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Abstract

This report presents the findings from the combined process evaluation and market characterization and
assessment (PE/MCA) of the Multifamily Performance Program (MPP) that occurred in 2013 and early
2014. The primary objectives of this project were to provide a comprehensive understanding of current and
emerging multifamily markets, to assess the activities that occurred in MPP versions 4 (September 2010 —
July 2012) and 5 (July 2012 — present) of the program, to provide a baseline of market effects in the
multifamily housing market, and to determine potential strengths and weaknesses of the program’s
processes. First, the PE/MCA team used secondary sources to identify and analyze the following
characteristics of the multifamily market in New York State: existing multifamily buildings, multifamily
new construction, New York City benchmarking data, vacancy rates, and program participation data.
Second, the team used mostly secondary sources to assess activities completed during versions 4 and 5 of
the program. Third, the PE/MCA team established a baseline of market effects and evaluated MPP’s
processes through surveys or interviews with 21 MPP staff, 50 energy consulting firms (“Partners™), 110
program participants, and market actors (architects, engineers, energy efficiency consultants, and building
contractors that work in the multifamily sector but are not program Partners) in New York State (341) and,
for comparison, in Pennsylvania (127), a neighboring state without extensive multifamily energy efficiency

programs.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

ACEEE American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy

AMP Assisted Multifamily Program

ASHRAE American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air Conditioning Engineers
BPI Building Performance Institute

CRIS Comprehensive Residential Information System

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

EAC Energy Aligned Clause

EB Existing Buildings

EE Energy Efficiency

EEPS Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard

EIA Energy Information Administration

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ERP Energy Reduction Plan

GJGNY Green Jobs — Green New York

IDI In-depth interview

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

MF Multifamily

MPP Multifamily Performance Program

M&V Measurement and Verification

NC New Construction

NYC New York City

NYS New York State

NYSERDA New York State Energy and Research Development Authority
PE/MCA Process Evaluation/Market Characterization and Assessment team
PV Solar photovoltaic system

RGGI Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative

ROI Return on investment

SBC Systems Benefit Charge

SIR Savings-to-investment Ratio

TRC Total Resource Cost test
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Glossary

Affordable rate multifamily building: Multifamily buildings with reduced rental rates. At least 25% of
units must qualify as affordable to households earning 80% or less of the Area Median Income or State
Median Income, or the building must qualify as a proxy for affordable housing as determined by
NYSERDA.

ASHRAE: founded in 1894, ASHRAE is a building technology society with more than 54,000 members
worldwide. The Society and its members focus on building systems, energy efficiency, indoor air quality,
refrigeration and sustainability within the industry. Formerly known as the American Society of Heating,

Refrigerating, and Air Conditioning Engineers.

ENERGY STAR® Assisted Multifamily Program (AMP): The NYSERDA pilot predecessor to MPP,
AMP provided a range of technical and financial incentives to affordable multifamily properties in New
York State to improve the energy efficiency and energy management of these buildings, while reducing
energy cost burdens on low- and moderate-income tenants. Participants in AMP received the ENERGY
STAR® label (see ENERGY STAR). AMP was active between July 2005 and December 2006, before
MPP version 1 began in January 2007.

Benchmarking: The process of comparing a building's energy performance to its energy performance in
the past or to the energy performance of a similar building. In MPP, this process is typically used for

existing building projects.

Building energy modeling/simulation model of energy usage: The process of using computer-based
tools to create a simulation model of building energy usage and identify energy savings attributable to the

building design and components. In MPP, it is used primarily in new construction and gut rehab projects.

Building Performance Institute (BP1): Develops standards for energy efficiency retrofit work,
professional credentials for individuals, and accreditation for contracting companies. It also serves several

test centers for developing and refining building standards.

Building Performance Institute’s Multifamily Building Analyst Certification: Certifies individuals to
apply building-as-a-system fundamentals to diagnose problems and improve the performance of larger,

more complex residential structures (such as multifamily buildings).

Causal mechanism (for Spillover): A description of how program operations, implementers, or
participants may have caused or influenced participants or nonparticipants to install additional energy
efficiency measures outside of the program. Possible causal mechanisms include positive customer

experiences with installation of program measures, program media that reach nonparticipants, program-
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sponsored calculation tools, conversations with program participants or implementers, or increases in the

number of firms that offer more efficient systems or efficiency assessment services.

Commissioning services: A systematic quality assurance process to verify that building systems are

operational and perform interactively according to the design intent and owner requirements.

Comprehensive Residential Information Database (CRIS): A project database that contains project and
site data, and is managed by an implementation contractor. Program staff, Partners, and market actors can
upload project data to the database through portals, and program staff can access individual project data and
summary dashboard reports through a web-interface. This relational database contains data tables with
information on project savings and measures installed, project site characteristics, and project application

and project progress.

Cost of energy savings: The dollar value of energy savings (see Energy savings below) over a specific

timeframe.

Dodge Report: Dodge “Players” database produced by McGraw-Hill is a quarterly status report on major

construction activity.

Energy Aligned Clause (EAC): A clause developed by New York City and the Urban Green Council to
include in leases that allows landlords to raise the rent to pay for energy efficiency measures that save

energy. The clause ensures that the rent increase will never be higher than the monthly savings in energy.

Energy audit: A professional inspection, survey, or analysis of energy flows to identify the best ways to
improve energy efficiency in a building. Tools such as blower doors and infrared cameras are commonly

used, but simulated models of energy usage are typically not performed in energy audits.

Energy building codes or standards: Federal, state, or local rules that specify a minimum acceptable level

of safety, design, and operational requirements, including energy usage, for buildings.

Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (EEPS) Electric Funds: The Public Service Commission
established the EEPS in June 2008. EEPS electric funds are paid by electric customers through a surcharge
to the Systems Benefit Charge (SBC) on their utility bills. Collections from electricity customers are
administered as an addition to the New York SBC. The funds were for the creation of fast-track programs
and to augment SBC-funded energy efficiency programs, including authorizing New York utilities to offer
energy efficiency programs for the first time since the late 1990s. In July 2009, the Public Service

Commission ruled these funds could be used only to pay for electric efficiency measures that individually
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pass the TRC.* Because NYSERDA’s multifamily program had been funded by EEPS, but cost-
effectiveness was being determined at the project level, this ruling resulted in the abrupt suspension of the
multifamily program. Owners of buildings that heat with fuel oil may receive EEPS electric funding
coupled with other non-EEPS funding sources identified by NYSERDA. EEPS Il was authorized in
October 2011 and runs through 2015.

Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (EEPS) Gas Funds: EEPS gas funds are paid by gas customers
through a surcharge to the Systems Benefit Charge on their utility bills. These funds may be used only to

pay for natural gas efficiency measures that individually pass the TRC.

Energy Reduction Plan (ERP): ERPs are a required step in participation in the multifamily program.
They are drafted by Partners following the scoping session and energy audit, are used to identify the
measures needed to reduce the energy use by at least 15%, and include broad-based information about
project timelines and proposed financing strategies. ERPs are sometimes referred to as, and are

synonymous with, the “scope of work.”

Energy savings: The amount of energy, in kilowatt-hours, saved through energy-efficient building design

and/or equipment, compared to a baseline non-efficient building design and/or equipment.

ENERGY STAR®: An international standard for energy-efficient consumer products. It was created in
1992 by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Department of Energy. Devices
carrying the ENERGY STAR service mark, such as computer products and peripherals, kitchen appliances,
buildings, and other products, generally use 20-30% less energy than required by federal standards. In
addition, the ENERGY STAR program has developed energy performance rating systems for several
residential, commercial, and institutional building types and manufacturing facilities. These ratings, on a
scale of 1 to 100, provide a means for benchmarking the energy efficiency of specific buildings and
industrial plants against the energy performance of similar facilities. The ratings are used by building and
energy managers to evaluate the energy performance of existing buildings and industrial plants. The rating
systems are also used by EPA to determine if a building or plant can qualify to earn ENERGY STAR

recognition.

Exhibit C: This document is executed following acceptance of an energy reduction plan. It is the contract
that specifies the work the building owner must complete to be eligible for incentives and the incentives

NYSERDA will pay to the building owner upon approved completion of that work.

1 Only measures that pass the Total Resource Cost test with a ratio of 1.0 or greater may receive Energy

Efficient Portfolio Standard (EEPS) funding, and the total scope of EEPS -eligible measures must al
the TRC test when program costs are added ($0.22 per EEPS incentive dollar).
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Existing building upgrade or retrofit: Multifamily projects in which modifications are made to an
existing multifamily building after it has been constructed and potentially placed on the market for tenants.
Modifications can be upgrades to the building's existing energy-related components (for example, cooling,
heating, shell and insulation, appliances) or retrofitting most of the building or parts of the building to be

more energy efficient.

Fast Track Path: A more streamlined program option for existing multifamily buildings with 5-49 units.
The Fast Track path is completed with less administrative work than the Standard path, and incentives are
received sooner in the project timeline, on average. Specifically, the Fast Track path has a less extensive
and expensive assessment (uses an Excel-based auditing tool instead of a full-scale building model), is
completed with less administrative work than the Standard path, does not have a 50% inspection (just 100%
inspection), and incentives are paid all at once following 100% inspection (as compared to incremental

incentive payments as in Standard path).

Firm gas: Firm gas refers to the non-interruptible rate of certain buildings that use natural gas as their

primary space-heating energy source.

Free rider savings: Savings accrued by program participants who are likely to have installed energy

efficiency measures at participating building sites in the absence of the program.

Free riders: Program participants who would have installed energy-efficiency measures or performed
energy-efficient activities at participating sites in the absence of the program. (Note: NYSERDA’s style for

this is two words, no hyphen.)

Free ridership: A measure participation in the program by participants who would have installed energy-

efficient measures and/or performed energy-efficient activities in the absence of the program.

Green Jobs — Green New York (GJGNY): A statewide program administered by NYSERDA to provide
New Yorkers with access to energy assessments, installation services, low-cost financing for residential
customers, and pathways to training for green jobs. Services are delivered in targeted communities through
community-based organizations, which recruit residential, small business, nonprofits, and multifamily
building owners into the assessment and financing programs. The funds are used to provide financing for
existing buildings projects. Half of each loan amount for these projects is GIGNY funds. The loans are
advanced by commercial banks that participate with NYSERDA in the program. New construction projects

are not eligible for these loans.
Gross savings: Estimated program savings without consideration of attribution or spillover effects.

Gut rehab: Multifamily projects in which there is 1) a change of use and reconstruction of an existing

building or space within, 2) construction work of a nature requiring that the building or space within be out
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of service for at least 30 consecutive days, or 3) reconstruction of a vacant structure or space within.

Building plans must be prepared and certified by licensed professional architects or engineers.

“Hiatus”: The temporary “hiatus” in MPP lasted from July 29, 2009 until September 2010. On July 24,
20009, the Public Service Commission issued an order saying EEPS funds could be used only to incentivize
measures that were individually cost-effective, and NYSERDA made the choice to institute a hiatus to
redesign the program. Previously, the multifamily program paid incentives for projects that were cost-
effective at the project level even though a project may have included one or more measures that, taken
alone, were not cost-effective. Thus, the program effectively lost all of its EEPS money and it was placed
on temporary hiatus. The program came back in 2010 as version 4, which allowed only individually cost-
effective measures. However, to save money and streamline, NYSERDA brought management of the

Existing Buildings component of the program in-house, and away from TRC, where it has remained.

Impact Team: The team responsible for evaluating the impact MPP has had on program Partners and
participants. The impact team also conducted a spillover analysis of non-MPP multifamily buildings in
which Partners, MPP participants, and market actors indicated that energy-efficient measures were installed
and/or energy-efficiency activities were performed without any incentives. The team is comprised of

Wirtshafter Associates, Inc. and Itron, Inc.

LEED building certification and design: The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design is a
building program created by the U.S. Green Building Council to provide third-party verification of green
buildings. Certification is earned through the Green Building Council and enables registered third parties to

classify buildings as LEED approved.

Market rate multifamily building: Multifamily buildings with rates determined by the market for housing

in an area.

Measurement and verification (M&V): The process of inspecting, testing, measuring, and verifying the
energy usage and savings of components related to the building’s energy performance. The process occurs
after a MPP project is 100% complete.

Multifamily Performance Program (MPP): A NYSERDA program available for multifamily buildings
with five or more units and four or more floors. It provides property owners, builders, cooperatives, and
condominium governing boards the expertise, technology, and incentives to permanently improve their
building's energy performance through proven technologies. Market rate and affordable multifamily

buildings, and new construction and existing building retrofits are all eligible for MPP participation.

MPP Partner: Partners are consultants that contract with MPP participants, like building owners and
developers, to aid in this process of participating in the program. They establish a communication link

between the participant and NYSERDA, develop an Energy Reduction Plan or scope of work to approve
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and implement energy efficiency improvements or designs, provide cost estimates, conduct required

inspections, and guide participants through the program processes.

MPP-supported project: A multifamily construction or retrofit project that has received or is receiving

support or incentives from NYSERDA's MPP.

Multifamily building: A building with five or more units and four or more floors (such as apartments,

condominiums, cooperatives, public housing) in which at least 50% of the space is residential.
Net savings: Gross savings less free-riders savings plus savings from spillover.
New construction: Multifamily projects that are in the planning or construction phase.

New York State Energy and Research Development Authority (NYSERDA): A public benefit
corporation created in 1975 to help New York State meet its energy goals: reducing energy consumption
and increasing energy efficiency, promoting the use of renewable sources, creating green jobs, and
protecting the environment. It provides funding through several programs to meet these goals and
collaborates with businesses, industry, governments, academia, public interest groups, and energy market

participants.

NYSERDA Existing Facilities Program: A NYSERDA program that offers a portfolio of incentive
opportunities to offset the costs of energy improvements in existing commercial and institutional facilities
across New York State. EFP works with customers to implement a comprehensive strategy to realize

verified energy savings through an integrated approach to cost-effective energy efficiency measures.

NYSERDA Home Performance with ENERGY STAR: A NYSERDA program for existing single
family or two- to four-unit multifamily buildings to improve energy efficiency. It typically involves an
energy audit, with efficiency recommendations, incentives to make the recommended upgrades, and

certification.

NYSERDA Low-rise Residential New Construction Program: A NYSERDA program that supports the
construction and purchase of energy-efficient New York ENERGY STAR® Certified Homes, offering
recurring savings and greater value to homebuyers. Financial incentives are offered to participating builders
who construct single-family homes or multi-unit residential projects that meet the New York ENERGY

STAR Certified Homes standard. Income-qualified projects are eligible for additional incentives.

NYSERDA New Construction Program: A NYSERDA program that provides technical support to
design teams and financial incentives to building owners involved in the construction of new, more energy-
efficient structures in New York State. The intent of the program is to improve energy efficiency and green
building practices, and permanently transform the way buildings are designed and constructed throughout
the State.
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Partner: MPP relies on a network of energy consulting firms, or Multifamily Performance Partners, with
the qualifications to provide comprehensive energy efficiency services to assist MPP clients such as
building owners, property managers, and developers. A potential Partner firm must have acted in a lead
capacity on at least three multifamily projects for which a comprehensive energy efficiency scope of work
was developed and fully implemented. (Partners that do not meet this qualification can provide an explicit
plan for how they will transfer the experience they do have in the multifamily sector into their role as a
Partner.) A Partner’s role in the program is to guide clients through the program processes. They provide
services that include application submission, facilitation of a project scoping session and site visit,
benchmarking and energy modeling, development of an Energy Reduction Plan (ERP), execution of

contract documents and invoices, and inspection of installed energy-saving measures.

Partner Portal: A password protected NYSERDA website for MPP Partners to access resources to help
train staff, stay current with program guidelines, and market their services. Resources include: program
guidelines, documents, and templates; access to submit a project application; case studies; metrics on MPP
submitted applications; links to important information from TRC, the implementation contractor, and the
Building Performance Institute (BPI); marketing documents, tools, and ready-to-use presentations;
comprehensive library of training information; an updated calendar of marketing activities; and links to

software tools, information about tax credits, and special programs.

PE/MCA Team: The MPP Process Evaluation and Market Characterization and Assessment Team is
responsible for conducting the process evaluation of versions 4 and 5 of MPP, establishing a market
characterization of multifamily buildings in New York state, and assessing MPP’s reach into the

multifamily market. The team is comprised of Wirtshafter Associates, Inc. and Research Into Action, Inc.

Performance Path with ENERGY STAR: This path follows the requirements of the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Performance Path, which necessitates that the building as a whole performs to a
certain standard. It supports a customized, whole building approach to energy efficiency that leads a
building to receive the ENERGY STAR label from the EPA.

Performance Payment: A bonus incentive for existing building projects of up to $300 per unit that is

awarded to projects realizing energy reduction savings of 20 percent or higher.

Predominant Partner: The MPP Partner that conducted more than twice as many jobs as the next most

productive program Partner and accounted for one-third of the projects in the sample.

Prescriptive Path: Requires that each component of a building be built to a certain standard (for example,
a component or measure-based approach to saving energy). There are two additional Prescriptive Path
options: a Modified Prescriptive Path and an ENERGY STAR Prescriptive Path. Modified: Offers a faster
option leading to exceptional building performance by incentivizing improvements implemented according

to a prescribed list of energy saving options. This path is best suited for gut rehabs and historic buildings,
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but is appropriate for all types of new construction. ENERGY STAR: Also offers a faster option leading to
exceptional performance in buildings. It incentivizes improvements implemented according to a prescribed
list of energy savings options that leads a building to receive the ENERGY STAR label from the

Environmental Protection Agency.

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI): Begun in 2005, RGGI is a cooperative effort among the
states of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode
Island, and Vermont to cap and reduce power sector CO, emissions. RGGI funds are receipts from each
state’s auctions of CO, allowances. For MPP, RGGI funds may provide incentives to repair and replace
space and domestic-water heating systems as well as to install insulation, air sealing, and other building
shell energy efficiency measures that reduce oil and propane energy use. RGGI funds may not be used to
fund electric reduction measures. Like SBC funds (below), RGGI funding is limited to measures that are
part of a scope of work that collectively have a savings-to-investment ratio (SIR) of 1.0 or greater.? For

MPP, RGGI funding is available for fuel oil projects.

Retro-commissioning services: A process to identify improvements to existing buildings to optimize

systems performance.

Savings-to-Investment Ratio (SIR): The cost of completing a measure, when compared to the energy
savings accrued by a measure, determines the length of time for simple payback on the investment. The
present value of the lifetime dollar savings for a measure divided by the cost of the installed measure yields
the Savings-to-Investment Ratio (SIR). The entire scope of work must have an SIR > 1.0. The project cost
used in this cost-effectiveness evaluation must include the fees charged by the Partner to provide the
Program services, any associated feasibility studies and/or design fees, and the incremental costs of the

proposed measures.

Scope of work: For purposes of the Multifamily Program, scope of work is synonymous with Energy

Reduction Plan.

Scoping session: An onsite meeting with the NYSERDA Project Manager, participant, and MPP Partner to

discuss the Program and the building, and to answer any questions before review of an ERP.

Spillover (participant, nonparticipant, market actors): A measure of installation or activities that occur
because of a program, but which receive no program support. Participant inside: Participant inside
spillover is savings beyond program savings from measures installed at sites that participated in the

program but for which no program incentives were paid; participant outside: Participant outside spillover is

The cost of the scope used in this cost-effectiveness evaluation must include the fees charged by the Partner
to provide the Program services, the costs of the proposed measures, any associated feasibility study, and/or
design fees. Measures that are not cost effective individually may be included in the project scope of work if
the overall SIR > 1.0.
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savings from measures installed by participating builders at sites where no program supported projects
occurred. Nonparticipant: Savings by nonparticipants from energy efficiency measures that were
implemented as a result of program influences such as conversations with participants, business with
implementation contractors, or other causal mechanism flowing from the program. Market Actors: occurs
when the energy efficiency services and products incented by a program are provided in projects by market

actors who are not involved in the program.
Spillover ratio: Spillover-related savings divided by gross program savings.

Spillover savings: The sum of savings from participant inside spillover, participant outside spillover, and

nonparticipant spillover.

Standard Path: A program option for existing multifamily buildings, particularly for those with 50 or
more units that do not qualify for the Fast Track path. The Standard path requires more assessment and

administrative work than the Fast Track path (see Fast Track description).

Systems Benefit Charge (SBC): SBC funding is ratepayer funding provided through a surcharge on utility
bills. The charge is applied to all customer bills, whether they receive service from a local utility or from a
competitive supplier. The charge supports a comprehensive set of programs for residential, multifamily,
low-income, and commercial and industrial customers, as well as research and development efforts in both
the Commission’s SBC and Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (EEPS) programs. Like RGGI funding,
SBC funds are limited to measures that are part of a scope of work that collectively have a savings-to-

investment ratio (SIR) of 1.0 or greater.

Total Resource Cost test (TRC test): The TRC test measures the overall economic efficiency of a
demand-side-management program from the point of view of the utility and its ratepayers as a whole. The
benefits calculated in the Total Resource Cost test are the avoided supply costs, the reduction in
transmission, distribution, generation, and capacity costs valued at marginal cost for the periods when there
is a load reduction. The avoided supply costs should be calculated using net program savings, that is,
savings net of changes in energy use that would have happened in the absence of the program. For fuel
substitution programs, benefits include the avoided device costs and avoided supply costs for the energy,
using equipment not chosen by the program participant. The costs in this test are the program costs paid by
the utility and the participants, plus the increase in supply costs for the periods in which load is increased.
Thus all equipment costs, installation, operation and maintenance, cost of removal (less salvage value), and
administration costs, no matter who pays for them, are included in this test. Tax credits are considered a
reduction to costs in this test. For fuel substitution programs, the costs also include the increase in supply
costs for the utility providing the fuel that is chosen as a result of the program. The TRC test is the most
commonly used measure of demand-side-management cost-effectiveness since it provides an indication of

whether the total costs to both the utility and the ratepayer are being reduced. A program, such as the
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Multifamily Performance Program, is considered cost-effective if the benefits exceed the total costs

incurred by the utility and the ratepayer.

Technical Service Providers: Market actors who work with the program to encourage customers to

upgrade the efficiency of their industrial processes and building systems.

Utility incentive programs: Programs by electricity utility companies that provide support and incentives
for energy efficiency. Projects receiving utility incentives are typically ineligible for NYSERDA

incentives.

XXXii



Summary

This report presents results from the Process Evaluation and Market Characterization and Assessment
(PE/MCA) team’s evaluation of the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority’s
(NYSERDA) Multifamily Performance Program (MPP) and characterization of the multifamily building
market in New York State (NYS). MPP provides incentives and technical support to new construction and
existing multifamily buildings in NYS with five or more units for achieving 15% energy savings. MPP
recruits and relies upon a network of market actors, or MPP Partners, qualified to guide program
participants — the multifamily building owners, developers, and managers — through program processes.
NYSERDA MPP program staff, with assistance from staff at the implementation contractor, TRC
Companies, Inc. (TRC), review the program’s documentation submitted by Partners on behalf of
participants to determine if multifamily buildings qualify for participation, to assist in developing energy

reduction plans (ERP) for buildings, and to verify they achieve 15% or greater energy savings.

The primary objectives of this evaluation were: to provide a comprehensive understanding of current and
emerging multifamily markets (e.g., market structure and market actors); to assess MPP’s activities in
versions 4 (September 2010 to July 2012) and 5 (July 2012 to present) of the program; to provide a baseline
of market effects in the multifamily housing market; and to determine potential strengths and weaknesses
of MPP’s processes. The PE/MCA team used a two-stage approach to perform the evaluation. First, the
team conducted a market characterization and assessment analysis using secondary data sources (e.g., New
York State tax records, Comprehensive Residential Information Database (CRIS) data, Dodge data,* and
other relevant market studies and literature) to determine the characteristics of the multifamily housing
market in New York State and assess MPP’s impacts. Second, the team collected and analyzed data from
21 program staff, 50 Partners, and 110 participants, as well as from 341 market actors (architects,
engineers, energy efficiency consultants, and building contractors) who may or may not have had
experience with MPP; in addition, the team also collected comparison data from 127 market actors in
Pennsylvania, a neighboring state without extensive multifamily energy efficiency programs. Through the
in-depth interviews and surveys, the PE/MCA team identified program strengths and weaknesses, and

established a baseline of energy efficiency activity in the multifamily market.

®  Dodge “Players” database produced by McGraw-Hill is a quarterly status report on major construction

activity. This project had Players data from most quarters from 2005 through 2012.
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Key Findings
Market Characterization and Market Effects Findings

One of the primary objectives of this study was to establish a baseline for future multifamily market effects

studies. Elements of this baseline include the following:

. The PE/MCA team used NY'S tax and finance records and U.S. Census to identify that there are
132,491 properties with 162,610 multifamily buildings and 2,526,919 multifamily units in the
NYSERDA service area. * Since its inception in 2005, MPP has reached less than 1% of all
existing multifamily properties and 6.6% of all multifamily units in the State. Since 2005, 6,637
non-public buildings were issued permits for multifamily new construction projects. During that
time, MPP treated or was in the process of treating 371 new construction projects, or
approximately 5.6% of all multifamily buildings permitted between 2005 and 2013.°

. Of the total savings from versions 4 and 5, 4% of kwWh and 1% of therms were invested in
measures that reduced tenant bills, and 96% of kWh and 99% of therms were invested in measures

that reduced common space or master metered bills.®

Partners

. About half of Partners said that they joined MPP to either expand their businesses to include
multifamily clients or to provide more comprehensive energy efficiency services to their existing

multifamily clients.

. Half of Partners reported providing ERP-like services to their multifamily clients before they
joined MPP. Since becoming a Partner, two-thirds of Partners reported an increase in inquires for
their MPP services, about half expanded their service territory, and about one-third added new

employees.

. However, most of the Partners previously involved in multifamily work did projects that were less
extensive then they are now doing under MPP. Only 22% of Partners involved in new construction
projects and 36% of Partners involved in existing building projects said they had achieved 15%

savings for at least one of their projects done before joining MPP.

The tax record data underreports units because tax records for 39% of multifamily properties are missing
information on number of units. This study replaces tax data with U.S. Census American Community Survey
2008-2012 values for units.

The 371 MPP new construction buildings may have contained some buildings that are public housing while
the 6,637 new construction permits were for privately-owned buildings.

It is noted, that CRIS currently credits all investments in shell measures as savings to common spaces; thus,
not including air conditioning related tenant electricity savings. It is recommended that in the future shell
measures be allocated more accurately to credit tenant savings when air conditioning is individually metered.
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. Sixty-nine percent of responding Partners reported that they provided energy efficiency services to

non-MPP multifamily clients after joining MPP.

. About two-thirds of responding Partners (64%) reported that their MPP status contributed to their

ability to attract clients.

Participants

. Forty percent of the respondents in the participant sample from CRIS said they had participated in
MPP for at least one other project before participating with the specific version 4 or 5 project that
was the subject of the interview. This occurred even though many such repeat participants were

removed from the process sample.’

. A majority (56%) of participants engaged in an energy efficiency activity in their property before

participating in MPP.

. Of these participants, 32% reported that they had had a comprehensive energy audit. One-third of
participants with non-MPP properties rated themselves “very knowledgeable” about how to reduce

energy use in these properties before they participated in MPP.

. Among participants who had completed projects, 23% had pursued additional efficiency measures

at the MPP property after construction was complete.

. Among participants who owned or managed an existing building in New York State, 67%
installed energy efficiency measures at a multifamily property after they became involved with
MPP for the first time. Of these, 45% reported that their association with MPP or a Partner

influenced their decision to implement additional energy efficiency measures.

Market Actors

The intent of the market actor survey is to establish a baseline for market actors (architects, engineers,
contractors, and energy efficiency consultants) providing ERP-like services to multifamily properties.
Architect, engineer, and contractor market actors were selected from the Dodge data list of market actors,
in the hopes that that list would be an efficient means of identifying the range of market actors involved in
the multifamily sector. Only one quarter of Partners were found in the Dodge data, suggesting that the

Dodge data likely does not represent the whole set of market actors. The results are limited to the Dodge

The participant list was split between the Impact team (all projects with ERPs before 1/1/12) and process
team (all remaining projects). There was a search to ensure that companies with more than one project were
not included in both lists. Because the Impact list was limited, any company appearing in both lists was
given to the Impact team and not called by the Process team.
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listed subset of market actors, and the PE/MCA team therefore recommends that another sample source be

explored in any future evaluation of this market.

. Between 13% and 14% of MPP Partners and other NYS market actors, reported providing ERP-

like services to most of the multifamily projects, compared to 12% in Pennsylvania (PA).®

. Overall, in NYS, 42% of market actors had worked in the multifamily sector in the past five years
—significantly more than in PA (31%). This is not surprising given that 32.4% of housing units in

NYS are multifamily, while only 11.1% of housing units in PA are multifamily.®

. Only 4% of NYS market actors reported always recommending all the energy-efficient measures
and always providing an energy model when working on multifamily new construction. Five
percent of NYS market actors reported always recommending all the energy-efficient measures

and always performing all the energy audit activities when working in existing buildings.

. Slightly more than half of NYS market actors (53%) reported being aware of MPP and about one-

fourth reported working on an MPP-supported project.

. Half of these market actors said that MPP increased the degree to which they promote energy

efficiency to the multifamily sector.

. A large majority (82%) of NYS market actors said they observed multifamily developers, owners,
or managers increasing their interest in making their buildings more energy-efficient and about

half reported changing their services to meet this increased interest.

Process Evaluation Findings

The review of the MPP logic model, features, and processes reveals a well-conceived and well-
administered program with very few issues. Two factors make the design of multifamily programs more
challenging than for other sectors: the landlord/tenant split incentive and the need to design a
comprehensive program that works across traditional residential and commercial program sectors. To the
credit of MPP and its staff, the program has many features that match or even define best practices among

multifamily initiatives.

DPS consultants noted that the removal of Partners from the NYS market actor sample creates a dissimilar
comparison between NY'S and PA surveys. For this question only, a post-survey correction was made to
include Partners in the analysis. That correction is not made to any of the other market actor responses,
meaning that results are flawed. Leaving out Partners generally means that if Partners had not been removed,
NYS values would be higher than reported here.

A portion of the PA market actors working in multifamily were servicing NYS properties.
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Strengths

MPP has not only designed a single program for commercial and residential accounts, but also for

new and existing buildings.

MPP is helping to transform the market by developing an industry of energy efficiency service

providers that serve multifamily buildings.

MPP’s exceptional structure and management allow staff to plan strategically, set challenging
goals, establish and implement effective communication links, track performance, and proactively

address potential issues.

MPP’s strong communication processes include monthly “all-hands” meetings, which facilitate
effective communication between program staff and outside contractors. Meetings foster a
cohesive sharing of accomplishments and challenges, and exchanges of ideas to address specific
program issues and program expansion. Task responsibilities appear to be clearly defined and

delegated broadly among the staff.

MPP’s development and use of a real-time feedback survey process and strategic planning

contribute to the program’s success. Few other energy efficiency programs use either element.

MPP has developed an effective organizational structure and support tools that make MPP a
model for efficiency programs in all sectors. Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) is
sufficient without being burdensome. The program’s marketing support, particularly the use of the
Web to differentiate leads and to deliver targeted messages to prospective owners, is an innovative

marketing tool with application to many types of programs.

MPP has a well-conceived process for recruiting Partners, maintaining and supporting their
involvement, overseeing their work, and supplying technical support as needed. Partners have
direct access to program implementation contractors and staff who can answer program-related

and technical questions.

MPP annual summits, numerous training activities, marketing materials and website,'® and other

outreach and support services were very important to most Partners.

MPP’s senior staff involvement in the administration of projects is a large benefit to program
administration. In addition to their primary responsibilities, most senior staff manage individual
existing building projects. Through this close involvement with Partners and building

owners/managers, all staff maintain real-world and real-time engagement in and awareness of the

10
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program during each step of the process, from project development to application submission,
energy reduction plan development and implementation, project completion, and payment of

incentives.

Opportunities

Partners shared some concerns about the program. Most of these — particularly concerns about excess
paperwork — are common among energy efficiency programs, though there is still potential for some
improvement. The MPP staff was aware of some of these concerns and had addressed a few of them, such
as updating the Partner Portal and introducing a Fast Track path. The issues mentioned by multiple Partners

were the following:

. The profitability of participating in MPP also is a serious issue for the program. The market is not
yet developed enough to where most owners recognize the value of MPP services, and as a result,
Partners need to invest large amounts of uncompensated time and money in educating owners. The
two most successful Partners acknowledged that their MPP projects could not be profitable unless

they used MPP to leverage additional work (project management and air sealing).

. Some Partners experienced delays in application sign-off and approval, and in ERP approval; a
few also noted variation in approvals of applications. Partners reported that some of the delays
were caused by challenges in getting access to utility data and into tenant spaces; and others were
delays caused by owner or Partner and not MPP staff. Two of the more active Partners, whose
projects had been managed by different MPP staff, said that reviews of their ERPs differed per the
individual manager. Project management is just one of the responsibilities that project managers at
NYSERDA and TRC performed for MPP. This increases the number of staff members who are
engaged in project management, which in turn increased the training burden for the program, and

made it more challenging for MPP staff to manage projects in a consistent manner.

. Partners were concerned about the level of detailed analysis and paperwork required in general,
and particularly for the application and ERP. Most Partners said they were not accustomed to
doing the required levels of energy modeling and analysis for a standard project to ensure the
program provides comprehensive and reliable results. Nor had they used the tools supported by

MPP, which several described as too complicated.

. Over half of all Partners (56%) reported that the MPP hiatus between July 2009 and September
2010 negatively affected their business and negated some of the market transformation that MPP
was developing. About one-sixth of the Partners report experiencing significant project delays and
about one-third lost both clients and projects. Partners had to inform clients about the hiatus,
which made it more difficult to retain clients and maintain their trust after the hiatus. About half of

the Partners suggested that the hiatus eroded their trust in the program and that the event had
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lasting negative impacts. As a result, they had not pursued MPP projects as aggressively or

recommended MPP to their clients as frequently.

. About half of all interviewed Partners (45%) were not actively working in MPP version 5. A few
of the Partners were no longer active because of the hiatus. In addition, 55% of Partners inactive in
version 5 reported that they could not make a profit recruiting and providing MPP services under
the current payment structure; 45% said they were busy with non-MPP work, and 23% had had a

problem with a previous MPP project and were no longer interested in participating.

. Partners commented that their MPP projects faced significant competition from utility programs
that did not require at least a 15% reduction in energy use. For example, 12 Partners indicated that
if incentives from another program covered more of the costs of the measures their client wanted,

they would recommend these programs instead of MPP.

. Participants were sometimes unaware of or confused about the MPP processes. To some extent,
this reflects the fact that Partners are sheltering participants from most of the program process

responsibilities.™

. Only two Partners interviewed reported projects that made use of Green Jobs — Green New York
(GJGNY) financing. Of the participants who sought any type of financing, more than-three
quarters had either not heard of GIGNY or did not have sufficient information to apply for
GJGNY financing.

. The four Partners who reported using the Fast Track path noted that it is more streamlined but not

much “faster” than the Standard path.

Recommendations

The NYSERDA MPP is an exemplary program compared to other multifamily programs in the U.S. This
study revealed the following areas for improvements to the program and some recommendations that might

address them.

Conclusion 1: Energy Efficiency Opportunities Exist in Tenant Spaces
While a goal of the program is to achieve savings within tenant spaces, there are few mechanisms to ensure

that participants overcome the many barriers to installing measures within tenant spaces.

. Recommendation 1-A: Differentiate between and encourage improvements in tenant and

common spaces. Multifamily programs should more effectively differentiate energy-efficient

1 The website provides detailed information on all the MPP benefits and requirements. The owners lack of

understanding is not because information is not available to them.
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measures done in tenant spaces and that lower tenant bills from those done in common areas or in
master metered areas that lower owners’ bills. Acknowledging that there may be less opportunities
that may come at a higher cost in comparison to common area improvements, where incentives are
offered, programs could make the incentives for tenant space measures larger than those for
measures in common spaces to provide this differentiation and encouragement of greater savings

for tenants.

Recommendation 1-B: Consider using the energy aligned clause to mitigate the
landlord/tenant split incentive barrier. Multifamily programs may employ the energy aligned
clause (EAC) developed by New York City (PlaNYC) and the Urban Green Council to help
mitigate the landlord/tenant split incentive barrier. The EAC allows landlords to raise rents to pay
for measures that save energy. The clause ensures that rent increases will never exceed the
monthly energy savings. The program operator could develop an incentive structure that
encourages projects, particularly new buildings, to include EACs as part of their leasing structure.
The program operator also could consider facilitating the process by agreeing to serve as a neutral

party to calculate or verify bill reductions.

Conclusion 2: Greater Savings Can Be Achieved

The 20% performance incentive was highly successful for existing buildings. They encourage owners to go

deeper. Increasing these incentives and extending them to new construction and publicizing results will

help achieve greater savings for the program.

Recommendation 2-A: Consider encouraging projects to achieve savings greater than 15%
in new construction. Multifamily programs should consider creating graduated incentives for

new construction building owners willing to save 20%, 25%, 30%, or more.

Recommendation 2-B: Consider special recognition for building owners achieving the
highest levels of savings. Giving a means for owners to distinguish their building from others is
an important component of establishing a market for energy efficiency in rental properties. The
more publicity that a program gives to truly efficient buildings, the quicker that market push can

develop.

Recommendation 2-C: Work with PLANYC* to disseminate benchmarking results. To date,
benchmark data that would serve to help differentiate efficient and non-efficient apartment units

has been unavailable to the program and to this evaluation.

12

PLANYC Green Building and Energy Efficiency is managed by the Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning
and Sustainability (OLTPS) see http://www.nyc.gov/html/gbee/html/about/about.shtml
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Conclusion 3: Many Potential Participants Are Not Currently Ready to Commit to
the 15% Minimum Savings Requirement

Many potential participants find achieving 15% savings in one project to be a significant hurdle.** Offering
more flexibility will allow more building owners and developers to enter the program, and encourage them

to achieve additional energy savings once they are participating.

. Recommendation 3: Consider allowing gradual achievement of the 15% threshold and
coordinating with utility incentives. Setting tough minimum threshold levels is a positive step
that makes sure that buildings are not just taking the easy steps; however, multifamily program
administrators should consider allowing projects to achieve the 15% minimum more gradually.
Under this revised process, the ERP plan could be achieved more gradually. If the plan included
measures incentivized by other programs, these could count toward the 15% threshold. However, a
Partner could not receive the program incentive until the sum of measures reaches the 15%
threshold. The MPP incentive could also be reduced by any incentives already received from other
sources. This approach has two major benefits: 1) it provides a means of coordinating NYSERDA
programs with those offered by the utilities; a strategy that is consistent with the direction
expressed in the recent NYDPS decision™*; and 2) the more gradual and easily marketed approach

provides a means for Partners to attract reluctant owners and managers.

