any special arrangements that should be made. 
 
Customize Screening Tool 
Most of the measures are prescriptive. Up until recently, no screening tool was available. RISE is 
now using a screening tool that NSTAR previously used. Therefore, the parties involved could 
not comment on the success of the customized screening tool as of yet.  
 
Quality Control 
The current staffing levels of all parties seems sufficient. However, Honeywell did voice concern 
for not having the appropriate amount of time to allocate to site visits. NES has been hired for 
checking the quality of measure installations for both programs. Currently, NES has not 
conducted any quality control visits. In addition, RISE sends a survey to residences to measure 
satisfaction with RISE's performance and the measures installed. The survey is mailed back to 
RISE anonymously, therefore RISE cannot categorize feedback by program. Based on these 
findings we suggest: 

• A more independently focused customer satisfaction survey; and 
• Ensuring NES is visiting residences by mandating monthly reporting by NES 

regarding the results of their site visits. 
 
Energy Education 
Energy Education on the Cape is the greatest way for people to become aware of what they can 
do contribute to energy conservation. If more program funds were allocated to energy education, 
program participation may increase. 
 
Lost Opportunities 
CLC should consider combining the RHU and the Residential Conservation Services (RCS) 
programs to account for lost opportunities and combine efforts. The RCS program is available to 
all customers, without regard to heating fuel. Customers receive a free energy audit, energy 
efficiency education, direct installation of low-cost efficiency measures and discounts on the 
installation of higher-cost measures.  
 
Web Site 
Almost no one is aware that the Web site exists, and that you can sign-up for the program on the 
Web site.  As part of future marketing efforts, the Web site address should be included.  This 
includes providing the Web site address on all collateral materials and advertising efforts.  Since 
those who use the Web site think it is useful, the key is to attract people to the Web site. 
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VIII. SMALL COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL PROGRAM 
 
8A. MARKETING AND PARTICIPATION 
 
RISE sent a recruitment letter to SC&I businesses on the Cape within the past year. The mailing 
was successful: 37% of participants heard about the SC&I program either through RISE or NRM.  
 
NRM received a list of NSTAR targeted customers and also received some referrals from CLC. 
NRM typically markets their services through mailers, cold-calling and often relies on word-of-
mouth. NRM has ceased marketing the SC&I program because they depleted the budget for 
refrigeration changes within the first four months of 2002. Through our depth interview with 
NRM, they indicate that the demand for this program is very high and not much marketing was 
necessary. 
 
Participants 
When CLC started the SC&I program, the contractors NRM and RISE still had outstanding work 
with NSTAR customers. Therefore, it is possible that a contractor could have performed an 
energy audit under NSTAR’s name, but installed measures under the CLC name. This is one 
reason why many participants (27%) heard about the SC&I program through NSTAR.  
 
Non-Participants 
Only 15 (or 11%) businesses that responded to the non-participant survey have heard of the SC&I 
program. About one-third (33%) of non-participant business heard about the SC&I program 
through CLC. 
 
Exhibit 8a1 displays the common ways in which businesses hear about the SC&I program. 
 

Exhibit 8a1. 
How Respondents learned about 

the SC&I Program* 
SC&I Participants 

 
n=30 

SC&I Non-Participants 
n=15 

 
RISE or NRM 

 
37% 

 
7% 

 
From NSTAR 

 
27% 

 
7% 

 
Word of Mouth 

 
17% 

 
13% 

 
CLC 

 
10% 

 
33% 

 
Community Board Member or 

Meeting 

 
7% 

 
7% 

 
Newspaper 

 
3% 

 
7% 

 
Ad (unspecified) 

 
- 

 
13% 

 
Calling 800 # 

 
- 

 
7% 

 
Other, DK 

 
13% 

 
13% 

*Multiple Response Question 
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8B. DRIVERS AND BARRIERS 
 
Drivers of Participation 
 
We asked program participants the reasons for why they decided to participate in the SC&I 
program. The main driver of participation, mentioned by 90% of respondents, is the cost savings 
associated with installing energy efficiency measures. Many respondents also (47%) mentioned 
the desire to reduce energy consumption as a key driver in their decision to participate in the 
SC&I program. Respondents also mentioned the following reasons for why they participated in 
the SC&I program: 
 

Exhibit 8b1. 

DriversofParticipationinSC&IProgramn=30

3%
3%
7%
7%

47%
90%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Cleaner environment

Increase comfort
Improve energy efficiency
Free measure incentive 

Reduce energy consumption
Save money on energy/electric bill
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Non-participant Interest in the SC&I Program 
 
Although, half of the businesses we interviewed on the Cape had not heard of the SC&I program, 
many businesses are open to learning more about energy efficiency programs that could benefit 
their facility. Only 11% of businesses that are not participating in the SC&I program had heard of 
the program. However, 43% of businesses are interested in an energy efficiency program offering 
lighting measures, followed by 39% of business interested in thermo measure programs and 37% 
interested in refrigeration measures.  

 
Exhibit 8b2. 
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Participation Barriers 
 
One-quarter of the respondents showed disinterest or strong disinterest in a lighting measure 
energy efficiency program. About three in 10 respondents (32%) showed disinterest or strong 
disinterest in a thermo measure energy efficiency program and in a thermo measure energy 
efficiency program. 35% of respondents showed disinterest or strong disinterest in a refrigeration 
measure energy efficiency program. We asked these respondents, and those who gave no opinion 
at all, why they are not interested in energy efficiency programs. The top reasons cited for 
disinterest are: 
 

Exhibit 8b3. 
 Lighting 

n=41 
Thermo Measures 

n=55 
Refrigeration 

n=62 
Satisfied with current facility 22% 9% 8% 
Not a necessity 15% 13% 24% 
Satisfied with current energy 
costs 

15% 13% 5% 

Don’t know enough 
information 

10% 4% 2% 

Already energy efficient 5% 2% - 
Cannot do anything to property 5% 11% 6% 
Closed in the winter - 15% - 
Do not want to pay - 5% 3% 
Don’t have refrigeration - - 23% 
 
Non-Participant Interest in Energy Audits 
 
Despite these barriers and the many respondents who are not interested in certain energy 
efficiency programs, many respondents (62%) are willing to have an energy audit performed at 
their facility. We only asked businesses who have not had an energy audit in the past year.  
 

 Exhibit 8b4. 
 Total 

n=122 
Willing to have an energy audit performed  

62% 
Not Willing to have an energy audit performed  

28% 
DK 10% 

 
Those who are unwilling to have an energy audit cited the following reasons: 

 Not necessary (38%) 
 Satisfied with current (15%) 
 Too busy (12%) 
 Satisfied with current electric bill (9%) 
 Don’t need new appliances (6%) 
 Moving (6%) 
 Don’t want to pay (6%) 
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8C. MEASURE INSTALLATION 
 
Persistence 
 
One key element of our participant survey involved determining measure persistence.  
 
Exhibit 8c1 provides persistence numbers for the SC&I program based on our telephone survey.  
Only one respondent confirmed that they did indeed have exit signs installed at their facility 
through the program (this one respondent had two exit signs installed).  Of the other respondents, 
most did not know whether exit signs were installed through the program.  It seems as though the 
auditors did not make respondents aware of exit sign changes.   
 
As for fluorescent tube lights and interior light fixtures, we see persistence levels of 79% for 
fixtures, and 88% for tube lights. 
 

Exhibit 8c1. 
 A B C D E 
 A B C C/A C/B 

 

Honeywell 
Database 
Quantity 

Respondent 
Confirmation 

Received Currently in Use Persistence % 
Persistence/ 

respondent info 
E-E interior light 
fixture  28  22  22  79%  100% 
Fluorescent tube 
light  1537  1389  1358  88%  98% 
Exit sign light 
fixture   37  2  2  5%  100% 
High pressure 
sodium lighting  2  2  2  100%  100% 
 
Energy and Resource Solutions (ERS) conducted 24 site visits to verify the information gathered 
in our telephone survey.  The results are provided in Exhibit 8c2.  The numbers are within the 
expected realm, except for exit sign light fixtures, where the site visit findings much more closely 
compare to the RISE database than our self-reported telephone information.  This works to 
further indicate that respondents were not aware of exit sign bulb changes that were made as a 
part of the audit.   

Exhibit 8c2. 

 

 
 

n 
Honeywell 
Database 

Telephone Survey 
Confirmation 

Site Visit 
Confirmation 

% Telephone/ 
Site Visit 

E-E interior light fixture 

 
 

5 19 19 16 

 
 

84% 

Fluorescent tube light 

 
 

18 1212 1212 1117 

 
 

92% 

Exit sign light fixture 

 
 

4 35 2 30 

 
 

1500% 

Refrigeration measures 

 
 

3 3 3 3 

 
 

100% 
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Exhibit 8c3 provides our site visit persistence numbers as a whole—including all measures at a 
site, not only the ones that we asked about on the telephone.  As in our RHU survey, we asked 
customers about no more than three measures.  In the case of the SC&I survey, this accounted for 
most of the measures installed at a site.   
 

Exhibit 8c3. 