Conclusion 4: Increasing Market Adoption of Energy Efficiency in the Multifamily
Sector Will Require More Educational Outreach to Owners

The current MPP is reaching the most informed and motivated owners, with the vast majority of the
remaining multifamily property owners still unaware of or convinced that MPP services are worthwhile.
Supporting owner education is a critical component of a market transforming strategy. Because owners
have not traditionally invested in energy efficiency consultation services and rely primarily on vendor
advice, they are reluctant to pay up front for services offered by MPP partners. Most commonly, the
vendors provide free consultation service because they profit when equipment is purchased. The current
program approach places the responsibility of marketing, outreach and recruitment primarily on Partners.
Under the current model, the Partners are compensated for a portion of the audit expense and not directly
compensated for providing marketing, outreach and recruitment services. This approach results in minimal
profitability for the Partner firm and an unsustainable business model. A resulting consequence is that most

Partners perform very little marketing of the program.

¥ There is a minority of building owners who recognize the MPP program benefits and are achieving 20%

savings or higher, but the majority of owners have not reached that level of commitment to energy efficiency
or trust in Partners ability to deliver.
14

http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/96f0fecOb45a3c6485257688006a701a/26be8a93967e604785257cc4
0066b91a/$FILE/ATTKOJ3L.pdf/Reforming%20The%20Energy%20Vision%20(REV)%20REPORT%204.2
5.%2014.pdf
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. Recommendation 4: Expand marketing of program to multifamily property owners and
managers. Multifamily programs would benefit from expanding the marketing and outreach to
multifamily property owners or property managers to educate them on the benefits of investing
in energy consultation services. The program can assume responsibility for marketing and
outreach efforts; or the program can continue to rely on Partners to promote the program. If a
program chooses the latter, the incentive structure will need to be revisited to give Partners more
compensation for undertaking marketing services. This compensation could be a direct payment
for marketing services or a finder’s fee for successful recruitment of new participants. This
compensation should be gradually phased out as the market develops and more owners gain an
appreciation for program services. If the program interventions change over time the concept of
providing education and outreach to prop owners or managers should still be considered as a

strategy for achieving market adoption of energy efficiency in the multifamily sector.

S-10



1 Introduction

On June 23, 2008, the New York Public Service Commission (PSC) established the Energy Efficiency
Portfolio Standard (EEPS) to develop and encourage cost-effective energy efficiency programs - the New
York Energy $mart*™ programs — in an effort to achieve a 15% reduction in energy usage statewide by
the year 2015.° EEPS funds are paid for by electric utility customers through a surcharge to the Systems
Benefit Charge (SBC) on their utility bills. Utilities whose customers contribute to EEPS are Central
Hudson Gas and Electric Corporation, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., New York State
Electric and Gas Corporation, Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid, Orange and
Rockland Utilities, Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation, Corning Natural Gas Corporation, KeySpan
Gas East Corporation d/b/a National Grid, Brooklyn Union Gas Company d/b/a National Grid NY, and
National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation The New York State Energy Research and Development
Authority (NYSERDA), a public benefit corporation established in 1975, administers the SBC and, later,
the EEPS funds.

This report describes the results of the joint process evaluation and market characterization assessment of
one of these programs, NYSERDA’s Multifamily Performance Program (MPP). The report is based on
findings from interviews and surveys with key program and implementation staff and market actors, and on

a review of related literature and websites.

1.1  Description of the Multifamily Performance Program™®

MPP is designed to address the needs of the multifamily sector by working with developers, building
owners, and owners’ representatives to make cost-effective improvements to the energy efficiency of
buildings with five or more residential units located in the SBC territory in which NYSERDA operates.

MPP is one of several initiatives NYSERDA is implementing through its EEPS funding stream.®’

As a market transformation program, MPP emphasizes making permanent changes in the way multifamily

buildings are constructed and maintained. The program theory assumes:

. As proficiency and capacity to construct and maintain energy-efficient multifamily buildings

increase, there will be opportunities to affect building codes, improve baseline energy

15 Case 07-M-0548, EEPS, Order Establishing Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard and Approving Programs

(issued June 23, 2008).

This section presents the Program as it complies with the directives of the July 24, 2009 Order Approving
Multifamily Energy Efficiency Programs with Modifications, as modified in the December 23, 2009 Order,
and by NYSERDA'’s Supplemental Revision to System Benefits Charge (SBC) Operating Plan (2012-2015),
February 15, 2013.

This refers to all of New York State except the area served by PSEG Long Island (previously Long Island
Power Authority).

16
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performance, and encourage more stringent energy efficiency requirements for new and existing

multifamily buildings across New York State.

. As building owners and managers experience the benefits of properly trained and certified

building and systems technicians, demand for training and programs will grow.

The current multifamily program, MPP, consolidates several earlier NYSERDA multifamily initiatives.
(Sections 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 describe the program’s evolution.) The program offers separate components for
new construction and existing buildings. Through this approach, MPP now addresses multiple market
barriers by providing multifamily building owners and developers with a single, coordinated entry point for
NYSERDA services. The new construction component is implemented by a competitively selected third-
party contractor; NYSERDA'’s MPP staff implements the program’s existing buildings component. Both

components serve market-rate and affordable multifamily projects.

1.1.1 New Construction

The program’s new construction component supports new construction and “gut-rehabilitation”*®

projects
by providing technical and financial assistance for inclusion of energy efficiency considerations at the
planning, design, and construction phases of these projects. Since MPP version 4, NYSERDA has offered
two paths for new construction program participation: a Prescriptive path and a Performance path. The
Prescriptive path incentivizes improvements from a list of defined measures. The Performance path
supports a customized, whole-building approach to energy efficiency. Both paths are intended to produce

buildings that meet the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)’s ENERGY STAR® requirements.

To qualify for the Prescriptive path, a project must include EPA-approved measures that meet ENERGY
STAR standards.™ The Performance path also requires creating a model of the designed building and
comparing it to a model based on American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning
Engineers (ASHRAE) standards. The energy cost of the new construction model must use at least 15% less
energy than the ASHRAE model. As this pathway follows the standards developed by the EPA, it can lead
to the ENERGY STAR label for the building. Program version 5 also added a Modified Prescriptive path

that is described in Section 1.1.5 (versions 4 and 5 program changes).

8 Gut rehabilitation projects are defined as one of the following three types of projects where a licensed

professional architect or engineer has prepared and certified building plans: 1) change of use and
reconstruction of an existing building or space within; 2) construction work of a nature requiring that the
building or space within be out of service for at least 30 consecutive days; or 3) reconstruction of a vacant
structure of space within.

19 See ENERGY STAR Qualified Homes, Version 3 National Program Requirements; see ENERGY STAR
Certified Multifamily High Rise Buildings for buildings over five stories.
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1.1.2 Existing Buildings

The program’s existing buildings component requires each participant to benchmark the energy
performance of the existing facility against a set of similar buildings in the EPA’s ENERGY STAR
database. The project team must develop an energy reduction plan (ERP) to identify measures that will

reduce the building’s overall energy use by 15% below the energy current use.?

To diminish the barrier for smaller buildings posed by the cost of developing an ERP, MPP version 5 added
a Fast Track path to the existing buildings component in 2012. Buildings of fewer than 50 units that
otherwise would qualify for MPP are eligible for the Fast Track path. Fast Track projects are not required

to complete a simulation model for their ERPs.?

Table 1-1 provides an overview of major program steps by program path.

Table 1-1. Program Steps by Path

Project Step New Construction Existing Buildings
Prescriptive Performance Standard Fast Track

Project Application X X X X
Scoping Session X X X X
Benchmarking/Modeling X X X X
1st incentive payment ERP ERP ERP Fast Track Tool
Inspection and 2nd incentive Open Wall Open Wall 50% 50%
payment Inspection Inspection Construction Construction
Inspection and 3rd incentive 100% 100% 100% 100%
payment Construction Construction Construction Construction
Performance Inspection
(optional) X X

1.1.3 Performance Partners

MPP relies on a network of energy consulting firms called Multifamily Performance Partners (“Partners™)
to assist building owners by providing comprehensive technical and administrative services to program
participants, independent of any equipment manufacturer or seller. Program participants must work with a

Partner for each project.?

2 The ERP expresses the proposed end-use energy savings for each energy efficiency measure as a percentage

of total source energy consumption.

2L NYSERDA, Existing Buildings Program Guidelines, Version 5, July 2012, p. 55.

22 Pprogram participants must select a Partner from the Program’s network of Partners. These Partners are

chosen to offer Program services by a review panel consisting of staff from NYSERDA, the Department of
Public Service, and/or NYSERDA’s MPP implementation contractor.
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Partner services include:

. Developing a list of cost-effective energy efficiency measures a building owner can implement.
. Submitting project applications.

. Facilitating a project scoping session and site visit.

. Benchmarking.

. Energy auditing.

. Energy modeling.

. Developing an ERP.

. Executing contract documents and invoices.

. Conducting onsite inspections of energy-saving measures.

Partners use the program’s benchmarking tools, ERP template, and various auditing software packages to
determine the cost-effectiveness of measures, expected energy savings, installation costs, incentives, and

payment milestones.

NYSERDA provides incentives to the building owner for projects that reduce energy use by the required
15% or more. If an approved ERP is unable to sufficiently document that the project will meet the 15%
energy savings target, the participant is still eligible for the first of the program’s incentive payments,

which may pay up to 25% of the cost of performing the ERP.

Incentives are paid in three installments throughout a project: 1) at submission of the building model report
or ERP documenting that the project will achieve a 15% energy reduction target; 2) at 50% of project
completion; and 3) at 100% project completion.?® The payment milestones for new construction and
existing buildings projects are similar, but functionally different, due to differences between the retrofit and

new construction processes.

For a new construction project, the first payment is based on the results and documentation from an energy
model performed on the building, while the first payment for an existing building project is based on the
submission and approval of an ERP that includes benchmarking results. The second payment for a new
construction project is based on a midpoint open-wall inspection, while the second payment for an existing
building project is based on the project Partner’s verification that the project is 50% complete. The third

payment for both types of projects is based on an inspection that verifies 100% completion.?

2 MPP version 5 added a fourth incentive payment for existing buildings, as described in Section 1.1.5:

Versions 4 and 5 Program changes.

From NYSERDA, Existing Buildings Program Guidelines, Version 5, July 2012; and New Construction
Program Guidelines, Version 5, July 2012.
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1.1.4 Program History

MPP was revised several times since its launch in 2007. Before MPP was supported by EEPS funding, it
was an SBC program. After running as a pilot program for 18 months in 2005 and 2006, version 1 of MPP
was rolled out for new construction projects in January 2007. In June 2007, existing building projects
became eligible for the program. In June 2008, when MPP was in version 3, the New York PSC created
EEPS.”

At the time EEPS was created, NYSERDA responded to the PSC’s invitation to submit electric energy
efficiency program proposals for EEPS funding by proposing three electric-only initiatives and a number of
gas initiatives for the multifamily-building customer sector. In its June 24, 2009, Order,?® the PSC
approved, with modifications, two of NYSERDA's electric energy efficiency programs: Geothermal Heat
Pump Systems, which NYSERDA discontinued as part of a program streamlining effort in 2012, and the
Electric Reduction in Master-Metered Multifamily Buildings program, which is now a stand-alone

program.

On July 29, 2009, NYSERDA suspended new applications for MPP and instituted a hiatus period in which
staff redesigned the program to meet EEPS requirements. MPP returned as version 4 in July 2010, and
began accepting new applications on September 23, 2010. Under versions 4 and 5, both individual
measures and whole projects are required to pass the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test in order to receive

EEPS electric and gas funding. Additionally, each project must result in energy savings of at least 15%.

1.1.5 Versions4 and 5

The following sections describe changes that occurred with versions 4 and 5 of the program.?” Those

versions changed MPP incentives, internal processes, and program architecture. The incremental changes
implemented by versions 4.1 and 4.2 of the program included a new spreadsheet tool and new simulation
guidelines that offered “more reasonable” ways to model projects. Those changes and the larger changes
implemented with version 5 reflect ongoing staff efforts to simplify participation by building owners and

otherwise to increase program participation.

% Case 07-M-0548, EEPS, Order Establishing Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard and Approving Programs,
June 23, 2008.

CASE 08-E-1132, State of New York Public Service Commission’s Order Approving Electric Energy
Efficiency Programs with Modifications. Issued and Effective June 24, 2009.

Changes that occurred with the Program’s interim versions 4.1 and 4.2 are cumulatively addressed as version
4, and specifically mentioned only where they differ from version 5.

26
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1.1.5.1 Incentive Changes

In May 2011 (version 4.2), MPP introduced a higher incentive schedule for the construction of new “green
affordable housing.” Version 5 for existing buildings (July 2012) added a fourth incentive payment based
on building performance that has no analog with new construction projects. Specifically, the performance
payment is an incentive available to projects that achieve verifiable energy savings of 20% or more. Utility
billing data one year after the retrofit was compared to pre-retrofit data to determine actual energy

savings.?

Other version 5 incentive changes included higher incentives for all existing multifamily buildings, with
substantially increased incentives for affordable-housing “firm-gas” buildings. “Firm gas” refers to the non-

interruptible rate of certain buildings that use natural gas as their primary space-heating energy source.

1.1.5.2 Process Changes

Version 5 streamlined some of the program’s processes. The biggest of these changes was a consolidation
of version 4’s ERP package of four documents to a two-document package. The version 4 package
consisted of a model, a Microsoft Excel-spreadsheet data-analysis tool, a benchmarking tool, and a
narrative description of existing conditions and measures. The redesigned ERP combines the data-analysis
and benchmarking tools, and eliminates the narrative description, leaving two documents: a spreadsheet

and a model.

The separate Fast Track tool, implemented in version 5, automates energy savings calculations for the new
Fast Track path for existing buildings, as described below. Partners enter information about a Fast Track
project that populates a table of the project’s energy savings. Staff reported the Excel tools are more
complex than before, but make it easier for Partners to provide the information needed by the program and

have reduced the time required to review ERPs.

Document reduction also occurred in another way. Before version 5, a separate contract (Exhibit C)
accompanied notices to proceed with project implementation. Version 5 eliminated that separate document,
instead creating a contract with the owner by incorporating the program’s terms and conditions from the

application form into the notice to proceed.
Other process changes that occurred with version 5 were:

. Extension of the due date for ERPs from 60 days to 90 days from the date of the initial notice to

proceed;

% See Section 1.1.5.3 below for tables showing MPP incentives for both Program components.
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. The addition of a requirement for confirmation of the availability and the encumbrance of funds

for a project’s incentives before sending a notice to proceed with project implementation; and

. Limiting the number of ERP revisions to one revision to encourage thorough work by Partners and

shorten the overall review time; and

. Canceling and rejecting Partner’ project applications that are incomplete to reduce the number of

errors and omissions in applications.

1.1.5.3 Changes to Program Architecture

With one exception, program participation changes for existing buildings are different from those for new
construction projects. Because of these differences, version 5 changes to the existing buildings component
are addressed separately from changes to the new construction component. The version 5 change that
applies to both components is the basis for calculating incentives. Incentives are now based on the number
of dwelling units in the both new construction and existing buildings, rather than on building area, allowing
owners, developers, and managers to determine the amount of the incentive for which their project is

eligible before applying to the program.

Existing Buildings

To address version 4 concerns regarding participants “gaming the system”, in which participants remove
their projects from participating in MPP after receiving an audit incentive, version 5 shifted the incentive
schedule to focus more on project implementation. Previously, a number of buildings in New York City
participated in the program only to the limited extent of obtaining an audit, in part to comply with Local
Law 87.% To address this, projects in existing buildings must now complete an approved ERP to receive an
incentive. This change simplified the program as well, eliminating one of a project’s incentive payments

and the separate contract for the audit and the audit payment.

Otherwise, incentives for projects in existing buildings increased, including significantly increased
incentives for affordable-housing firm gas buildings, and for buildings that exceed energy savings
expectations. Specifically, incentives for existing multifamily housing increased from just over $600 per
apartment to up to $1,000 per apartment, depending on the type of fuel used to heat the building and if it is

affordable housing.

Version 5 also restored a performance or “bonus” incentive for existing buildings that existed under

versions 1 through 3. This performance incentive awards projects realizing energy reductions of 20% or

% Local Law 87 requires buildings of 50,000 gross square feet or larger to undergo a periodic energy audit and

retrocommissioning.
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higher up to $300 per apartment. The energy savings are determined through a billing analysis one year

after project completion.

Perhaps most importantly, version 5 responded to a barrier to participation for owners of smaller existing
buildings. To reduce the cost of participation for otherwise qualified buildings with fewer than 50 units,
NYSERDA created the Fast Track path. This alternative to the Standard participation path simplifies the
participation process by eliminating the ERP requirement and its accompanying modeling costs. This
approach, combined with the Fast Track tool (which is a substitute for modeling), offers an easier, more
cost-effective process for identifying and implementing improvements in smaller buildings. Table 1-2 and

Table 1-3 illustrate the MPP version 4 and 5 incentives for existing buildings, respectively.

Table 1-2. MPP Version 4 Incentives for Existing Buildings

Payment Schedule

Affordable Housing

Market-Rate Housing

Payment 1 (ERP & Document Approval):

» Base incentive (up to 30 units) $5,000 $2,500
= Base incentive (31-500 units) $10,000 $5,000
= Incremental incentive (over 100 units) $20/unit $10/unit
Payment 2 (50% Completion) Up to $300/unit Up to $300/unit

Payment 3 (Substantial completion)

Up to $300/unit

Up to $300/unit

Table 1-3.

MPP Version 5 Incentives for Existing Buildings

Payment Schedule

Affordable Housing

Market-Rate Housing

Firm Non-Firm Firm Non-Firm
Gas Gas Gas Gas
(per unit) | (perunit) | (per unit) | (per unit)

Payment 1 (ERP & Document Approval):

= Fast Track (5-49 units) N/A N/A N/A N/A
= Standard Path (5-49 units) $100 $80 $70 $50
= Standard Path (50 or more units) N/A N/A N/A N/A
Payment 2 (50% complete):

= Fast Track (5-49 units) N/A N/A N/A N/A
= Standard Path (5-49 units) $400 $320 $280 $200
= Standard Path (50 or more units) $500 $400 $350 $250
Payment 3 (100% complete):

= Fast Track (5-49 units) $1,000 $800 $700 $500
= Standard Path (5-49 units) $500 $400 $350 $250
= Standard Path (50 or more units) $500 $400 $350 $250
Maximum Incentives $1,000 $800 $700 $500

continued
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Payment Schedule Affordable Housing Market-Rate Housing
Firm Non-Firm Firm Non-Firm

Gas Gas Gas Gas
(per unit) | (perunit) | (per unit) | (per unit)

Performance Payment:

= Tier 1 (20%-22%) $150
= Tier 2 (23%-25%) $200
= Tier 3 (26%-28%) $250
= Tier 4 (29% or more) $300

New Construction

In 2011, the program began to offer a choice of two paths for new construction projects, a Prescriptive path
and a Performance path. MPP staff anticipated that many projects would enter the program’s Prescriptive
path, but only a single project applied. In response, program staff asked developers why they were not
undertaking projects through the Prescriptive path, and gained useful insights that resulted in the
establishment of a third path for new construction projects under version 5: a Modified Prescriptive path.
The Modified Prescriptive path provides some exceptions to required ENERGY STAR standards of the
Prescriptive path, particularly for gut rehabilitation projects and historical buildings where work is not done
to the walls of the structure. This path does not result in an ENERGY STAR label for the final project, but

may earn the New York Energy $mart>™ label.*

Although the Modified Prescriptive path is appropriate for all types of new construction, the path was
designed to accommodate idiosyncrasies of gut rehabilitation projects, especially of historic buildings. For
such projects, developers experienced difficulty in meeting the building-envelope requirements of the
Prescriptive path, either because of the building’s historic status, or because the developers could not meet

the added expense of those requirements without experiencing a substantial loss.

The guidelines for the Modified Prescriptive path are almost the same as those for the Prescriptive path, but
have exceptions for gut rehabilitations when no work is done on the walls. Other lesser changes to
Prescriptive path requirements, such as reduction of the boiler efficiency requirement for these projects,
also occurred with creation of the Modified Prescriptive path. According to Comprehensive Residential
Information Database (CRIS), during the first 12 months of this path’s availability, 11 projects applied
using this approach, according to CRIS. Table 1-4 and Table 1-5 show the MPP version 4 and 5 new

construction incentives, respectively.

%0 NYSERDA, New Construction Program Guidelines, Version 5, July 2012, p. 3.
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Table 1-4.

MPP Version 4 Incentives for New Construction

MPP Process Evaluation

Payment Schedule

Affordable Housing

Market-Rate Housing

Payment 1 (Modeling payment):

» Performance Path $20,000 $15,000

= Prescriptive Path N/A N/A

Payment 2 (Open-Wall payment) $1/ghsf® $1/ghsf®

Payment 3 (As-Build payment) 5150.50/ghfse_l minus 10% 5150.50/ghfse_l minus 10%
retainage retainage

Payment 4 (Data-Release payment)

10% retainage from
Payment 3

10% retainage from
Payment 3

a

ghsf = Gross Heated Square Footage

Table 1-5.

MPP Version 5 Incentives for New Construction

Payment Schedule

Affordable Housing

Market-Rate Housing

5-49 50 or more 5-49 50 or more
units units units units
(per unit) | (per unit) | (per unit) | (per unit)
Payment 1 (Modeling Payment):
= Performance Path $300 $200 $225 $150
= Prescriptive Path N/A N/A N/A N/A
Payment 2 (Open-Wall payment):
= Performance Path $300 $400 $225 $300
= Prescriptive Path $450 $450 $300 $300
Payment 3 (As-Build payment):
= Performance Path $600 $600 $450 $450
= Prescriptive Path $450 $450 $375 $375
Maximum Incentives $1,200 $900 $900 $675

1.1.6 Program Funding

Throughout its evolution, MPP program funding has come from a variety of sources, including SBC, EEPS,
Green Jobs Green New York (GJGNY), and the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI). Currently,
SBC funds used to fund MPP flow through EEPS while non-EEPS SBC funds are focused on moving new

or underutilized technologies into the marketplace.®

3 NYSERDA, Technology and Market Development Operating Plan for 2012-2016, System Benefits Charge,

December 22, 2011.
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1.1.6.1 EEPS Funding

The EEPS |1 was authorized in October 2011 and runs through 2015. Changes to EEPS for version 5 of
MPP include funding for the Fast Track path and, as of 2014, the elimination of the TRC test for individual
measures. In addition, to be consistent with the EEPS 15% energy-reduction target, the program lowered its
performance target from 20% to 15%. However, measures not eligible for EEPS funding could still be
included in the scope of work to reach the 15% reduction target, but under version 4.0 of MPP, “advanced”
measures, such as photovoltaic, solar thermal, sub-metering, wind, and cogeneration no longer were

eligible for incentives and could not contribute to the 15% performance target.

1.1.6.2 SBC Funding

SBC funds were used in versions 1 through 3 for projects started between 2007 to July 2009. SBC funds
were not directly used to fund MPP after version 3, but instead flowed through EEPS.

1.1.6.3 RGGI Funding

Begun in 2005, RGGI is a cooperative effort among the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont to cap and reduce power sector
CO, emissions. RGGI funds are proceeds from each state’s quarterly auctions of CO, emissions
allowances. For MPP, RGGI funds provide incentives to repair and replace space and domestic water
heating systems, as well as to install insulation, air sealing, and other building envelope energy-efficiency
measures that reduce oil or propane energy use. RGGI funds may not be used to fund electric or “firm gas”

energy use reduction measures.

The intermittent nature of RGGI’s quarterly cash infusions from the auctions poses planning problems for
MPP. RGGI’s available funds sometimes become exhausted, which requires MPP to put further program
commitments on hold until RGGI funding again becomes available. For example, at the end of 2012, the
program had a list of 38 buildings whose project applications had been approved, but for which a notice to

proceed had not been issued because RGGI funds were unavailable.

1.1.6.4 GJGNY Funding

GJGNY funding comes from RGGI funds as authorized by New York State in the GIGNY Act of 2009,
which was signed into law on October 9, 2009. GIGNY is a discrete, targeted use of RGGI funds, and its

goals include:

. Promoting energy efficiency, energy conservation, and clean technologies.
. Reducing energy consumption and costs.

. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

. Supporting sustainable community development.

1-11
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. Creating green job opportunities, including opportunities for emerging, unemployed, and

displaced workforces.

GJGNY funds provide interest-free loans that pay a portion (7.5%) of the program’s incentives. GIGNY

funds also are used to supplement and leverage other funding sources. Specifically, they can provide a

portion of the financing for existing buildings projects. Half of each loan amount for these projects, up to a
loan total of the lesser of $500,000 or $5,000 per unit, can be GIGNY funds. The loans are advanced by

commercial banks that participate with NYSERDA in the program. New construction projects are not

eligible for these loans. Additionally, GIGNY funds are used to support program audits, which may

provide an entry point for projects into MPP but there are too few GJIGNY -funded MPP projects as of

January 2014 to determine if this has been the case.

1.1.7 Program Budget

The MPP electric program’s annual EEPS budget for 2012 through 2015 is $13,897,207. The budget for

affordable housing is roughly double the market-rate budget (Table 1-6). The annual projections represent

actual paid (invoiced) funds. All EEPS funds are to be under contract and encumbered by the end of

December 2015. For the four years, the electric program budget totals $55,588,828.

Table 1-6.

MPP Electric Program Expenditures 2012-2015

Source: NYSERDA, Supplemental Revision to System Benefits Charge (SBC) Operating Plan (2012-2015), December

22, 2011, Revised February 15, 2013.

Budget Category 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total
Market-Rate Housing

General Administration $392,619 $392,619 $392,619 $392,619 | $1,570,475
Program Expenditures: $4,186,298 | $4,186,298 | $4,186,298 | $4,186,298 |$16,745,193
) ';L%g,r\j‘;?kgh‘ggea‘;h' Education | 4545387 | $245387 | $245387 | $245387 | $981,547
= Trade Ally Training $22,085 $22,085 $22,085 $22,085 $88,339
= |ncentives and Services $3,428,053 | $3,428,053 | $3,428,053 | $3,428,053 |$13,712,213
= Direct Program Implementation $490,774 $490,774 $490,774 $490,774 | $1,963,094
Program Evaluation $245,386 $245,386 $245,386 $245,386 $981,544
NYS Cost Recovery Fee $83,431 $83,431 $83,431 $83,431 $333,724
Total Market Rate Budget $4,907,734 | $4,907,734 | $4,907,734 | $4,907,734 |$19,630,936

continued
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Budget Category 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total
Affordable Housing
General Administration $719,158 $719,158 $719,158 $719,158 | $2,876,631
Program Expenditures: $7,668,021 | $7,668,021 | $7,668,021 | $7,668,021 |$30,672,085
) Z;%gﬁ;?k%g;rgea‘:h’ Bducation | $449.474 | $449.474 | $449474 | $449474 | $1,797,895
= Trade Ally Training $40,453 $40,453 $40,453 $40,453 $161,812
* Incentives and Services $6,279,147 | $6,279,147 | $6,279,147 | $6,279,147 ($25,116,589
= Direct Program Implementation $898,947 $898,947 $898,947 $898,947 | $3,595,789
Program Evaluation $449,473 $449,473 $449,473 $449,473 | $1,797,892
NYS Cost Recovery Fee $152,821 $152,821 $152,821 $152,821 $611,284
Total Affordable Housing Budget | $8,989,473 | $8,989,473 | $8,989,473 | $8,989,473 |$35,957,892
Total MPP Electric Budget $13,897,207 |$13,897,207 |{$13,897,207 |$13,897,207 |$55,588,828

The annual EEPS budgets for the MPP gas program for the years 2012 through 2015 are $20,466,028,
including annual expenditures of $6,852,117 for market-rate housing and $13,613,911 for affordable-rate

housing (Table 1-7). The four-year budget for the gas program totals $81,864,112.

The combined electric and gas four-year MPP budgets for 2012 through 2015 total $137,452,940, with
combined annual budgets of $34,363,235. NYSERDA plans to continue to coordinate and collaborate with

appropriate parties to pursue available federal and state funding to support MPP activities as well.

Table 1-7.

MPP Gas Program Expenditures 2013-2015

Source: NYSERDA, Supplemental Revision to System Benefits Charge (SBC) Operating Plan (2012-2015), December

22, 2011, Revised February 15, 2013.

Budget Category 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total
Market-Rate Housing

General Administration $548,169 $548,169 $548,169 $548,169 | $2,192,677
Program Expenditures: $5,844,857 | $5,844,857 | $5,844,857 | $5,844,857 |$23,379,427
" ';L%gﬁ;?kgﬁggeac“ Education | 4342606 | $342,606 | $342,606 | $342,606 | $1,370,423
= Trade Ally Training $30,835 $30,835 $30,835 $30,835 $123,338
= |ncentives and Services $4,786,204 | $4,786,204 | $4,786,204 | $4,786,204 |$19,144,817
= Direct Program Implementation $685,212 $685,212 $685,212 $685,212 | $2,740,847
Program Evaluation $342,605 $342,605 $342,605 $342,605 | $1,370,420
NYS Cost Recovery Fee $116,486 $116,486 $116,486 $116,486 $465,944
Total Market Rate Budget $6,852,117 | $6,852,117 | $6,852,117 | $6,852,117 |$27,408,468

continued
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Budget Category 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total
Affordable Housing
General Administration $1,089,113 | $1,089,113 | $1,089,113 | $1,089,113 | $4,356,452
Program Expenditures: $11,612,667 |$11,612,667 |$11,612,667 |$11,612,667 |$46,450,668
) Z;%g,ﬁ;?kggggea"h’ Education | $680,606 | $680,696 | $680,696 | $680,696 | $2,722,784
= Trade Ally Training $61,263 $61,263 $61,263 $61,263 $245,052
* Incentives and Services $9,509,318 | $9,509,318 | $9,509,318 | $9,509,318 ($38,037,272
= Direct Program Implementation | $1,361,391 | $1,361,391 | $1,361,391 | $1,361,391 | $5,445,564
Program Evaluation $680,695 $680,695 $680,695 $680,695 | $2,722,780
NYS Cost Recovery Fee $231,436 $231,436 $231,436 $231,436 $925,744
Total Affordable Housing Budget |$13,613,911 |$13,613,911 ($13,613,911 |$13,613,911 |$54,455,644
Total MPP Gas Budget $20,466,028 |$20,466,028 |$20,466,028 |$20,466,028 ($81,864,112

1.1.8 Research Objectives

The current evaluation is the third process evaluation and the second market characterization assessment

(MCA) of MPP. The first process evaluation, completed in 2006, examined the existing Assisted

Multifamily Program (a predecessor of the MPP) and the Multifamily Building Performance Program.* A

second process evaluation of the newly restructured MPP (version 1), which combined earlier NYSERDA

multifamily programs into a single program, occurred in 2007-2008. That evaluation addressed the start-up

of the new combined program and tested the concept of establishing MPP Partners to serve as facilitators

for multifamily building owners, managers, and developers.®* An MCA study of the Assisted Multifamily

Program was completed in 2005.%

The current process evaluation work focused on projects initiated, or that completed work for their second

incentive payment, on or after January 1, 2012. More particularly, the focus was on projects initiated under

version 4, which launched in September 2010, and version 5, which launched in July 2012.

32
33
34

Quantec, LLC, March 2005.
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The evaluation plan identified seven market characterization and assessment, and process-related research

objectives.®

1. Develop market estimates for the number of multifamily new construction, renovation, and

remodel projects occurring annually in New York State.

2. Assess program effectiveness in attracting market-rate, as well as affordable housing projects from

both new construction and existing buildings.
3. Assess program features, services, and benefits.

4. Document program progress and the effectiveness of program processes for new and existing

buildings, and for market-rate and affordable housing projects.

5. Document the role of MPP in existing multifamily building projects.
6. Document the influence of MPP on new construction projects.
7. Provide measures of potential spillover attribution and free ridership from Partners and other

market actors, and from participants.

The Process Evaluation and Market Characterization and Assessment (PE/MCA) team approached these
research objectives through multiple channels, primarily through interviews with stakeholder groups,

supplemented with document and database review.

1.1.9 Data Collection Overview

The main data collection activities for this evaluation by source were:

. Program and implementation staff: In-depth phone interviews with NYSERDA staff, program

implementation contractors, program marketing contractors, and QA contractors.
. Multifamily properties: Surveys of property owners and managers onsite.

. Multifamily Performance Partners: In-person and in-depth phone interviews and phone surveys
of Partners, including experienced or inexperienced, active or inactive, and eligible or permanently
removed Partners. Responses to in-depth Partner interviews were used to inform the broader-

reaching surveys with other Partners.

. Participating owners and developers: Phone surveys of program participants.

% New York State Process Evaluation Protocols, A Supplement to the New York State Evaluation Guidelines

Updated 2012, Johnson Consulting Group, January 2012.
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. New York market actors: In-depth phone interviews with and phone surveys of architects,
engineers, building contractors, and energy efficiency consultants. Responses to in-depth

interviews were used to inform the broader-reaching surveys.

. Market actors in a neighboring state: Phone surveys of architects, engineers, building
contractors, and energy efficiency consultants in Pennsylvania. This group was used as a
comparison to market actors in New York to identify and measure differences in the impact of the

MPP program on the broader market.
. CRIS database review: Database extracts on key variables.

Data for the process evaluation were collected primarily through phone interviews and surveys (Table 1-8).
Program and implementation staff were surveyed first in order to document program steps and processes,
and to identify researchable topics that would be valuable to program staff. Next, MPP Partners were
interviewed, starting with Partners who were most experienced with the program. Through these
interviews, Partners provided detailed information about program steps and processes, and feedback on the
effectiveness of program processes and the impact of MPP on the broader market. The PE/MCA team
gained MPP customers’ perspectives through phone surveys of participating owners and developers. The
PE/MCA team also conducted phone surveys of market actors to determine the role and impact of MPP on
the multifamily market. The team compared responses from market actors in New York State with
responses from market actors from Pennsylvania. MPP Partners and participants, and market actors (who
identified non-MPP projects in which MPP-incented energy efficiency services were provided) were also
interviewed by the team to determine spillover potential. The review of CRIS data supported these
activities and provided detailed information on program status. CRIS data and data from secondary sources
provided the basis for market characterization and assessment. Subsequent chapters present more details

about the PE/MCA team’s data collection activities.

Table 1-8. MPP Process and Market Assessment Data Collection Activities
Target Group Estimated | Estimated | Interviews | Surveys Sampling
Population | Sample |Conducted | Conducted | Precision
Size Size

Program & Implementation Staff & 521 21 21 N/A N/A
Contractors
Non-MPP Multifamily Properties
(Spillover Activity) 392 392 N/A 119 95/5
Multifamily Performance Partners 105 50 21 29 90/10
Participating Owners & Developers 285 110 N/A 110 90/10
New York Market actors (Architects,
Contractors, Engineers, & Energy ~3,687 1,471 6 341 85/15
Efficiency Consultants)
Pennsylvania Market actors
(Architects, Contractors, Engineers, ~755 458 N/A 127 80/20
& Energy Efficiency Consultants)
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2 Market Characterization

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a detailed accounting of the primary and secondary information on the multifamily
sector in New York State (NYS). The PE/MCA team collected and analyzed information on the following

subject areas:

. Existing Multifamily Buildings.

. Multifamily New Construction Activity.

. New York City (NYC) Benchmarking Data.
. Vacancy Rates.

. MPP Participation Data.

The analysis provides information disaggregated by upstate and downstate areas, county, and utility service
territory. Detailed information on number of buildings, number of units, number of stories, and property
valuation are included as available. This analysis included use of a geographic information system (GIS) to
calculate distributions within utility service territories. The report includes many maps and tables at the

statewide and county level. For readability, all county-level tables are found in Appendix D.

2.2  Existing Multifamily Buildings

Prior to this report, MPP staff and others lacked an accurate count of the number of multifamily buildings
in the State. This study used available real estate tax records to develop accurate estimates of the existing
multifamily sector. This section includes data on existing multifamily properties, buildings, and units in

New York State in the following categories:

. Data on Number of Properties
- Real estate tax statistics.
- Number of stories.
- Unitsize.
- Age of building.
. Data on Number of Buildings
- Number of multifamily buildings.
- Number of stories.
- Unitsize.

- Age of building.
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. Data on Number of Units
- Number of multifamily units.
- Number of units by number-of-stories class.
- Number of units by unit-size class.

- Number of units by age-of-building class.

2.2.1 Multifamily Real Estate Tax Statistics in New York State

The research team used tax records for NYC properties and tax records for the remainder of the State to
develop a comprehensive picture of the multifamily sector. The City of New York Department of City
Planning has copyrighted The Primary Land Use Tax Lot Output (PLUTO™) data files, which provide
detailed tax records of each NYC property. For this analysis, the research team used PLUTO™ Release
12v2 and tax records valid through the second quarter of 2012. The PLUTO data are largely complete.
Multifamily properties are identified by Land Use Categories: 02 — Multifamily Walk-Up Buildings, and 03
— Multifamily Elevator Buildings. Some of the walk-up buildings had only four units and were removed

from the data set because the minimum number of units to qualify for MPP is five.

Tax records for the rest of the State were obtained by filing a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request
with the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance. The request asked for all non-NYC
multifamily property data.*® The requested data were pulled from state records on March 6, 2013. For all of
the counties, information included the square footage, number of stories, age, valuation, and ownership.
Buildings with one to four units were removed from the data. Many counties did not consistently supply
number of units, age of property, and/or number of stories. When records contained multiple entries for the
same property, the PE/MCA team assumed that there were multiple buildings on the property. The team
combined these data into a single property record with a new variable recording the number of buildings.

Figure 2-1 shows the distribution of multifamily properties by county.

% Apartment buildings were identified as buildings having a Property Class value of 410 or 411.
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Figure 2-1. Number of Multifamily Properties by County (2012)

Market Characterization

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State

Taxation and Finance Department (2013, March)
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The two data sets were combined to provide information relevant to the MPP. Table 2-1 provides the

summary statistics for New York State for the year 2012.

Table 2-1. Multifamily Property Information by Area (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©ONYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2013, March)

Area Total Assessed | Total Living Number of Number of Number of
Value ($1,000) Area sq. ft. Buildings Properties Units®
Upstate $10,740,007 181,026,634 39,690 32,018 287,842
Downstate $85,992,752 | 2,045,649,636 121,128 91,552 2,144,273
Total MPP Area $96,732,759 | 2,226,676,270 162,610 123,570 2,432,115
Long Island $706,666 7,699,835 9,093 8,921 7,422
Total NYS $97,439,425 | 2,234,376,105 169,911 132,491 2,439,537b

& 39% of properties did not report number of units.

b

An attempt is made here to calculate the actual number of units in the state. 39% of the properties in the tax data are

missing units, but all of these are in upstate NY and Westchester County. The U.S. Census American Community
Survey (ACS) 2008-2012 estimates there are 2,626,770 multifamily units in all of NYS. Subtracting out Suffolk
(46,503) and Nassau (53,348) leaves 2,526,919 units in the NYSERDA area. For this study, the ACS values are
used throughout for number of multifamily units.
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In Appendix D, Table D-1 displays various building statistics throughout the 62 counties in the State for the
year(s) 2012.

2.2.2 Properties by Number-of-Stories Class

The NYC PLUTO™ data set contains information on the number of stories for each NYC multifamily
building. For most of the rest of the state, the number of stories is provided, though there are a few isolated
areas where data are not available. Each building was categorized into a number-of-stories class per the

following criteria:

. Class 1: One to three stories.
. Class 2: Four or five stories.

. Class 3: Six to 10 stories.

. Class 4: 11 to 20 stories.

. Class 5: More than 20 stories.

Figure 2-2 shows the distribution of properties by number-of-stories class.

Figure 2-2. Multifamily Properties by Number-of-Stories Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©ONYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2013, March)
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Table 2-2 displays a comparison of the number of properties by number-of-stories classifications. The data
are summarized by the upstate, downstate, and Long Island areas of New York State. Some of the counties
outside NYC did not thoroughly report number of stories. Westchester was one of those counties, and all
but one of the 23,207 missing cases for downstate are from Westchester. Most of the multifamily properties
in New York State are one to three stories. In fact, that category represents 40% of the buildings of known
height across the entire MPP area (excluding Long Island), and 96% of the upstate and 28% of the
downstate buildings of known height. In addition, the results also show that downstate New York has 780

properties that contain more than 20 stories, while there are only 12 such buildings in the upstate region.

Table 2-2.  Multifamily Properties by Number-of-Stories Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©ONYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing 1to 3 4to 5 6to 10 11to 20 More Total
Stories Stories Stories Stories than 20
Stories
Downstate 23,207 19,242 33,211 12,494 2,618 780 91,552
Upstate 17,714 13,794 324 121 53 12 32,018
Long Island 8,697 177 12 34 0 1 8,921
Total NYS 49,618 33,213 33,547 12,649 2,671 793 132,491

In Appendix D, Table D-2 displays the number of properties by humber-of-stories class in the 62 counties
of New York State for the year 2012.

2.2.3 Properties by Unit-Size Class

Table 2-3 displays the number of properties by unit-size class in downstate, upstate, and Long Island. The

unit-size classes shown in the table are:

. 5 to 10 units.

. 11 to 20 units.

. 21 to 50 units.

. 51 to 100 units.

. 101 to 200 units.

. 201 to 500 units.

. Greater than 500 units.

As with the number of stories, a number of counties — including Westchester — failed to report the number

of units.
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Table 2-3.

Multifamily Properties by Unit-Size Class (2012)

MPP Process Evaluation

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing 5to 11to 21to 51to 101to | 201 to >500 Total
10 20 50 100 200 500 Units
Units Units Units Units Units Units
Downstate 23,525 | 35,411 | 12,171 | 11,439 5,504 2,128 1,090 284 | 91,552
Upstate 19,609 7,814 1,787 1,480 699 453 169 7 | 32,018
Long Island 8,730 71 37 29 36 15 3 0 8,921
Total NYS 51,864 | 43,296 | 13,995 | 12,948 6,239 2,596 1,262 291 (132,491

Figure 2-3 shows the distribution of properties by unit-size class for the year 2012.

Figure 2-3. Multifamily Properties by Unit-size Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)
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In Appendix D, Table D-3 displays the number of properties by unit-size class for the 62 counties of New
York State for the year 2012.
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2.2.4 Properties by Age-of-Building Class

Table 2-4 shows a comparison of the downstate, upstate, and Long Island areas by the number of properties

by age-of-building class. The age categories shown in the table are:

. Built before 1900.

. Built from 1900 to 1949.
. Built from 1950 to 1974.
. Built from 1975 to 1999.
. Built from 2000 to 2012.

According to Table 2-4, the majority of properties in downstate New York were built between 1900 and
1949. It is difficult to know the average age of upstate multifamily buildings because records for 56% of

them did not contain an age value.

Table 2-4. Multifamily Properties by Age-of-Building Class

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing Before 1900 to 1950 to 1975 to 2000 to Total
1900 1949 1974 1999 2012
Downstate 21,423 925 55,717 4,995 4,029 4,463 91,552
Upstate 18,095 1,032 4,135 4,958 3,173 665 32,058
Long Island 8,643 0 60 111 91 16 8,921
Total NYS 48,161 1,957 59,912 10,064 7,293 5,144 132,531

Figure 2-4 shows the distribution of multifamily properties across New York State by age-of-building class.
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Figure 2-4. Multifamily Properties by Age-of-Building Class

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department
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In Appendix D, Table D-4 shows the number of properties by age-of-building class for the 62 counties of
New York State.

2.2.5 Number of Multifamily Buildings by County (2012)

The next set of tables displays the number of buildings across the State for 2012. A single tax property
sometimes includes multiple buildings.

Figure 2-5 shows the distribution of multifamily buildings across New York State.
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Figure 2-5. Number of Multifamily Buildings by County (2012)

Market Characterization

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

e O

Upstate: Number of Buildings

[ ]1-100
[ 100- 250
B 250 - 1,000
I 1,000 - 3,000

Il Greater than 3,000

Downstate: Number of Buildings
[ ]1-8000

[ 8,000 - 16,000

I 16,000 - 24 000

B Greater than 24,000

Produced by Wirtshafter Associates Inc.

2.2.6 Buildings by Number-of-Stories Class

Table 2-5 shows a comparison of the number of buildings in downstate, upstate, and Long Island according

to number-of-stories class for 2012. As the table shows, there was no information about the number of

stories for almost 30% of the buildings in New York State.

Table 2-5.

Multifamily Buildings by Number-of-Stories Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing 1to3 4to 5 6to 10 11to 20 More Total
Stories Stories Stories Stories than 20
Stories
Downstate 23,388 40,391 37,286 15,158 3,678 1,227 121,128
Upstate 17,937 21,002 423 183 115 30 39,690
Long Island 8,736 293 23 38 0 3 9,093
Total NYS 50,061 61,686 37,732 15,379 3,793 1,260 169,911
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Figure 2-6 shows the distribution of multifamily buildings by number-of-stories class for the year 2012.

Figure 2-6. Multifamily Buildings by Number-of-Stories Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)
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In Appendix D, Table D-5 displays the number of buildings by number-of-stories class for each New York
State county for the year 2012.

2.2.7 Buildings by Unit-Size Class

Table 2-6 displays a comparison of the number of buildings by unit-size class in downstate, upstate, and
Long Island for the year 2012. Within the MPP program area, 41% of the buildings of known unit size are
in the five- to 10-unit size class. As the table shows, there was no information about the number of units for
more than 30% of the buildings in New York State.
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Table 2-6. Multifamily Buildings by Unit-Size Class (2012)

Market Characterization

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing| 5to 11to 21to 51to 101to | 201 to >500 Total
10 20 50 100 200 500 Units
Units Units Units Units Units Units
Downstate 23,639 | 38,573 | 14,172 | 15,767 | 11,980 9,936 4,897 2,264 (121,128
Upstate 20,516 9,074 2,628 2,751 1,912 1,717 1,036 56 | 39,690
Long Island 8,830 92 41 40 61 23 6 0 9,093
Total NYS 52,885 | 47,739 | 16,841 | 18,558 | 13,953 | 11,676 5,939 2,320 (169,911

Figure 2-7 shows the distribution of multifamily buildings by unit-size class for the year 2012.

Figure 2-7. Multifamily Buildings by Unit-Size Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)
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In Appendix D, Table D-6 shows the number of buildings by their unit-size class for the 62 counties of

New York State for the year 2012.
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2.2.8 Buildings by Age-of-Building Class

Table 2-7 shows the number of buildings by age-of-building class for the downstate, upstate, and Long
Island areas of New York State for the year 2012. The age categories shown in Table 2-7 includes buildings
built before 1900, from 1900 to 1949, from 1950 to 1974, from 1975 to 1999, and from 2000 to 2012.
According to Table 2-7, most of the buildings in downstate New York (66% of known age) were built
between 1900 and 1949. In upstate New York, building age was not available for about 53% of the
buildings. Per the reported data, most of the upstate multifamily buildings were built between 1950 and
1974.

Table 2-7. Multifamily Buildings by Age-of-Building Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing Before 1900 to 1950 to 1975 to 2000 to Total
1900 1949 1974 1999 2012
Downstate 21,428 1,162 66,122 14,304 12,432 5,680 121,128
Upstate 18,583 946 4,836 7,889 5,686 1,750 39,690
Long Island 8,649 0 103 162 161 18 9,093
Total NYS 48,660 2,108 71,061 22,355 18,279 7,448 169,911

Figure 2-8 shows the distribution of buildings by age-of-building class.
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Figure 2-8. Multifamily Buildings by Age-of-Building Class

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department
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In Appendix D, Table D-7 shows the number of buildings in terms of age for the 62 counties of New York
State.
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2.2.9 Number of Multifamily Units

Most of the tax records had information for number of units. Figure 2-9 shows the distribution of units

across New York State for the year 2012.

Figure 2-9. Multifamily Units by County (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)
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2.2.10 Number of Units by Number-of-Stories Class

Table 2-8 compares the number of units by number-of-stories class in the downstate, upstate, and Long
Island areas of New York State for the year 2012. The table and following map rely upon tax data for
Westchester and upstate counties, where 39% of properties do not have data. The stories classes shown in
this comparison are: one to three stories, four to five stories, six to 10 stories, 11 to 20 stories, and more
than 20 stories. Results show that in downstate New York, one-third of all units are in buildings with six to

10 stories. In the upstate area, 88% of the units are in buildings of three stories or less.
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Table 2-8. Multifamily Units by Number-of-Stories Class (2012)

Market Characterization

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing 1to 3 4to 5 6to 10 11to 20 More Total
Stories Stories Stories Stories than 20
Stories
Downstate 6,881 190,326 521,890 724,314 439,434 261,428 | 2,144,273
Upstate 3,570 251,361 12,173 10,940 8,260 1,538 287,842
Long Island 104 3,076 594 3,640 0 8 7,422
Total NYS 10,555 444,763 534,657 738,894 447,694 262,974 | 2,439,537

Figure 2-10 shows the distribution of units by number-of-stories class for the year 2012.

Figure 2-10. Multifamily Units by Number-of-Stories Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)
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In Appendix D, Table D-8 presents number-of-units data for the 62 counties of New York State by the

number-of-stories class for the year 2012.
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2.2.11 Number of Units by Unit-Size Class

Table 2-9 compares the number of units by unit-size class for the downstate, upstate, and Long Island areas
of New York State for the year 2012. The largest number of units in downstate is found in properties that
have between 50 and 100 units. However, the distribution of total units is fairly uniform across all the unit
size classes. This means that there are a lot of small buildings (20 or less) with approximately 1/6 of all

units; and few super large buildings >500 units) that also accounts for 1/6 of all units.

Table 2-9. Multifamily Units by Unit-Size Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area 5to 10 11to 21 to 51 to 101 to 201 to >500 Total
Units 20 50 100 200 500 Units
Units Units Units Units Units
Downstate 245,699 | 191,700 | 372,907 | 381,850 | 293,228 | 322,527 | 336,362 | 2,144,273
Upstate 49,756 25,771 47,379 50,470 63,437 47,254 3,775 287,842
Long Island 454 544 1,038 2,623 2,092 671 0 7,422
Total NYS 295,909 | 218,015 | 421,324 | 434,943 | 358,757 | 370,452 | 340,137 | 2,439,537

Figure 2-11 shows the distribution of multifamily units by the unit-size class for the year 2012.
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Figure 2-11. Number of Multifamily Units by Unit-Size Class (2012)

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)
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In Appendix D, Table D-9 conveys the total number of units in each county by unit-size categories for the
year 2012,

2.2.12 Number of Units by Age-of-Building Class

Table 2-10 compares the number of units by age-of-building class for the downstate, upstate, and Long
Island areas of New York State. The age categories shown in the table include units built before 1900, from
1900 to 1949, from 1950 to 1974, from 1975 to 1999, and from 2000 to 2012.
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Table 2-10. Multifamily Units by Age-of-Building Class

MPP Process Evaluation

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)

Area Missing Before 1900 to 1950 to 1975 to 2000 to Total
1900 1949 1974 1999 2012
Downstate 354 15,418 | 1,148,772 623,120 203,346 153,263 | 2,144,273
Upstate 12,557 6,080 39,964 113,499 83,319 32,423 287,842
Long Island 134 0 663 5,209 1,172 244 7,422
Total NYS 13,045 21,498 | 1,189,399 | 741,828 | 287,837 185,930 | 2,439,537

Figure 2-12 shows the distribution of units by the age-of-building class.

Figure 2-12. Multifamily Units by Age-of-Building Class

Sources: PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax Records from New York State
Taxation and Finance Department (2012, March)
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In Appendix D, Table D-10 shows the number of units by age-of-building class for each New York State

county.
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2.3 Multifamily New Construction and Renovation Data

Two sources of information are available on new construction and renovations. The U.S. Census (Census)
produces an annual survey of building permits for privately-owned housing, and the McGraw-Hill Dodge
Players Reports collect information on new construction and renovations. Each of these sources has
strengths and weaknesses, which will be discussed at the end of this section. Below, the PE/MCA team

presents Census data, followed by the Dodge Players Reports.

2.3.1 Multifamily Data from the U.S. Census Permit Survey

The U.S. Census produces an annual summary of building permits for privately-owned housing.*’ Each
jurisdiction and county collects information about the number of permits by building, by number of units,
and total construction costs, and voluntarily provides the information to the U.S. Census. The New York
State permit pattern is similar to that of the country as a whole: it dropped precipitously in 2009 and has
been recovering slowly ever since (Figure 2-13). Activity in Pennsylvania is included as a comparison state
in the Market Actor survey (as described in Chapter 6). Activity in Pennsylvania dropped a bit in the late
2000s and slowly recovered in 2011 through 2013 (Figure 2-13).

Figure 2-13. Historic Comparison of Multifamily Permits

Source: U.S. Census Residential Permits 2004 to 2013
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Table 2-11 shows summary statistics of all new building permits with five or more units.

37 See http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/ for further information.
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Table 2-11. Privately-Owned Multifamily Building Permit Summary Statistics (2004-2012)

Source: U.S. Census Building Permits Survey (2004-2012)

Metric Total
Total Buildings 6,454
Total Units 174,658
Total Construction Cost $15,101,905,635

Figure 2-14 shows the number of privately-owned multifamily building permits issued from 1980 to the

present. The largest numbers of new multifamily buildings were permitted in 2005 and 2008.

Figure 2-14. New York State Multifamily Buildings Permitted 1980-2012

Source: U.S. Census Building Permits Survey (1980-2012); U.S. Census started recording building information in 1980.
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Figure 2-15 displays similar information for multifamily number of units. Tabular data for Figure 2-15 are
presented in Appendix E, Table E-1.Census records for this value began in 1960. While the 2008 period
was the highest for permits since 1980, far fewer multifamily units have been built since 1980 than were
built in the early 1960s, when more than 60,000 units were completed in a couple of years. Permitting
activity slowed between 1975 and 2005, and built again between 2005 and 2008 (which peaked at 1,144
new permits). Permitting activity plunged in 2009 and 2010; permitting dropped to 294 buildings in 2009.
Recent activity shows the multifamily market is rebounding slightly, though the number of permits issued
in 2013 still was only 80% of the 2008 level.
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Figure 2-15. New York State Multifamily Units Permitted 1960-2012

Source: U.S. Census Building Permits Survey (1960-2012)
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In Appendix D, Table D-11 displays the number of new multifamily buildings permitted from 2004 to 2012
across the 62 counties of New York State. According to the results, Brooklyn has had more new

multifamily buildings developed than any other county in New York State.

In Appendix D, Table D-12 displays the number of new multifamily units across the 62 New York State
counties from 2004 to 2012. Brooklyn and Manhattan counties had the most new multifamily units

permitted during that period.

In Appendix D, Table D-13 displays the construction cost (in millions of dollars) for new multifamily

properties across the 62 counties from 2004 to 2012.

2.3.2 Dodge Data for New York Multifamily Properties

NYSERDA acquired two different lists of data from McGraw Hill. The first is a summary report of housing
starts from 2005 through the first quarter of 2013 (the Dodge Housing Starts data).*® This list is useful
because it provides a complete summary of multifamily activity as reported by Dodge. In addition,
NYSERDA has collected Dodge Players annual reports dating back to 2004 for all commercial and
industrial (C&l) activity in New York State. The McGraw Hill Dodge Players Reports provide a data list of

known C&lI projects, including new construction and renovation. The list is not comprehensive; it does not

% Summary data file prepared by McGraw Hill for 2005 through 2012
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include all projects, but the publishers seek to include all large projects and as many smaller projects as

they can identify.

The data are not a complete set of records since the periods from July through December 2005 and January
through August 2010 are not included. This set of records provides information on each project, though it is
noted that the recording of the number of units often is missing. Most projects do not report on the units-

level; therefore, users should not rely on reported unit numbers in the Dodge Players data.

Table 2-12 displays Dodge Housing Starts multifamily summary statistics for the years 2005 through the

first quarter of 2013. More multifamily projects were reported in 2005 and 2006 than in any other years.

Table 2-12. Multifamily All Construction and New Construction, Summary Statistics by
Year (2005-2013)

Sources: McGraw Hill Dodge Housing Starts (2005-2012)

Year All Construction New Construction Only
Projects | Buildings Value Area Projects |Buildings| Value Area
($1000) (1000 ($1000) (1000
sq. ft.) sq. ft.)
2005 3,612 2,393 5,326,079 | 42,420 2,393 2,393 4,540,641 | 41,170
2006 3,569 2,302 6,340,825 | 42,911 2,302 2,302 5,573,224 | 41,781
2007 2,931 1,646 6,526,081 | 39,165 1,646 1,646 |5,805,432| 38,305
2008 2,701 1,549 6,261,837 | 38,866 1,549 1,549 |5,474,314| 37,894
2009 1,880 597 2,823,879 | 13,533 597 597 2,061,692 | 13,188
2010 1,715 549 2,978,138 | 13,079 549 549 1,995,200 | 12,429
2011 2,221 670 3,890,901 | 17,166 670 670 2,930,528 | 16,827
2012 2,249 529 5,819,200 | 19,084 529 529 4,528,115| 17,919
2013 Q1 845 322 3,447,913 | 14,506 322 322 3,030,005| 14,014

Table 2-13 shows summary statistics for the upstate, downstate, and Long Island areas of New York State.
Almost all of the activity in New York occurred in the downstate region; 94% of all projects (new

construction and renovation) and 91% of new construction projects were in the downstate region.
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Table 2-13. Dodge Players Report New Construction Multifamily Summary Statistics

(2004-2012)

Sources: McGraw Hill Dodge Players Reports 2004-2012, 2005 and 2010 data incomplete

Area Projects Buildings Units Value Area (1000
($1000) sq. ft.)
All Projects
Upstate 749 3,689 11,148 | 3,289,781 27,793
Downstate 14,138 15,063 47,626 | 30,507,406 204,399
Long Island 80 460 2,539 791,651 6,092
Totals All Projects 14,967 19,212 61,313 | 34,588,838 238,284
New Construction
Upstate 389 3,409 8,183 | 2,448,299 26,245
Downstate 4,505 7,442 24,582 | 23,710,113 174,377
Long Island 54 421 2,226 665,947 6,092
Total New Construction 4,948 11,272 34,991 | 26,824,359 206,714
Renovation
Upstate 360 280 2,965 841,482 1,548
Downstate 9,633 7,621 23,044 6,797,293 30,022
Long Island 26 39 313 125,704 0
Totals Renovation 10,019 7,940 26,322 7,764,479 31,570

In Appendix D, Table D-14 displays various building statistics throughout the 62 counties of New York

State between 2004 and 2012. Manhattan had more multifamily projects than any other county in New

York State. When looking at the building totals, it appears that Brooklyn built more multifamily buildings

than any other county in New York State.

Figure 2-16 shows the distribution of new construction and renovation projects reported by the Dodge

Players between 2004 and 2012. According to the figure, upstate counties with the greatest number of new

construction and renovation multifamily projects were Erie, Monroe, Onondaga, and Albany. In downstate

New York, the counties of Manhattan and Brooklyn had the highest numbers of multifamily projects.
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Figure 2-16. Multifamily New Construction and Renovation Building Projects (2004-2012)

Sources: McGraw Hill Dodge Players Reports 2004-2012
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In Appendix D, Table D-16 shows the number of multifamily new construction projects in Dodge Players.

Figure 2-17 shows the number of multifamily buildings newly constructed between 2004 and 2012, by
county, as reported by the Dodge Players Reports. The upstate counties with the greatest number of new
multifamily buildings were Erie, Monroe, Saratoga, Orange, and Dutchess. In downstate New York,

Manhattan and Brooklyn had the greatest number of new multifamily buildings.
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Figure 2-17. Multifamily Newly Constructed Buildings by County (2004-2012)

Source: McGraw Hill Dodge Players Reports 2004-2012
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In Appendix D, Table D-16 shows multifamily building totals for new construction and renovation by

stories class size from 2004 through 2012. According to the table, it appears that Brooklyn has the largest

total number of multifamily building projects. Brooklyn has the greatest number of total buildings with one

to three stories, and has the greatest number of multifamily buildings with four to five-stories. The results

also show that Manhattan had the greatest total number of buildings in the following categories: 6 to 10

stories, 11 to 20 stories, and larger than 20 stories.

Table 2-14 displays the number of market actors listed by category for the new construction and renovation

projects from 2004 to 2012. This data was used to select the samples for the market actors surveys,

described in Chapter 6.
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Table 2-14. Number of Market Actors Listed by Category — New Construction and
Renovation (2004-2012)

Source: McGraw Hill Dodge Players Reports 2004-2012

Actors New Construction Renovation Total
Architect 6,290 3,449 13,855
Civil Engineer 140 6 423
Construction Manager 144 125 793
Consultant 2 0 40
Electrical Engineer 1,404 319 1,845
General Contractor 7,042 3,603 16,837
Interior Designer 6 6 22
Landscape Architect 33 13 116
Mechanical Engineer 2,537 973 4,693
Engineer (no specialty) 184 86 860
Owner 6,435 6,444 24,498
Owner/Agent 34 33 243
Structural Engineer 2,997 608 4,432
Total 27,248 15,665 68,657

2.3.3 Comparison of Census, Dodge Housing Starts, and Dodge Players Data

Table 2-15 and Figure 2-18 provide a summary comparison of the Census and Dodge Reports datasets for

new construction for the years 2005 to 2012. A summary of the three is provided in the bullets.

e Census collects building permit data for all privately-owned residential new construction

housing projects. Local jurisdictions provide the data voluntarily; it appears that most, if not

all, of New York State jurisdictions have supplied some level of information. It overstates

because it includes projects that get permitted but not built, and understates because it does

not include public construction. The Census data are for new construction only and do not

include renovation projects.

e Dodge Housing Starts is a compilation summary prepared by McGraw Hill at the end of the

study period. This represents the most accurate accounting of all multifamily activity over the

historic picture, but lacks the detail on individual projects that are included in the Players data.

e Dodge Players uses proprietary collection process to compile specific lists of projects hoping

to identify projects as soon as they become known (in many cases pre-permit stage). The

Players dataset provides a current assessment of activity and attempts to record the properties

under development at their conception. Dodge Players does not seek to gather information

about every project; rather, they capture information about the largest projects, so it is likely
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that the database does not include some smaller multifamily projects. The data sets were
assembled from periodic data requests for more information on current activity. The
combined dataset used is missing July through December 2005 and January through August

2010. Dodge Players also includes some projects that do not get built.

Table 2-15. Comparison of Census and Dodge Multifamily Totals (2005-2012)

Sources: U.S. Census Building Permits Survey 2005-2012, Dodge Housing Starts 2005-2013, and McGraw Hill Dodge
Players Reports 2005-2012

Year U.S. Census Permits Dodge Housing Starts Dodge Player
(Private Only) Buildings
2005 1,135 2,393 2,470
2006 880 2,302 3,289
2007 896 1,646 2,580
2008 1,144 1,549 1,845
2009 294 597 1,104
2010 313 549 97
2011 479 670 364
2012 576 529 330
Total 5,717 10,235 12,079

Figure 2-18. Comparison of Census Permits and Dodge New Construct Annual Totals

Sources: U.S. Census Building Permits Survey 2005-212, Dodge Housing Starts 2005-2013, and McGraw Hill Dodge
Players Reports 2004-2012
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An attempt was made to reconcile the three data sets. There are issues with the coverage of the three data

sets, as explained above. There is also the issue of timing. Dodge may list a project in one year and Census

may list that project in a different year. Finally, Census includes only private projects, while Dodge
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includes public and private. The large discrepancy between the Census data and the two Dodge data sets,

especially in the 2005- 2008 period could be attributed to a combination of the aforementioned factors.

2.4 New York City Benchmarking Data

In 2009, New York City passed a law requiring that all privately-owned properties with individual
buildings over 50,000 square feet or with multiple buildings with a combined square footage over 100,000
square feet annually measure and report their energy and water use. The data have been assembled and the

first report was published by the New York City Mayor’s Office in 2012.%

The report includes energy use data for more than 6,000 multifamily properties in NYC, representing 80%
of the properties and 65% of the total area for which benchmarking data were reported. Because
multifamily properties are less energy-intensive, they only account for about 50% of the total reported

energy use.

The report points out that there is a wide variation in the energy use intensity (EUI) within the multifamily
sector. The EUI is the amount of energy used divided by the gross area of the building. Two types of EUIs
are calculated: Site EUI and Source EUI. Site EUI uses the energy consumed by the building. Source EUI
captures energy used at the site, and includes the additional energy needed to generate and deliver that
energy to the site. The most energy-intensive multifamily properties use more than four times the energy
per square foot than the least energy-intensive multifamily buildings. The median Source EUI for
multifamily properties is 132.2. An attempt was made to get a copy of the benchmarking data, but it was
not released to the PE/MCA team.

2.5 Multifamily Vacancy Rates

Multifamily vacancy rates can affect owners’ and managers’ willingness to participate in energy efficiency
programs and to make investments in their properties. When vacancy rates are low, some owners may
decide not to spend money on improvements because these investments will not significantly impact their
ability to rent units. In contrast, other owners consider such periods of low vacancy good times to invest in
their properties, since rents are high and secure, providing opportunities to reinvest some of their profits in

their properties.

Table 2-16 shows the historic vacancy rates for all rental properties in New York State, Pennsylvania, and
the U.S. from 1986 through 2013. While vacancy rates in New York State have traditionally been well
below the national average, these rates are currently falling; the 2012 rate is the second-lowest since the

1980s. Figure 2-19 shows the historic vacancy rates in graphic form.

% New York City Local Law 84 Benchmarking Report, 2012. Published by PLANYC, Mayor’s Office of Long-
Term, Planning & Sustainability, New York, NY.
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Table 2-16. Historic Vacancy Rates (1986-Q1 2013)

Source: Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancies and Homeownership, Series H-111, 2014

Area 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
New York 29 3.3 4.1 3.7 4.9 55 5.8 55 5.9
Pennsylvania 5.4 5.7 6 5.9 7.2 7.1 7 7.5 8
U.S. 7.3 1.7 1.7 7.1 7.2 7.4 7.4 7.3 7.4

Area 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
New York 6.3 6.9 6.2 6.6 6.1 5.5 5.3 5.8 5.6
Pennsylvania 8 8.7 10.1 9.1 10.3 8.3 7.3 7.9 10
u.s. 7.6 7.8 7.7 7.9 8.1 8 8.4 9 9.8

Area 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
New York 6.1 51 5.8 6.1 5.7 5.7 6.8 6.5 5.5
Pennsylvania 11.7 10 10.6 10 9.5 9 8.8 8.6 9.1
u.s. 10.2 9.8 9.7 9.7 10 10.6 10.2 9.5 8.7

Area 2013
New York 5.7
Pennsylvania 10.0
U.S. 7.7

Figure 2-19. Historic Vacancy Rates (1986-2013)

Source: Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancies and Homeownership, Series H-111, 2014

14

12

10 -\/A A/\ P

| SN ST
6 N . . /™

e N @W YOTK

/*'/\/ N— N N—
4 /A-.._,

2 Pennsylvania ——

= Jnited States

0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

A O O N D 6 o A ) 9 O o I I T G
\q‘z?’\q'b ,9‘??’\0,% S S @q"‘\qca R 0?’@ 00 S > § ~ !‘9@‘ PFES RO K

2-29



Market Characterization

2.6 MPP Participation Data

MPP Process Evaluation

The PE/MCA team pulled data for all projects in the Comprehensive Residential Information System

(CRIS) database on March 5, 2013. The following analysis covers the period from the beginning of MPP

(January 2007) through the data retrieval on March 5, 2013. Table 2-17 shows, by program, the total

number of properties, buildings, and units participating in MPP. A more detailed assessment of MPP

version 4 and 5 activities is found in Chapter 3 below.

Table 2-17. MPP Summary Statistics by Program Name

Source: CRIS Database 3/5/2013

Program Name Number of Number of Number of

Properties Buildings Units
MPP Existing Buildings 728 3,531 145,112
MPP New Construction 319 336 21,450
Total MPP 1,047 3,867 166,562
Number in NYSERDA area 132,491 169,911 2,526,919°
Percent Covered by MPP 0.8% 2.3% 6.6%

@ Because of the missing unit values in the tax data set, the value comes from American Community Survey 2008-2012

report.

Table 2-18 compares the total number of properties, buildings, and units in MPP according to the

application year.

Table 2-18. MPP Summary Statistics by Application Year

Source: CRIS Database 3/5/2013

Application Year Number of Number of Number of
Properties Buildings Units
2005 5 5 499
2006 4 6 312
2007 195 877 48,801
2008 361 1,450 52,781
2009 167 767 15,053
2010 23 37 3,991
2011 102 214 14,130
2012 172 425 28,071
2013 18 86 2,924
Total 1,047 3,867 166,562
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Figure 2-20 shows the distribution of MPP activity across counties as a percentage of multifamily
properties for the year 2012. Overall MPP has reached 0.8% of all multifamily properties. It should be

noted that in most counties, MPP has reached less than 3% of the available properties.

Figure 2-20. MPP Participation as a Percentage of Multifamily Properties (2012)

Sources: CRIS Database 3/5/2013, PLUTO™ V12v2 ©NYC Department of City Planning, and New York State Tax
Records from New York State Taxation and Finance Department 204-2012
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In Appendix D, Table D-17 shows the number of properties that participated in MPP and the MPP

participation rate as a percentage of properties by county for the year 2012.

In Appendix D, Table D-18 shows the number of multifamily buildings that have participated in MPP by
county and the MPP participation rate as a percentage of each county’s multifamily buildings for the year
2012.

Table 2-19 displays various building statistics by utility company for the year 2012. There are seven utility
companies presented in this table: Central Hudson Gas and Electric, Consolidated Energy, Long Island
Power Authority, National Grid, New York State (NYS) Electric and Gas, Orange and Rockland Utilities,

and Rochester Gas and Electric. The table also provides counts of missing data.
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Table 2-19. MPP Activity Statistics by Utility Service Territory

Sources: CRIS Database 3/5/2013

MPP Process Evaluation

Company Name Number of Total Number of Total Number

Properties Buildings of Units
Missing 930 1,278 37,351
Central Hudson Gas and Electric 4,827 1,855 17,722
Consolidated Edison 89,137 99,986 2,194,903
Long Island Power Authority 9,014 1,357 32,320
Municipal 941 925 7,790
National Grid 12,420 12,131 162,785
New York State Electric and Gas 5,844 4,628 62,316
Orange and Rockland Utilities 7,666 953 15,391
Rochester Gas and Electric 1,999 2,883 60,495
Total 132,778 125,996 2,591,073

Table 2-20 displays the total number of participants in MPP by New York State utility for the year 2012.

Totals shown in the table consist of the number of participating properties, buildings, and units for each

New York State utility.

Table 2-20. MPP Participants by Utility Service Territory (2012)

Sources: CRIS Database 3/5/2013

Company Number of Number of Number

Properties Buildings of Units

Missing 1 6 723
Central Hudson Gas and Electric 27 104 2,092
Consolidated Edison 665 1,460 130,949
Long Island Power Authority 5 47 1,711
National Grid 225 1,406 20,706
New York State Electric and Gas 67 464 5,720
Orange and Rockland Utilities 13 51 1,132
Rochester Gas and Electric 44 329 3,529
Total 1,047 3,867 166,562

Figure 2-21 shows the distribution of MPP projects as a percentage of total properties in each utility for the

year 2012,
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Figure 2-21. Distribution of MPP Projects by Utility Service Territory (2012)

Source: CRIS Database 3/5/2013
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Table 2-21 shows MPP participation rate as a percentage of total properties, total buildings, or total units by
utility for the year 2012. MPP Participation is calculated as the number of MPP participating properties,
buildings, and unit, divided by the total number of properties, buildings, or units for each of the seven New
York State utility companies. According to Table 2-21, National Grid and Rochester Gas and Electric had
the highest participation in terms of properties, at 2%. National Grid received the highest level of

participation in terms of the percentage of buildings, achieving a participation rate of 12%.
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Table 2-21. MPP Participation as a Percentage of Buildings and Units by Utility Service
Territory (2012)

Sources: CRIS Database 3/5/2013

Company Name MPP Participation | MPP Participation | MPP Participation
as a Percentage as a Percentage as a Percentage
of Properties of Buildings of Units

Central Hudson Gas and Electric 1% 6% 10%
Consolidated Edison 1% 1% 5%
Long Island Power Authority 0% 3% 4%
National Grid 2% 12% 7%
New York State Electric and Gas 1% 10% 7%
Orange and Rockland Utilities 0% 5% 6%
Rochester Gas and Electric 2% 11% 5%

Table 2-22 shows a count of MPP participants across New York State according to unit size for the year
2012. The three unit classes shown in Table 2-22 consist of properties with 1-20 units, 21-75 units, and
more than 75 units. According to the table, more than 50% of the participants in MPP had properties that
exceeded 75 units. There are 527 participants who had properties that exceeded 75 units. Three-hundred-
forty participants in MPP had properties between 21 units and 75 units. Finally, 180 participants in MPP
had properties that fell into the 1-20 unit range.

Table 2-22. MPP Projects by Unit Class (2012)

Sources: CRIS Database 3/5/2013

Units Count Percent
1-20 180 17%
21-75 340 33%
More than 75 527 50%
Total 1,047 100%
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3 Market Assessment for Program Versions 4 and 5

This section describes the characteristics of MPP-supported projects incented under MPP versions 4 and 5.
MPP may use findings from this section to understand which opportunities it has relied on for savings and
to develop new strategies for opportunities MPP has targeted less frequently. The assessment summarizes:
project volumes, savings estimates, and project costs by market type (affordable versus market rate) and
construction type (existing buildings versus new construction); and, within each of these, by region
(downstate versus upstate). Data for this analysis were drawn from NYSERDA’s CRIS database of projects
as of January 24, 2014. The database classifies projects by the address(s) associated with the building(s) in
a project. In many instances, a single project may cover all of the upgrade activities for a group of buildings
at a common location and under the same ownership, or a project may encompass the upgrade activities or
improvements made to a single existing or new building. The database also captures information on the
buildings targeted for improvement under the program. In this section, we refer to project site separately

from project in order to describe the characteristics and number of buildings included in each project.

3.1 Market Type

MPP offers two tiers of incentive levels based on the financial status of the building tenants: affordable-rate
incentives are offered for projects where at least 25% of building tenants meet income thresholds and
market-rate incentives are offered for projects that do not meet this criterion.*’ The following analysis
summarizes completed projects by region and market type, and describes project site characteristics, project

costs, and project savings estimates.

3.1.1 Project Site Characteristics

Table 3-1 summarizes the 221 completed projects by site characteristics by region. Most projects (77%, or
171 projects) were located in downstate, and a majority of these downstate projects (87%, or 149 projects)

were affordable-rate projects.

Project site characteristics differed significantly between regions and market types. Upstate project sites
tended to have more buildings and smaller buildings than the downstate project sites. Across the state, 670
buildings were located at the 221 project sites, with an average of 3.0 buildings involved in upgrades per
project site. Upstate project sites had an average of 5.0 buildings per project site, which is more than twice

the 2.4 average buildings per downstate project site. Downstate project sites contained higher-occupancy

40 Affordable-rate incentives are offered for projects in which NYSERDA has established proxies for low

income housing, or in which at least 25% of building tenants have a calculated household income no more
than 80% of the State Median Income (see NYSERDA. 2010. “Existing Buildings: Program Guidelines
Version 5.” Pages 5-6. and NYSERDA. 2010. “New Construction: Program Guidelines Version 5” Pages 9-
11.).
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buildings, with an average of 191 units (with a range of 5 to 1,712 units) compared to an average of 86
units (with a range of 5 to 599 units) for upstate project sites. The average downstate project site’s total
square footage was approximately 200,000 square feet, which is nearly three times as large as the average

upstate project site’s total square footage of approximately 73,000 square feet.

Additionally, market rate project sites within each region contained a greater number of buildings on
average and had greater average total square footage than the affordable rate sites. Market rate project sites
for the two regions averaged more buildings — 2.8 and 8.0 for downstate and upstate respectively —
compared to 2.2 and 4.8 for affordable rate project sites. In addition, market rate sites had greater average
square footage, which is why these project sites accounted for nearly half of all total square footage for all

projects, while accounting for only one-third of all projects.

Table 3-1. Project Site Characteristics by Region and Market Type

Sources: CRIS Database 1/23/2014, MPP version 4-5, project stages: completed waiver; payment 2, 3, or 4; exhibit C.

Project Sitg NYS Downstate Projects Upstate Projects
Characteristic Total Affordable| Market Total Affordable| Market Total
Rate Rate
Total Projects 221 103 68 171 46 4 50
Total Buildings 670 228 190 418 220 32 252
Avg. Bulldings 3.0 2.2 2.8 2.4 48 8.0 5.0

per Project Site

Avg. Units per
Project Site

Total sq. ft. for All
Project Sites

167 159 240 191 81 143 86

36,761,753|16,454,822 17,068,381 | 33,523,203 | 2,793,190 | 445,360 | 3,238,550

Avg. sq. ft. per
Project Site

Total sq. ft. for All
Project Sites

176,739 166,210 262,590 204,410 68,127 148,453 73,603

32,942,809 15,246,520 | 14,546,808 | 29,793,328 | 2,745,758 | 403,723 | 3,149,481

Avg. sq. ft. per

Project Site 159,144 154,005 227,294 182,781 66,970 134,574 71,579

3.1.2 Project Economics and Funding Sources

Table 3-2 summarizes completed projects’ in terms of funding sources, project costs, simple payback
periods, and program savings-to-investment-ratio** (SIR) by region and market type. Forty-three of the 221

total projects (19%) included funding from the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI),* and most of

4 The SIR calculation is an estimate of savings per dollar spent. A SIR of 1 is a break-even point where project

owners receive returns equal to their investment.

2 RGGlisa cooperative effort among the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,

New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont to cap and reduce power sector CO, emissions.
Continued...
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these projects were market-rate projects located in downstate; two projects included funding from Green
Jobs Green New York (GIGNY).*® Affordable-rate projects accounted for nearly three of every four MPP
dollars spent, or $122 million of the total $167 million MPP spent on project costs. The average affordable-
rate projects cost MPP more to complete than the market-rate projects within the same region. The average
downstate project ($887,000) cost MPP nearly 2.4 times more to complete than the average upstate project
($372,000). Affordable-rate projects on average had longer simple payback periods: 8.4 years for
downstate and 9.3 years for upstate affordable-rate projects; and 7.1 years for market-rate projects in both
regions. MPP’s average project SIR — an estimate of the program’s return on investment (ROI) — was
higher for market-rate projects (2.4 for downstate and 2.6 for upstate) than for affordable rate projects (1.8

downstate and 1.6 for upstate).