 

 
 
 
 

n 

 
 
 

Honeywell 
Database On-Site Confirmation 

 
 
 
 

% Persistence 

E-E interior light fixture 

 
 

7 25 22 88% 

Fluorescent tube light 

 
 

21 1390 1391 100% 

Exit sign light fixture 

 
 

5 37 32 86% 

Refrigeration measures 

 
 

3 3 3 100% 
 
As in our RHU analysis, we compared our telephone survey data with our on-site survey data.  
Based on the numbers, we believe that the telephone survey most closely represents the true 
persistence of all measures except exit sign fixtures.  Regarding exit sign fixtures, we have 
chosen our final persistence number based on our on-site observed persistence of 86%.  Exhibit 
8c4 provides our adjusted persistence numbers for each measure. 
 

Exhibit 8c4. 

 

 
 
 

Telephone Persistence On-Site Persistence6 

 
 

Adjusted 
Persistence* 

E-E interior light fixture  79%  88%  79% 
Fluorescent tube light  88%  100%  88% 
Exit sign light fixture  5%  86%  86% 
Refrigeration measures  100%  100%  100% 
 
*Note: Adjusted persistence reflects our best estimate of persistence for each measure. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
6 This includes all measures reviewed via the on-site visits. 
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Measure Satisfaction 
 
In general SC&I businesses are satisfied with the measures they had installed by RISE or NRM. 
Everyone who received energy efficient exterior light fixtures and exit sign light fixtures is very 
satisfied with the measure. Also, everyone who received a fluorescent tube light is either very or 
somewhat satisfied. Three out of the four respondents were very satisfied with the refrigeration 
measures they had installed and the remaining respondent could not rate his/her satisfaction.  
 

Exhibit 8c5. 
 

Measure 
 

n= 
Very Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Very/Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 
 

Energy Efficient Exterior 
Light Fixtures  

 
6 

 
100% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
Fluorescent Tube Lighting 

  

 
22 

 
91% 

 
9% 

 
- 

 
Exit sign light fixture 

  

 
1 

 
100% 

-  
- 

 
Refrigeration Measures  

 

 
4 

 
75% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
8D. PROGRAM OPERATION AND SATISFACTION 
 
Satisfaction with Program Components 
 
During our in-depth interviews with key program players, we gained a unanimous opinion that 
the vendors performing the measure installation and energy audits were extremely well qualified 
and everyone was very satisfied with the work they have done so far. Our survey findings 
supported this sentiment as well.  
 
Participants were asked in the survey how satisfied they were with the program overall and for 
several program components.  Satisfaction responses were on a scale of one to five with one 
being very dissatisfied, five for very satisfied, and three for neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. 
 
Overall satisfaction of the program is quite high.  Nine out of ten respondents report being 
satisfied or very satisfied with the program overall.   
 
Overall satisfaction is an important measurement of overall success of the program.  At the same 
time, it generally doesn’t provide actionable information.  To gather this, the survey asked 
participants their satisfaction in a variety of program component areas.  In this way, the process 
evaluation provides a method by which the program can find strengths that need to be maintained 
and areas that offer the best opportunities for program refinement.  The results are presented 
without the “Do not know” and “Refused” categories to better represent the different proportions 
between levels of satisfaction and make comparisons across components much easier to read.  
These results are provided in Exhibit 8d1. 
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Exhibit 8d1. 

 
 
N=30 

 
Very 

Satisfied 

 
Satisfied 

Neither 
Satisfied or 
Dissatisfied 

 
Dissatisfied 

 
Very 

Dissatisfied 

 
Mean 

 
Process for 
scheduling the 
installation 

 
47% 

 
33% 

 
13% 

 
3% 

 
3% 

 
4.17 

 
Quality of work 
performed 

 
65% 

 
28% 

 
7% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
4.59 

 
Amount of work 
performed 

 
50% 

 
39% 

 
11% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
4.39 

 
Energy savings 
obtained 

 
33% 

 
52% 

 
10% 

 
5% 

 
- 

 
4.14 

 
Explanation of how 
your appliances use 
energy 

 
41% 

 
37% 

 
18% 

 
- 

 
4% 

 
4.11 

 
Actions 
recommended to 
save energy 

 
45% 

 
38% 

 
17% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
4.28 

 
The computer 
printout showing 
your energy usage 

 
42% 

 
37% 

 
21% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
4.21* 

 
Process for paying 
your proportion of 
costs 

 
52% 

 
44% 

 
4% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
4.48 

 
Overall Program 

 
67% 

 
30% 

 
3% 

 
- 

 
- 

 
4.63 

*  Nevertheless, there are 11 missing values indicating that over one-third of the participants may 
not have received, or do not remember receiving, the computer printout analysis of their energy 
usage. 
 
All of the program components examined garnered relatively high satisfaction ratings, with the 
means for each component between 4 and 5.  The highest satisfaction rating is overall and for 
quality of work performed with 97% and 93% satisfied or very satisfied, respectively.  These are 
very high satisfaction ratings.   
 
There are 11 missing values for computer printout showing that over one-third of the participants 
may not have received, or do not remember receiving, the computer printout analysis of their 
energy usage. 
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Survey respondents were asked why they rated the program as they did overall.  Their responses 
are presented in Exhibit 8d2.  Saving money and energy are by far the largest contributors to the 
satisfied ratings from participants.  It is also important to note that having nice workers that are 
honest and do a good job are appreciated by participants. 
 

Exhibit 8d2. 
N=30 Percent  

Positive Rating 
Saved money on my utility/ electric bill 73% 
Saved energy 53% 
Did a good job/honest 10% 
General positive comments 7% 
Nice workers 3% 
Negative Rating 
General negative comments 7% 

 
Perceived Effect on Energy Bill 
 
Over half of respondents (53%) have seen either a significant or slight reduction in their energy 
costs. Because the program is still in its early stages, 40% of respondents felt it was too soon tell 
if their energy costs have reduced since participating in the program. 
 

Exhibit 8d3. 
 
Effect on Energy Bill 
 

 
n=30 

Significantly reduced 10% 
Slightly reduced 43% 
Do not see any reduction 3% 
Too soon to tell 40% 
Not sure 3% 
Refused 0% 

 
Likelihood of Recommending the Program 
 
Seven in 10 respondents would recommend the program to others.  
 

Exhibit 8d4. 
 
Recommend the Program 
 

 
n=30 

Yes, Enthusiastically  73% 
Probably  20% 
No  3% 

 
One respondent refused to answer this question.  The respondent who would not recommend the 
program claims that the work performed in his store was not performed correctly. 
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Satisfaction with Field Representatives 
 
When participants were asked if field representatives recommended ways to save energy, only 
30% of respondents were able to recall the recommendations offered by RISE or NRM.   
 

 Exhibit 8d5.  
 RISE 

(n=25) 
NRM 
(n=5) 

Total 
 (n=30) 

 
Field Representative recommended ways 
to save energy on-site 
 

 
 

28% 

 
 

40% 

 
 

30% 

 
Only 33% of respondents were able to tell us that they did in fact adopt some of the measures that 
were recommended by the field representative who visited their facility. 
 

Exhibit 8d6. 
 RISE 

(n=25) 
NRM 
(n=5) 

Response 
(n=30) 

 
Adopted Actions 
 

 
36% 

 
20% 

 
33% 

 
Some of the practices that businesses have adopted because of the field representatives 
recommendations are:  

• Reduced thermostat in winter, increased in summer (70%) 
• Operated appliance at off-peak hours (30%) 
• Installed Energy Efficient light bulbs (20%) 

 
An enormous side benefit of the SC&I program is its potential to educate the public. NRM and 
RISE claim to put effort towards educating the public’s awareness of the CLC and ways in which 
they can contribute to energy efficiency. NRM and RISE explain the measures offered through 
the program, how the measure works to save energy costs, and what the cost and payback is to the 
customer. This type of energy education should be provided by NRM and RISE upon initial 
contact with the business and again during the energy audit.  
 
We asked program participants how well the contractor who installed their measures explained 
the benefits of each measure. As shown in Exhibit 8d7, most of the contractors did explain the 
benefits of measures installed but the respondent did not necessarily understand the benefits.  
 

Exhibit 8d7. 
 

Measure 
 

n= 
Explained Benefits of 

Measure Well 
Explained but did not 
completely understand 

Energy Efficient Exterior Light 
Fixtures  

 
6 

 
50% 

 
50% 

 
Fluorescent Tube Lighting 

 
22 

 
68% 

 
18% 

 
Exit sign light fixture 

 
1 

 
100% 

 
- 

 
Refrigeration Measures 

 
4 

 
75% 

 
25% 
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When we asked participants to rate the field representatives on how well they explained the 
facility’s electric usage, more than half of the respondents (64%) felt the field representative did 
an excellent or very good job.  
 

Exhibit 8d8. 
 

Satisfaction Level 
 

 
n=30 

Excellent/Very Good 64% 
Good 13% 
Fair 3% 
Poor 0% 
DK 20% 

 
Based on the SC&I site visits, ERS personnel found that overall, this efficiency program is 
successful and is viewed favorably by the businesses served. Customers interviewed are satisfied 
with the equipment and the savings they are realizing on their electric bill, and characterized the 
program as a “win-win” situation.  
 