Table 3-2. Project Economics and Funding Sources by Region and Market Type

Sources: CRIS Database 1/23/2014, MPP version 4-5, project stages: completed waiver; payment 2, 3, or 4; exhibit C.

Funding NYS Downstate Projects Upstate Projects
Characteristic Total
Affordable| Market Total Affordable| Market Total
Rate Rate
Total Projects 221 103 68 171 46 4 50
RGGI-Funded
Projects 43 8 32 40 3 3
GJGNY-Funded
Projects 2 1 1 1 1

Total Project
Costs ($)

Avg. Project
Cost ($)

Avg. Project
Payback 8.1 8.4 7.1 7.8 9.3 7.1 9.2
(Years)

Avg. SIR 1.9 1.8 2.4 2.0 1.6 2.6 1.7

166,912,596|105,160,737| 43,906,772 |149,067,509| 17,181,361 | 663,726 |17,845,087

772,744 | 1,020,978 | 675,489 887,307 381,808 221,242 371,773

RGGI funds are receipts from each state’s auctions of CO, allowances. For MPP, RGGI funds may provide
incentives to repair and replace space and domestic-water heating systems, as well as to install insulation, air
sealing, and other building shell energy efficiency measures that reduce oil and propane energy use.

4 GJIGNY is a statewide program administered by NYSERDA to provide New Yorkers with access to energy
assessments, installation services, low-cost financing for residential customers, and pathways to training for
green jobs. Services are delivered in targeted communities through community-based organizations, which
recruit residential, small business, nonprofits, and multifamily building owners into the assessment and
financing programs.
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3.1.3 Project Savings

MPP Process Evaluation

Table 3-3 summarizes project savings between regions and by market type, and provides some detail about

areas within buildings — tenant spaces or common areas — where savings occur. Nearly 85% of the MPP’s

38 million kWh in savings were generated by projects located downstate. Two-thirds of downstate savings

were delivered by affordable-rate projects, and nearly all upstate savings came from affordable-rate

projects (92%). Similarly, about 90% of MPP’s 719,000 MMBtu in savings from nonelectric sources were

delivered by downstate projects.

Table 3-3.

Summary of Project Savings by Market Type and Region

Sources: CRIS Database 1/23/2014, MPP version 4-5, project stages: completed waiver; payment 2, 3, or 4; exhibit C.

Common Areas

Project Savings NYS Downstate Projects Upstate Projects
Characteristic Total
'St Affordable| Market Total Affordable| Market Total
Rate Rate
Total Projects 221 103 68 171 46 4 50
Savings from Electric Sources (kWh)
Total Savings:
All Projects 38,356,528 (21,985,986 (10,894,342 | 32,880,328 | 5,381,495 94,705 5,476,200
Total Savings:
Tenant Spaces 1,420,083 | 646,857 615,469 | 1,262,326 | 157,757 — 157,757
Total Savings for
Common Areas 36,936,445|21,339,129(10,278,873 (31,618,002 | 5,223,738 94,705 5,318,443
é‘;%i'nprojem 182,650 | 219,860 | 170,224 | 200,490 | 125151 | 31,568 | 119,048
gs
Avg. Project
Savings for 6,426 6,280 9,051 7,382 3,430 — 3,155
Tenant Spaces
Avg. Project
Savings for 167,133 207,176 151,160 184,901 113,560 23,676 106,369
Common Areas
Savings from Non-Electric Sources (MMBtu)
Total Savings: All
Pt 9 719,322 | 363,509 | 294,866 | 658,375 | 51,308 | 9,640 | 60,948
jects

Total Savings:
Tenant Spaces 4,315 5,698 (1,233) 4,465 (150) — (150)
Total Savings for
Common Areas 715,007 357,811 296,099 653,910 51,458 9,640 61,098
Avg. Project
Savings 3,346 3,529 4,607 3,942 1,140 3,213 1,270
Avg. Project
Savings for 20 55 (18) 26 ?3) — ?3)
Tenant Spaces
Avg. Project
Savings for 3,235 3,474 4,354 3,824 1,119 2,410 1,222
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CRIS includes data on whether a measure was dedicated to a common area or tenant space. Tenant
measures consisted of lighting and appliances installed inside tenant spaces. Some cases exist where
installed measures are recorded in the project database as producing savings in common areas, even though
those measures help to reduce tenant utility costs. For example, envelope measures may help to reduce
electricity loads drawn by air-conditioning units in individually-metered building units, yet the envelope
measure is recorded in the project database as producing savings in common areas. Four percent of the
MPP’s electricity savings were generated from measures attributed to tenant spaces, and these savings
levels were relatively constant across projects between regions and market types. In addition, nearly all of

the gas savings were generated by measures attributed to common spaces.

3.2 Construction Type

MPP incents both retrofit projects for existing buildings and energy efficiency measures for new
construction. The following analysis summarizes the characteristics of projects by region and construction

type, and describes these projects in terms of site characteristics, economics, and project savings.

3.2.1 Site Characteristics

Table 3-4 summarizes the 221 completed projects by project site characteristics. The most common project
type is an existing building — 145 projects (66% of the total). On average, existing building projects had
more buildings and units onsite, and more square footage, than new construction sites from both regions.
New construction sites contained fewer buildings — one building per site on average — than existing
building sites, which contained an average of 3.2 (downstate) and 6.8 (upstate). Existing building sites were
about three times larger than new construction sites; existing building sites accounted for more than four-
fifths of the combined total square footage from all projects, or 28 million square feet of the combined 33

million square feet (85%).

Table 3-4. Summary of Project Site Characteristics by Region and Construction Type

Sources: CRIS Database 1/23/2014, MPP version 4-5, project stages: completed waiver; payment 2, 3, or 4; exhibit C.

Project Site NYS Downstate Projects Upstate Projects
Characteristic Total . .
Existing New Total Existing New Total
Buildings |Construction Buildings |Construction
Total Projects 221 110 61 171 35 15 50
Total Buildings 670 355 63 418 237 15 252
Avg. Buildi
vg. BUIcings 3.0 3.2 1.0 2.4 6.8 1.0 5.0

per Project Site

Avg. Units per
Project Site

Total sq. ft. for All
Project Sites

167 251 82 191 110 30 86

36,761,753 (28,571,728 | 4,951,475 33,523,203 | 2,751,924 | 486,626 | 3,238,550

continued
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Project Site NYS Downstate Projects Upstate Projects
Characteristic Total . .

Existing New Total Existing New Total
Buildings |Construction Buildings |Construction

Avg. sq. ft. per

Project Site 176,739 277,395 81,172 204,410 94,894 32,442 73,603

Total sq. ft. for All

Project Sites 32,942,809 25,342,290 | 4,451,038 |29,793,328| 2,692,851 | 456,630 | 3,149,481

Avg. sq. ft. per

Project Site 159,144 248,454 72,968 182,781 92,857 30,442 71,579

3.2.2 Project Economics and Funding Sources

Table 3-5 summarizes projects in terms of funding sources, project costs, simple payback period, and SIR.
Forty-three projects included funding from RGGI. Most of these projects were Existing Building projects
located in downstate; two projects included funding from GJGNY. About two-thirds of MPP’s total project
costs were incurred by existing building projects (about $110 million of the total of $167 million). Average
project costs within each region were similar between construction types. The average project payback*
was lower for downstate projects (7.8 years) than for upstate projects (9.2 years). The average payback was
lower for existing building projects, which had an average payback of 7.4 years. The highest average
payback periods were for upstate existing building projects (9.5 years). The SIR strongly correlates with the

average project payback, as projects with a higher SIR generally pay back their investments in fewer years.

Table 3-5. Project Economics and Funding Sources by Region and Construction Type

Sources: CRIS Database 1/23/2014, MPP version 4-5, project stages: completed waiver; payment 2, 3, or 4; exhibit C.

Funding NYS Downstate Upstate
Characteristic Total . .
Existing New Total Existing New Total
Buildings |Construction Buildings |Construction
Total Projects 221 110 61 171 35 15 50
RGGI-Funded
Projects 43 40 — 40 — 3 3
GJGNY-Funded
Projects 2 1 — 1 1 — 1
Total Project
Costs (g‘ec 166,912,596| 97,755,555 | 51,311,954 [149,067,509| 11,949,515 | 5,895,572 | 17,845,087
Avg. Project
oot (5;)0160 772,744 | 905,144 | 855199 | 887,307 | 362,107 | 393,038 | 371,773
Avg. Project
Payback 8.1 7.4 8.7 7.8 9.5 8.5 9.2
(Years)
Avg. SIR 1.9 2.3 1.6 2.0 1.6 1.9 1.7

44

total project costs.

Average project payback calculates the average simple payback of all projects without weighting projects by



MPP Process Evaluation

3.2.3 Project Savings

Market Assessment

Table 3-6 summarizes project savings by construction type and region. Existing buildings projects

delivered approximately 80% of MPP’s kWh savings and 90% of its MMBtu savings. Average project

savings were much greater for existing building projects within each region. Almost all project savings

were allocated to common spaces.

Table 3-6.

Summary of Project Savings by Construction Type and Region

Sources: CRIS Database 1/23/2014, MPP version 4-5, project stages: completed waiver; payment 2, 3, or 4; exhibit C.

Project Savings NYS Downstate Upstate
Characteristic Total — —

Existing New Total Existing New Total

Buildings |Construction Buildings |Construction
Total Projects 221 110 61 171 35 15 50

Savings from Electric Sources (kWh)
Total Savings: | 59 356 528 | 27,289,553 | 5,590,775 | 32,880,328 | 3,976,252 | 1,499,948 | 5,476,200
All Projects
Total Savings: | 1 450 083 | 1,262,326 1,262,326 | 157,757 157,757
Tenant Spaces eS U _ i ' — '
Total Savings for
Common Areas 36,936,445 | 26,027,227 | 5,590,775 {31,618,002| 3,818,495 | 1,499,948 | 5,318,443
é‘;%i'nprojem 182,650 | 262,400 | 93,180 | 200,490 | 128266 | 99,997 | 119,048

gs
continued
Avg. Project
Savings for 6,426 11,476 — 7,382 4,507 — 3,155
Tenant Spaces
Avg. Project
Savings for 167,133 236,611 91,652 184,901 109,100 99,997 106,369
Common Areas
Savings from Non-Electric Sources (MMBtu)
;?é‘f’" Savings: Al 219300 | 606538 | 51837 | 658375 | 54255 | 6,693 | 60,948
jects

Total Savings:
Tenant Spaces 4,315 4,465 — 4,465 (150) — (150)
Total Savings for
Common Areas 715,007 602,073 51,837 653,910 51,405 6,693 61,098
Avg. Project 3,346 5,616 879 3,942 1,644 446 1,270
Savings ! ' ! ' '
Avg. Project
Savings for 20 41 — 26 (4) — ®3)
Tenant Spaces
Avg. Project
Savings for 3,235 3,474 4,354 3,824 1,119 2,410 1,222
Common Areas
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3.3 Comparison of Project Characteristics by Project Site Size and SIR

This section presents a comparison of the attributes of region, market type, and construction type by
indicators of project size potential and project owners’ return on project investments. This analysis provides
context that may aid in understanding how changes in project volumes by project characteristics may

influence program savings volumes.

The PE/MCA team developed a framework to categorize projects in terms of potential project size and
project owners’ return on its investments in those projects. The framework used project site total area
square footage data to indicate potential project size, and SIR data to describe project owners’ return on

their project investments.

Table 3-7 summarizes completed projects in terms of their descriptive statistics, which the PE/MCA team
then used to construct a framework. The typical, or median, project had 100,000 total square feet and a
median SIR of 1.60; the average project had 178,000 total square feet and a SIR of 1.95.

Table 3-7. Completed Project Descriptive Statistics for Project Site Total Square Footage

and SIR
Descriptive Statistics Total Square Footage SIR
Maximum 1,443,724 10.50
Minimum 6,373 0.50
Average 178,045 1.95*
Median 100,033 1.60
Standard Deviation 225,589 1.90
Upper Quartile (75" Percentile) 191,513 2.13

* Average value is the average of all project SIR values. The calculation of average did not weight data by project costs or
project savings.

Figure 3-1 illustrates the distribution of completed projects across the dimensions of project SIR and
project site total square footage. The PE/MCA team employed a classification framework to categorize

projects into one of the four following quadrants:

. High Total Square Footage and High SIR: This quadrant, located in the upper right, contains
projects with total site-square footage greater than the upper quartile (191,513 feet) and a SIR
greater than the median (1.60).

. High Total Square Footage and Low SIR: This quadrant, located in the lower right, contains
projects with total site-square footage greater than the upper quartile and a SIR equal to or less

than the median.
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. Low Total Square Footage and High SIR: This quadrant, located in the upper left, contains
projects with total site-square footage less than or equal to the upper quartile and a SIR greater

than the median.

. Low Total Square Footage and Low SIR: This quadrant, located in the upper left, contains
projects with total site-square footage less than or equal to the upper quartile and a SIR greater

than the median.

Figure 3-1. Classification of Completed Projects by SIR and Project Site Total Square
Footage

Data are completed projects from MPP versions 4 and 5 from the CRIS database. 200 projects had complete data for SIR
and total square footage. One project, with a SIR value of 10.5, is not reflected in this figure. Color and shape of data
points are used to identify quadrant location of data points, and may aid the reader in determining quadrant location for
points that lie on or near dimensional axes
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Projects in the lower two quadrants are fairly evenly distributed between 1 and 1.60 SIR; these projects
approach the market’s limit, or willingness to invest further at lower rates of return. The SIR calculation is
an estimate of savings per dollar spent. A SIR of 1 is a break-even point where the project owner receives
returns equal to their investments; SIR values greater than 1 reflect returns greater than their total
investments. Projects with SIR estimates approaching 1 are potentially risky for project owners, as projects’
realization rates may be less than expected. In Figure 3-1, the framework identified four projects with SIR

values less than 1 (lower left quadrant). Projects located in the upper two quadrants have higher SIR values,
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and further activity in these projects poses less financial risk of causing these projects to result in SIR

values less than 1.

Table 3-8 shows project counts by discrete categories of “High” versus “Low” for the variables of total

square footage and SIR values; these categories correspond to the quadrants in Figure 3-1. Twenty-five

percent (50 projects) were categorized as having high total square footage values; approximately 45% (89

projects) were categorized as having high SIR values. Twenty-nine projects were categorized as having

high values for both total square footage and SIR.

Table 3-8. Projects by Site Total Square Footage and SIR Categories
Projects High Total Square Footage Low Total Square Footage Total
High SIR Low SIR High SIR Low SIR
Projects 29 21 60 90 200

Table 3-9 displays the distribution of projects across the total square footage and SIR categories for each of

the key project types (region, market type, and construction type). Market rate projects have the highest

percent of projects in the high categories for both total square footage and SIR, and upstate projects have

the highest percent of projects in the low categories for both total square footage and SIR.

Table 3-9. Distribution of Projects by Site Total Square Footage and SIR Categories, and
Project Types
Project Total High Total Square Footage Low Total Square Footage
Characteristics Projects . .
High SIR Low SIR High SIR Low SIR

Affordable 136 6% 8% 32% 54%
Market Rate 64 33% 16% 25% 27%
Existing Buildings 125 22% 17% 24% 38%
New Construction 75 3% 0% 40% 57%
Downstate 159 18% 11% 30% 42%
Upstate 41 0% 10% 32% 59%
Total 200 15% 11% 30% 45%

Figure 3-2 illustrates the distribution of project types in relation to the typical project (“Total” in Table

3-9). The space between points represents the relative difference in project type distribution across the

framework categories in Table 3-9. This table is helpful for identifying project types with the potential of

being large projects (high total site-square footage values) with high rates of return (high SIR values).

As shown in Figure 3-2, relative to the typical project, market rate projects are more likely to fall into the

high total square footage and high SIR categories. These projects have high SIR values and therefore are

less likely to pose financial risks to project owners from additional project activity. Additionally, these
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project sites have more square feet than most projects and therefore are more likely to produce greater
savings from further project activity. Conversely, affordable-rate projects tend to be associated with lower
SIR values and lower total square footage. Upstate projects are more likely to cluster in the lower left
quadrant relative to downstate projects. Upstate project sites in general are smaller than downstate sites and
contain a high proportion of affordable rate projects. Existing building and new construction projects differ

primarily in terms of project site size and have very similar distributions with respect to SIR values.

Figure 3-2. Distribution of Project Types Relative to Typical Project across Categories for
Total Square Footage and SIR
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3.4 Market Assessment Summary

This market assessment describes project site characteristics across the categories of region, market type,
and construction type. This summary may inform the program about additional opportunities for targeting
savings by project category. Key aspects of each category and an assessment of their potential value to the

program are described below:

. Upstate project sites, on average, were much smaller than downstate project sites and projects
located there tended to have the lowest returns on investments. This may demonstrate that the

program has helped these project owners to drive at deeper, more expensive, sources of savings.
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. Downstate project sites, on average, were larger than upstate project sites and these sites tended
to have higher than average returns on investments. These higher SIR values may reflect an
opportunity for the program to help these project owners to select additional project activity and

get at deeper, more expensive sources of savings.

. New construction project sites, on average, represented the smallest project sites across the
regions, and returns on investments for this group were slightly lower than average. Additional
program efforts to drive at deeper savings from these projects may yield limited overall program

savings because new construction sites are currently smaller and average few savings per project.

. Existing building project sites, on average, were much larger sites across the regions and returns
on investments were slightly higher than average. Additional program efforts to drive at deeper
savings from these projects may yield greater overall program savings from relatively larger

project sites.

. Market rate project sites, on average, were the largest sites and delivered more savings to the
program for fewer program dollars. These projects tended to have higher returns on investments;
and program efforts to help these project owners get at deeper, more expensive sources of savings
likely would produce significantly higher volumes of savings for the program than would

investments in affordable rate projects.

. Affordable rate project sites, on average, were smaller sites with lower than average returns on
investment. This is a likely indication that the program helped these project owners get at deeper,

more expensive, sources of savings.
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4 Staff Interviews

This chapter describes the PE/MCA team’s findings from interviews with program and implementation
staff who were involved with MPP. Management and implementation of the program are distributed among
NYSERDA MPP staff and three implementation contractors: TRC, Taitem Engineering, and Brand Cool.
TRC is generally responsible for management of participating projects at new construction sites; Taitem
Engineering is responsible for overall program quality assurance, and Brand Cool is responsible for

marketing and lead generation.

4.1 Data Collection and Roles of Staff

The PE/MCA team interviewed nine NYSERDA MPP staff members who were responsible for aspects of
the program. Among those interviewed were staff who managed the program’s budgets, sources of funding,
and the program’s Partners. The interviews also included staff who oversaw the contracts with the
program’s implementation contractors, staff who were the first point of contact for interested building
owners through the program’s hotline, and staff who managed program projects in existing buildings. The
PE/MCA team also interviewed 12 staff with the program’s three implementation contractors: five TRC

staff, five staff of Taitem Engineering, and two staff of Brand Cool (Table 4-1).

Table 4-1. Number of Staff Interviewed

Staff Estimated Population Size Telephone Interviews
Conducted
NYSERDA MPP Staff >9 9
TRC Staff >5 5
Taitem Engineering Staff 36 5
Brand Cool Staff 19 2

These organizations work together closely as a single team to run the program. While MPP staff and the
three implementation contractors have designated roles and responsibilities (Table 4-2), they interact and
communicate regularly with each other, working as one staff. In this chapter, the PE/MCA team
distinguishes between NYSERDA’s MPP staff and contracting companies when describing duties, but does
not distinguish between sources of feedback on the program in an effort to provide anonymity. Sources are

reported as “staff” and may be feedback from any of these sources.
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Table 4-2. Program Staff Major Responsibilities
Organization New Existing Program Quality Quality
Construction Buildings Marketing Assurance Control
NYSERDA — Lead Contributor — Contributor
TRC Lead Contributor Contributor — Lead
Brand Cool — — Lead — —
Taitem Engineering — — Lead Contributor

4.2 NYSERDA'’s MPP Staff

For the most part, MPP staff had discrete responsibilities. For example, NYSERDA assigned a different
staff person to manage each contract with each specific implementation contractor. The staff member who
managed the contract with Brand Cool had overall responsibility for program marketing, while the MPP
manager of the Taitem Engineering contract had overall responsibility for program quality control and
quality assurance. Responsibilities divided among other MPP staff include: Partner development;
management of the GIGNY funds used to support the program; management of RGGI funding and its wait
list; and assignment of existing-buildings projects to project managers. In addition to their MPP
responsibilities, several interviewed MPP staff also had responsibilities for other, non-MPP NYSERDA

programs and activities.

Five of the nine MPP staff interviewed said they also were responsible for management of program
projects. Since the launch of version 4 of the program in 2010, MPP staff has primary responsibility for
management of projects in the program’s existing buildings component. However, some MPP staff also
participate in aspects of new construction projects. For example, for a new construction project, a MPP
staff person schedules the scoping session, might review the project’s ERP, drafts the project’s contract,
sends out the incentive request forms, and otherwise serves served as a conduit for project documents and
communication. Conversely, some implementation staff persons were involved in aspects of projects in

existing buildings.

4.3 Implementation Staff

The PE/MCA team also interviewed 12 staff with the program’s three implementation contractors: five

TRC staff, five staff of Taitem Engineering, and two staff of Brand Cool.

4.3.1 TRC

TRC staff is primarily responsible for managing the program’s new construction component. However, as
shown in the following list, specific program responsibilities extended to the existing buildings component

as well. Responsibilities of interviewed TRC staff included:
. Overall management of TRC’s work with the program.
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. New construction project management, which, like management of existing-buildings projects,

includes ERP review, Partner communication, and inspections.

. Management of the Partnership network.

. Marketing and outreach to Partners and customers.

. Creating and maintaining ERP modeling and benchmarking tools for existing buildings projects.
. Assisting Partners and NYSERDA staff to use those tools.

. Reviewing ERPs for existing buildings as requested by NYSERDA staff.

. Serving as a management consultant to NYSERDA.

The responsibilities that support existing buildings projects are a legacy of TRC’s management of all

Multifamily Program projects under versions 3 and earlier of the program (pre-2010).

Management of the Partner network involves oversight of the Partnership application process, including
quarterly application review with staff from NYSERDA and New York State Department of Public Service
(DPS), maintaining the list of Partners, monitoring Partner activity, addressing problems with Partners’
work, and meeting Partners’ needs for training and information technology resources and access. New
partners are “provisional” until TRC is satisfied with their ability to work with the program. After a
provisional Partner’s first ERP, their work is reviewed. Partners may become full Partners after this review

and before they complete their first project.*

4.3.2 Taitem Engineering

Taitem Engineering staff is responsible for quality assurance (QA) for MPP. Staff defined QA activities as
reviews of program processes as a whole to assure they are functioning as intended. Such activities include
spot checking ERPs, projects, and sites at different project stages to see if installations were completed
correctly, and whether TRC and NYSERDA’s MPP case managers and the program’s Partners are doing
their jobs properly.

Taitem does not review a quota of documents or certain types of projects, but chooses “randomly” and
attempts to cover a wide range of project types and activities. When a problem is identified, Taitem staff
develops processes to address it. Corrective actions may include development of QC procedures, trainings,

or presentations for Partners.*®

4 Partner categories are described in more detail in the Partner Development section below.

4 Taitem staff distinguished quality assurance (QA), for which Taitem is responsible, from QC, which they

defined as the routine review of project activities, such as scrutiny of applications and ERPs for completeness
and accuracy, and onsite inspections to assure compliance with project contracts. QC is the responsibility of
the NYSERDA and TRC project teams, but Taitem advises both groups on improving QC procedures.
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Taitem staff reported the program’s processes were functioning as intended and the program was running
smoothly. Partly due to the program’s smooth operation, the roles of Taitem staff expanded to include:
drafting technical bulletins for Partners (“tech tips™); conducting training at Partner events; providing QC
training to Partners and staff; and researching topics of interest to NYSERDA, such as the post-

participation performance of buildings that have gone through the program.*’

4.3.3 Brand Cool

Brand Cool became NYSERDA’s MPP marketing contractor on March 1, 2011. Interviewed Brand Cool
staff are responsible for managing the relationship with NYSERDA and for developing both the strategy
and the tactics for program marketing. Tactical responsibilities include creating story opportunities for the
trade press, creating content for social media communications, developing case studies, and generating

program “leads.”

4.4 Staff Communication

As the preceding paragraphs indicate, program responsibilities dovetail and overlap between staff of
different organizations. This requires ongoing communication and collaboration among all the involved
parties. Additionally, staff of the different organizations have varying levels of experience and expertise in
the specialized areas required for oversight of applications, ERPs, models, and projects in general. As
needed, they seek assistance from other staff within their organization and staff in other organizations
involved in MPP who have related or overlapping responsibilities. All of the interviewed staff said this
collegial pooling of knowledge helped build close working and collaborative relationships among and

between the staffs of the different organizations.

Staff collaborations are fostered by frequent meetings. TRC staff and the marketing team (Brand Cool,
TRC, and MPP staff) hold separate weekly meetings. MPP staff host monthly, half-day, “all-hands”
meetings to keep all staff informed about current MPP activities, developments, and plans. The marketing
and lead generation team holds quarterly strategy meetings; meeting participants share updates biweekly.
All of these meetings are continually supplemented by ad hoc communication within and between the four

organizations.

4.5 Marketing

Program marketing includes Brand Cool’s work to craft and place program messages in various media,
staff communications with potential Partners and participants, and marketing events for customers and

Partners.

47 Tech tips are based on issues seen in the field and can be about a technology or a missed opportunity.

4-4



MPP Process Evaluation Staff Interviews

A common barrier for every commercial energy efficiency program is the low priority saving energy is
given relative to other business exigencies. According to staff, helping owners understand what energy
efficiency means from a financial point-of-view is the primary challenge. The message Brand Cool uses to
overcome this barrier is the emphasis on the solid return on investment participants attain from program

participation.

A secondary barrier is owners’ concerns that working with a government agency may delay their projects.
Staff reported that owners/developers of existing buildings tend to be easier to enroll in the program
because they are less concerned that the program might disrupt or delay their construction schedule than are
the developers of new construction projects, which often have more aggressive timelines. To overcome this
concern, Brand Cool’s marketing promotes the ease and timeliness of program participation. One staff
person reported that customers like MPP because it helps them successfully navigate bureaucratic processes

and provides technical assistance.

Program marketing has evolved and become increasingly sophisticated under Brand Cool’s management.
After the program’s resumption as version 4 in 2010, Brand Cool found limited knowledge of program
details in the marketplace. As a result, Brand Cool developed a marketing message that presented version 4
as a new program. Those early messages often talked about property owners’ “bottom lines.” Since then,

there have been a number of efforts to refine and more narrowly target the program’s marketing, including:

. Two customer segmentation studies.

. Market research on where multifamily building owners and developers obtain their information.
. Market research the search terms those customers might use to inquire about energy efficiency.
. The use of social media.

A 2012 market segmentation study looked at three functional roles in the multifamily housing market: 1)
building owners and managers; 2) building developers; and 3) condominium/cooperative residents and
board members. Based on that study and secondary research, Brand Cool placed specific messages where

they were most likely to reach those particular types of customers.

A follow-up study in 2013 focused on two of those three groups: building owners/managers and
developers. The study subdivided those two groups into five segments and identified two of those segments
as most likely to participate.“® Using the behavioral segmentation results of this study, Brand Cool targeted

their marketing messages for 2013 and staff said they plan to continue these efforts.

48 The two most likely segments were called “those who value technology™ and “those who want to save the

planet.”
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Ongoing efforts are in place to identify prospects’ information sources and the search terms they use when
seeking energy efficiency information. The use of social media to date has been limited, in part because of
its inherent incompatibility with NYSERDA'’s policies for vetting external communications. The essence of
social media is real-time communication. However, as with NYSERDA’s other external messaging,
NYSERDA may take several weeks to approve a social media topic. Accordingly, social media will likely

continue to be used sparingly until a more streamlined message-approval process is instituted.

Other marketing activities include events for Partners and building owners. Day-long “Power Events” for
prospective participants and Partners are held three or four times a year in areas staff identified with a high
percentage of appropriate building stock. The locations of the events are selected to ensure that all parts of
the state receive program marketing; events are not repeated at locations that produced no results. At these
events, MPP staff present information about the program to prospective participants during the first half of
the day. The second half of the day is devoted to recruiting Partners. In New York City, there also is an
evening session for condominium and cooperative owners. Production of these events exemplifies the
collaboration between program and implementation staff: Brand Cool organizes the events, sends the
invitations, and manages the logistics; MPP staff present the morning program; and TRC staff present the

afternoon Partner session.

An even more specifically targeted form of marketing occurs through the lead-generation and support

process. Staff distinguishes “leads,” that is, prospects for program participation, as “cold,” “warm,” or
“hot.” Cold leads come from research or a mailing list; these leads have not independently indicated
interest in the program. Warm leads include anyone who has shown interest in the program, such as those
who register for, but do not attend, Power Events. Hot leads are prospects who attended a Power Event,
who called the program hotline, or whose name was given to staff as a person of interest. The program
tracks information about leads, characterizing them as “cold”, “warm” and *“hot” based on the nature of the
contact and the prospective participant’s level of interest. TRC engages in “lead nurturing,” wherein they
continue to develop relationships with leads such as sending warm leads an email following the missed
Power Event saying, “Sorry you didn’t make it....” Cold and warm leads are also included in a quarterly
email marketing blast. Hot leads receive phone calls from staff, as well as the quarterly marketing blasts.
Brand Cool is responsible for creating cold leads. TRC is responsible for nurturing warm and hot leads.
TRC further categorizes hot leads into subcategories of cold, warm, or hot “opportunities.” To improve
tracking and identification of the sources and conversion rates of leads, NYSERDA was implementing
Microsoft Dynamics as its customer relations management (CRM) system. TRC staff developed the CRM

system for NYSERDA.
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4.6 Partner Development

NYSERDA MPP staff, TRC, Taitem, and Brand Cool staff work together to recruit, train, and
communicate with Partners, and to monitor their project work. Staff described four different Partner levels:
provisional, full, probationary, and terminated. New Partners are provisional until the staff has determined
that their skills and ability are sufficient to continue working with the program. Some Partners are
provisional not because they are merely new to the program, but because they have challenges working
with modeling, the ERP, or another program aspect. After completing stage one of a project (ERP), all of a
provisional Partner’s work is reviewed. It is possible for Partners to become full Partners after stage one

and before they complete their first project.

Partner applications are located on NYSERDA'’s website. A panel comprising MPP, TRC, and DPS staff
review new Partner applications quarterly. Expectations for new Partners have increased since the launch of
version 4 of the program. Originally, MPP staff were willing to train Partners and almost all Partner
applications were approved. Since then, the expectations for an applicant’s credentials are higher, and
application review is more rigorous. Applicants must demonstrate they can do the work the program
requires of them in order to be approved;*® about half of the applications pass this screening. To improve

this ratio, TRC created an information seminar for prospective Partners.

Partner orientation and communication occur in a number of ways. Quarterly orientations for new Partners
rotate between Albany and New York City. These are two-day sessions: one day for existing buildings and
one day for new construction projects. Partners may send new employees to the orientations or existing
staff for a refresher course. Staff also reported that the ERP review process provides a “great deal” of

technical teaching for new Partners.

TRC hosts a monthly webinar with Partners at which Brand Cool presents a high-level view of marketing
activity and any metrics that are relevant to the Partners, such as leads that have come into the program,
event attendance, and web click-throughs. A technical topic, such as motor efficiency or new furnaces, is
presented each month as well. These sessions also serve the program as Partner feedback forums. A

“Partner Portal” provides an online repository for documents and records of the monthly webinars.

In addition, program and implementation staffs jointly hold an annual two- to three-day conference or
“summit” for Partners. These events provide training to Partners and program participants, and an

opportunity for program and implementation staff to hear Partners’ feedback.

49 For example, one requirement is that a Partner must have at least one staff member who has multifamily BPI

certification.
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Staff also mentioned Partner training opportunities outside of the program, some of which use curricula
developed by MPP staff. The program does not directly offset the tuition costs for individuals who attend
these trainings, but it sometimes does so indirectly for all attendees by subsidizing some of the training
costs themselves. Nonetheless, both program and implementation staff reported a desire for more Partner
training. Through its Workforce Development Program, NYSERDA is supporting efforts to establish more
training opportunities, or subsidies for more training. TRC is also developing one-off webinars and onsite

trainings on technical topics such as boiler diagnostics and air sealing.

The various program changes described in Section 1.1.5 impose at least a modest learning curve on staff
and Partners, but the changes have typically been transparent to the public. Staff reported it has been a
greater challenge to communicate the changes to the Partner network than to customers, because a number
of the Partners have been with the program since prior versions and are familiar with it, while the general
public may not even have known the program existed. Staff reported Partners said it can be challenging to

keep up with the changes.

4.7  Program Funding

As described in Section 1.1.5, MPP activities have been funded through a variety of funding streams that
have included SBC, EEPS, ARRA, RGGI, and GJGNY. Staff described the management and blending of
the program’s multiple funding streams as a “constant challenge.” The challenge extends beyond fund
management to management of the expectations of Partners and to maintaining their trust in the program.
RGGI funding adds another level of complexity to the program because projects with RGGI funds use

different forms than do EEPS-funded projects.

4.8 Program Participation

This section describes Program and implementation staffs’ perspectives on the steps customers must take to

participate in the MPP.

4.8.1 Project Applications

A large majority of the program’s projects (70%-80% according to one staff member) originate from
Partners. This is consistent with program expectations that Partners will take the leading role in the
application process. The required contents of an application package are detailed in the program’s
guidelines. Applications are submitted electronically by Partners to NYSERDA’s Comprehensive
Residential Information System (CRIS) database, which notifies NYSERDA staff of new applications by

automated email.
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Program and implementation staffs review new applications for completeness and internal consistency. The
turn-around time goals from submission of an application to notification of approval is about a week,
though this may vary considerably in practice. Upon approval of an application for a project in an existing
building, NYSERDA’s Pipeline Assistant assigns a MPP project manager to the project.*® These
assignments are generally made on a geographic basis, although assignments may be adjusted to
accommodate each project manager’s workload. Project assignments are entered in the CRIS database,
which sends an automated message to the assigned project manager. For new construction projects, the
CRIS database generates an automated email notice of the application to TRC’s project pipeline manager,
who assigns the project to a TRC case manager. If construction already has begun, the project cannot go

through the Performance path, but must go through the Prescriptive or Modified Prescriptive paths.

4.8.2 Scoping Sessions

For both new construction and existing buildings projects, the CRIS database provides the case or project
manager’s contact information to the applicant, and MPP staff schedule a scoping session. Scoping sessions
are initial meetings that include MPP staff, the project owner, the owner’s Partner, and the owner’s relevant
contractors, such as design-team members. For new construction projects, the TRC case manager also
participates in the meeting. Scoping sessions for existing buildings typically occur onsite; for new
construction projects, they typically occur by telephone and sometimes through in-person meetings.

Scoping sessions first occurred under version 4 of the program.

Scoping sessions serve a number of purposes. They ascertain potential participant interest, identify sources
of funding, determine whether additional documents are required, and include a discussion of the
program’s standards and expectations, the project’s scope and timeline, and the path the project will take.
Onsite sessions also provide project management staff with the ability to compare building and project
details observed during the scoping session to the project’s description as it will appear in the ERP. After
the scoping session, the project receives a notice to proceed in the form of a letter from NYSERDA, which

authorizes the Partner to create an ERP for the project.

4.8.3 ERP and First Incentive Payment

MPP staff review completed ERPs for existing buildings projects; TRC staff review ERPs for new
construction projects. NYSERDA project managers sometimes ask TRC staff for assistance with an ERP
review, and ERPs for both types of projects receive a follow-up high-level review by NYSERDA staff. The
review time for Fast Track projects is less than two weeks. For non-Fast Track projects, the optimal turn-
around time for an ERP review is two weeks; it can be longer, depending on staff workloads. Approval of

the ERP, if applicable, triggers the first incentive payment.

% |n MPP versions 1 — 4, the Senior Project Manager assumed this responsibility.
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Following approval of an ERP and encumbrance of incentive funds, NYSERDA issues a notice to proceed
with the ERP. A copy of the natice is sent to the project’s Partner. The notice to proceed starts two clocks:
a 90-day period in which to complete the ERP, and a two-year period in which to complete all of the work
in the ERP. Once the ERP is reviewed, and until it is time for an inspection, further staff involvement

typically is limited to periodic communication with the Partner to monitor a project’s progress.

4.8.4 Inspections and Further Incentive Payments

The first inspection point is about midway through a project. Partners must request the inspection.
Inspections occur at 50% completion for existing buildings and before the interior walls are installed for
new construction (“open-wall inspection”). For inspections of new construction projects, TRC staff notifies
NYSERDA staff of inspection requests and completions. Passage of this inspection triggers a project’s
second incentive payment. The next inspection occurs after Partners notify staff that a project is
“substantially complete.” Passage of this inspection triggers payment of the third incentive installment. As
described in Section 1.1.5, version 5 added a fourth, year-later, performance incentive for existing

buildings.

4.8.5 Market-Rate New Construction

Staff reported difficulty attracting market-rate new construction projects to the program. On further
investigation, MPP staff discovered that almost all such projects were going through NYSERDA’s New
Construction Program (NCP) for commercial buildings. NYSERDA staff from both programs discussed the
issue, and agreed that the NCP would not serve multifamily building projects with five or more units in the

future.

4.8.6 Data and Tracking

Staff described three databases that house program data or documents. Two of these databases were
described earlier in this report; TRC’s CRM system is described in Section 4.5 (Program Marketing), and
the CRIS database is described in Section 4.8.1 (Project Applications). The third database is NYSERDA’s
Enterprise Information System (NEIS), which is a repository of all NYSERDA documents and funding
announcements. NYSERDA staff, including the project manager, the program director, and contracting and
legal staff, review multifamily project documents in NEIS. Staff noted both successes and difficulties with

entering and retrieving program data using these three databases.

According to staff, the program could provide a more seamless IT experience for Partners. The issue arises
from the low level of access that Partners are allowed with the system, in which they need to go through the
project manager for access to documents and data not provided on the Partner Portal. Another reported
drawback occurs because the databases are separate and not integrated, which prevents tracking sources of
lead generation. As an example, staff reported, “NEIS and CRIS don’t speak to each other,” which results

in time spent manually looking up data in different databases on the same lead.
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Regarding CRIS, staff said that information on every measure in an approved ERP must be entered cell-by-
cell. As they explained, this is time-consuming and provides opportunities for errors. Before version 4, staff
were able to upload entire tables of measures, savings, and other data. However, in version 4 changes were
made to the program’s spreadsheets that enabled Partners to provide the information needed by the program
and reduced the time required to review ERPs, but also had the unintended consequence of requiring staff
to enter ERP data cell-by-cell instead of uploading all the data at once. TRC is working to address that

unforeseen result of the spreadsheet improvements.