About seven out of 10 respondents (73%) are very satisfied with their field representative.  
 

Exhibit 8d9. 
 
Satisfaction with Field Representative 
 

 
n=30 

Very Satisfied  73% 
Somewhat Satisfied  23% 
Dissatisfied  3% 

 
8E. PARTICIPANT AND NON-PARTICIPANT BEHAVIOR 
 
Free Ridership 
 
The steps used for the SC&I participants are the same as the steps used for the residential 
participants.   
 
The first step involves calculating an estimate for each respondent by measure.  The assignment 
of a probability and proportion of free ridership given responses to the different survey questions 
were made for the residential participants.  These assignments are provided in Table 6.X in the 
residential evaluation chapter. 
 
The second step is to examine the responses for inconsistent answers and remove those 
respondents that appear to be either answering based upon a value they wish to portray or 
“gaming” the program.  The criteria used here were as delineated in the residential free ridership 
section (in the interest of brevity, this is not repeated again here). 
 
The final free ridership estimates applying this methodology are presented in Exhibit 6e1.  All but 
one of the free ridership estimates for the small commercial and industrial customers are zero, 
where the participant stated intentions making it highly unlikely that they would have taken these 
efficiency actions.  The exception is fluorescent tube lights with a free ridership rate of 3.0%. 
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Exhibit 8e1. 
SC&I Free Ridership Estimates 

 N 
Free Ridership 

Estimate 
E-E interior light fixture 8 0.0% 
Fluorescent tube light 25 3.0% 
Exit sign light fixture  5 0.0% 
High pressure sodium lighting 2 0.0% 
C&I refrigeration 5 0.0% 

 
Spillover 
 
The survey of participants asked if they had purchased or installed any additional energy savings 
equipment, or improvements to save energy, for their facility without direct program assistance or 
incentives since participating in this program.  Five or 17% of the survey respondents answered 
yes to this query.  The rate of additional energy saving improvements for the small commercial 
and industrial customers is only slightly over half the rate for the residential participants. 
 
The spillover actions as a percent of those taking spillover actions and of survey respondents are 
presented in Exhibit 6e2. 
 

Exhibit 8e2.  
Spillover Actions and Rates  

 N 

Percent of 
Spillover 

Respondents 

Percent of 
Survey 

Population 
Additional energy efficient lighting 3 60% 10% 
New energy efficient refrigerator/ 
refrigeration 

 
2 

 
40% 

 
7% 

High efficiency air-conditioning 4 80% 13% 
High efficiency heating 2 40% 7% 
Added insulation 1 20% 3% 
High efficiency windows 1 20% 3% 
Added air sealing 1 20% 3% 
Installed premium efficiency motors 1 20% 3% 
Additional practices, not sure 1 20% 3% 
 
In order to get an overall estimate of the actual impact of the actions taken after the program, we 
asked those that took these actions how much electricity savings did they expect to see from the 
additional actions as a percent of the savings they were getting from the program savings.  
Unfortunately, no one was able to provide us with this type of estimate.7  This means we can not 
provide a simple approximate estimate of an overall spillover percentage as we could have 
derived from this question. 
 
Besides knowing the actions taken since the program, spillover requires that is was the program 
that caused those actions to be taken.  The survey the respondents reporting spillover the degree 
to which the program influenced their actions.  Well over half (60%) report the program having at 
                                                 

7  A similar question had been used in the 2001 Impact Evaluation of NSTAR’s Residential High 
Use Program for non-electric fuel measures and savings.  The question had worked quite well in 
that survey and we are surprised it did not work here.  Perhaps, there has not been a great enough 
period post-participation for people to make these types of estimates. 
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least a strong influence on their additional energy saving actions.  The responses are shown in 
Exhibit 6e3. 
 

Exhibit 8e3.  
Program Influence on Additional Energy Saving Actions Taken 

 
N 
 

Percent of 
Spillover 

Respondents 
(B) 

Approximate 
Weighting of 

Program Effect 
(C) 

Totally due to program 1 20% 100% 
Strong influence 2 40% 75% 
Somewhat influenced 1 20% 50% 
Slight influence 1 20% 25% 
No influence, already planned and 
budgeted to do 

- 0% 0% 

Approximate Rate  ∑[B*C]= 65% 
 
The survey design plan was to take the percentage of energy savings estimated by participants 
compared to program actions times a proportional scale based on the influence question to derive 
an overall spillover impact for those with spillover over.  Then this could be adjusted by the 
proportion of the population with spillover.  This would produce a percentage spillover overall 
for the program.  As discussed above, however, participants were unable to give us an 
approximate impact of savings from these additional actions as a percent of their program 
savings.  Without this critical information, we are unable to provide the approximate overall 
spillover effect as planned. 
 