Taitem staff also has experienced difficulties with the CRIS database in tracking projects for their QC
work. Those difficulties have arisen both from limitations of CRIS and inconsistencies in the input data.
One contact observed, “It isn’t always clear what the documents in CRIS are or what they to pertain to in a
given project.” Staff is working to address the problems and reported that NYSERDA was creating a new

IT platform to serve as the sole repository of program data.

4.9 Program Strengths

Staff expressed pride in the program, and identified a number of program features and results to justify that
pride. Notable program strengths mentioned during staff interviews include how program staff is able to
make adjustments to program processes to continuously improve program delivery. Staff praised the
program’s management structure, the wealth of data available, program communications, and the speed

with which program staff addressed and solved problems.

The most frequently mentioned “best” program features are its Partner network and its comprehensive
whole-building approach to energy efficiency upgrades. Both of those features are foundational in that they
underpin the next most frequently mentioned program attributes: its creation of a lasting body of

knowledge and its influence beyond the direct effects of program projects.

Regarding knowledge creation, staff described the program’s projects as providing “teachable moments”
for building owners. Another contact added that the program is “an engine of education and market

transformation for owners and for [Partners], giving them knowledge they can apply elsewhere.”

Another staff person reported, “One of the greatest legacies of the program may be the data, best practices,
and technical tips resulting from it.” That contact further reported seeing the program’s tech tips “pop up on
other people’s websites during Google searches.” Another staff contact reported seeing the program appear
in requests for proposals from organizations in other markets, and a third staff person expressed the opinion
that Con Edison’s adoption of whole-building incentives is related to the example of NYSERDA’s MPP.

That contact noted, “There are a lot of the same players that work in [both programs].”
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4.10 Opportunities for Enhancement

Most staff suggestions for further program improvements related to the Partner network. For example, one
contact suggested putting more technical responsibility on Partners because they are the “energy experts.”
Another staff person mentioned a Brand Cool survey of building owners that supports giving increased
responsibility to Partners. The survey results indicated building owners value the Partners’ advice even
more than they value the program’s incentives, which supports a value of trust to place more responsibility

for public funds in the hands of private contractors (i.e. Partners).

Other staff described steps that are already under consideration to take greater advantage of Partner
experience and expertise. One of those steps is the creation of a Partner advisory group that would act as a
focus group for Partner feedback and to test new program ideas. Another step is the development of Partner
request forms hosted on the program’s website and sent automatically to Partners to help facilitate the
pairing of building owners and Partners. These forms were developed and put into operation in October and
November of 2013.

Internal items common among similar programs that impede work include increased reporting
requirements, the absence of a training manual for MPP staff, and the limited number of MPP staff.
Program staff said the program’s reporting requirements increased as more program funding streams
became available, because each funding source required the program to account for expenditures of its

funds. Those reports have reduced staff time available for other program activities.

In the absence of a comprehensive training manual for NYSERDA staff, staff created program checklists.
Staff said that it would be more effective to provide a single program manual to guide both new staff and

those who need a refresher on a task they have not done for a while. These staff also acknowledged that it
can be challenging to consolidate and update all of the relevant documents, budgets, and guidelines in one

document.

Implementation staff observed that NYSERDA is understaffed for the MPP, at least in regards to managing
paperwork. In particular, they suggested it would be helpful to have a full-time NYSERDA staff person to
deal with the program’s paperwork, such as ensuring that it is formatted, organized, and labeled

consistently.

Confusion among customers between NYSERDA’s MPP and the typically one-off upgrade programs
offered by utilities was also reported by staff as an opportunity for improvement. More fundamentally, staff
postulated that customer confusion is believed to persist because of staff and funding limitations in
NYSERDA'’s corporate communications department, which conducts overall program marketing. MPP is
unable to address that confusion directly because, as one program staff said, “the consumer relationship is
owned by corporate.” In addition, MPP’s advertising efforts do not directly target end-use customers. This

lack of publicity could be giving utilities an advantage over MPP, particularly for participants concerned
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about their building’s possible inability to achieve 15% energy savings; these participants may choose a
utility program without much consideration of MPP. More publicity of MPP to potential participants, and
more collaboration with utility programs, could enable staff to more effectively communicate program

differences to potential clients and could help to reduce confusion among potential participants.

4.11 Summary

The findings in this chapter are based on 21 interviews with NYSERDA’s MPP staff and staff of three
implementation contractors who have responsibilities with MPP. MPP staff have overall program
responsibility, particularly for managing existing buildings projects and the program’s funding streams,
contracts, and budgets. As noted above, three program implementation contractors also actively serve the
program: TRC, which is responsible for management of projects in new or substantially renovated
buildings; Taitem Engineering, which is responsible for overall quality assurance; and Brand Cool, which

is responsible for program marketing and lead generation.

Staff communication and collaboration within and between organizations is frequent and effective. The
resulting collegial pooling of knowledge and experience is fostered and supported by frequent, regularly
scheduled meetings. According to contacts with Taitem Engineering, the program’s processes are

functioning as intended and the program is running smoothly.

Program marketing has evolved and become increasingly sophisticated under Brand Cool’s management
since March 1, 2011. In addition to Brand Cool’s work to craft and place program messages in various
media, Program marketing includes communication and periodic events for customers and Partners by staff

from all four organizations.

Likewise, all four organizations work together to recruit, train, and communicate with Partners, and to
monitor their project work. Expectations of new Partners have increased since the launch of version 4 of
the program. Originally, NYSERDA was willing to train Partners and approved almost all Partner
applications. In version 5 of MPP, NYSERDA raised its expectations of Partner applicants’ credentials and
made its Partner applicant review process more rigorous, and Partner applicants must demonstrate they can

do the required program work.

The program’s awareness of, and responsiveness to, market conditions are reflected in the program changes
that have occurred from version 4 to version 5. For owners of participating existing buildings, the biggest

changes have been:

. Elimination of the audit-only incentive payment.
. Increased incentives, including significantly increased incentives for affordable-housing firm-gas
buildings.
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. Restoration of a performance incentive based on a year-after billing analysis.

. Introduction of a Fast-Track path to reduce expensive modeling costs for buildings with fewer

than 50 units.

For developers who do gut rehabilitations, the program’s new construction component introduced a
Modified Prescriptive path. That path allows the developer to avoid the strict building envelope
requirements of the program’s Prescriptive path as long as the building’s external walls are not modified by

the project.

For staff, the program’s greatest challenges include: maintaining consistency of program data across three
discrete databases; managing the program’s multiple funding streams (EEPS, GIGNY, RGGI);
communicating the program’s incremental changes to Partners; attracting market-rate new construction

projects; and especially for NYSERDA staff, managing the volume of their work.

Program staff expressed pride in the program and in its work, and named a number of program features and
results to justify that pride. These include the program’s Partner network and its comprehensive whole-

building approach to energy efficiency upgrades. Those features are foundational in that they underpin two
other program attributes: creation of a lasting body of knowledge and its influence beyond the direct effects

of program projects.
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5.1 Introduction

MPP relies on a network of energy consulting firms, or Multifamily Performance Partners (Partners), with
the qualifications to provide comprehensive energy efficiency services to assist MPP clients, such as
building owners, property managers, and developers. In order to qualify, a potential Partner firm must have
acted in a lead capacity on at least three multifamily projects for which a comprehensive energy efficiency
scope of work was developed and fully implemented. Partners that do not meet this qualification can
provide an explicit plan for how they will transfer the experience they do have in the multifamily sector

into their role as a Partner.

A Partner’s role in the program is to guide clients through the program processes. They provide services
that include: application submission; facilitation of a project scoping session and site visit; benchmarking
and energy modeling; development of an Energy Reduction Plan (ERP); execution of contract documents
and invoices; and inspection of installed energy-saving measures. The PE/MCA team interviewed or
surveyed nearly half of the Partners that have been accepted into MPP about: their business and services
before becoming a Partner; what changed since becoming a Partner; their services outside of MPP; their
interaction with various aspects of versions 4 and 5 of the program; barriers to participation in MPP; and, if

applicable, why they are no longer active with MPP.

5.1.1 Types of Partners

The PE/MCA team differentiated Partners based on their eligibility to participate in the program, and their
MPP experience and activity. Experience is based on the total number of MPP projects Partners have
completed. “Experienced” Partners have completed more than one project and “Inexperienced” Partners
have completed one or no projects, but may have one or more in progress. “Active” Partners had at least
one project in the pipeline at the time the sample was compiled in April 2013; “Inactive” Partners did not
have a project in the pipeline. “Eligible” Partners are permitted to complete their ongoing projects and take
on new projects, and “Ineligible” Partners are those who have been “Permanently Removed” from the
program and are not permitted to take on new projects. Combinations of these Partner characteristics yield

five Partner types:

. Experienced, Active, and Eligible (Experienced/Active) Partners.

. Experienced, Inactive, and Eligible (Experienced/Inactive) Partners.

. Inexperienced, Active, and Eligible (Inexperienced/Active) Partners.

. Inexperienced, Inactive, and Eligible (Inexperienced/Inactive) Partners.

. Inexperienced, Inactive, and Permanently Removed (Permanently Removed) Partners.
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Table 5-1 displays the total number of MPP Partners and percent of projects in each Partner type group in
MPP versions 1 to 5.

Table 5-1. MPP Partners and Projects across Partner Types, MPP Versions 1to 5

Source: CRIS database, 4/25/2013

Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners |Permanently Total
. . . . Removed
Active Inactive Active Inactive

Number of
Partners 31 20 8 28 18 105
Percent of Total 29% 19% 8% 27% 17% 100%
Number of
Projects® 1,141 48 18 6 7 1,214
Percent of Total 94% 4% 1% 0.5% 0.1% 100%

% Completed and in-progress projects

5.1.2 Data Collection and Analysis

There were 105 MPP Partners at the time the PE/MCA team compiled a list of Partners in April 2013,
including the Permanently Removed Partners (Table 5-1). Between June and December 2013, the PE/MCA
team interviewed or surveyed 50 Partners who account for the majority of MPP projects overall and in
versions 4 and 4 (Table 5-2; Figure 5-2). First, the research team conducted in-depth interviews between
one to two hours in length with seven of the Experienced/Active Partners who had been the most active in
MPP. The research team used the data from these interviews to design a telephone survey, and surveyed an
additional 15 Experienced/Active Partners, 11 Experienced/Inactive Partners, and three Inexperienced/
Active Partners; the surveys ranged between 30 minutes and 1.5 hours. The PE/MCA team also designed
semi-structured interview guides for Inexperienced/Inactive Partners and Permanently Removed Partners,
and interviewed 12 contacts in these Partner groups; the interviews ranged between 15 minutes and 45

minutes.

The PE/MCA team called all 105 Partners in the sample list until a quota of 50 was met, with the goal of
collecting data from each of the Partner types, but with an overemphasis on the most experienced Partners.
The 50 Partners interviewed account for the majority (87%) of MPP projects in program versions 1 through

5. Interview and survey guides are in Appendix A.

Due to the different data collection methods the PE/MCA team employed, and due to screening questions
in the surveys, the 50 Partners interviewed did not receive the same questions. In the analyses below, we

denote the number of Partners who was asked each question.



MPP Process Evaluation

Table 5-2.

Versions 1to 5

Source: CRIS database, 4/25/2013

Partner Interviews

MPP Partners and Projects by Data Collection Method and Partner Type,

Partner Interviewed Surveyed Not Interviewed or
Type Surveyed
Partners Projects Partners Projects Partners Projects
Experienced / Active 7 510 15 516 9 115
Experienced / Inactive — — 11 24 9 24
Inexperienced / Active — — 3 5 5 13
Inexperienced / Inactive 122 4 — — 16" 2
Permanently Removed 2 0 — — 16 1
Total 21 514 29 545 55 155

a

Nine Partners had no projects.

® Twelve Partners had no projects.

Figure 5-1. Number of Interviewed and Not Interviewed Partners by Project Totals in MPP
Version 4 and 5

Source: CRIS database, 4/25/2013
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In each analysis phase, the research team studied differences based on Partner type, project volume, and
building size in versions 4 and 5, and the geographic service territory in New York State, except for
Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners. The team analyzed the data from the semi-
structured interviews with Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners separately because

the questions were different from those asked of other Partner types.

After identifying Partners by type, the PE/MCA team found that slightly less than half (44%) are
Experienced/Active, 22% are Experienced/Inactive, 24% are Inexperienced/Inactive, 6% are
Inexperienced/Active, and 4% are Permanently Removed. To determine project volume, the research team

divided Partners into three categories:

. High-volume Partners who completed more than 40 projects.
. Medium-volume Partners who completed between 11 and 40 projects.
. Low-volume Partners who completed between 1 and 11 projects.

As shown in Table 5-3, slightly more than two-thirds of all Partners were low-volume and a minority of
Experienced/Active Partners was medium- or high-volume. To determine building size, the research team
divided Partners into three categories, based on the average number of units in buildings across all projects

they completed in versions 4 and 5:

. Large-building Partners whose average number of units per building is greater than 300.
. Medium-building Partners whose average number of units per building is between 50 and 300.
. Small-building Partners whose average number of units per building is between 5 and 49.

Table 5-3. MPP Partner Project and Service Territory Characteristics by MPP Partner
Type, Versions 4 and 5

Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners |Permanently Total
. - . ) Removed
Active Inactive Active Inactive
Partner type 44% 22% 6% 24% 4% 100%
(22/50) (11/50) (3/50) (12/50) (2/50)
Low-volume 53% 100% 100% o
(1 to 10) (10/19) 6/6) 2/2) N/A N/A 70%
Medium-volume 26% 0% 0%
0,
(11 to 40) (5/19) (0/6) (0/2) N/A N/A 19%
High-volume 21% 0% 0% o
(41 or more) (4119) (0/6) (012) N/A N/A 15%
continued
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Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners |Permanently Total
. ] . . Removed
Active Inactive Active Inactive
Small-building
(majority between 21% 1% 50% N/A N/A 22%
5 and 50 units) (4/19) (1/6) (112)
Medium-building
(majority between 58% 50% 0% N/A N/A 52%
51 and 300 units) (11/19) (3/6) (012)
Large-building
. 21% 33% 50%
majority over 300 N/A N/A 26%
fmit‘s) y (4119) (2/6) (1/2) 0
Geographic Coverage
Statewide 68% 73% 33% o
(15/22) (8/11) (1/3) NIA NIA 70%
Downstate-only 18% 18% 67% 0
(4/22) @/11) 2/3) N/A N/A 18%
Upstate-only 14% 9% 0% 0
(3/22) (1/11) 013) NIA NIA 12%

More than half of all Partners were medium-building Partners, with the exception of Inexperienced/Active
Partners, who were evenly split between the small- and large-building categories (Table 5-3). A minority of
Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners was in the small- or large-building Partner category.

The PE/MCA team also divided Partners into three categories by geographic service territory:

. Downstate-only Partners are those who limit their service territory to the five boroughs of New

York City and Westchester County.

. Upstate-only Partners are those who limit their service territory to all remaining counties in New

York, except Nassau & Suffolk Counties in Long Island.

. Statewide Partners have a service territory that extends into both the downstate and upstate

regions.

More than two-thirds of all the Partners interviewed said they served clients statewide, although two-thirds
of Inexperienced/Active Partners covered downstate areas only (Table 5-3). A small minority of
Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners covered downstate-only or upstate-only areas. As
shown in Figure 5-2, Partners have been most active with MPP projects in downstate New York. The
counties to the north of Westchester County, as well as the Syracuse, Rochester, and Buffalo areas, have
experienced higher levels of Partner MPP activity compared to the remainder of upstate New York; a few
upstate counties have not had any version 4 or 5 projects likely due to the relatively lower number of
multifamily buildings and people residing in these counties. In the analyses below, substantial differences
based on Partner type, project volume, building size, and geographic coverage are reported only where they

occur.
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Figure 5-2. Number of Partners with at Least One MPP Project in County, MPP Versions 4
and 5

Source: CRIS Database, 12/20/2013
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5.2 Partner Characteristics

5.2.1 Firmographics, Services Provided, and Experience with MPP and Other
Programs

The Partner firms the PE/MCA team interviewed and surveyed reported various firm sizes, services

provided, experience with MPP, and experience with other energy efficiency programs in New York State.

The PE/MCA team asked Partners several questions regarding these topics to understand Partner firm

characteristics and experience across Partner types.

5.2.1.1 Firmographics

The average number of employees in Partner firms that serve clients in New York State is 38. This is
consistent across Partner types, except Inexperienced/Inactive Partners (Table 5-4). Inexperienced/Inactive
Partner firms had an average of 114 employees who served clients in the State and three of these firms
employed more than 120 employees in the State. The smallest Partner firm interviewed had one employee

who served clients in the State and the largest Partner firm had 500 employees serving clients in the State.
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Table 5-4. Partner Firm Characteristics

Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners |Permanently Total
. . . . Removed
Active Inactive Active Inactive

Average Number of
employees serving 34 31 32 114 23 38
clients in NYS
Range of
employees serving 510 80 1to 200 2t0 75 4 to 500 1to 44 N/A
clients in NYS
Average percent of
total NYS 66% 85% 55% 70% 60% 71%

employees in MF

Average percent of

total NYS 37% 65% 55% Not asked Not asked 48%
employees in MPP

Average percent of

total business that 49% 37% 78% 37% Not asked 45%
is MF

Average percent of

MF business that is 33% 16% 20% 4% Not asked 21%
MPP

Of the total employees who served clients in New York State, a majority across all Partner types worked in
the multifamily sector. Moreover, about half of the total employees who served clients in the State across
all Partner types worked on MPP projects, although the percent was substantially lower (37%) for

Experienced/Active Partners.

Partners also reported that about half of their firm’s business was, on average, in the multifamily sector
(Table 5-4). This was higher for Inexperienced/Active Partners and lower for Experienced/Inactive and
Inexperienced/Inactive Partners. Partner contacts said that MPP accounted for an average of 21% of their
firms” multifamily business; the percent was greater for Experienced/Active Partners and lower for

Inexperienced/Inactive Partners.

5.2.1.2 Services Provided

A large majority of Partners offered services that are central to their role as Partners in MPP: whole

building modeling, building or system energy audits, and project oversight (Table 5-5).
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Table 5-5. Services Provided by Partners, by Partner Type®

Service Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners Total
Active Inactive Active Inactive
Whole-building modeling 100% 100% 100% 100% .
(19/19) (11/12) (3/3) (12/12)
Building or system energy audits 100% 91% 100% 83% 06%
(20/20) (10/112) (3/3) (10/12)
Project oversight 73% 91% 66% 83% 81%
(16/22) (10/12) (2/3) (10/12)
Retrofit engineering design 78% 64% 100% 67% 7%
(14/18) (7/11) (3/3) (8/12)
Retro-commissioning services 72% 73% 100% 75%
(13/18) (8/11) (313) (9/12) 4%
New building engineering design 67% 73% 66% 50% 67%
(12/18) (8/11) (2/13) (6/12)
Renovations or remodelin 0 0 0
’ (2/31/2) (675;11/1)) (8/2) Not asked 59%
LEED building design 58% 55% 33% 75%
(11/19) (6/11) (1/3) (9/12) 59%
New building construction ) ) 0
’ (g?l/g) (i?l/f) (8/2) Not asked 45%
Retrofit architectural design 2204 36% 66% 33% 36%
(4/18) (4/11) (2/13) (4/12)
Installation of equipment 37% 27% 0% 0% 31%
(7119) (3/11) (0/3) (0/12)
New building architectural design 24% 36% 0% 17% 28%
(4/17) (4/11) (0/3) (2/112)

# Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

These services showed very little variation across Partner types. The percentage of Partners offering the
remaining services in Table 5-5 varies substantially across Partner types, but trends show that more of the
Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners tended to offer these services, with the exception of

retrofit architectural design. Overall:

. About three-fourths of Partners offered retrofit engineering design services and retro-

commissioning services.

. Two-thirds provided new building engineering design services.

. More than half offered renovations or remodeling services and LEED building design services.
. Less than half provided new building construction services.

. About one-third offered retrofit architectural design services and installation of equipment.

. Slightly more than one-fourth provided new building architectural design services.
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In addition, high-volume Partners and large-building Partners reported offering more of these services than

did the low-volume Partners and medium- and small-building Partners.

5.2.1.3 Experience with MPP

The PE/MCA team combined Partner interview and survey data with data from NYSERDA'’s
Comprehensive Residential Information System (CRIS) database, to determine Partner experience with
versions 4 and 5 of MPP. The measures for Partner experience are greater for the most experienced

Partners compared to less experienced Partners (Table 5-6).

Table 5-6. Partner Experience in MPP, by Partner Type

Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners |Permanently Total
Removed

Active Inactive Active Inactive

Average years in a a
MPP 6.4 5 4 2 2 4.2

Average number of

projects in V4/V5 39 1.9 1 0.2 0 N/A
Range of projects

in V4/V5 0to 153 Oto5 1 Oto1l N/A N/A
Average number of

new construction 13 0.5 0 N/A N/A N/A

projects in V4/V5

Average number of
existing building 26 14 1 N/A N/A N/A
projects in V4/V5

Average number of
market-rate 11 0.7 0.67 N/A N/A N/A
projects in V4/V5

Average number of
affordable-rate 28 1.2 0.33 N/A N/A N/A
projects in V4/V5

% Some Partners started with AMP, the predecessor to MPP.

On average, Partners had been involved in MPP for 4.2 years (Table 5-6), and large-building Partners
reported being in the program longer than medium- or small-building Partners. Experienced/Active
Partners had 39 projects on average (with a range of 0 to 163 projects), compared to 1.9 for
Experienced/Inactive Partners (with a range of 0 to 5 projects), 1 for Inexperienced/Active Partners, and 0.2
for Inexperienced/Inactive Partners (with a range of 0 to 1 projects). Statewide Partners also reported more
projects on average than downstate- or upstate-only Partners. The majority of projects across all Partner
types were existing buildings and affordable-rate, compared to new construction and market-rate,
respectively (Table 5-6). The exception is Inexperienced/Active Partners, for whom the average majority of
projects were market-rate. In addition, as shown in Figure 5-3, the majority of MPP version 4 and 5

projects (91%) were performed by ten Experienced/Active Partners.
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Figure 5-3. Number of MPP Version 4 and 5 Projects and Interviewed Partners, by Partner
Type

Source: CRIS database, 12/20/2013
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5.2.1.4 Experience with Other NYSERDA or Utility Programs

About two-thirds of Partners also reported they had been involved in other NYSERDA or utility programs
in New York State (Table 5-7 and Table 5-8, respectively). Large majorities of Experienced/Active
Partners (95%) and Experienced/Inactive Partners (64%) reported involvement in NYSERDA programs,
while large majorities of Experienced/Active (74%), Experienced/Inactive (64%), and Inexperienced/
Active Partners (100%) reported involvement in utility programs in the State. Partners most frequently
identified NYSERDA programs Home Performance with ENERGY STAR, New Construction, Existing
Facilities, and Flexible Technical Assistance. A few Partners also mentioned EmPower, Small Commercial
Energy Efficiency, Low Rise Residential New Construction, Industrial & Process Efficiency, On-Site
Power Applications, Advanced Submetering, and Buildings Research & Development. The most common
utility programs Partners reported were from Consolidated Edison (ConEdison) and National Grid; a few
Partners also mentioned New York Power Authority, New York State Electric & Gas Corporation, and

Orange and Rockland Utilities programs.
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Table 5-7. Partner Experience in Other NYSERDA Energy Efficiency Programs?®
Experience Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners Total
Active Inactive Active Inactive
Involved in other NYSERDA
programs 95% 64% 33% 39% 69%

NYSERDA programs

Home Performance with ENERGY STAR (12); New
Construction (11), Existing Facilities (10): Flexible
Technical Assistance (10); EmPower (7); Small
Commercial Energy Efficiency (3); Low Rise N/A
Residential New Construction (3); Industrial & Process
Efficiency (1); On-Site Power Applications (1);
Advanced Submetering (1); and, Buildings Research &
Development (1)

# Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

Table 5-8. Partner Experience in Other New York-Based Utility Energy Efficiency
Programs®
Experience Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners Total
Active Inactive Active Inactive
Involved in utility programs 74% 64% 100% 24% 66%
Utility programs? ConEdison (18); National Grid (15); New York Power
Authority (5); New York State Electric & Gas N/A
Corporation (3); and Orange and Rockland Utilities
programs (1)

a

Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

5.2.2 Reasons to Be a Partner

Of the motivations that Partners cited for becoming a Partner, three were common across all Partner types.

First, the most common reason cited by Partners for joining MPP was to meet demand or client
needs in an effort to grow their business. Some Partners reported that clients approached them
with a multifamily project and asked about incentives or other services, and Partners would join
MPP to offer the incentives to clients.

Second, some Partners also reported that they wanted to actively expand their services into the
multifamily sector. As discussed below, many Partners already were providing services in other
sectors and learned that MPP provided avenues to expand their business into multifamily
buildings.

Third, Partners reported that they thought MPP offered a way to receive training in energy-
efficient services supported by MPP. While formal training is not offered per se, Partners reported
that they learned valuable skills regarding multifamily energy efficiency services through their

participation in MPP and particular components, such as webinars and Partner conferences.
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Partners stated other reasons for joining MPP. For example, a minority of the Experienced/Active Partners
reported starting their firm as a Partner in AMP or MPP to enter the multifamily sector. A minority of
Experienced/Inactive Partners reported joining MPP to: help clients’ buildings comply with Local Laws
and/or changes to Combined Heat and Power-related (CHP) laws; to network with other businesses in the

multifamily sector; and to use the NYSERDA branding to attract more business.

5.3 Program Processes

The research team asked Partners about their experiences with program processes, including workflow,
communications and training, and marketing, to determine how Partners engage and participate with the

program, and to obtain their feedback about improvements that could facilitate their participation in MPP.

5.3.1 Workflow Processes

Partners reported their experiences with various aspects of the process of guiding a project through MPP.
These processes include: initial client screening; the MPP application process; assistance with financing a
project; Prescriptive and Fast Track path processes; the scoping session and ERP; approval of measures;

and reporting, testing, verification, and inspection processes.

5.3.1.1 Client Screening

One of the first steps in the MPP process is to obtain qualified clients through client outreach and
screening. On average, the Inexperienced/Active Partners reported screening out about 90% of potential
clients while Experienced/Inactive Partners screened out 24% of potential clients. The most experienced
Experienced/Active Partners screened out about half of potential clients. Downstate-only Partners, small-
building Partners, and low-volume Partners also said they screened out a greater percentage of potential
clients compared to statewide or upstate-only Partners, large- or medium-volume Partners, or high- or

medium-volume Partners.

Partners used several screening criteria to determine if a potential client would qualify to participate in
MPP and would be a good fit for the Partner’s capabilities. Contacts in all Partner types mentioned using
the screening criteria related to the characteristics of the building(s), such as building size and number of
units, whether the building is firm gas or oil-based, and current energy usage and equipment in the building
(in existing buildings). Experienced/Active and Inexperienced/Active Partners also mentioned the
anticipated time it would take to complete the project and how far along the project is toward being
completed as important screening criteria. One Inexperienced/Active Partner also reported using the

availability of financing as a screening criterion.

All Partner types explained that they used phone interviews (100%) and site visits (81%) to screen projects,
and about one-third of the Partners mentioned using a brief onsite energy audit as a screening method. Two

Experienced/Active Partners reported using additional screening methods: one Experienced/Active Partner
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mentioned using a decision tree model that included fees, incentives, and benefits; another
Experienced/Active Partner designed a questionnaire for clients. One Experienced/Active and one
Experienced/Inactive Partner indicated that they used to perform brief MPP-incented onsite audits, but

stopped the practice when MPP discontinued the incentives for the audits.

Partners also identified two primary reasons that potential clients are screened out from participating in
MPP. First, buildings do not meet MPP criteria regarding building size, project timeline, and other building
characteristics such as fuel type and ownership type. For example, one Experienced/Active Partner
mentioned that some clients, especially condominiums and cooperatives, are “too disorganized to reach
consensus” on various aspects of a project, such as the scope of work and types of equipment to be
installed. Second, Partners reported that some clients wanted to make improvements that would not achieve
MPP’s required minimum of 15% energy savings or, less frequently, wanted to do more work than MPP

would incent but could not afford the extra improvements.

5.3.1.2 Application Process

The second main step in the MPP process involves submitting an application to and receiving approval
from TRC for new construction projects or from NYSERDA for existing building projects. More than half
of all Partners reported not having an issue with application submission (57%) and approval (64%)

processes (Table 5-9).

Slightly less than half of Partners (mostly Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive) reported issues
with the application submission (43%) processes (Table 5-9). The most common was that the application
form was too complicated, with too many guidelines and parameters. One large-building Experienced/
Active Partner said it was too easy to make mistakes on the application form because of its complexity.
Another commonly reported issue was the amount of time it took to get everyone involved in the project to
sign the application, which often caused delays in submission. This issue was mentioned more frequently
by high-volume and large-building Partners. An Experienced/Active Partner also said they sometimes were

uncertain about what information they had to include on the form, which also caused delays.

Other issues involved the technical aspects of the form. One Experienced/Active Partner reported that it
was difficult to save data or copy data from one form to another; another Experienced/Active Partner
mentioned that the PDF forms were not fillable, which created extra work for them. One
Experienced/Active Partner reported that the Electronic Funds Transfer form that accompanies the
application form can be misleading to some clients, since it appears to grant NYSERDA access to the

client’s account(s) rather than simply granting NYSERDA access to direct-deposit funds in the account(s).
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Table 5-9. Partners Reporting Issues with MPP Application Submission and Approval, by
Partner Type®

Issue Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners Total
Active Inactive Active Inactive

Reported issues with A47% 45% 0% 0%
submission: (9/19) (6/11) 0/3) (0/2) 43%
= Form too complicated 4 3 N/A N/A 7
= Delays in sign-off 3 2 N/A N/A 5
= Technical issues with form 2 2 N/A N/A 4
Reported issues with 40% 36% 33% 0%
approval: (8/20) (4/11) (1/3) (0/2) 36%
= Delays in approval 6 4 1 N/A 11
= Variation in approvals 2 0 0 N/A 2

a

Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

About one-third of Partners (36%) reported having an issue with the application approval process (Table
5-9). A common issue was that approval of submitted applications took too long. This was cited more
frequently by high-volume and large-building Partners. These Partners mentioned three common reasons
for these delays. First, the income qualification for affordable-rate projects can add substantial time to the
approval process. Second, the time spent revising and resubmitting the application for approval can be
substantial, particularly when, as one Partner suggested, the “comments from reviewers are not constructive
[or actionable].” Third, Partners said TRC and NYSERDA did not have enough staff to approve

applications quickly, and two Partners suggested that this was particularly true for TRC.

Experienced/Active Partners also indicated that MPP staffs’ responses to applications vary significantly,
possibly through inconsistent methods of approval across staff persons. For example, one of these Partners
said that program staff had approved the type and level of information in their application for one project,
but a different staff person had rejected that same type and level of information for a different project.
However, MPP hired a Pipeline Administrator who is responsible for processing and approving all

applications, which should help mitigate this issue for Partners.

5.3.1.3 Assistance with Financing

Before moving forward with an MPP project, some clients need to secure outside funding for their projects.
Two-thirds of Partners (67%) reported that the majority of their MPP clients needed to borrow funds to
complete their projects; a substantially lower percentage of Inexperienced/Active Partners noted this issue
than did Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners (Table 5-10). Of the Partners whose clients
often need to borrow funds, 71% reported they helped their clients secure additional funds. Most often, they
recommended a variety of funding sources. From the most to the least common, these were: local and

federal government options, private banks, NYSERDA loans, Energy Smart loans, and Green Jobs Green
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New York (GJGNY). One Partner firm also wrote letters to financial institutions on their client’s behalf. In

addition, the securing of additional financing can lead to delays in the application process as client’s need

to have financing in place before moving forward with the project.

Table 5-10. Partners’ Assistance with Financing, by Partner Type?®

Partner Interviews

Assistance Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Majority of clients need borrowed 71% 75% 33% 0
money to complete projects (5/7) (6/8) (1/3) 67%
Help clients get additional 67% 83% 100% 0
funding when needed: (4/6) (5/6) (1/1) 1%
= Make recommendations for
funding sources 3 4 1 8
= Write letters on client’s behalf 1 0 0 1

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

GJGNY is a program administered by NYSERDA that provides financial assistance, among other services,
to owners of existing multifamily and other types of buildings in the State. Slightly more than half of the
Partners (55%) reported being aware of GIGNY:; of those, slightly less than half (44%) said they had
interacted with the program (Table 5-11).

Table 5-11. Partners’ Awareness and Use of GJGNY Financing, by Partner Type®

Aware / Use of GIGNY Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Aware of GJIGNY 53% 550% 67% 5%
(8/15) (6/11) (2/3) 0
Used GIJGNY 50% 50% 0%
44%
(4/8) (3/6) (0/2)
Reasons for not using GJGNY:
= Confusion regarding
qualification criteria and 4 3 1 8
process for applying
= Clients did not qualify 2 1 0 3
= Substantial delays and
. T 1 0 0 1
disorganization in program

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

Partners who were aware of but had not used GIGNY reported that not using the program was due to
confusion about the qualification criteria, and application and approval processes. In addition, clients did

not always qualify for the financing. One Experienced/Active Partner also reported experiencing significant
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delays and disorganization in their dealings with the program, so they and their client had pursued

alternative funding options.

5.3.1.4 Prescriptive and Fast Track Path Processes

Depending on the building characteristics and client needs, Partners and their clients can choose the
Prescriptive path or Performance path for new construction projects, and the Fast Track path or Standard
path for existing buildings projects. The Prescriptive path incents prescribed energy-saving options, while
the Performance path incents more customizable, whole-building modeling approaches. Prescriptive path
projects receive incentive payments more quickly than do Performance path projects. Four of six
Experienced/Active Partners reported offering the Prescriptive path to new construction clients (Table
5-12); these Partners are statewide or downstate-only, and large- or medium-volume Partners. These
Partners also offered the Prescriptive path most often to owners of high-rise buildings and other projects
that required a high-level of detailed modeling. All four of these Partners also reported that the Prescriptive
path worked well overall. One Partner suggested an improvement to the Prescriptive path: higher incentive
levels, similar to those provided in the Performance path. According to the Partner, this would attract more
clients who choose the latter for higher incentives, but whose building would benefit from the Prescriptive

path.

Table 5-12. Partner’s Use and Evaluation of the Prescriptive Path for New Construction
Projects, by Partner Type®

Use / Evaluation Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Offered Prescriptive Path to new 67% 0% 0% 67%
construction clients (4/6) (0/5) (0/1)
Worked well 100% Not asked Not asked 100%
(4/4)

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

The Fast Track path was designed to offer alternatives to the Standard path for existing buildings with
between five and 49 units: a more streamlined application and approval process, and quicker incentive
payments. Four of 11 Experienced/Active Partners who were statewide or downstate-only and small- or
medium-building Partners, reported offering the Fast Track path to clients with qualified existing buildings
(Table 5-13). Three of the four Partners reported that the Fast Track path worked well overall. In particular,
they said the Fast Track path required less documentation and was more streamlined than the Standard
path, and that these program elements allowed them to charge lower fees. However, two Partners suggested
changing the name “Fast Track,” since the path was not necessarily faster than the Standard path. In
addition, one Partner reported that the streamlined structure of the Fast Track path can prohibit Partners

from offering a more comprehensive package of energy-efficient recommendations in buildings that could
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benefit from them. This Partner suggested that the Fast Track path might be more useful to Partners with

less experience in modeling.

Partner Interviews

Table 5-13. Partner’s Use and Evaluation of the Fast Track Path for Existing Building
Projects, by Partner Type®

Use / Evaluation Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Offered Fast Track path for 36% 0% 0% o
existing building clients (4/11) (0/6) (0/2) 36%
Fast Tracked worked well 75%
(3/4) Not asked Not asked 75%

a

Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.
5.3.1.5 Scoping Session and ERP

In a “scoping session,” the Partner, client(s), and an MPP Project Manager meet at the project site to
discuss MPP and the building, and to answer any questions before they review the Energy Reduction Plan
(ERP). None of the Partners reported issues with the scoping session and the majority (92%) found it to be

a very helpful step in the MPP process.

The ERP specifies what will be done to reduce the building’s energy usage, including the projected percent
of energy savings and costs for each of the proposed measures. For new construction projects, the ERP is
created from the results of an energy model (except for Prescriptive path projects), and for existing
buildings, the ERP is created from the results of benchmarking (except for Fast Track path projects). About
half of Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners (55%) who were Partners before 2010
reported that the time it took to get an ERP approved decreased noticeably during both versions 4 and 5 of

the program.

Partners said that the most common issue they had with the ERP was the amount of time it took to receive
approval from NYSERDA (for existing buildings) or TRC (for new construction). Partners reported that
approval times could range from two weeks to several months (Table 5-14); Inexperienced/Active Partners,

and small-building Partners reported the lowest average approval time.

Partners reported that the most common causes of long approval times were errors in the ERP reports
submitted by Partners, and uncertain expectations as to what to include or not include, which often required
many revisions involving coordination between the Partner and NYSERDA or TRC, and between the

Partner and client.
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Table 5-14. ERP Approval Time, by Partner Type®

Service Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
ERP Approval Time Two weeksto | Two weeksto | Two weeks to N/A
one year several months two months
Percent of Partners in which
: 72% 36% 33%
ERP lis | th 9
approval is longer than one 13/18) (4/11) 2/3) 59%

month on average

a

Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

Half of Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners also suggested that the benchmarking and
modeling tools used to perform the ERP had improved during versions 4 and 5 of the program. Two
Experienced/Active Partners reported that the spreadsheets in the tools worked very well, and one

Experienced/Active Partner said the benchmarking table of results presented to clients was very useful.

However, about two-thirds of Partners (64%) reported several issues with the benchmarking and modeling
tools and processes. First, about half of the Partners (55%) suggested that the tools recommended by
NYSERDA to do MPP benchmarks and energy modeling (TREAT and Equest) were overly complicated,
not user-friendly, and required steep learning curves to use correctly. Inexperienced/Active Partners
particularly noted having issues with the benchmarking spreadsheet, and Experienced/Active and
Experienced/Inactive Partners reported that both modeling tools required too many inputs to work correctly
and required inputs that were not widely recognized or used in the energy efficiency sector. One
Experienced/Active Partner said the formats of the benchmark spreadsheet and energy modeling tool made
it difficult to change parts of the benchmark or model without drastically changing the results of the whole,
which also often resulted in Partners making errors. Another Experienced/Active Partner suggested that
making the benchmarking spreadsheets and energy modeling tools and results more comparable would be

helpful for the employees involved in conducting these activities.

Second, some Partners (43%) also commented that the process of obtaining approval from NYSERDA or
TRC for the benchmarking and modeling results can be burdensome. A common theme from Partners is
that it takes too long to submit and get feedback from NYSERDA or TRC on the results from their
benchmarking or energy modeling. Some Experienced/Active Partners mentioned that program staffs’
feedback on the benchmarking or modeling report can also vary greatly across staff. Comments ranged
from “too many questions and comments” to “too few questions and comments,” depending on staff
experience and report complexity. One Experienced/Active Partner reported that some clients considered
provision of the benchmarking and modeling results to be extra paperwork more than an opportunity to find
ways to save energy. This Partner added that, due to that perception, clients were not as invested in the

report, which caused the Partner to spend more time explaining its importance. However, the Partner also
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suggested that the additional explanations they provide for conducting the benchmark or energy model

typically convinced clients of its importance as a method to identify energy savings.

Third, a few Partners (36%) noted that the process of collecting the data to perform the benchmarking and
the timing of benchmarking in the project schedule sometimes was very challenging. For example, both
Experienced/Active and Inexperienced/Active Partners suggested that it often can be difficult and time-
consuming to access tenant spaces in existing buildings to conduct benchmarking. Partly because of the
challenges with accessing tenant spaces, one Experienced/Active Partner suggested that the timing of
benchmarking for existing buildings was not optimal because it often caused unnecessary delays in the
project timeline; the Partner recommended doing the benchmarking earlier in the process to have more time
to address these challenges without causing delays. In addition, two Experienced/Active Partners reported
that the time needed to obtain data from utilities and the amount of documentation this required can be

burdensome and time-consuming for existing building projects.

Overall, Partners suggested that these three main issues — problems with tools, burdens associated with the
approval of results, and challenges involved with performing benchmarking and modeling — often caused

them to either lose money or charge higher fees for these activities, particularly on larger-building projects.

5.3.1.6 Approval of Measures

More than half of the Partners did not mention any issues related to the approval of measures in an ERP to
meet energy savings goals (71%), pass the TRC cost-effectiveness test (55%), or achieve approval of the
ERP (64%). Some Partners did comment on their experiences with each of these aspects (Table 5-15). First,
82% of Partners reported an experience in which the ERP reviewer questioned measures or estimates in the
ERP. To address these questions sufficiently, the majority of Partners had to provide more information and
details in the ERP, or slightly modify the ERP. One Experienced/Active Partner also said they “bury
questionable estimates within lots of data in the report to avoid questions.” Another Experienced/Active
Partner reported that they sometimes “bypass TRC and go through NYSERDA” when TRC asks difficult
questions.

Table 5-15. Experience with Approval of Measures Processes, by Partner Type®

Experience Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active

ERP reviewer questioned 80% 100% 50% o
measures or estimates (8/10) (5/5) 1/2) 82%
Had measures that did not meet 60% 86% 33.3% 67%
energy savings goals (3/5) (6/7) (1/3) °
TRC cost-effective test 46% 44% 50% o
negatively affected projects (6/13) (419) 1/2) 46%

a

Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.
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Second, two-thirds of Partners have had measures in an ERP that did not meet energy savings goals (Table
5-15). The majority of Partners said they removed these measures from the ERP, but one Experienced/
Inactive Partner combined measures to get them approved and another Experienced/Inactive Partner
reported leaving the final decision up to the client. One Experienced/Active and one Experienced/Inactive
Partner also suggested that removing measures from the ERP can have greater savings impacts in larger
buildings than in smaller buildings, so they sometimes tried harder to find a substitute measure in larger

buildings.

Third, slightly less than half of Partners (46%) reported that they had had measures that failed the TRC
cost-effectiveness test and that this failure negatively affected their project(s) (Table 5-15). Partners
mentioned that they often had to remove the measure from the ERP, sometimes against their client’s
wishes. One Experienced/Active Partner reported having to abandon a project because too many measures
the client wanted in the building failed the TRC test. Two Experienced/Active Partners also suggested that
they sometimes searched for more cost-effective measures and one Experienced/Inactive Partner mentioned
that they tried to bundle measures to improve cost-effectiveness. Inexperienced/Active Partners reported

taking extra time and effort to prepare cost estimates before submitting them to TRC to avoid any issues.

5.3.1.7 Reporting, Testing, Verification, and Inspections

Partners next reported on their involvement in reporting to the program and conducting testing, verification,
and inspections after receiving the ERP approval. More than two-thirds of all Partners who said they had

been involved in these processes did not mention having any issues with them.

Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners reported that, after completing the ERP process,
they provided inspection reports for 50%, 100%, and post-100% inspections, and payback reports to the
program. Inexperienced/Active Partners said they sent quarterly updates and additional financing
documents to the program after the ERP process, but none of these Partners had completed a project prior
to the survey. One Experienced/Active Partner suggested that creating new reports to reflect a change to the
project can be very time-consuming, and recommended allowing Partners to amend existing reports when

only minor changes are necessary.

All of the four Experienced/Active Partners and one of the three Experienced/Inactive Partners also
reported doing testing, verification, and inspections after the ERP approval in the project timeline; two of
three Experienced/Inactive Partners and three of three Inexperienced/Active Partners reported that they had
not performed these activities. The Partners that did report doing these activities mentioned performing
inspections at 50% and 100% to verify that the proper equipment was installed correctly, conducting
efficiency tests after installation to verify savings and test fuel usage, and analyzing utility bills for the

post-100% performance payment, if applicable.
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Some Partners also reported on issues they experienced during this stage of the MPP process. For example,
one Experienced/Active Partner suggested that doing the quality control and quality assurance inspections
separately, as MPP currently requires, necessitates multiple, time-consuming trips to the project site, and
recommended that combining the processes could save time and reduce the burdens on clients and Partners.
Another Experienced/Active Partner said the program required too many photos documenting the
inspection process and suggested using more text- or numbers-based documentation. A third
Experienced/Active Partner also said they would prefer to use printed inspection forms they can complete
onsite, rather than the digital spreadsheet forms they cannot take to the project site. Two
Experienced/Inactive Partners recommended sending NYSERDA staff to the project site earlier in the
process rather than at the very end, or doing periodic inspections to identify problems earlier and/or prevent

problems from occurring.

5.3.2 Communication and Training Processes

Partners reported their experiences with communication and training processes, which include
communications with TRC and NYSERDA, using the Partner Portal, attending webinars and conferences,

and receiving training through NYSERDA.

5.3.2.1 Communications with TRC and NYSERDA

Most of the Partners (92%) reported contacting NYSERDA staff with questions or general concerns related
to existing building projects (Table 5-16). Of these, 73% reported that NYSERDA was easy to contact.
Among those who reported that NYSERDA was not easy to contact, the most common reason they gave
was that it could be difficult to find experienced staff with whom to speak or to be assigned an experienced
staff person. One of these Partners stated that finding experienced staff had been improving in version 5 of
MPP.

Partners reported contacting NYSERDA for a number of reasons (Table 5-16). The most common was to
discuss energy-efficient measures or how to get 15% energy savings for a project. Other reasons for
contacting NYSERDA include: obtaining information on incentive levels and funding opportunities;
discussing changes to or issues with benchmarking software; resolving issues with program processes;
responding to comments on applications; and learning more about the program and how to drive demand

for the program more effectively.
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Table 5-16. Partner Communications with NYSERDA Regarding Existing Buildings, by

Partner Type®

Communication Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Contacted NYSERDA with
questions or concerns (Existing 92% 88% 100% 92%
Buildings) (12/13) (7/8) (3/3)
NYSERDA easy to contact 67% 86% 67% 73%¢
(8/12) (6/7) (2/13) 0
Reasons for contacting NYSERDA:
= Discuss EE measures and how 4 2 1 7
to make EE work for a project
= Obtain information on
. . . 2 3 1 6
incentives and funding sources
= Discuss changes to or issues > 1 1 4
with benchmarking software
= Resolve issues with program 1 5 1 4
processes
. Res.pon.d to comments on 1 5 0 3
applications
= Learn more about the program
and how to drive demand more 0 1 1 2

effectively

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

answers. Partners reported contacting TRC to discuss percent savings and ERP issues, the documentation

clients.
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Most of the Partners (91%) also reported contacting TRC with questions or concerns in general or
specifically related to new construction projects (Table 5-17). Of these, 100% stated that contacting TRC is

easy, but one Experienced/Active Partner suggested it can be difficult sometimes to reach a reviewer to get

required for different program processes, clarifications on program rules, and program qualifications for
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Table 5-17. Partner Communications with TRC Regarding New Construction Projects, by
Partner Type®

Communication Experienced Partners Total
Active Inactive

Contacted TRC with questions or concerns (New 100% 67%
Construction) (8/8) (2/3) 91%
TRC easy to contact 0 0

: oo || o
Reasons for contacting TRC:
= Discuss percent savings and ERP issues 3 2 5
= Determine what documentation is required for 2 1 3

different processes

= Clarify program rules or protocols 2 1 3
= Discuss program qualifications for clients 2 0 2

 Inexperienced/Active, Inexperienced/Inactive, and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.
5.3.2.2 Partner Portal, Webinars, and Conferences

The Partner Portal is a password-protected NYSERDA website that provides Partners access to program
information, guidelines, and templates; project application submissions to MPP staff; case studies and
training materials; links to information from TRC and BPI; links to software tools; and, marketing
documents and activities. A majority of Partners (83%) said they used the Partner Portal at least once after
they became a Partner (Table 5-18). These Partners were reporting on their experience with an older
version of the Partner Portal instead of the version that was launched in late 2013. Partners mentioned using
the Partner Portal primarily to retrieve documents, forms, templates, and tools, as well as to obtain
information, technical tips, and program guidelines. Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners
also used the Portal to update their company information, upload reports, and obtain marketing materials.
Two Partners indicated that NYSERDA should update the design of the Partner Portal because the site was
hard to navigate. Another Partner said they were unable to save incomplete documents on the Portal to

return to complete later, so they had to make several attempts to submit complete information.
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Table 5-18. Partner Experience with Partner Portal, Webinars, and Conferences, by

Partner Type®

Experience Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners Total
Active Inactive Active Inactive
Used Partner Portal 88% 82% 33% 75% Ba0:
(14/16) (9/11) (1/3) (9/12) 0
Attended NYSERDA webinar 75% 64% 67% 75% —_—
(12/16) (7/11) (2/3) (9/12) 0
Webinars useful 58% 100% 100%
0,
(7/12) (717) 2/2) Not asked 76%
Attended NYSERDA Partner 69% 27% 33% 67% i
conference (11/16) (3/11) (1/3) (8/12) 0
Conference useful 56% 100% 100%
0,
(9/16) 3/3) (1/1) Not asked 65%

a

Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

Three-fourths of Partners said they attended at least one NYSERDA webinar after becoming a Partner
(Table 5-18). Of these, about three-fourths (76%) found the webinar(s) useful. The most common reason
Partners mentioned for attending the webinars was to receive program updates, particularly about funding.
Two Partners also noted that they use the webinars to train their staff. Partners also identified some issues
with the webinars. These included the inability to study webinar materials before the webinar began, too
little time to ask questions at the end of the webinar, and the absence of an archive of past webinars. In
addition, Partners recommended adding more topics on technical issues, project funding, TRC processes,

and administrative components like completing paperwork correctly and efficiently.

Over half of Partners (58%) reported attending at least one NYSERDA Partner conference after becoming a
Partner (Table 5-18); slightly more were statewide and downstate-only Partners, and high-volume Partners
who said they had attended a Partner conference. Of these, about two-thirds (65%) mentioned that the
conference was useful. Partners attended the conferences primarily to meet and network with program staff,
competitors, and clients. Other reasons included receiving program updates, providing feedback to program
staff, attending training seminars, and receiving an annual recap of program activities. Those who did not
find the conference useful recommended: adding more vendors; providing more training seminars,
particularly on complex energy efficiency topics like creating an ERP; including more topics on business
development; and extending the conference by one or two days to accommodate additional conference

activities and to provide a little more time between existing activities at the conferences.

5.3.2.3 Other Training Opportunities

A majority of Partners (66%) would like NYSERDA to offer additional training opportunities. This is
particularly the case for Inexperienced/Active Partners (Table 5-19) and low-volume Partners. These

additional training topics include (from most requested to least requested): creating an ERP; conducting

5-24



MPP Process Evaluation

Partner Interviews

benchmarking and modeling in general, and using NYSERDA’s software tools in particular; auditing;

budgeting for projects; types of incented measures and their applications in buildings; BPI certification;

field training of new employees in Partner firms; and a “refresher” orientation course for Partners who have

been in the program for a long time.

Table 5-19. Additional Partner Training Preferences, by Partner Type?®

Service Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Preferred additional training from 53% 73% 100% 6%
NYSERDA (8/15) (8/11) (3/3) 0
Training Topics:
= Creating an ERP 2 1 1 4
= Conducting benchmarking and > 1 1 4
modeling; learning to use tools
= Budgeting for projects 2 1 0 3
= Different types of incented EE
measures and their 0 1 1 2
applications
= BPI certification 0 1 0 1
= Field training of new 0 0 1 1
employees
= “Refresher” orientation course
for Partners who have been in 1 0 0 1
the program a long time

a

Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

5.3.3 Marketing

Overall, Partners reported that, on average, about half or more of their MPP projects were initiated by the
Partner rather than the client (Table 5-20). This is particularly true for the three Inexperienced/Active
Partners, which initiated 100% of their projects, and for upstate-only Partners. These numbers indicate that
Partners, on average, more often reached out to clients that likely were qualified to participate in MPP,

rather than waiting for clients to approach them with potential projects.
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MPP Process Evaluation

Activity Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners Total
Active Inactive Active Inactive
Average percentage of projects
initiated by Partner 65% 46% 100% Not asked 61%
Partners currently marketing 50% 55% 0% 67%
MPP services 56%
(8/16) (6/11) (0/3) (8/12)
Partners advertising their MPP 63% 83%
0,
status (5/8) (5/6) N/A Not asked 71%
Partners using NYSERDA 30% 50%
materials in marketing activities (3/10) (3/6) N/A Not asked 38%

# Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

About half of Partners reported marketing their MPP services, although there were differences across
Partner types (Table 5-20). For example, more high- and medium-volume Partners marketed their MPP
services than did the low-volume Partners. Of those who reported marketing their MPP services, a majority
of Experienced/Active (63%) and Experienced/Inactive (55%) Partners also advertised their status as a
Partner. In addition, about one-third of Experienced/Active Partners (30%) and half of Experienced/

Inactive Partners (50%) reported using materials provided by NYSERDA in their marketing activities.

Two-thirds of Partners (67%) who used NYSERDA’s materials in their marketing activities found
NYSERDA'’s materials to be helpful (Table 5-20), and five of the six Partners offered recommendations for
how NYSERDA could help Partners with their marketing. The most common recommendation was to keep
the NYSERDA website current, particularly the part of the website that displays Partner information. For
example, three Partners found that some of the information on NYSERDA'’s website and the Partner

information website was not up to date.

Another recommendation from multiple Partners was for NYSERDA to host more industry events as part
of a marketing strategy to enable Partners to connect more easily with potential clients. One Inexperienced/
Active Partner who did not market their firm’s services, but was preparing to do so, said that NYSERDA
tries to include too much detail in its marketing materials and suggested simplifying the message for
broader appeal. According to this Partner, NYSERDA’s MPP marketing materials made the program seem
too complicated. This Partner further suggested that NYSERDA provide a clear delineation of the
incentives offered for different project and building types because this information was not readily
available or current. An Experienced/Active Partner recommended that NYSERDA allow Partners to use
NYSERDA'’s logo in their marketing materials to add more legitimacy to their company and their
marketing activities. An Experienced/Inactive Partner suggested that NYSERDA could more aggressively
market directly to property management companies in New York to attract more participants to the

program.
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5.4 Market Effects Baseline

To assess what effects MPP had on the market for multifamily energy efficiency services, the PE/MCA
team asked Partners about their previous experience in the multifamily sector before becoming a Partner,
their past business growth and assessment of the current market, what MPP-incented services they offered
in the market, spillover and free ridership in the market, and what services and activities they attributed to

their involvement in MPP.

5.4.1 Previous Involvement in the Multifamily Sector

About three-fourths of the combined Experienced/Active, Experienced/Inactive, and Inexperienced/Active
Partners (74%) reported being involved in the multifamily sector before becoming a Partner, although
substantially fewer of the Experienced/Inactive Partners made this statement (Table 5-21). These Partners
also described their involvement in the multifamily sector before becoming a Partner. Partners who were
involved in the multifamily sector before becoming a Partner reported that, on average, their multifamily
work accounted for about half of their overall business. This is slightly higher for downstate-only Partners
compared to statewide or upstate-only Partners, and it is notable that Experienced/Inactive Partners
reported that, on average, 83% of their business before becoming a Partner was in the multifamily sector
and that they were inactive in the program at the time of the interview. Partners also reported that slightly
less than one-third of their multifamily business, on average, was supported by utility or government
programs. This was substantially lower for Inexperienced/Active Partners than for other Partner types and

for upstate-only Partners compared to statewide or downstate-only Partners.

A large majority of Partners (88%) reported that the energy efficiency services they offered before
becoming a Partner were similar to the services they offered as a Partner (Table 5-21). The PE/MCA team
also found this to be the case more for downstate-only and statewide Partners than for upstate-only
Partners. Eighteen percent of Experienced/Active Partners said they provided different services after they
became a Partner. These changes included: making their services more comprehensive (2); providing

modeling and benchmarking (1); and providing weatherization services (1).

Similarly, 88% of Partners reported that they provided the equivalent of MPP’s ERP to multifamily
building contacts before they became a Partner (Table 5-21). More downstate-only and statewide Partners
offered an ERP than did upstate-only Partners. Of the Partners providing an ERP, 18% of
Experienced/Active Partners reported that their ERP sometimes was connected to LEED projects.
Moreover, the majority of all Partners providing an ERP included detailed cost estimates in their ERP

(89%) and always recommended MPP-incented measures to their pre-Partner multifamily projects (68%).
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Table 5-21. Involvement in Multifamily Sector before becoming a Partner, by Partner Type?®

Involvement Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners (% of Sample)

Active Inactive Active

Provided EE services to MF 85% 55% 67% 22%
(17/20) (6/11) (2/13) 0

Average percent of business in

priakans usiness| 41% 83% 50% 51%

Average percent of MF business

supported by utility or government 38% 27% 20% 29%

programs

EE services similar to services 82% 100% 100%

offered as a Partner (14/17) (6/6) (212) 88% (65%)

Provided equivalent of MPP’s 71% 100% 100% 0 0

ERP (14/17) (6/6) 2/2) 88% (65%)

ERP connected to LEED projects 18% 0% 0% 125
(3/17) (0/6) (0/2) 0

ERP Included detailed cost and 91% 100% 50%

savings estimates (10/11) (6/6) (1/2) 89% (50%)

Always recommended MPP- 55% 83% 100%

incented measures (6/11) (5/6) (212) 68% (38%)

New construction projects that 0% 0% 100% on (RO

saved 15% above ASHRAE (0/5) (0/2) 2/2) 22% (6%)

Existing building projects that 29%, 33% 100%

saved 15% over current use (4/14) (2/6) (2/2) 36% (24%)

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

Partners also reported the percent of their new construction and existing buildings projects that obtained
15% savings before they became a Partner (Table 5-21). Two of two Inexperienced/Active Partners and
none of the Experienced/Active and Experienced/Inactive Partners said they achieved 15% savings above
ASHRAE standards for their new construction projects. Two of two Inexperienced/Active, four of 14
Experienced/Active, and two of six Experienced/Inactive Partners reported achieving 15% savings over the

then-current energy use for their existing buildings projects.

5.4.2 Past Business Growth

About two-thirds of Partners (66%) indicated that they received more inquiries from multifamily clients
after becoming a Partner (Table 5-22). About one-fourth of Partners (23%) suggested that inquiries from
multifamily clients increased in 2013 while a 41% reported no change in inquires, and about one-third
(36%) reported a decrease in inquiries despite a small increase in multifamily new constructions and
renovations in 2013. More upstate-only Partners and high-volume Partners reported a decrease in inquiries
from clients in 2013 compared to downstate-only and statewide Partners, and low-volume Partners,

respectively.
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More than half of Partners (57%) reported that their service territory for multifamily projects expanded

over the past five years, although this was substantially lower for Inexperienced/Active Partners (Table

5-22) and downstate-only Partners. Partners whose service territory did not expand in the past five years

said that going outside their current service territory was too far to travel in terms of cost and time, they

wanted to remain “local,” or they had enough work in their current service territory. One upstate

Experienced/Active Partner specifically mentioned not having enough employees to expand beyond their

current territory.

Table 5-22. Partners’ Past Business Growth, by Partner Type®

Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active ‘ Inactive Active
Inquiries
Increase in inquiries from MF 60% 73% 67% 66%
clients since becoming Partner (9/15) (8/11) (2/3)
Change in inquiries from MF clients in 2013:
» Increased 11% 30% 33% 230
(2/9) (3/10) (2/3)
= No change 33% 60% 0% 1%
(3/9) (6/10) (0/3)
= Decreased 56% 10% 67% 36%
(5/9) (2/10) (2/13)
Expansion
Service territory expanded in 63% 55% 33% 57%
past five years (10/16) (6/11) (1/3)
Reasons service territory not expanded:
= Too far to _travel in terms of 2 3 1 6
cost and time
= Eno_ugh work in current service > 1 1 4
territory
= Want to remain “local” 1 1 0 2
= Not enough employees to 1 0 0 1
expand
Growth
Employees in MF have grown in 47% 36% 0% 38%
past 5 years (7/15) (4/11) (0/3)
Reasons for growth in MF employees:
= Increased workloads 4 2 N/A 6
= Changes in regulatory
requirements, like Local Laws, 3 1 N/A 4
created more work
= American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 1 0 N/A 1
funding
= Increased awareness in the
market of EE benefits 0 L N/A L

% Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

5-29




Partner Interviews MPP Process Evaluation

Similarly, over one-third of Partners (38%) reported that the number of their employees involved in
multifamily projects had grown over the past five years (Table 5-22); this was higher for statewide Partners
and high-volume Partners. According to Partners, this was due in part to increased workloads, changes in
regulatory requirements like Local Laws that created more work, American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (ARRA) funding, and increased awareness of energy efficiency benefits in the market. As discussed in
more detail Section 5.4.5 below, MPP also had some impact on the growth in the number of employees in

Partner firms.

5.4.3 Assessment of Current Market

Partners reported the types of clients who are the most and least attracted to energy efficiency in the current
multifamily housing market in New York State. The clients most attracted included those involved in:
affordable housing, Class-A>" office buildings, cooperatives and condominiums, commercial and industrial
buildings, municipal and institutional buildings (educational facilities, hospitals, and government offices),
churches, and developers and property managers. Partners said the clients least receptive to energy
efficiency were affordable housing in which tenants pay utilities, smaller multifamily buildings,

manufacturing, and retail.

Partners mentioned two primary aspects of MPP that attracted clients: incentives and access to financing.
Experienced/Inactive Partners also said that potential clients were attracted by opportunities to save money
and energy, comply with Local Laws, and meet immediate needs, such as replacing a malfunctioning boiler

or upgrading a building after it incurred damage from a natural disaster.

Partners reported the level of client awareness of MPP, from low to high on a five-point scale, in which “1”
was “low” and “5” was “high.” On average, slightly less than three-fourths of Partners (72%) indicated that
their multifamily clients had a low level of awareness (Table 5-23). Upstate-only Partners and small-

building Partners reported lower levels of client awareness, on average. However, half of all Partners (50%)

offered that client awareness was increasing.

Table 5-23. Partners Reporting Low Level of Awareness among the Majority of Clients, by
Partner Type®

Awareness Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Most clients had low awareness 73% 64% 100% 72%
of MPP (11/15) (7/11) (3/3)
Awareness increasing 55% 43% 67% 50%
(6/11) 3/7) (2/13)

51

Class-A office buildings are the most prestigious buildings competing for premier office users, with rents

above average for the area. Buildings have high quality standard finishes, state of the art systems, exceptional
accessibility and a definite market presence.
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% Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

5.4.4 Spillover and Free Ridership

Although the Impact team provides most of the spillover and free ridership analyses, the PE/MCA team did

ask Partners some questions related to these topics. The PE/MCA team findings are described below.

Slightly under three-fourths of Partners (72%) reported providing energy efficiency services to non-
multifamily clients, and about two-thirds of Partners (69%) reported providing energy efficiency services to
non-MPP multifamily clients after becoming a Partner (Table 5-24). This is slightly lower for downstate-
only Partners than for statewide and upstate-only Partners. The types of non-MPP multifamily clients
Partners mentioned included: owners of buildings too small for MPP (fewer than 5 units); clients seeking to
comply with Local Laws; condominiums and cooperatives; owners of buildings in which 15% savings
could not be achieved; clients with cogeneration, solar systems, steam systems, or oil-fired heating; and
student housing clients. Partners were not asked about the types of non-multifamily clients to which they

provided energy efficiency services.

Overall, 80% of the Partners providing energy efficiency services to non-MPP multifamily clients reported
providing ERP-type services (Table 5-24); this was lower for upstate-only Partners and small-building
Partners. A large majority of all Partners (94%) reported that they used a modified version of NYSERDA'’s
ERP instead of NYSERDA'’s ERP for their non-MPP multifamily clients. The most common modification
Partners reported was providing a shorter and simpler ERP report, often by not including the tables in
NYSERDA'’s ERP report. Other modifications Partners mentioned included accounting for carbon outputs
in the ERP, analyzing cost-effectiveness in terms of cash flow and payback period, providing fewer energy-
efficient scenarios, not collecting or including as much detail about measures, and relying less on
computer-based modeling. One Partner stated, “We design our [modified] ERP for the building, not the
reviewer, as NYSERDA does.”

More than three-fourths of the Partners (80%) providing an ERP reported that when they used the modified
ERP, they got the same results in regard to their non-MPP clients’ understanding and actions taken as those
they achieved when they used NYSERDA’s ERP for their MPP clients (Table 5-24). Of those Partners who
did not get the same results from clients, the reasons included: clients had trouble understanding any ERP
(1); market-rate clients did want not an ERP performed unless it was incented (1); and NYSERDA'’s ERP
had more credibility due the “N'YSERDA sponsorship or brand” (1).
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Table 5-24. Spillover of Partner MPP Services, by Partner Type®

Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Provide EE services to non-MF 87% 55% 67% 7o%
clients (13/15) (6/11) (2/13) 0
Provide EE services to non-MPP 73% 55% 100%
MF projects 69%
proj (11/15) (6/11) (3/3)
Types of non-MPP MF clients:
= Owners of buildings too small
for MPP 3 2 L 6
= Clients looking to comply with
Local Laws 2 2 L 5
= Condoml_nlums and 5 1 0 3
cooperatives
= Owners of buildings in which
15% savings cannot be 1 1 0 2
achieved
= Clients with oil-fired heating 1 1 0 2
= Clients with cogeneration 1 0 0 1
= Clients with solar systems 0 1 0 1
= Clients with steam systems 1 0 0 1
= Student housing clients 1 0 0 1
ERP provided to non-MPP clients 8204 67% 100% 80%
(9/11) (4/6) (3/3) 0
Percent using a modified-ERP 89% 100% 100% 94%
(vs. NYSERDA's ERP) (8/19) (414) (3/13) 0
Modifications made to ERP:
= Shorter and simpler report 6 4 2 12
= Fewer EE scenarios 2 2 0 4
= Less data collection and details
1 1 1 3
on EE measures
= Other 2 1 0 3
Same results from owners when 63% 100% 100% 0
using modified-ERP (5/8) (4/4) (3/3) 80%
Recommend MPP-incented
measures in majority of sales 10?% 8?;2? 33;?? 85%
situations (11/11) (5/6) 1/3)
Work in areas where MPP is not 46% 33% 0%
offered 36%
(6/13) (2/6) (0/3)
Recommend MPP-incented
measures in these areas most of 67% 100% N/A 75%
the time (4/6) (2/2)

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

5-32



MPP Process Evaluation Partner Interviews

Overall, 85% of Partners reported recommending measures with the same energy saving specifications as
those incented by MPP (“MPP-like measures™) in the majority of their non-MPP projects (Table 5-24),
although this was slightly lower for upstate-only Partners than for statewide and downstate-only Partners.
About one-third of Partners (36%) worked in areas where MPP was unavailable (outside the State); the
incidence of this was slightly higher for Experienced/Active Partners, and downstate-only and statewide
Partners. Of the Partners working in areas where MPP was not offered, three-fourths indicated that they

recommended MPP-like measures most of the time in these areas.

As shown in Table 5-25, nine Partners (26%) reported not providing energy efficiency or ERP-like services
before becoming a Partner. These Partners accounted for 133 MPP projects (16%). Three Partners (9%)
reported providing energy efficiency services, but not ERP-like services; these Partners accounted for 86
MPP projects (11%). The majority of Partners (65%, or 22 of 34) reported providing both energy efficiency
and ERP-like services before becoming a Partner; these Partners accounted for 589 MPP projects (73%).
Seventeen of these Partners also reported that their ERP-like services were comprehensive, including both

cost and savings estimates.

Table 5-25. Number of Partners and Projects by Level of Energy Efficiency Services
Provided in the Multifamily Sector before becoming a Partner

Source: CRIS database, 12/20/2013

Service Provided Partners (%) Projects Since
Becoming a Partner
(%)

Provided no ERP-like services or other energy efficiency
services before becoming a Partner 9 (26%) 133 (16%)
Provided basic ERP-like services but provided no other
energy efficiency services before becoming a Partner 3 (9%) 86 (11%)
Provided basic ERP-like services and other ener

v \ e Servi 24 5 (15%) 185 (23%)

efficiency services before becoming a Partner

Provided comprehensive ERP-like services that included
detailed cost and savings estimates, and provided other 17 (50%) 404 (50%)
energy efficiency services before becoming a Partner

A majority of Partners said that if MPP were unavailable in New York State they still would provide MPP-
like services to multifamily clients (Table 5-26). About three-fourths (74%) indicated that they would
provide an ERP and 86% stated that they would recommend MPP-like measures. This was slightly lower

for upstate-only Partners compared to downstate-only and statewide Partners.
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Table 5-26. Partner Free Ridership, by Partner Type®

Service Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Provide ERP for majority of 70% 83% 67% 0
projects if MPP were unavailable (7/10) (5/6) (2/3) 4%

Recommend MPP-incented
measures for majority of projects
if MPP were unavailable

a

85% 100% 67%

(11/13) (6/6) 2/3) 86%

Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

5.4.5 MPP Attribution

Slightly over three-fourths of Partners (76%) reported providing energy efficiency services to non-MPP
clients over and above the services they provided before becoming a Partner (Table 5-27). This was higher
for upstate-only Partners and small-building Partners. The “additional” services Partners provided included:
installing and/or servicing boilers, chillers, insulation, lighting, water-heating, and distribution systems;
performing air sealing; doing fuel conversions and cogeneration projects; providing full-service energy
consulting that included auditing, benchmarking, modeling, technology feasibility studies, and
troubleshooting; providing engineering services; conducting retro-commissioning; providing construction
management; and, instructing clients about energy efficiency benefits. Over half of Experienced/Active
Partners (56%), but none of the Experienced/Inactive and Inexperienced/Active Partners, said they
developed these services through their participation in MPP; this was slightly higher for upstate-only

Partners than for statewide or downstate-only Partners.

Table 5-27. Attribution to MPP for Energy-efficient Services and Market Demand, by
Partner Type?®

Service Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
=bove hat was provided betore | 7% 83% 679% 76%
becoming a Partner (9112) (5/6) (213)
Services provided:
] Ins_talling and/or servicing 3 1 1 5
boilers
= Benchmarking 1 1 2 4
= Modeling 1 1 2 4
= Engineering services 2 1 1 4
= Installing lighting 1 1 0 2
continued
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Service Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
= Fuel conversions and 1 0 1 2
cogeneration
= Auditing 1 1 0 2
= Retro-commissioning 1 1 0 2
= Other 5 3 1 9
Developed EE services through 56% 0% 0%
MPP 31%
(5/9) (0/5) (0/2)
Status as “MPP Partner”
: ; ) 57% 80% 50% o
contributed to getting non-MPP @) (4/5) (1/2) 64%

projects

MPP effect on demand for non-MPP MF services in past two years:

= |Increased demand 50% 20% 33%

0,
(5/10) (1/5) (1/3) 39%
= No change in demand 40% 60% 67% 50%
(4/10) (3/5) (2/3)
= Decreased demand 10% 20% 0% 11%
(2/10) (1/5) (0/3)
MPP increasing demand from 0% 17% 0% 504
non-MF clients (0/10) (1/6) (0/3) 0
Growth in MF employees due to 14% 50% 0
MPP (1/17) (214) N/A 21%

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.

About two-thirds of Partners (64%) reported that their status as an “MPP Partner” contributed to their
success in obtaining non-MPP projects (Table 5-27). This was higher for downstate-only Partners, high-
volume Partners, and large-building Partners. In addition, 39% of Partners reported that MPP increased
demand in the multifamily market for their services; half did not notice any change and a small minority
(11%) reported a decrease in demand. In addition, a very small minority (5%) commented that their Partner

status contributed to an increase in demand for energy-efficient services from non-multifamily clients.

Of the 38% of Partners who reported an increase in the number employees over the past five years (Table
5-28), a small minority (21%) attributed this growth to MPP (Table 5-27). This was substantially higher for
Experienced/Inactive Partners than for Experienced/Active Partners, and for statewide Partners than for

downstate- and upstate-only Partners.

5.5 Barriers to Participation

The research team identified several barriers to participation in MPP from the interviews and surveys of
Partners. Partners discussed barriers to their own participation in MPP, as well as what they thought were

barriers to clients’ participation in MPP.
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5.5.1 Oil-Heated Projects and RGGI Funding

Overall, a majority of Partners (61%) reported working on non-MPP multifamily projects that involved oil
heating since they became a Partner (Table 5-28). A minority of these Partners (33%) worked on a
multifamily project involving oil heating that received funds through RGGI. A greater percentage of the
Experienced/Active Partners, downstate-only Partners, and high- or medium-volume Partners reported

working on a RGGI-funded project.

Partners who worked on oil-heated projects identified several important issues (Table 5-28) with these
projects. The most common issue across all Partner types was the limited amount of funding and incentives
in RGGI, including unpredictable changes in this funding over time. Partners reported that uncertainty in
the funding source — how much is available in RGGI and how much could go toward their project — can be
a barrier. The second most common issue reported across all Partner types was technical problems with
getting gas to the building and working with conversion technologies in non-RGGI funded oil-heated
projects. Partners mentioned that some buildings do not have access to gas and some that do have access
still have technical limitations, such as requiring a backup boiler or underground tank. One
Experienced/Inactive Partner said that decommissioning oil furnaces is a big challenge. A third common
issue with oil-heated buildings across all Partner types is that the energy analyses often were more difficult
to conduct than for firm gas buildings. This complexity added time and cost to oil-heated projects, and
Partners would like to avoid this complexity. Given these barriers, Partners said it was very difficult to
qualify oil-heated buildings for MPP. As one Experienced/Active Partner said, “Anyone not on firm gas in
[New York City] is left behind, not going through MPP.”

Table 5-28. Partner Experience with Oil-Heated Projects, by Partner Type?®

Experience Experienced Partners Inexperienced Total
Partners
Active Inactive Active
Worked on projects involving oil
hoating ) g 68% (15/22) 45% (5/11) 67% (2/3) 61%
9
Have done RGGI-supported
. PP 45% (10/22) 18% (2/11) 0% (0/3) 33%
project
Issues:
= Limited amount. of funding that 5 1 N/A 6
changes over time
= Technical problems 4 1 N/A 5
= Energy analyses more difficult 2 1 N/A 3

 Inexperienced/Inactive and Permanently Removed Partners were not asked these questions.
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5.5.2 Impact of the MPP Hiatus

Slightly over half of all Partners (56%, or 24 of 43) reported that the hiatus in MPP between July 2009 and
September 2010 negatively affected their business. Of these, about one-third (37%) experienced significant
project delays and about two-thirds (63%) lost clients and projects. Partners had to inform clients about the

hiatus, which made it more difficult to retain clients and maintain their trust after the hiatus.

About half of the Partners (55%) suggested that the hiatus eroded their trust in the program and that the
response has had lasting impacts, such as a reluctance to pursue MPP projects as aggressively or
recommending MPP to their clients as frequently. About one-third of Partners (31%) were concerned that
the program could go on hiatus again and leave their clients without funding, which would further erode the
Partner’s and NYSERDA'’s credibility. About half of Partners (48%) reported making MPP work a lower
priority than their other projects as a result of the hiatus, and/or moved their firms toward other types of

work.

Partners who said they were unaffected by the hiatus either were not Partners during the hiatus, did not
have a project in the pipeline, or were nearly completed with a project early in the hiatus. In addition, all

the Partners reported that their non-MPP business was not affected by the hiatus.

5.5.3 Reasons for Partner Inactivity in MPP Version 5

Of all the 105 MPP Partners in the program, 66% were not active in version 5 of the program, and 85% of
Partners who were not interviewed were not active in version 5 (Table 5-29). Of the 50 Partners
interviewed by the PE/MCA team, slightly less than half (44%) were not active in MPP version 5 since July
2012; this finding varies substantially by Partner type. A minority of Experienced/Active and
Inexperienced/Active Partners, and a majority of Experienced/Inactive and Inexperienced/Inactive were not

active in version 5 (Table 5-29).

Partners who were eligible but inactive in MPP (not Permanently Removed) since July 2012 reported
multiple reasons for inactivity (Table 5-29). The most common reason mentioned was that some types of
MPP projects were not profitable enough to warrant the amount of work required and the level of
incentives paid. For example, one high-volume Experienced/Active Partner stated that MPP is profitable
for the largest projects and the program is not designed for smaller projects. A low-volume
Experienced/Inactive Partner also suggested that MPP is not profitable for small Partner firms, regardless
of project size. Another Experienced/Inactive firm reported that condominiums and cooperatives comprise
a large percentage of their MPP work, but are especially unprofitable because of the challenges of working

with a board of multiple owners and/or stakeholders.
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Table 5-29. Inactive Partners and Reasons for Inactivity, by Partner Type

Characteristic Experienced Partners Inexperienced Partners |Permanently Total
- - ) - Removed
Active Inactive Active Inactive

Total Partners
inactive in MPP 9 of 31 14 of 20 50f8 23 of 28 18 of 18 69 of 105
version 5 (since (29%) (70%) (63%) (82%) (100%) (66%)
July 2012)
Percent of not
interviewed 56% 100% 80% 81% 100% 85
Partners inactive in (5/9) (9/9) (4/5) (13/16) (16/16) 0
MPP version 5
Percent of
interviewed 17% 55% 33% 83% 100% 449%
Partners inactive in (4/122) (5/11) (1/3) 10/12) (212) °

MPP version 5

Reasons for inactivity (interviewed Partners):

= Program not

profitable 3 3 1 4 1 12
= Busy with non-

MPP work 3 3 0 6 1 10
= Problems with

program 1 0 1 3 0 5

administration
and processes

Another reason why some Partners were not active in MPP was that they were busy with non-MPP work in
other sectors or regions. Three Partners mentioned that the economic downturn and volatility in the
multifamily sector pushed them into other sectors and that they were actively working in those sectors at
the time of the interview. Some Partners mentioned being busy with Local Law-related projects and
Hurricane Sandy projects. One Partner mentioned using other programs like EmPower more often than
MPP. Another Partner mentioned that most of their firm’s recent multifamily work was in other states

where MPP is unavailable.

Five Partners reported problems with the program administration and processes as a reason for their
inactivity. These included: issues with the implementation contractor, TRC, and the total resource cost test;
the program’s hiatus; high administrative costs and too many program requirements; and NYSERDA’s
slow response times, which prevented them from completing projects profitably and within a reasonable

timeframe.