In summary, 17% of participants say they are taking additional energy saving actions and 
approximately 65% of these are due to program participation.  Given the savings obtained 
through the program and the actions cited as being taken, it is likely that the spillover percentage 
for the SC&I Program could be significant depending upon the level of efficiency being selected 
for the replacement or new air-conditioning.  Given this, it might be worthwhile for future 
evaluation studies on this program to ascertain the efficiencies being installed on air-conditioning 
and the program’s influence on these (via self-reports and as compared to non-participants who 
have never participated in an energy efficiency program).   
 
Snapback/Snapforward 
 
Snapback refers to greater usage due to the lower cost of using the energy efficient equipment.  
There is a hidden element of spillover referred to snapforward that occurs when the participant 
uses the light more in place of other lights.  The snapforward can counterbalance snapback.  Both 
are being examined here. 
 
In general, this program appears to be seeing more snapback than is often seen in programs of this 
type.  Generally, the proportion of participants with snapback is between 4-17%.  There is one 
exit sign fixture reported and the respondent said that it was installed where there was no such 
fixture.  This would appear to be 100% snapback.  Yet, it is both only one sample point and, 
given the legal requirements for exit signs, at some point a non-efficient exit sign might have 
been installed if the program had not assisted here.  Snapback should probably be further 
examined in any future evaluation study of this program.  The responses to the usage questions 
and an approximate level of snapback (negative to expected savings) or snapforward (positive for 
savings) is presented in Exhibit 6e4. 
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Exhibit 8e4. 

Snapback/Snapforward Estimates for SC&I Lighting Measures 

 
n 
 

Using 
more than 

use to 
(snap-
back) 

Use more 
but instead 
of others 

(snap-
forward) 

 
Use same 
as before 
(neutral) 

 
Use 

Less than 
before 

(savings-
education) 

 
 

Didn’t 
have 

lighting 
there 

 
 
 

Estimate of 
Snapback 

Interior light fixture 6 17%  83%   17% 
Fluorescent tube light 22 9%  86% 5%  4% 
Exit sign light fixture 1     100%  
High pressure sodium 1   100%   0% 

 
Non-Participant Measure Installations 
 
This subsection provides results on the behavior of non-participants.  It then concludes by 
assessing a comparative between the information found on participants versus non-participants 
and what this indicates about program effects. 
 
Non-participants were asked whether they have had energy efficiency measures installed through 
a prior program by NSTAR/Commonwealth Electric Company.  Just over one-in-six (17%) had 
previously had program measures installed by a prior program. Exhibit 6e5 presents these prior 
program installations. 
 

Exhibit 8e5. 
Measures Installed for Non-Participants Within Prior Utility Programs 

 
n 
 

Percent of Non-Part. In 
Prior Programs 

Percent of All Non-
Participants 

High efficiency light fixtures 12 52% 9% 
High efficiency light bulbs 9 39% 7% 
Insulation 4 17% 3% 
Thermostat 3 13% 2% 
New furnace 2 9% 1% 
Energy efficient refrigerator 1 4% 0.7% 
Ventilation 1 4% 0.7% 
Refrigeration 1 4% 0.7% 
 
Several of the measures installed through these prior programs are similar to the CLC program, 
such as, efficient lighting and refrigeration.  None of the SC&I participants surveyed had electric 
heat.  So the insulation, thermostat, and new furnace measures would not be available to these 
customers in the CLC program.  
 
Over a quarter of non-participants have installed energy efficient measures on their own without 
program assistance.  These measures are shown in Exhibit 6e6 along with their installation rates. 
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Exhibit 8e6. 

Measures Installed by Non-Participants Outside of Programs 

 
n 
 

Percent of Non-Part. 
Installing Outside of 

Programs 

Percent of All Non-
Participants 

Energy efficient lighting 19 50% 14% 
High efficiency air conditioning 18 47% 13% 
High efficiency heating equipment 14 37% 10% 
Basement, attic, or wall insulation 18 47% 13% 
High efficiency windows 15 39% 11% 
Air sealing 3 8% 2% 
Premium efficiency motors 8 21% 6% 
Low flow showerhead 10 26% 7% 
Hot water heating wrapping 9 24% 7% 
Energy saving practices 6 16% 4% 
Energy efficient appliance/equipment 1 17% 0.7% 
Ceiling fans 1 17% 0.7% 
Other 4 67% 3% 
 
Ten (10) or 7% of non-participants said they had an energy audit within the past year.  Four of the 
ten respondents said the energy audits were performed by NSTAR, three by RISE, one by another 
firm, and two couldn’t identify the audit firm. 
 