The two Permanently Removed Partners reported additional reasons for exiting the program (Table 5-30).
One Partner said that MPP was “too much work and not enough benefit,” and incentive levels were too low
to appeal to the firm’s customers. The other Partner indicated that their firm was not the ideal type to be a
Partner after an internal reorganization resulted in the departure of staff with multifamily certifications; this

Partner reported doing more installation-based work in sectors other than multifamily.
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Table 5-30. Reasons for Becoming Permanently Removed from MPP

Respondent Reasons for Permanent Removal

Permanently Removed Program was too much work for not enough benefit for the firm; MPP
Partner #1 incentives were not attractive enough for firm’s customers.

Permanently Removed Not ideal firm type to be Partner (installation firm rather than a design-build
Partner #2 firm); internal reorganization of company away from multifamily-sector work;
loss of staff with multifamily certification(s).

5.5.4 Other Barriers to Partner Participation

Partners identified other barriers to their participation in MPP. The most common barrier was a lack of
demand for MPP in the market; this was cited more frequently by upstate-only and low-volume Partners.
Some Partners said that the economic downturn and fluctuations in the multifamily market contributed to a
lower demand for their services than before the economic downturn. Other Partners reported that some
potential clients had a low level of awareness of energy efficiency and MPP. Partners also said that there

was too much competition with other Partner firms in the large multifamily markets in New York State.

Several Partners noted a few other barriers to participation. One upstate Partner reported that they did not
have enough skilled employees to work on multifamily projects. One experienced Partner mentioned that
there were no more incentives for audits, and that the audits had been an important part of their process to
screen potential MPP clients. Two Partners indicated it had become more difficult to participate because

technical requirements had increased while incentives had decreased.

5.5.5 Barriers to Client Participation

Partners shared their perspectives on their clients’ barriers to participation in MPP. A common theme from
downstate-only and statewide Partners was that Local Laws had pushed some clients away from doing
comprehensive work and toward making retro-commissioning measure improvements that did not achieve

the targeted 15% savings, but did comply with the law.

Competition from other multifamily programs in the state, such as those offered by Consolidated Edison,
also was identified as a barrier. For example, 12 Partners indicated that if incentives from another program
covered more of the costs of the measures desired by the client, they would recommend these programs
instead of MPP. One Partner mentioned that they did not specifically “push” MPP to clients who were
eligible for multiple programs, but instead presented MPP and the other programs without advocating for a
specific program. In addition, three Partners said that NYSERDA focuses more on its Partners than driving
general demand in the market, and that NYSERDA should conduct more outreach and publicity to increase

interest in a market with low levels of awareness.
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Five high- and medium-volume Partners mentioned that repeat clients — those who participated in earlier
versions and have other buildings that qualify for MPP — had become hesitant to participate due to the
lower incentives and increased technical requirements. A minority of these Partners also said that some

repeat clients were frustrated with the complexity of the program and the time required to participate.

Two other Partners reported that some new clients with existing buildings often wanted to avoid
refinancing, but doing the work required to get MPP incentives often requires them to refinance the
building. Two small-building Partners reported that owners of smaller buildings often cannot afford Partner
services. Three Partners said that some existing building and new construction clients can have difficulty

obtaining additional financing to achieve 15% savings.

5.6 Conclusion

Overall, the 50 Partners interviewed and surveyed by the PE/MCA team represented a wide variety of firm
characteristics and MPP experiences. Despite having questions and concerns about the program, Partners

provided an overall positive evaluation of MPP’s energy efficiency goals and processes.

Most Partners (74%) provided energy efficiency services in the multifamily sector before becoming a
Partner and reported experiencing some type of growth — in services, employees, service territory, and
potential clients — since becoming a Partner. A minority of Partners (21%-39%) attributed this growth to
their experience in MPP. MPP appears to be recruiting Partners that already have many of the skills,

employees, service territory, and clients needed to succeed as a Partner.

Partners also reported some spillover of the services and skills they learned from participation in MPP into
MPP and non-MPP multifamily projects. For example, 12 of 34 Partners (35%), who accounted for 219
MPP projects, did not offer energy efficiency and/or ERP-like services before becoming a Partner and thus
acquired these services through their MPP participation. About two-thirds of Partners (69%) reported
providing energy-efficiency services to non-MPP multifamily clients, and 80% of these Partners provided
the equivalent of MPP’s ERP in non-MPP multifamily projects, after becoming a Partner. In addition, most
Partners confirmed that, in the absence of MPP, they would recommend and provide MPP-incented

services and measures.

Overall, experienced Partners indicated that MPP processes improved in versions 4 and 5 of the program.
Through analyses of Partner interviews and surveys, the PE/MCA team identified specific processes that

worked well and several areas for improvement.

1. Client screening: Phone interviews and site visits were the most common client screening methods
used by Partners. Audits were frequently used for screening before the incentive for them was

discontinued in Version 5. Inexperienced Partners reported screening out a larger percentage of
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clients than did the Experienced Partners, and NYSERDA may want to follow-up with these

Partners more frequently to determine if they could use additional assistance with client screening.

2. Application: About half of the Partners said application processes worked very well, but many
Partners suggested using a simpler form offered in multiple formats, providing training to help
Partners complete and submit application forms, shortening the approval process and providing
more consistent approvals and rejections. These could enable Partners to spend less time

completing and submitting applications, and therefore, slightly reduce their fees for those services.

3. Financing: Partners were providing financing recommendations to their clients who needed
additional financing but several also reported that they and their clients were confused GIGNY
financing. Partners recommended providing more information and possibly some training on the
details of GIGNY financing. In addition, one Partner suggested revising the Electronic Funds
Transfer form to make it clearer that NYSERDA would access only the client’s account for direct

deposit purposes.

4. Prescriptive and Fast Track paths: A minority of Partners reported using either the Prescriptive
path or the Fast Track path and, although these Partners said the paths worked well overall, they
also indicated that the processes were not as streamlined as they had expected and expressed some
concern about their inability to offer more flexible energy efficiency recommendations through

either path.

5. Scoping session and ERPs: Partners found the MPP scoping session to be very helpful and that
ERP turnaround times were improving, but some Partners who experienced ERP approval times of
up to several months recommended that more improvements in the approval time for ERPs could
provide multiple benefits for Partners in regards to the fees they charge and in meeting project

timeline deadlines.

Partners also found the benchmarking spreadsheet and energy modeling tools provided by
NYSERDA to be complicated, with steep learning curves to use correctly and efficiently, and
noted important barriers to performing benchmarking in existing buildings, such as getting access
to tenant spaces, timing the benchmarking so it does not occur too late in the project, and
acquiring energy usage data from utilities. Partners recommended more training on the use the
benchmarking and energy modeling tools, and suggested NYSERDA consider EnergyPro
software; greater coordination among NYSERDA, Partners, and clients to help with getting access
to tenant spaces; performing benchmarking earlier in the process to prevent delays; and setting up
a more streamlined method for acquiring energy use data from utilities to mitigate the time and

effort currently required to do this.
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6. Approval of measures: The majority of Partners reported an experience in which a recommended
measure was not approved or an estimate was questioned by program staff. Most of these Partners
said they dropped unapproved measures or found approvable replacements, but a minority of
Partners either attempted to hide questionable measures in other data or bypassed TRC to go
through NYSERDA for approval. These strategies may result in some questionable measures not

being evaluated or not being properly evaluated by the appropriate staff.

7. Reporting, testing, verifications, and inspections: The majority of Partners reported overall
satisfaction with the required reporting, testing, verifications, and inspections processes, but a few
Partners suggested that MPP allow Partners to amend reports to incorporate changes to the project
or conduct more inspections earlier in the process, and to perform QC and QA in the same trip to
the project site in order to save time and charge less in fees. Partners also suggested providing an
inspection form in multiple formats would enable them to complete the forms onsite and requiring
less photo documentation that could save Partners time during the inspection and verification

phases.

8. Communications with NYSERDA and TRC: The majority of Partners did not report any problems
with contacting NYSERDA or TRC, but did suggest that it often can be difficult to reach and/or
work with an experienced staff person. Experienced Partners reported that this improved since the
hiatus, but suggested that NYSERDA and TRC focus more on retaining experienced staff and

hiring more experienced staff.

NYSERDA webinars, conferences, and training: Most Partners reported attending NYSERDA
webinars and, to a lesser extent, attending NYSERDA conferences. Some Partners recommended
providing webinar materials before the webinar and archiving past webinars on an easy-to-access
website. In addition, Partners would like to discuss more topics at the conferences and have more
vendors invited to the conferences. Hosting the conferences in different locations in the State also
might increase Partner attendance. Partners also reported that they would prefer additional training
from NYSERDA, such as creating an ERP, conducting benchmarking and modeling using
NYSERDA'’s recommended tools, project budgeting, applications of energy-efficient measures,

BPI certification, and field training of Partner employees.

9. Marketing: Most Partners reported initiating the majority of their projects, but only about half said
they did any marketing. MPP could support Partners that are not marketing their services; such
assistance could increase the number of clients overall and the number of clients initiating
projects. In addition, of those who did market their MPP services, only a minority used
NYSERDA’s marketing materials. Partners indicated that, if MPP provided more materials with

simpler messages about the program, they might use the materials more often. Also, Partners
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10.

11.

12.

13.

suggested updating the website as often as possible to ensure that MPP information, and

information about their firm and projects, are current.

Oil-heated projects: A majority of Partners reported working on oil-heated building projects, but a
minority of them said they had experience with RGGI-funded oil-heated building projects.
Overall, these Partners identified oil-heated buildings as barriers to participation in MPP. Two of
the primary reasons for this were the variable levels of funding for RGGI and the lack of
incentives in MPP for oil-heat conversions. Partners also mentioned that the energy analysis for
oil-heated projects is more difficult and time-consuming than for electric and gas projects, and

thus requires them to charge more for this service.

Effects of the MPP hiatus: The program hiatus was one of the most cited issues with MPP.
According to Partners, the hiatus eroded client and Partner trust in the program and caused
substantial problems in many Partner-client relationships. If another hiatus were to occur, Partners
would prefer NYSERDA to inform their clients of the hiatus, rather than require the Partners to
perform this task, and that this could help reduce its negative impacts on the Partner-client

relationship.

Inactivity: Slightly less than half of the Partners surveyed by the PE/MCA team were inactive at
the time of the survey. According to these Partners, reasons for their inactivity included:
participation in the program was not profitable for their firm; the firm was too busy with other
types of work; and they had had too many problems with program administration and process.
Partners suggested that NYSERDA follow-up with inactive Partners after a period of inactivity to

identify specific issues that can be addressed to improve Partner retention and the program overall.

Permanently Removed Partners reported leaving the program because there was not enough
benefit to offset the work required or because the Partner firm was not the ideal type of firm to
serve as an MPP Partner. One Partner recommended using more rigorous Partner screening criteria
to help reduce the number of Partners who join the program but become inactive and leave the

program.

Market demand: Some Partners reported that one of the largest barriers to their participation in the
program is a lack of demand in the market. More outreach on behalf of NYSERDA and Partners —
particularly to clients that may be affected by the economic downturn or volatility in the
multifamily sector, or have low levels of awareness of energy efficiency benefits and programs —
could help drive demand. In addition, two Partners suggested that NYSERDA might consider
increasing technical requirements or reducing incentives in successive phases rather than doing

both simultaneously, which they believed resulted in a reduction in demand.
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14,

Client barriers to participation: Partners also recommended some ways to overcome noted client
participation barriers. First, Local Laws in New York could be a barrier to client participation
because clients may become more interested in complying with the laws than saving more energy.
A Partner suggested that NYSERDA could assist Partners and clients to both comply with Local
Laws and achieve 15% savings through MPP more effectively. Second, some Partners mentioned
that MPP’s competition with other utility or state programs prevents some clients from
participating in MPP if the other programs offer more benefits. Fostering more cross-program
cooperation may help reduce this competition. Third, a few Partners suggested that providing to
existing-building and smaller-building owners more incentives and/or low-interest financial
assistance that does not require refinancing the property may increase their participation in the

program.
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6 Market Actor Surveys

The following section describes the results from interviews and surveys conducted with market actors. For
the purpose of this analysis, market actors are defined as firms that work in the multifamily sector, and may
have participated in MPP, but are not Multifamily Performance Program Partners. The PE/MCA team
identified four categories of market actors that may provide services to multifamily buildings: architects,

engineers, energy efficiency consultants (EE consultants) and building contractors.

The goal of the survey was to establish a baseline of energy efficiency services and products offered in the
multifamily market (outside MPP), and to determine whether MPP has changed the services or products
market actors provide. There were two issues with the approach and the sample used that limit the validity
of the results in serving as the desired baseline. The approach used removed Partners from the sample of
market actors and as DPS has noted, therefore the comparisons between New York and Pennsylvania are
not done using similar populations. The report crafted a post-survey correction for one question (as to
whether firms were providing ERP-like services) that forces back in Partner responses, but the report does
not do a similar adjustment for any of the other questions reported here. In the course of crafting that post-
survey correction, it was discovered that the sample drawn from Dodge market actors may not have been a
good choice for capturing the baseline for the MF energy efficiency services. It turns out that less than ¥
(24 out of 105) of Partners were listed in the Dodge data as having been a market actor involved in a
multifamily project between 2010 and 2012. It appears as though many existing Partners were not involved
in Dodge listed projects and that leads to concerns that the sample is not a good representation of the
market actor list that have or could be Partners. Accordingly, the results presented should not be used to
establish a baseline for MPP, and another survey using a broader list of market actors and not excluding
Partners will need to be conducted.

In addition to surveying market actors in New York State (NYS), the PE/MCA team surveyed market
actors based in Pennsylvania (PA) in order to compare conditions in NY'S to those in a state in the same
climate zone with similar urban and rural demographics and that has a relatively large multifamily market

but not an extensive offering of multifamily energy efficiency programs.

Other states within the same climate zone were considered (see Table 6-1), but they were not ideal matches
due to: large demographic differences in the rural and urban populations compared to NYS (e.g. Maine,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Vermont); the lack of a relatively large multifamily market compared to
other states in the climate zone (e.g. Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont); or, the
influence of relatively extensive offerings of multifamily energy efficiency programs (e.g. Connecticut,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Vermont). States like California, Illinois,
Michigan, Minnesota, and Ohio were also considered but these are located in different climate zones and/or

fail to provide an ideal match on other criteria discussed above.
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Table 6-1. Population and Multifamily Housing and Policy Measures for New York State
and Potential Comparisons States

Type Percent Urban Number of Multifamily as Good Multifamily
Population? Multifamily Units Percent of Total Energy Efficiency
(5+ unit buildings)b Housing Units® Policies

New York State 88% 2,572,352 32.4% Yes
Pennsylvania 79% 610,179 11.1% No
Connecticut 88% 252,808 17.6% Yes
Maine 39% 60,939 8.7% Yes
Massachusetts 92% 542,892 19.9% Yes
New Hampshire 60% 81,527 13.8% Yes
New Jersey 95% 696,571 19.8% Yes
Rhode Island 91% 69,982 15.5% Yes
Vermont 39% 31,767 10.2% Yes
California 95% 2,983,403 22.5% Yes
Ilinois 89% 1,057,085 20.2% No®
Maryland 87% 488,389 21.1 No
Michigan 75% 565,314 12.5% Yes
Minnesota 73% 384,314 16.7% Yes
Ohio 78% 696,486 13.7% No

# Source: U.S. Census (2010).

® Source: CNT Energy & ACEEE. (January 2012). “Engaging as Partners in Energy Efficiency: Multifamily Housing and
Utilities.” Accessed May 5, 2014 at: http://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/al22.pdf

Chicago, in which the Energy Savers multifamily energy efficiency program has been operating since 2008, is an
exception.

6.1 Data Collection and Analysis

Data collection was performed in two stages. First, the PE/MCA team completed in-depth interviews with
six market actors in NYS (two architects, two engineers, and two building contractors) to inform the
questionnaire design for additional surveys with samples of the four targeted market actor groups:
architects, engineers, EE consultants, and building contractors. Second, the PE/MCA team compiled
sample lists of and conducted telephone surveys with the four market actor groups in upstate NY'S,
downstate NYS, and Pennsylvania (PA). The samples of architects, engineers, and contactors were drawn

from the last 18 months of Dodge data for projects that involved multifamily buildings.* The sample of EE

2. McGraw Hill Construction. (2013). “McGraw Hill Dodge Players Data File, 2011-2013.” Accessed at
http://dodge.construction.com/Analytics/login/, September 2013.
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consultants was drawn from Hoover’s®® listing of businesses identified under the “Energy Conservation

Consulting” category.

The PE/MCA identified 24 MPP Partner firms in the Dodge and Hoover’s lists. These firms were screened
from the NY'S lists since the PE/MCA team attempted to interview them separately with the other 81
Partner firms not in the list (Chapter 5). However, in analyses below in Section 6.5, the PE/MCA team
combined the results from the Partner interviews with the results from market actor surveys in NYS to
determine an estimated percentage of NYS market actors who conducted ERP-like activities for the

majority of their multifamily projects.

In November 2013, the PE/MCA team completed 468 telephone surveys with market actors in NYS (341)
and PA (127); the surveys ranged from eight to 40 minutes. Table 6-2 and Table 6-3 show the number of

firms in the sample frame and their disposition after data collection concluded.

The original sample quota was established to reach a 90/10 sampling precision level for each of the four
groups in upstate and downstate NY'S and in PA. This resulted in the 12 groups in Table 6-2 and Table 6-3.
The PE/MCA team screened out firms that had not been involved in the multifamily sector in the past five
years, and exhausted the call list for all the groups except NY'S downstate architects before reaching the
quota, which resulted in an attempted census of these groups. However, the PE/MCA team used inferential
statistics in analyses below to compare across groups (as opposed to population parameters that result from
census surveys) since the eligible response rates for these groups were low, the Dodge and Hoover’s
databases did not contain the entire populations of these groups, and nonresponse bias was unable to be
measured without data for market actor firms in the sample who did not complete an interview.* Thus, the
use of inferential statistics for comparisons adds some statistical boundaries to the estimated percentages

derived from the data.

% Hoover’s Inc. (2013). “Energy Conservation Consulting: New York and Pennsylvania.” Dun & Bradstreet.

Accessed at www.hoovers.com, November 2013.

5 population parameters (as opposed to inferential statistics) would be more meaningful and appropriate if the

surveys resulted in a higher number of completes closer to approximating the population, if lists acquired
from Dodge and Hoover’s had a high level of confidence for including the entire populations of these groups,
and/or if nonresponse bias could be measured.
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Table 6-2. NYS Disposition Summary
Sample Downstate New York Upstate New York
Architects | Engineers | Contractors EE Architects | Engineers | Contractors EE
Consultants Consultants
Number in
sample® 1,534 325 2,466 151 199 102 262 89
Number
called 782 325 2,466 151 199 102 262 89
No answer” 474 200 1,792 73 100 51 171 44
Answered 308 125 674 78 99 51 91 45
Total
Response 39% 38% 27% 52% 50% 50% 35% 51%
Rate®
Not 243 71 607 34 52 33 63 27
qualified"
Completes 65 54 67 44 a7 18 28 18
Eligible
Response 8% 17% 3% 29% 24% 18% 11% 20%
Rate®
Original 65 54 66 44 47 37 54 37
Quota
Sampling
precision 90/10 Census Census Census Census Census Census Census
& Excluding 24 Partner firms in NYS.
® Includes wrong or incorrect number, non-working number, fax number, no answer at number, and hard refusals.
¢ Total answered / number called.
¢ Includes those screened out because they were not involved in the multifamily sector in the past five years.
¢ Completes / number called.
Table 6-3. PA Disposition Summary
Sample PA PA PA PA EE
Architects Engineers Contractors Consultants
Number in sample 339 188 575 137
Number called 339 188 575 137
No answer? 196 112 393 80
Answered 143 76 182 57
Total Response Rate” 42% 40% 32% 42%
Not qualified* 86 44 153 48
Completes 57 32 29 9
Eligible Response Rate" 17% 17% 5% 7%
Original quota 57 55 61 46
Sampling precision Census Census Census Census

a

® Total answered / number called.

c

d Completes / number called.
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In the applicable analyses below, the PE/MCA team included all the NYS market actors with statistically
meaningful (p-values equal to or less than 0.10) comparisons between PA and NYS, downstate and upstate
NYS, and the market actor groups. The PE/MCA team found many similarities in the work conducted by
architects and engineers, so the team combined these groups when comparing them to contractors and EE

consultants.

In addition, the PE/MCA team asked market actors how many multifamily new construction projects and
how many multifamily existing building projects they were involved in during the previous two years.
Those who answered “more than one” were asked how often they recommended energy-efficient measures
and performed energy efficiency activities, such as conducting an energy audit or model, on a five-point
scale, in which 1 was “Never” and 5 was “Always”. Those who answered one project were asked whether
or not they recommended energy-efficient measures or performed energy efficiency activities in their
project, on a “yes” or “no” scale. In the analyses in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 below, market actors who were
involved in one project and who answered “yes” to the energy efficiency questions were combined with
those who were involved in more than one project and who answered “always” to these questions. Market
actors who were involved in one project and who answered “no” to the energy efficiency questions were
combined with those who were involved in more than one project and who answered “never” to these

questions.

The PE/MCA team also separated market actors who answered “always” to all the questions regarding how
often they recommended energy-efficient measures and performed energy efficiency activities in their
multifamily new construction or existing building projects from those who answered “often” to at least one
of these questions. If market actors answered “often” to one or all of these questions, the PE/MCA team
categorized them as “often” in the analyses; if the market actors answered “always” on all the questions,
the PE/MCA team categorized them as “always” in the analyses. This was done to identify market actors
who always did all the energy-efficient activities in all their projects and to compare them with market
actors who did not always perform all the energy-efficient activities in all their projects, but who did

perform these activities more often than “sometimes,” “rarely,” or “never.”

Furthermore, it should be noted that respondents may have over-reported the extent to which measures that
exceeded energy code were recommended in multifamily new construction or existing building projects.
Experienced market actors who worked on at least one multifamily new construction or existing building
project in the past two or more years and reported that they made recommendations that exceeded energy
code were asked why the frequency with which they made these recommendations had changed in the past
five years. Almost one-quarter (22%) of these NY'S market actors responded that the change was due to
changes in code or regulations. This response reveals a misinterpretation of the concept of making “energy-
efficient” recommendations that exceed energy codes, since making recommendations due to increases in

the code is different from making “energy-efficient” recommendations over and above code. Therefore,
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these firms were removed from the analysis of market actors who specified multifamily new construction

measures that exceeded energy codes.

6.2 Firm Characteristics

Table 6-4 describes the percent of market actors surveyed who work in the multifamily sector, by business
type and region. Overall, a significantly greater percentage of all market actor types — architects, engineers,
contractors, and EE consultants — work in the multifamily sector in NYS than in PA.* It is notable that the
largest difference occurs between EE consultants® in NYS and PA, since these professionals specialize in
energy efficiency work. However, the larger percentages of market actor firms working in the multifamily
sector in NY'S were expected given the State’s larger population and greater percentage of multifamily
residential buildings (Table 6-4).

Table 6-4. Firms Contacted Who Work on Multifamily Projects?®

Type Downstate Upstate PA
New York New York
Architect 45% 56% 44%
(140/308) (55/99) (63/143)
Engineer 67% 49% 42%
(84/125) (25/51) (32/76)
Contractor 32% 40% 21%
(213/674) (36/91) (38/182)
Energy Efficiency Consultant 64% 47% 18%
(50/78) (21/45) (10/57)
Total 41% 48% 31%
(487/1,185) (137/286) (143/458)
Percentage of Housing Units that Are 80.2% 27.4% 20.6%
Multifamily®

a

See Appendix B for significance tables.
® Source: U.S. Census http://quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/36000.html

Within NYS, a significantly higher percentage of architects worked in the multifamily sector in upstate

than in downstate,®” while a significantly greater percentage of engineers®® and EE consultants® worked in

the multifamily sector in downstate than in upstate (see Appendix B). There is also likely some crossover

between regions. For example, an upstate architect may do work in downstate NYS.

% p<001.
% p<.001.
S p<10.
% p<.05.
¥ p<.1o0.
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To better understand respondents’ answers and provide context to their responses, the team asked market
actors about their firm’s characteristics, such as the number of employees and staffed offices in the State
and out of the State, as well as the number of years the firm had been in their relevant industry
(architectural, engineering, EE consulting, or building contracting) and in the multifamily sector (Table
6-5). NYS firms had an average of 18 employees at the respondent’s location and an average of one
additional staffed office in the State and less than one staffed office out of the State.®® PA firms were
substantially smaller, with an average of 13 employees at the respondents’ locations, and an average of less
than one additional staffed office in the State and less than one staffed office out of the State. Most (89%)
of NYS firms surveyed had been working in the industry for ten or more years. Similarly, the majority
(93%) of State firms surveyed had been providing services to the multifamily sector for five or more years.

These findings were relatively consistent across state, region, and business type.

Table 6-5. Firm Characteristics, by State

Variable NYS PA
Average number of staffed offices in State (excluding

respondent’s location)® 1 (n=336) <1(n=125)
Average number of staffed offices out of State® <1 (n=331) <1 (n=122)
Average number of employees in State at respondent’s

e ployees P 18 (n=330) 13 (n=119)
Average number of employees in State (excluding _ _
respondent’s location)? 30 (n=92) 23 (n=29)
Average number of employees out of State® 129 (n=64) 88 (n=23)

Percent who had worked in the industry for 10 or more
years

89% (n=341)

89% (n=127)

Percent who had been providing services in the multifamily
sector for five or more years

93% (n=341)

91% (n=127)

& Qutliers who were more than three standard deviations from the mean were removed for all average calculations, as

were those who responded that they didn’'t know.

6.2.1 Marketing Activities

The PE/MCA team asked a number of questions to determine market actors” marketing activities in the

multifamily sector. Almost half (46%) of NYS market actors surveyed said they conducted marketing

activities, which is a significantly lower than among the market actors in PA (61%) (Table 6-6).°

Additionally, NYS upstate market actors were significantly more likely to conduct marketing activities

(53%) than were downstate market actors (42%).%> Among NYS market actors, EE consultants were the

60
calculations.

8 p<05.

% p<.10.

Outliers who were more than three standard deviations from the mean were removed for all mean
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most likely to conduct marketing activities (63%), followed by architects/engineers (46%), and contractors
(35%).%

Table 6-6. Marketing Activities®

Activity Downstate Upstate New NYS Total PA
New York York
Conducted marketing activities 42% (97/230) | 53% (59/111) | 46% (156/341) | 61% (78/127)
Changed marketing in past five 44% (40/90) 45% (25/56) 45% (65/146) 37% (26/70)
years

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

Among NY'S market actors who said they conducted marketing activities, the most common qualities their
firm emphasized in its marketing activities were referencing the firm’s experience and professionalism
(28%), specific services (23%), and energy efficiency and savings (18%). Of those NYS market actors who
conducted marketing activities and had been working in the multifamily sector for five years or more, 45%
indicated that they had changed their marketing messaging in the past five years. The most common change

was a greater emphasis on green initiatives and energy efficiency (43%).

6.2.2 Services Provided

When asked what types of services they provided in the market in general and in the multifamily sector in
particular, respondents revealed few differences. For example, 89% to 97% of market actors who provided
a service in general also provided the service in multifamily projects. Table 6-7 shows the percentage of
respondents who offered each type of service in the multifamily sector. The most frequent services offered
were renovation and remodeling, project oversight, and new building construction Table 6-7). NYS market
actors were significantly more likely to offer renovation/ remodeling services (74%)%* as well as
installation of equipment (32%)° than were the PA market actors (66% and 21%, respectively).
Conversely, PA market actors were significantly more likely to offer new building architectural design
(53%)° and LEED building design (43%)®’ than were NYS market actors (39% and 33% respectively).
Within the NYS upstate group, market actors were significantly more likely to offer new building

architectural design (52%),® retrofit architectural design (52%),%® and project oversight (81%) ™ than were

8 See Appendix B.

#  p<.10.
% p<.05.
%  p<.10.
%  p<.05.
% p<.05.
% p<.05.
™ p<.05.
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downstate NYS market actors (34%, 39%, and 70%, respectively). Within NYS and PA, the services

offered in the multifamily sector also varied across business types (see Appendix B).

Table 6-7. Multifamily Services Offered by Market Actors in NYS & PA

Services Offered in Multifamily Sector NYS (n=341) PA (n=127)
Renovation/remodeling 74% 66%
Project oversight 71% 80%
New building construction 63% 70%
Retrofit architectural design 43% 50%
Retrofit engineering design 43% 39%
New building architectural design 39% 53%
New building engineering design 40% 47%
LEED building design 33% 43%
Installation of equipment 32% 21%
Building or system energy audits 29% 24%
Whole-building energy modeling 26% 28%
Retro-commissioning services 23% 20%

NYS respondents were significantly more likely to be aware of the Building Performance Institute’s (BPI)
Multifamily Building Analyst certification (33%) than were PA respondents (17%).”* Within NYS, upstate

market actors (42%) were significantly more likely to be aware of the certification than were downstate

market actors (29%).? Additionally, NYS EE consultants were significantly more likely to be aware of the

certification and to have an employee certified by BPI than were architects/engineers or contractors (Table

6-8).” Similarly, a greater percentage of PA EE consultants were aware of the certification than were

architects/engineers and contractors.”

™ p<.001.
2 p<.05. See Appendix B.
B p<.05.

74

Statistical comparisons were not permitted due to low cell counts for each group.
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Table 6-8. Market Actors’ Awareness and Participation of BPI Multifamily Building

Analyst Certification®

Value Architects/ Contractors EE Total
Engineers Consultants
NYS
Aware of BPI Multifamily Building 299%, 30% 52% 33%
Analyst Certification (53/184) (28/95) (32/62) (113/341)
Someone in firm has BPI
Multifamily Building Analyst 48/05/03 %/5202 1431/2{02 2‘2“110/1’3
Certification ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
PA
Aware of BPI Multifamily Building 16% 10% 56% 17%
Analyst Certification (14/89) (3/29) (5/9) (22/127)
Someone in firm has BPI
Multifamily Building Analyst 17/"1/‘:1 627/‘? 4%’ 52;?20/5
Certification ( ) (213) (@/5) ( )

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

6.3 Multifamily New Construction Projects and Services

The PE/MCA team asked a number of questions to understand energy efficiency services provided in
multifamily new construction and gut rehabilitation projects (multifamily new construction projects). The
majority of surveyed firms in both NYS (67% of respondents and 15% of the sample) and PA (67% of
respondents and 19% of the sample) had been involved in multifamily new construction projects in the past
five years. Slightly fewer were involved in a multifamily new construction project in the past two years
(62% in NYS, 61% in PA; Table 6-9). These numbers were somewhat consistent across the different firm
types, with the exception of NYS upstate and PA EE consultants (lower), and NYS upstate
architects/engineers and contractors (higher). During the past two years, NYS market actors who had done
a multifamily new construction project in the previous two years had done an average of 11 multifamily
new construction projects (4 median; range of 1 to 400),” compared to 9 for PA (3 median; range of 1 to
100)."

" After removing three outliers who reported completing 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the

previous two years. It is likely the respondents misinterpreted the question to include all the firm’s projects in
the past two years since 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the past two years seemed an
improbable high number for one firm.

™ After removing one outlier who reported completing 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the

previous two years. It is likely the respondent misinterpreted the question to include all the firm’s projects in
the past two years since 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the past two years seemed an
improbable high number for one firm.
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Table 6-9. Market Actors Who Had Done a New Construction or Gut Rehabilitation

Project in the Previous Two Years, by Firm Type and Location®

Type Downstate | Upstate New NYS Total PA Total
New York York
Architects/Engineers 61% 75% 66% 60% 66%
(73/119) (49/65) (122/184) (59/89) (181/273)
Contractors 57% 75% 62% 59% 61%
(38/67) (21/28) (59/95) (27/29) (76/124)
EE Consultants 52% 39% 48% 11% 45%
(23/44) (7/18) (30/62) (2/9) (32/71)
Total 58% 69% 62% 61% 62%
(134/230) (77/111) (211/341) (78/127) (289/468)

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

Market actors also reported how many of their multifamily new construction projects pursued LEED
certification. Respondents reported that a total of 223 of 2,208 (10%)’’ NYS multifamily new construction
projects and 36 of 657 (6%)"® PA multifamily new construction projects pursued LEED certification. It
should be noted that the PE/MCA team did not distinguish between projects that were registered to become
LEED-certified and those that had received this certification, which may account for the greater-than-
expected percentage of reported projects that pursued LEED certification. For example, 552 residential
buildings in NY'S and 425 residential buildings in PA had received LEED certification, while many more

had registered to receive certification.”

Between 27% and 37% of all NYS market actors who had been involved in multifamily new construction
projects in the previous two years reported that they always recommended at least one measure — lighting,
heating, cooling, water heating, or insulation — that exceeded energy codes (Table 6-10). The percentage
was highest for insulation (37%) and lowest for lighting (27%). A smaller percentage (17%) said that they
always specify measures that exceed energy code for all of the measures listed in Table 6-10. In
comparison, a smaller percentage of the PA market actors reported recommending each measure (18% -
31%), and all measures (12%), than did market actors in NYS (Table 6-12).

T After removing three outliers who reported completing 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the

previous two years. It is likely the respondents misinterpreted the question to include all the firm’s projects in
the past two years since 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the past two years seemed an
improbable high number for one firm.

8 After removing one outlier who reported completing 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the

previous two years. It is likely the respondent misinterpreted the question to include all the firm’s projects in
the past two years since 1,000 multifamily new construction projects in the past two years seemed an
improbable high number for one firm.

™ U.S. Green Buildings Council. 2013. “LEED Projects Directory.” Accessed at http://www.usgbc.org/projects,

March 11, 2014.
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Table 6-10. NYS Market Actors Who Reported Often or Always Specifying Measures that

Exceed Energy Code and Had Done Modeling, by Region®

Measure Specified Downstate New York Upstate New York NYS Total (h=190)
(n=120) (n=70)
Often Always Often Always Often Always

Specified measures that exceed energy code in:*
= Lighting 18% 23% 19% 36% 18% 27%
= Heating 22% 31% 23% 33% 22% 32%
= Cooling 20% 29% 21% 34% 21% 31%
= Water Heating 21% 28% 16% 33% 19% 30%
= Insulation 19% 35% 20% 41% 19% 37%
Specified all measures’ 12% 15% 14% 21% 13% 17%
Simulation model of
energy usage 8% 10% 9% 11% 8% 11%
developed®
Specified all measures 30 30 9% 704 504 4%
AND did modeling® 0 0 0 0 0 0
% of projects in which
all measures were
specified and modeling 7% 1% 8% 9% 8% 3%
was performed

% Questions were asked using a five-point scale of “never,” “rarely,” “sometimes,” “often,” or “always.”

P “Always” includes market actors who reported “always” for all questions; “Often” includes market actors who reported at
least “often” on any one question.

See Appendix B for significance tables.

c

A higher percentage of NYS upstate market actors reported recommending each measure and all measures,
compared to the percentage of downstate market actors (Table 6-10). Among firm types in NYS, a higher
percentage of architects/engineers and EE consultants reported recommending each measure than did
contractors; and more architects/engineers (19%) reported recommending all the measures than did EE
consultants or contractors (15%; Table 6-11). In PA, a higher percentage of EE consultants recommended
each measure and all measures, compared to what was recommended by architects/engineers or contractors
(Table 6-12).

In NYS, 11% of market actors reported that they had provided an energy model in all of their firm’s
multifamily new construction projects in the previous two years (Table 6-10). Among these NY'S market
actors, 65% indicated that at least one project had pursued LEED certification, in which an energy model
was required. Four percent of NYS market actors said they always recommended all of the energy-efficient
measures and always provided an energy model, and these market actors represent 3% of all new
construction projects (Table 6-10). These numbers were slightly lower for market actors in PA, where 9%
always conducted an energy model, and 3% always recommended all energy-efficient measures and always

provided an energy model; these market actors accounted for 2% of all new construction projects (Table
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6-11). Among PA market actors who always provided energy models, 29% reported working on at least

one project that pursued LEED certification.

Table 6-11. NYS Market Actors Who Reported Often or Always Specifying Measures that
Exceed Energy Code and Have Done Modeling, by Business Type°®

Measure Specified Architects/Engineers Contractors EE Consultants
(n=109) (n=54) (n=27)
Often Always Often Always Often Always

Specified measures that exceed energy code in: 2
= Lighting 22% 29% 11% 19% 19% 37%
= Heating 25% 35% 15% 22% 26% 37%
= Cooling 26% 35% 7% 22% 26% 33%
= Water Heating 24% 31% 7% 22% 22% 41%
= Insulation 22% 42% 17% 32% 15% 30%
Specified all measures” 17% 19% 2% 15% 15% 15%
Simulation model of
energy usage 7% 5% 7% 17% 11% 22%
developed ?
Specified all measures 6% 0% 4% 9% 704 11%
AND did modeling® 0 0 0 0 0 0
% of projects in which
all measures were
specified and modeling 10% 0% 1% 4% 4% 18%
was performed

% Questions were asked using a five-point scale of “never,” “rarely,” “sometimes,” “often,” or “always.”

b «Always” includes market actors who reported “always” for all questions; “Often” includes market actors who reported at
least “often” on any one question.

See Appendix B for significance tables.

c

More NYS upstate market actors always provided an energy model than did the downstate market actors.
This was also the case for upstate market actors who both always recommended all measures and always
conducted an energy model (Table 6-10). In NYS, a significantly larger percentage of EE consultants®® and
contractors® reported always providing an energy model, and always recommending all energy-efficient
measures and always providing an energy model; these were significantly greater percentages than for
architects/engineers (Table 6-11).%% In PA, a greater percentage of contractors always provided an energy
model compared to architects/engineers and EE consultants, but a greater percentage of architects/engineers
both always recommended all measures and always provided an energy model compared to contractors and
EE consultants (Table 6-12).

8 p<.0s.
8 p<.05.
% p=o001.
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Table 6-12. PA Market Actors Who Reported Often or Always Specifying Measures that
Exceeded Energy Code and Have Done Modeling, by Business Type°®

Measures Architects/ Contractors EE Consultants PA Total
Specified Engineers (n=17) (n=2) (n=77)
(n=58)

Often Always Often Always Often Always Often Always

Specified measures that exceed energy code in: 2

= Lighting 29% 21% 6% 24% 0% 100% 23% 23%
= Heating 31% 28% 18% 12% 50% 50% 29% 25%
= Cooling 33% 22% 24% 18% 50% 50% 31% 22%
= Water Heating 19% 21% 24% 6% 50% 50% 21% 18%
= |nsulation 21% 33% 12% 24% 50% 50% 19% 31%
;%chlﬂfedsa" 14% 12% 6% 6% 50% 50% 13% 12%
Simulation model

of energy usage 10% 7% 0% 18% 50% 0% 9% 9%
developed?