Given that 17% of non-participants had been prior participants in energy efficiency programs, and 
7% report having had energy audits in the last year, we constructed a measures installed table for 
non-participants that had not had these influences for a better comparison to our program 
participants (without the potential spillover that could have occurred for the non-participants with 
prior participation).  These results are shown in Exhibit 6e7. 
 

Exhibit 8e7. 
Measure Installed by Non-Participants That Have Never Participated in an Energy 

Efficiency Program and Had Not Had An Energy Audit in the Last Year 

 
N 
 

Percent of Never Participating Non-Participants 
(N=102) 

Energy efficient lighting 17 17% 
High efficiency air conditioning 15 15% 
High efficiency heating equipment 12 12% 
Basement, attic, or wall insulation 17 17% 
High efficiency windows 14 14% 
Air sealing 3 3% 
Premium efficiency motors 8 8% 
Low flow showerhead 10 10% 
Hot water heating wrapping 8 8% 
 
The decrease in the percentage of installations among non-participant installing outside the 
program (Exhibit 6e6) compared to the percentage of installations among never participating non-
participants estimates the spillover among prior participating non-participants.  This also means 
that this last table is a better comparison point against participant spillover.  However, there is 
still a selectivity in that measures installed through the program mean that participants already 
have these and have lower additional opportunities for additional efficiency investment compared 
to residential customers who have never participated in an energy efficiency program. 
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8F. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
During our interviews with SC&I program participants, respondents were given the opportunity 
to offer suggestions for improving the program. Out of the 30 respondents, seven respondents 
offered recommendations to improve the program. In addition, we asked people during our in-
depth interviews with key program players to offer suggestions for program improvement as well. 
During the site visits, ERS discovered several ways in which the program could improve. The 
recommendations below incorporate the suggestions offered through each methodology.  
 
Expand Future Marketing Options 
SC&I participants (29%) included in our survey suggested that the program should advertise 
more. The current marketing initiatives, including board meetings, televised marketing initiatives 
on local public access television stations and newspaper advertisements, should be 
complimentary to a marketing plan and not the entire plan.  
 
Alter Refrigeration Incentives 
NRM could not meet customer demand for refrigeration measures on the Cape because of the 
budget limitations in 2001 and 2002. Currently, the program covers 80% of the cost for 
refrigeration measures. Because the demand for these measures is so high, CLC should consider 
reducing the cost percentage they cover, e.g. covering 70% of the total cost to the customer.  
 
Beyond Lighting and Refrigeration  
Through our in-depth interviews with key program players we found the common sentiment that 
the SC&I program should be more comprehensive by covering measures beyond lighting and 
refrigeration, or by offering more than just electric savings, i.e. gas savings. Also, these key 
players feel the program needs to expand beyond prescriptive lighting measures.  
 
 Database Tracking 
Through our in-depth interviews with key program players we found that there is a need for better 
tracking by RISE. RISE does not track customers who do not pursue recommended measures 
based on the energy audits they perform. This customer data remains in paper files only, if they 
decide to participate in the program they are entered into an electronic database. RISE should 
collect more information on those who receive an energy audit but decide not to participate in the 
program. Currently, RISE does not collect information on this population electronically but 
should consider doing so. It could greatly benefit CLC to know why those who receive an audit 
opt out of program participation.  
 
Steps should be taken to ensure greater accuracy in identifying installed measures. At the 
moment, it appears that Cape Light Compact is only told of measures for which they pay at least 
a portion of the cost, excepting the discrepancies just noted.  As a consequence, there is no way to 
determine whether there are any ancillary kWh and kW savings from any measures that would, 
for example, reduce air handler or circulating pump operation.   
CLC should start tracking the following: 

• Recommendations made that were not acted upon by the customer. 
• Discontinued or reduced use of an appliance or motor. 
 

Measure Protocols 
 Refrigeration Measures 

• When installing refrigeration measures be sure to alert the customer of potential 
condensation issues and what the customer can do to rectify the situation. During the 
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site visits, ERS found refrigeration measure installations had condensate issues from 
PVC intake piping. Several customers made mention of this issue with condensation 
dripping on their products. 

Replacing Measures 
• Old measures should be disposed of immediately upon replacement. A few 

businesses from the site visits expressed that contractors did not dispose of old 
fixtures and ballasts in a timely fashion or did not dispose at all. 

Defective Products 
• Customers should be better informed regarding procedures in the event of defective 

products installed by the program; e.g., early-failure CFLs.  
 

Following-Through with Customers 
SC&I participants (29%) suggested RISE and NRM increase communication and follow-up after 
a job is done.  
 
Customize Screening Tool 
Most of the measures are prescriptive. Up until recently, no screening tool was available. RISE is 
now using a screening tool that NSTAR previously used. Therefore, the parties involved could 
not comment on the success of the customized screening tool as of yet.  
 
Quality Control 
The current staffing levels of all parties seems sufficient. However, Honeywell did voice their 
concern for not having the appropriate amount of time to allocate to site visits. NES is the hired 
contractor for checking the quality of measure installations for both programs. Currently, NES 
has only visited 5 SC&I businesses on the Cape. In addition, RISE sends a survey to businesses to 
measure satisfaction with RISE's performance and the measures installed. The survey is mailed 
back to RISE anonymously, therefore RISE cannot categorize feedback by program. Based on 
these findings we suggest: 

• A customer satisfaction tracking survey; and 
• Ensuring NES is visiting businesses by mandating monthly reporting by NES 

regarding the results of their site visits. 
 

Energy Education 
Energy Education on the Cape is the greatest way for people to become aware of what they can 
do contribute to energy conservation. If more effort was put into energy education, program 
participation may increase. 
 
Lost Opportunities 
RISE and NRM should be in constant communication in order to alert the other contractor of 
potential business. For example, NRM could visit a site for refrigeration measures and notice the 
building could benefit from lighting and thermo measures as well. At that point, the buildings 
information should be passed on to RISE and RISE should track their progress of marketing this 
to this facility.  
 
During the site visits, ERS felt some of the installations inappropriate based on the poor condition 
of the lighting fixtures or their locations. The contractors in some cases may be overlooking the 
possibility of replacing existing fixtures when that might have been a more appropriate option. 
 
Future Evaluation Efforts 
Given the savings obtained through the program and the actions cited as being taken, it is likely 
that the spillover percentage for the SC&I Program could be significant depending upon the level 
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of efficiency being selected for the replacement or new air-conditioning.  Given this, it might be 
worthwhile for future evaluation studies on this program to ascertain the efficiencies being 
installed on air-conditioning and the program’s influence on these (via self-reports and as 
compared to non-participants who have never participated in an energy efficiency program). 
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APPENDIX A: Demographic and Firmographic Information 
 
RHU Participant Survey 
 

Education 
High School or Less Some College College or Tech School 

Graduate 
Post-Graduate 

20 26 35 27 
 

Respondent Age  
18-35 36-50 51-64 65 and over 

12 32 34 30 
 

Age of Home 
0-15 16-20 21-40 41 and over 
22 27 38 18 

 
Number of people in each residence 

One Two Three  Four Five or more 
11 41 22 14 20 

 
Own/Rent 

Own Rent 
107 6 

Of the 6 participants who rent their home, 5 pay their own electric bills. 
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Residential Non-Participant Survey 
 

Education 
High School or Less Some College College or Tech School 

Graduate 
Post-Graduate 

25 15 58 34 
 

Respondent Age  
18-34 35-50 51-64 65 and over 

8 54 32 42 
 

Age of Home 
0-15 16-20 21-40 41 and over 
40 21 43 23 

 
Number of people in each residence 

One Two Three  Four Five or more 
22 45 32 19 16 

 
Own/Rent 

Own Rent 
127 9 

Of the nine residences that rent their homes, all pay their own electric bills. 
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SC&I Participant Survey 
 

Heating Fuel Source 
Electric Heat Natural Gas Heat Oil Heat 

5 14 10 
 

Facility’s Square Footage 
Less than 5,000 5,000 to 15,000 15,001- 25,000 Over 25,000  

10 10 2 3 
 

Seasonal/Non-Seasonal 
Seasonal Non-Seasonal 

8 22 
Seasonal participants for this surveyed population are defined as those whose self-proclaimed 

business summer hours are significantly different than their business winter hours. 
 

Own/Rent 
Own Rent 
21 8 

Of the 8 businesses that rent their facility, all pay their own electric bills. 
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SC&I Non-Participant Survey 
 

Heating Fuel Source 
Electric Heat Natural Gas Heat Oil Heat Propane Solar Power Wood/Fireplace 

19 70 37 4 2 1 
 

Facility’s Square Footage 
Less than 5,000 5,000 to 15,000 15,001- 25,000 Over 25,000  

57 35 14 6 
 

Own/Rent 
Own Rent 
95 39 

Of the 39 businesses that rent, all pay their own electric bills. 
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