Specified all

measures Al\ll)D 5% 3% 6% 0% 50% 0% 6% 3%
did modeling

% of projects in
which all
measures were
specified and
modeling was
performed

17% 3% 5% 0% 0% 0% 14% 2%

# Questions were asked using a five-point scale of “never,” “rarely,” “sometimes,” “often,” or “always.”

b “Always” includes market actors who reported “always” for all questions; “Often” includes market actors who reported at
least “often” on any one question.

¢ See Appendix B for significance tables.

Overall, the differences reported above were largely unchanged when including the market actors who
reported specifying energy-efficient measures or conducting energy models “often.” The only exception
was the group of PA EE consultants, of which 50% to 100% recommended measures and provided an
energy model often or always. In all cases but lighting (see Table 6-10), more than half of the market actors

reported “often” or “always” specifying measures that exceeded code.

Contractors may work on projects in which energy-efficient measures were recommended or energy
models were developed, but their firm may not have performed these activities. Instead, another firm may
have performed these activities on behalf of the contractor. Twenty percent of NYS contractors reported
that their firm always made recommendations for energy-efficient measures compared to 22% who
reported that their firm never made recommendations, (Figure 6-1), while 12% of contractors reported that
their firm always developed the simulation model of energy usage and 60% reported that another firm

always developed the energy model.
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Figure 6-1. Frequency with Which NYS Contractors’ Firms, versus Another Firm, Made
Recommendations that Exceeded Energy Code and Developed an Energy
Usage Model

How often respondents’ fim made these
recommendations (n=46) L L e i e

How often respondent(i;n% developed the model 60% 24% 12%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Never = Rarely = Sometimes Often mAlways Don't Know

Twenty-five percent of PA contractors reported that their firm always made recommendations for energy-
efficient measures compared to 17% who reported never making recommendations (Figure 6-2), while 17%
of PA contractors reported that their firm always developed the simulation model of energy usage and 50%

reported that another firm always developed the energy model.

Figure 6-2. Frequency with Which PA Contractors’ Firms, versus Another Firm, Made
Recommendations that Exceeded Energy Code and Developed an Energy
Usage Model

How often respondents’ fim made these

recommendations (n=12) 17% 8% 33% 8% 25% 8%
How often respondent?nﬂg“; developed the model 50% 33% 17%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Never = Rarely = Sometimes Often mAlways Don't Know

The PE/MCA team also asked questions to gauge how often multifamily new construction building owners
adopted recommendations that exceeded energy codes and accepted the results of the simulation model of
energy usage. Less than one-quarter (21%) of the 153 NYS market actors who made recommendations that
exceeded energy code indicated that building owners always accepted these recommendations (Figure 6-3).
The numbers for PA were similar; less than one-quarter (22%) of the 59 PA market actors who made
recommendations that exceeded energy code indicated that the building owners always accepted these
recommendations (Figure 6-4).
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Figure 6-3. Frequency with Which Building Owners Adopted Recommendations that
Exceeded Energy Code®

New York (n=153) 30% 42% 21%
Pennsylvania (n=59) 27% 42% 22% 5%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Never  Rarely = Sometimes Often mAlways Don't Know

% See Appendix B for significance tables.

In addition, almost one-quarter (24%) of the 79 NYS market actors who developed an energy usage model
indicated that building owners always accepted recommendations from the model (Figure 6-3); this
percentage was higher in PA (32%; Figure 6-4). There were no significant differences between states or
firm types in either state, although a moderately greater percentage of downstate NYS market actors said

that building owners always accepted recommendations that exceeded energy code than did the upstate

NYS market actors.®

Figure 6-4. Frequency with Which Building Owners Accepted Recommendations from
Simulation Model of Energy Usage®

New York (n=79) 9% 10% 24% 32% 24%

Pennsylvania (n=28) 14% 25% 25% 32%

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

Never = Rarely = Sometimes Often mAlways Don't Know
% See Appendix B for significance tables.
As shown in Figure 6-5, more than half (58%) of NYS market actors reported that they are modeling

energy usage more frequently than they did five years ago, and half (50%) reported making

recommendations that exceeded energy efficiency more frequently. The percentage of market actors who

8 p<i0.
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made recommendations that exceeded energy code more frequently was greater among NY'S contractors
(56%) and EE consultants (65%) than among the architects/engineers (44%).%

Figure 6-5. Frequency with Which NYS Market Actors Made Recommendations that
Exceeded Energy Code and Modeling Energy Usage, Compared to Five Years
Ago?

Make recommendations that exceed energy code

(n=143) 48% 50%
Model energy usage (n=74) 7% 31% 58%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Don't Know Less frequently About the same More frequently

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

The most common reason NY'S market actors provided for why they conducted energy models more
frequently in 2013 than they did in the previous five years was the escalating emphasis on energy savings
and energy efficiency in the industry (21%). These market actors also indicated that the most common
reasons they recommended measures that exceeded energy efficiency code in the previous five years were
the increasing emphasis on energy savings and energy efficiency (29%), and an increasing interest in cost

savings (21%) from clients.

Compared to NYS, a slightly smaller percentage of market actors in PA reported making recommendations
that exceeded energy code more frequently than in the previous five years (48% versus 50% in NYS),
while a greater percentage of PA market actors reported more frequently modeling energy usage (64%
versus 58% for NYS; Figure 6-5 and Figure 6-6). Of the 16 PA market actors who said they had developed
simulation models of energy usage more frequently than in the previous five years, the most common
reasons were acquiring grants and funding (19%) and increased client interest (19%). Of the 27 PA market
actors who reported an increased frequency of recommending measures that exceeded energy efficiency
code in the past five years, the most common reasons were an increased interest in “going green” in general

from clients (22%) and to meet clients” interests (19%).

8 Statistical comparisons were not permitted due to low cell counts for each group.
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Figure 6-6. Frequency with Which PA Market actors Made Recommendations that
Exceeded Energy Code and Modeling Energy Usage, Compared to Five Years
Ago?

Make recommendations that exceed energy code

(n=56) 5% 45% 48%
Model energy usage (n=25) 8% 28% 64%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Don't Know Less frequently About the same More frequently

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

6.4  Multifamily Existing Building Projects and Services

The PE/MCA team asked market actors about their multifamily existing building upgrade and retrofit
projects (multifamily existing building projects), including the energy-efficient services provided in these
projects. Nearly three-quarters of NY'S firms (73% of respondents and 17% of the sample) and nearly two-
thirds of PA firms (64% of respondents and 18% of sample) had been involved in a multifamily existing
building project in the previous five years (Table 6-13).% These percentages were slightly lower for firms
that had been involved in a multifamily existing building project in the past two years (62% for NYS and
55% for PA). These percentages also were significantly lower for NYS downstate contractors than for

upstate contractors.®

Table 6-13. Percent of Market Actors Who Had Completed Retrofit Projects in the
Previous Two Years, by Market Actor Type and Location®

Type Downstate | Upstate New NYS Total PA Total
New York York
Architects/Engineers 63% 62% 63% 55% 60%
(75/119) (40/65) (115/184) (49/89) (164/273)
Contractors 46% 71% 54% 55% 54%
(31/67) (20/28) (51/95) (16/29) (67/124)
EE Consultants 73% 67% 71% 56% 69%
(32/44) (12/18) (44/162) (5/9) (49/71)
Total 60% 65% 62% 55% 60%
(138/230) (72/111) (210/341) (70/127) (280/468)

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

% p<05.
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In addition, during the previous two years, NYS market actors had been involved in an average of 14
multifamily existing building projects® (3 median; range from 1 to 500), compared to 7 for PA (3 median;

range from 1 to 40).

Market actors in NYS noted that they pursued LEED certification in 105 (4%) of the 2,579 ® multifamily
existing building projects reported. PA market actors said that they pursued LEED certification in 21 of 436
multifamily existing building projects (5%) reported. The PE/MCA team did not distinguish between
projects that were registered to become LEED certified and those that actually had received this
certification, which may account for the greater than expected percentage of projects that pursued LEED
certification. For example, 552 residential buildings in NYS and 425 residential buildings in PA had

received LEED certification, while many more had registered to receive certification.®

Among NY'S market actors who had done at least one existing building project in the previous two years,
61% reported conducting energy audits for those projects (9% of the sample; Table 6-14). This was lower
for NYS downstate market actors than for upstate market actors, and significantly lower for
architects/engineers in the State than for EE consultants® and contractors.®® The trends were similar for
PA. Almost one-fifth (19%) of NYS market actors who conducted audits also reported at least one project
that pursued LEED certification; similarly, 17% of PA market actors who conducted audits reported at least

one project that pursued LEED certification.

Table 6-14. Market Actors Involved in a Multifamily Existing Building Project in the
Previous Two Years Who Provided an Energy Audit, by Region and Firm Type®

Market Actor Percent of Percent of
Respondents Sample
NYS Total 61% 9%
New York Downstate Total 58% 7%
= Architects/Engineers 48% 8%
= EE consultants 75% 31%
= Contractors 65% 3%
New York Upstate Total 68% 17%
= Architects/Engineers 55% 15%
= EE consultants 75% 20%
= Contractors 90% 20%

8 Mean after removing three outliers who were more than three standard deviations from the mean.

8 After removing 3 outliers.

U.S. Green Buildings Council. 2013. “LEED Projects Directory.” Accessed at http://www.usgbc.org/projects,
March 11, 2014.

% p<05.
% p<001.

89
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Market Actor Percent of Percent of
Respondents Sample
continued
PA Total 60% 9%
= Architects/Engineers 51% 11%
= EE consultants 100% 9%
= Contractors 75% 7%

a

See Appendix B for significance tables.

Between 40% and 51% of all NYS market actors reported always addressing at least one measure —
lighting, heating, cooling, water heating, or insulation — during their energy audits in their multifamily
existing building projects during the previous two years (Table 6-15). The greatest percentage was for
insulation and heating (51%) and the lowest was for cooling (40%). A substantially smaller percentage
(23%) reported always addressing all the measures listed in Table 6-16 in their multifamily existing
building projects. The results were somewhat different among the PA market actors. A smaller percentage
of the PA market actors always addressed at least one measure (33-43%), especially insulation measures, *
but about the same percentage of market actors in PA (24%) and NYS (23%) always addressed all the

measures (Table 6-17).

Overall, a greater percentage of NY'S upstate market actors compared to downstate allies reported always
addressing lighting and insulation measures than did the downstate allies. Conversely, more NYS
downstate market actors reported always addressing cooling and water heating measures than did the

upstate market actors (Table 6-15).

Table 6-15. NYS Market Actors Who Reported Often or Always Addressing Specific
Measures During Audits and Conducting Modeling Activities, by Region®

Measures Addressed Downstate Upstate NYS Total
New York New York (n=129)
(n=80) (n=49)

Often [Always| Often |Always| Often |Always

Of those who conduct audits, energy audit addressed: ®

= Lighting 24% 45% 29% 53% 26% 48%

= Heating 30% 51% 22% 51% 27% 51%

= Cooling 26% 41% 20% 37% 24% 40%

= Water Heating 24% 48% 16% 41% 21% 45%

= |nsulation 21% 49% 16% 55% 19% 51%

Audit addressed ALL measures® 19% 21% 12% 25% 16% 23%
% p<0s.
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Measures Addressed Downstate Upstate NYS Total
New York New York (n=129)
(n=80) (n=49)

Often [Always| Often |Always| Often |Always

Estimate energy savings cost® 20% 38% 18% 39% 19% 38%
continued

Estimate installed costs® 26% 33% 14% 43% 19% 36%

Provided modeled energy savings?® 23% 16% 12% 20% 19% 18%

Owner provided a written report® 25% 38% 10% 39% 19% 38%

Conducted ALL modeling activities” 14% 8% 10% 12% 12% 9%

Conducted ALL modeling activities AND addressed

ALL measures® 4% 5% 4% 6% 4% 5%

% of projects in which ALL modeling activities were

performed and ALL measures were addressed 4% 4% 1% 17% 3% 8%

# Questions were asked using a five-point scale of “never,” “rarely,” “sometimes,” “often,” or “always”.
b «“Always” includes market actors who reported “always” for all questions; “Often” includes market actors who reported at
least “often” on any one question.

¢ See Appendix B for significance tables.

In addition, more NYS upstate market actors also always addressed all the measures than did downstate
market actors. Among firm types in NYS, a greater percentage of architects/engineers and EE consultants
than contractors always addressed both individual measures and all measures (Table 6-16). Similarly, a
greater percentage of PA architects/engineers said they always addressed both individual measures and all
measures than did the contractors in that state (Table 6-17). While a greater percentage of EE consultants
reported always addressing both individual measures and all measures than did architects/engineers, the

sample size for this group was very low.*

% Of the nine Pennsylvania EE consultants, only five had worked on an existing building project in the past two
years, resulting in a very low group cell count for these questions.
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Table 6-16. NYS Market Actors Who Reported Often or Always Addressing Specific
Measures During Audits and Conducting Modeling Activities, by Business

Type®
Measures Addressed Architect/ Contractors EE Consultant
Engineers (n=38) (n=33)
(n=58)

Often [Always| Often |Always| Often |Always

a

Of those who conduct audits, energy audit addressed:

= Lighting 22% 47% 29% 42% 27% 58%
= Heating 29% 59% 24% 34% 27% 58%
= Cooling 29% 48% 18% 21% 21% 45%
= Water Heating 19% 50% 16% 37% 30% 45%
* Insulation 16% 59% 21% 50% 24% 39%
Audit addressed ALL measures” 17% 26% 11% 16% 21% 24%
Estimate energy savings cost® 24% 24% 11% 37% 21% 64%

continued
Estimate installed costs® 21% 29% 21% 26% 24% 61%
Provided modeled energy savings® 16% 9% 18% 24% 24% 27%
Owner provided a written report® 24% 22% 11% 37% 21% 67%
Conducted ALL modeling activities” 12% 0% 5% 11% 21% 24%
g:l?nmdeu;stﬁ?e?g_L modeling activities AND addressed 3% 0% 3% 50 6% 15%

# Questions were asked using a five-point scale of “never,” “rarely,” “sometimes,” “often,” or “always”.

“Always” includes market actors who reported “always” for all questions; “Often” includes market actors who reported at
least “often” on any one question.

¢ See Appendix B for significance tables.

b

In NYS, about one-third of all market actors said they always estimated energy savings costs and installed
costs in their energy audit(s), and always provided the building owner a written report of results, while 18%
reported that they always estimated modeled energy savings in their energy audits for multifamily existing
building projects during the previous two years (Table 6-15). Eleven percent of NYS market actors
reported always doing all of these activities as part of their energy audit(s). These numbers are slightly
different in PA, in which 43% of market actors always estimated energy savings costs, about one-third
estimated installed costs and provided the owner with a written report of results, and 14% provided energy
savings estimates. Overall, 12% of the market actors in PA reported always performing all of these

activities as a part of their energy audit(s) in that state (Table 6-17).

There were also notable differences between regions and firm types. For example, a greater percentage of
NYS upstate market actors reported always performing each energy audit activity and all energy audit
activities combined than did the downstate market actors (Table 6-15). A greater percentage of EE

consultants in both NY'S and PA also always performed most energy audit activity (with one exception in

6-22



MPP Process Evaluation Market Actor Surveys

PA) and all activities combined; these percentages were greater than those for architects/engineers or
contractors in these states (Table 6-16 and Table 6-17).

Table 6-17. PA Market Actors Who Reported Often or Always Addressing Specific
Measures During Audits and Conducting Modeling Activities, by Business

Type®
Measures Addressed Architect/ Contractor EE Consultant PA Total
Engineer (n=12) (n=5) (n=42)
(n=25)

Often |Always| Often |Always| Often |Always| Often |Always

Of those who conduct audits, energy audit addressed: ?

= Lighting 16% | 48% 33% 17% 0% 80% 19% | 43%
= Heating 24% 48% 25% 17% 20% 60% 24% 40%
= Cooling 28% 44% 25% 17% 20% 60% 26% 38%
= Water Heating 16% 36% 25% 17% 20% 60% 19% 33%
* Insulation 20% 36% 17% 17% 20% 60% 19% 33%
Audit addressed ALL measures” 16% 24% 8% 8% 0% 60% 12% 24%
Estimate energy savings cost® 12% 40% 17% 33% 20% 80% 14% 43%
Estimate installed costs® 28% 32% 0% 25% 20% 80% 19% 36%
Provided modeled energy

savings® 16% 12% 8% 8% 0% 40% 12% 14%

Owner provided a written report® 28% 44% 17% 17% 60% 40% 29% 36%
Conducted ALL modeling

activities® 4% 8% 8% 8% 0% 40% 5% 12%
Conducted ALL modeling

activities AND addressed all 4% 8% 0% 8% 0% 40% 2% 12%
measures®

% of projects in which ALL
modeling activities were
performed and ALL measures
were addressed

5% 22% 0% 1% 0% 93% 3% 26%

% Questions were asked using a five-point scale of “never,” “rarely,” “sometimes,” “often,” or “always”.

b “Always” includes market actors who reported “always” for all questions; “Often” includes market actors who reported at
least “often” on any one question.

¢ See Appendix B for significance tables.

Overall, 5% of NYS market actors always addressed all energy-efficient measures and always performed
all the energy audit activities, and these market actors account for 8% of all existing building projects
(Table 6-15). These numbers were higher in PA (12% and 26%, respectively) (Table 6-17). There was very
little difference between upstate and downstate NYS market actors (Table 6-15), while significantly more
NYS EE consultants always performed these combined activities (23%) compared to contractors (8%) or
architects/engineers (0%; Table 6-16). Similar trends were found in PA among the different firm types
(Table 6-17).
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Some of the differences between regions and firm types became more noticeable when the market actors
who reported specifying energy-efficient measures or conducting audit activities “often,” were included in

the analysis, but overall the differences reported above remained largely unchanged.

Contractors may work on multifamily existing building projects for which audits are conducted, but their
firm may not actually conduct the audits. The frequency with which the contractor firms performed these
activities, rather than having another firm do them, varied by activity. For example, 5% of NYS contractors
that had an energy audit conducted for their existing building projects always conducted the audit

themselves, while 51% relied on another firm for that task (Figure 6-7).

Figure 6-7. Frequency with Which NYS Contractors’ Firms Conduct Audits and Perform
Modeling Activities versus Another Firm

Conduct energy audits (n=37) 51% 8% 22% 5% 5% 8%
Estimate energy savings cost (n=36) 36% 14% 19% 14% 6% 11%
Estimate installed costs (n=35) 20% 17% 20% 14% 23% 6%
Provide modeled energy savings (n=34) 29% 21% 21% 12% 9% 9%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Never  Rarely  Sometimes Often Always Don't know

Six percent of contractors reported always estimating energy savings costs, while 36% never estimated
these costs and relied on another firm; 23% reported always being the firm that estimated installed costs
while 20% never estimated these costs and relied on another firm to do so; and 9% reported always being
the firm that provided modeled energy savings (compared to 29% that never provided these savings and
relied on another firm (Figure 6-7). In PA, 9% of contractors reported being the firm that always conducted
energy audits (compared to 51% who never conducted the audits and relied on another firm) and none of
the contractors reported being the firm that always estimated energy savings costs or installed costs, or

provided modeled energy savings (Figure 6-8).
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Figure 6-8. Frequency with Which PA Contractors’ Firms Conducted Audits and
Performed Modeling Activities versus Another Firm

Conduct energy audits (n=11) 45% 18% 27% 9%
Estimate energy savings cost (n=8) 22% 11% 33% 22% 11%
Estimate installed costs (n=9) 13% 63% 13%  13%

Provide modeled energy savings (n=8) 25% 75%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always Don't know

Fewer than one-fifth (19% ) of the 126 NYS market actors who had estimated installed costs and energy
savings indicated that building owners always accepted their results (Figure 6-9). A slightly smaller
percentage (13%) of the 97 NYS market actors who provided modeled energy savings indicated that
multifamily existing building owners always accepted the recommendations that resulted from the model.
These numbers were slightly larger in PA; 23% of market actors reported that the owner always accepted
the estimated cost recommendations and 16% reported that the owner always accepted the

recommendations resulting from the energy model (Figure 6-10).

Figure 6-9. Frequency with Which NYS Building Owners Accepted Recommendations
from Estimated Costs and Model of Energy Savings?

Estimated cost recommendations (n=126) 5% 39% 31% 19% 6%
Model's recommendations (n=97) 13% 449% 24% 13% 5%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Never = Rarely = Sometimes Often mAlways Don't know

# See Appendix B for significance tables.
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Figure 6-10. Frequency with Which PA Building Owners Accepted Recommendations from
Estimated Costs and Model of Energy Savings®

Estimated cost recommendations (n=39) 44% 26% 23% 5%

Model's recommendations (n=32) 6% 50% 22% 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Never =~ Rarely = Sometimes Often Always Don't know

a

See Appendix B for significance tables

As shown in Figure 6-11, almost half (47%) of NYS market actors reported modeling energy usage more
frequently than they did five years ago and 44% reported conducting audits more frequently for multifamily
existing building projects. A greater percentage of downstate market actors (49%) reported conducting
audits more frequently than they did five years ago than did the upstate market actors (36%).% In addition,
NYS market actors who reported conducting audits more frequently were significantly more likely to be
aware of MPP.%

Figure 6-11. Frequency with Which NYS Market Actors Modeled Energy Usage and
Conducted Audits, Compared to Five Years Ago®

Conduct energy audits (n=119) 6% 46% 44%
Energy modeling (n=92) 7% 42% 47%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Don't Know Less frequently About the same More frequently

a

See Appendix B for significance tables.

Of the 52 NY'S market actors who reported conducting audits more frequently on existing building projects,
the most common reasons were “increasing codes and regulations” (27%), followed by clients’ interests
(17%). The most common reasons reported by the 43 NYS market actors who increased the frequency of

developing energy savings models were “increasing codes and regulations” (23%) and an increased interest

% Statistical comparisons were not permitted due to low cell counts for each group.

% p<.05.

6-26



MPP Process Evaluation Market Actor Surveys

in energy efficiency from clients (23%). A slightly smaller percentage of upstate market actors (19%) than
downstate market actors (31%) indicated that “increasing codes and regulations” was a reason they began

to conduct audits more frequently.*

A smaller percentage of PA market actors reported conducting audits more frequently (29%) than they had
in the previous five years, which is less than the 44% of NY'S market actors that made this observation
(Figure 6-12). However, about the same percentage in PA (45%) and in NY'S (47%) reported modeling
energy usage more frequently during the previous five years (Figure 6-12). Of the 142 PA market actors
who reported conducting audits more frequently on existing building projects, the most common reasons
were clients” interests (33%) and financial incentives (17%). Of the 14 PA market actors who said they
develop energy savings models more frequently than in the previous five years, the most common reasons

were “increasing codes and regulations” (21%) and a general interest in “going green” from clients (21%).

Figure 6-12. Frequency with Which PA Market Actors Modeled Energy Usage and
Conducted Audits, Compared to Five Years Ago®

Conduct energy audits (n=41) 5% 5% 61% 29%

Energy modeling (n=31) 52% 45%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Don't Know Less frequently About the same More frequently

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

6.5 Analysis of Market Actors Combined with MPP Partners

MPP Partners were not included in the market actor analyses above because each group was interviewed
using separate questionnaires with different questions and topics. However, one topic was discussed with
both Partners and market actors that permits a comparison: providing comprehensive ERP-like services to
non-MPP multifamily clients. The PE/MCA team interviewed half of the 24 Partners screened from the
market actor lists, and six of these Partners (50%) reported providing comprehensive ERP-like services to
non-MPP multifamily clients. The PE/MCA team also found that 23 of 224 NYS market actors and 11 of
93 PA market actors provided ERP-like services often or always to their multifamily (new construction or

existing building) clients.

% Statistical comparisons were not permitted due to low cell counts for each group.
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The PE/MCA team employed two methods to add Partners to NYS market actors to calculate a baseline
percentage of those who provided ERP-like services to multifamily clients, and to compare with PA. First,
the percentage of Partners who provided ERP-like services (50%) was extrapolated to all 24 Partners
without the use of weights to account for level of Partner experience and activity. The result is 12 of 24
Partners who provided ERP-like services before becoming a Partner, and this is likely an overestimate
since it assumes that Partners not interviewed were similar to those interviewed, regardless of varying
levels of experience and activities in MPP. Second, the percentage of Partners who provided ERP-like
services was extrapolated to all 24 Partner using weights to account for level of Partner experience and
activities. The weights were used since the PE/MCA team interviewed more of the most experienced and
active Partners and less of the least experienced and active Partners. With weights, the result is nine of 24
Partners who provided ERP-like services before becoming a Partner, which is likely an underestimate since
it assumes that none of the Partners without MPP experience provided ERP-like services to multifamily

projects. Thus, the PE/MCA team expects the true value to be in between these two estimates.

As shown in Table 6-18, excluding Partners, 10% of NYS market actors reported providing ERP-like
services to most of their multifamily projects, and these market actors accounted for six percent of projects
reported by all market actors. Including Partners, between 13% and 14% of NY'S market actors provided
ERP-like services to multifamily projects, and these market actors accounted for 19% of all projects. In PA,
12% percent of market actors reported providing ERP-like services, and these market actors accounted for

21% of all multifamily projects reported in PA.

Table 6-18. Percentage of Market Actors in NYS (including MPP Partners) and PA Who
Provided ERP-like Services to Multifamily Projects

Sample NYS NYS PA
(excluding (including
Partners) Partners)

Provided ERP-like services to multifamily projects

(unweighted Partners) 10% (23/224) | 14% (35/248) | 12% (11/93)

Provided ERP-like services to multifamily projects

) 9 9
(weighted Partners) 10% (23/224) | 13% (32/248) 12% (11/93)

% of multifamily projects that received ERP-like 6% 19% 21%
services (with weighted Partners) (335/2773) (569/3007) (210/1002)

6.6 Awareness of Incentive Programs

NYS market actors were asked about their awareness of utility incentive programs in the State, as well as
NYSERDA Home Performance with ENERGY STAR, NYSERDA New Construction, and NYSERDA
MPP (Table 6-189 and Table 6-1920). PA market actors were asked about their awareness of utility

incentive programs and government incentive programs in PA (Table 6-2121).
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Table 6-19. NYS Market Actor Awareness of Incentive Programs, by Region?

Program Downstate Upstate NYS
New York New York Total
(n=230) (n=111) (n=341)
Utility incentive programs 57% 66% 60%
NYSERDA Home Performance with 67% 82% 72%
ENERGY STAR
NYSERDA New Construction 57% 74% 62%
Program
NYSERDA MPP 49% 62% 53%

% See Appendix B for significance tables.

Table 6-20. NYS Market Actor Awareness of Incentive Programs, by Business Type?®

Program Architect/Engineers Contractors EE Consultants
(n=184) (n=95) (n=62)

Utility incentive programs 59% 47% 84%
NYSERDA Home Performance with

ENERGY STAR 76% 5% 82%
NYSERDA New Construction

Program 65% 50% 73%
NYSERDA MPP 529% 43% 73%

% See Appendix B for significance tables.

In NYS, about half or more of the market actors reported being aware of each program. Levels of

awareness varied per program. From highest to lowest, they were NYSERDA Home Performance with
ENERGY STAR, NYSERDA New Construction, utility incentive programs, and NYSERDA MPP.*’
Awareness of NYSERDA Home Performance with ENERGY STAR,* NYSERDA New Construction, %
and NYSERDA MPP*® were significantly greater in upstate than in downstate NYS (Table 6-18).

Awareness of all programs was significantly greater among EE consultants than contactors (Table 6-19),

but the trends in awareness across the programs within each region and firm type were the same as for the

whole State.

In addition, about half of PA market actors reported being aware of utility and state government energy

efficiency incentive programs. This was higher for EE consultants than for architects/engineers or

contractors (Table 6-201).

9 It should be noted that the survey did not randomize the order in which these programs were presented, which
could have affected the level of awareness reported; programs were presented in the order shown in Table

6-18, Table 6-19, and Table 6-21.

% p<.001.
% p<.001.
100 h< 05.
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Table 6-21. PA Market Actor Awareness of Incentive Programs, by Business Type®

Program Architect/ Contractors EE PA Total
Engineers (n=29) Consultants (n=127)
(n=89) (n=9)
Utility incentive programs 55% 52% 78% 56%
PA state government incentive
programsg v neentiv 48% 48% 67% 50%

% See Appendix B for significance tables.

Market actors who reported being unaware of MPP were provided a brief overview of the program and
asked how interested they were in becoming an MPP Partner (0-to-10 scale, in which “0” means “not at all
interested” and “10” means “extremely interested.”). More than one-fourth (27%) of these NYS firms
reported a high level of interest (from “8” to “10”) in becoming a Partner (Figure 6-13), with no differences

between market actor groups.

Figure 6-13.Interest in Becoming a MPP Partner

Previously unaware of MPP (n=159) 35% 30% 27% 9%
Aware of MPP, but not involved (n=107) 26% 40% 29% 5%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Not very interested (0-4) Moderately interested (5-7) Interested (8-10) Don't Know

Market actors in downstate NYS were slightly more interested in becoming a partner (34%) than were
those in upstate NY'S (18%). When asked to explain their response, the 43 respondents who were highly
interested most commonly said they were interested in learning more about the program (28%) and that
they were interested in increased energy efficiency/savings (21%). Of the 52 respondents who were not
very interested (scored between “0” and “4”), the most common reason they gave for their lack of interest

was that it was not what they do or they did not need to be a Partner (64%).

Among NY'S respondents who already were aware of MPP but had not yet been involved in an MPP
project, almost one-third (29%) expressed high interest in becoming an MPP Partner (between “8” and
“10”; Figure 6-13); there were no differences between regions or market actor groups. The 31 respondents
who said their firm was interested in becoming a Partner most often explained that being a Partner would
broaden their client base (36%) and that they were interested in increasing energy efficiency and energy
savings in the market (26%). Of the 26 respondents who were not very interested (a rating of between “0”
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and “4), the most common reason they gave was that energy efficiency was not their firm’s focus, or not
what they do (57%).

Market actors who had been involved in an MPP project also were asked how much consideration they had
given to becoming an MPP Partner (0-to-10 scale, in which “0” meant “no consideration” and “10” meant
“lots of consideration™). On average, these firms gave only moderate consideration (mean=5) to becoming

a Partner, and there were no differences by region. Contractors'®* and EE consultants'%

were more likely to
report a greater level of consideration (score of “8” to “10”) than were architects/engineers. When asked to
explain their responses, those who gave high ratings most often said they already participated in MPP
(33%). Those who had given little to no consideration (score of “0” to “4”) to becoming a Partner most

often said this was because it was not in their focus area or the kind of work they do (45%).

The PE/MCA team also asked NYS market actors who said they were aware of MPP how they first learned
about the program. As shown in Table 6-22, market actors most often reported learning of MPP through
another market actor firm (21%) or through a website/Internet not sponsored by NYSERDA (12%).
NYSERDA-affiliated websites (9%), people (8%), or activities (5%) were not mentioned frequently as

sources of awareness for MPP.

Table 6-22. Responses of Market Actors When Asked How They First Learned of MPP

Response Percent
Another building professional or contractor firm 21%
Website/Internet 12%
A consultant 9%
Conference/seminar/meeting (no mention of NYSERDA) 9%
NYSERDA website 9%
NYSERDA representative 8%
A client 6%
Publications/bulletins 6%
Professional organization 5%
Mail/email 5%
NYSERDA conference/seminar/meeting 5%
Knowledge of the industry 4%
Word of mouth/an associate/friend 4%
Other miscellaneous mentions 4%
Aware of/have worked with NYSERDA 6%
NYSERDA (unspecified) 2%

101 p<.05.
192 p<.0s.
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6.7 Involvement in MPP and Market Effects

Of the NYS market actors who were aware of MPP, 75 (41%) reported having been involved as
subcontractors (not as Partners) in multifamily projects in the previous two years that were supported by
MPP. This was 22% of all NYS market actors, both aware and unaware of MPP. Among market actors who
reported involvement in MPP projects, 53 (71%) had been involved in a MPP multifamily new construction
project and 57 (76%) had been involved in a MPP multifamily existing building project in the previous two
years. Market actors reported completing an average of five multifamily new construction projects in the
previous two years that were supported by MPP; the average per market actor was nine.*® However, the
PE/MCA team cautions about the reliability of these figures since they are high relative to the total number
of MPP projects (n=307) completed between November 2011 and November 2013.***

The majority (80% of 67) of firms that had been involved in an MPP new construction or existing building

1% said their Partners’ contributions were valuable and the remaining 20% reported that they did not

project
know if those contributions had been valuable.'®® When asked why, market actors who considered their
Partners’ contributions valuable most commonly said that Partners provided information, support, or

guidelines (51%); Partners provided incentives or promotions (19%); and Partners helped firms increase

their projects’ energy efficiency and savings (8%). There were no differences between regions or firm

types.

NYS market actors involved in MPP discussed how the program had changed their business. About one-
third (35%) of market actors reported that MPP had not changed their business’s multifamily sector
activities; this finding was slightly higher for contractors and EE consultants than for architect/engineers.

However, some firms did indicate that MPP changed their business in the following ways, it:

. Made them more knowledgeable of, or placed a greater emphasis on energy efficiency and savings

(28% overall; slightly higher for architects/engineers and contractors).

. Increased business opportunities (12%).
. Saved money (5%).
. Increased workload (5%).

103 The PE/MCA team removed outliers who were more than three standard deviations from the mean.

104 CRIS database, December 20, 2013.

105 \While 75 respondents said they had been involved in an MPP-supported multifamily project in the previous

two years, when they were asked how many new construction or existing projects they had done in the
previous two years that were supported by MPP, 67 reported having done at least one.

106 One market actor said their Partner was not valuable “because they were superseded by other funding

agencies that had more stringent requirements.”
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Market actors involved in MPP indicated that the program had been at least somewhat influential (on a 0-
to-10 scale in which “0” means “not at all influential” and “10” means “very influential”) in their
promotion of energy-efficient building design (mean 5.7, median 6) and energy-efficient measures (mean
5.8, median 6) in multifamily building projects. In addition, about half (51%) of these market actors
indicated that the degree to which they promoted energy efficiency to multifamily building clients had
increased due to their involvement in MPP. Slightly fewer (44%) reported that the degree to which they
promoted energy efficiency to non-multifamily residential clients also had increased, and substantially
fewer (27%) reported that the degree to which they promoted energy efficiency to non-multifamily

commercial clients had increased. There were no differences between regions or firm types.

As Table 6-23 shows, market actors who had participated in MPP were more likely to provide new building

108

construction” and installation of equipment’® services. Conversely, firms that had not participated in

MPP had a greater percentage of market actors who provided retrofit and new building architectural design.

Table 6-23. Multifamily Services Offered by Market Actors Who Had Participated in an
MPP-supported Project and those Who Had Not (n=182)%

1Service Offered Participated in Had Not
MPP (n=75) Participated in
MPP (n=86)
Installation of equipment 39% 24%
New building construction 75% 61%
Project oversight 83% 70%
Whole-building energy modeling 36% 29%
Retro-commissioning services 36% 30%
LEED building design 40% 37%
Building or system energy audits 40% 38%
Renovation/remodeling 75% 74%
New building engineering design 40% 41%
Retrofit engineering design 47% 50%
New building architectural design 36% 44%
Retrofit architectural design 41% 55%

a

See Appendix B for significance tables.

07 p<.10.
108 p<.05.
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Market actors also were asked how valuable it would be to have a source of energy efficiency information
in their state that is not connected to the sales of energy efficiency measures on a 0- to-10 scale in which
“0” means “not at all valuable” and “10” means “extremely valuable.” On average, market actors placed a
moderately high value on having an “independent” source of energy efficiency information in their state
(mean = 7.5 median = 8 for downstate NYS, mean 7.2 median =8 for upstate NYS and PA). In NYS, 60%
of market actors indicated that this was very valuable to them (score of “8” to “10”); more than half (51%)

of PA market actors indicated that this was very valuable.'®

The majority (82%) of NYS market actors said they had noticed multifamily developers, owners, or
managers increasing their effort to make their buildings more energy-efficient. This is moderately lower in
PA (76%) compared to NYS, and no other differences were found. **° The most common explanations
NYS and PA firms gave regarding why multifamily developers were increasing their efforts to make their
buildings more efficient were to achieve greater energy savings (26% in NY, 22% in PA) and cost savings
(19% in NY, 17% in PA).

Over half (56%) of NYS market actors who said they had observed increased energy efficiency efforts in
the market also reported that this shift had increased the amount of multifamily energy efficiency work they
did in their state. This was significantly higher for contractors (64%)*!* and EE consultants (69%)**? than
for architects/engineers (47%) in NYS. Almost half of these firms (49%) started providing or
recommending new technologies to meet the increased interest, and this effect was significantly higher in
downstate NYS (54%) than in upstate NYS (36%) and PA (32%).™ In addition, EE consultants (69%)
were more likely to comment on this change than were contractors (48%) or architects/engineers (39%) in
NYS.™ Of those who reported providing new technologies to address this increased interest, the most
common types of new technologies were improved air conditioning equipment (17%), improved lighting

(16%), and modeling tools or software (13%).

Of the NYS firms that had been in the field at least five years, one-quarter stated that the percentage of their
State employees engaged in multifamily energy efficiency work had increased in the previous five years
(Figure 6-14). The majority of NYS firms (68%) reported that the number of their employees in the
multifamily energy efficiency arena had remained the same during the previous five years, while 5% of
these indicated a decrease in multifamily employees. There were no differences by region or firm type. By

comparison, a lower percentage of market actors with PA firms said the number of their employees

109 < 10.
10 <10,
p <.05.
12 <05,
13 <05,
14 <05,

111
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engaged in multifamily energy efficiency work had increased (19%) or stayed the same (62%), while
significantly more (17%) indicated a decrease in multifamily employees during the previous five years
(Figure 6-14).'%

Figure 6-14.Change in Employee Engagement in Multifamily Energy Efficiency Work in
Previous Five Years®

New York (n=316) 5% 68% 25%
Pennsylvania (n=115) 17% 62% 19%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Don't Know Decreased No Change Increased

# See Appendix B for significance tables.

6.8 Conclusions

One of the objectives of this market actor study was to establish a baseline of the percentages of market
actors providing energy-efficiency services in the multifamily sector in NYS, and to compare these
percentages to those found in PA, a state in the same climate zone but with much less extensive offerings of
multifamily energy efficiency programs compared to NYS. A second goal of the survey was to measure
market actors’ awareness of and involvement in MPP, as well as the effects MPP might be having on
market actors’ services in the NYS multifamily sector. The approach and sample were flawed so that
neither of these goals was accomplished. The Dodge data used appears to not be a good source for
potential Partners and may exclude a portion of market actors who provide or could provide ERP-like
services. This study recommends that another survey that uses a broader list of market actors be fielded in

next round of evaluations.

The PE/MCA team found that between one-third and two-thirds of the NYS market actors who were
contacted for this evaluation were providing services in the multifamily sector, which was significantly
higher than in PA. In addition, on average, more market actors in upstate NY'S worked in the multifamily
sector than did those who served primarily the downstate market even though there are more market actors

working downstate overall.

Across all regions and business types, the percent of respondents that provided MPP Partner-like services

in new construction and existing building projects was low. Only four percent of NYS market actors

15 p<.001.
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reported always recommending all the energy-efficient measures and providing an energy model in their
multifamily new construction projects. These numbers were slightly greater for NYS market actors than for
PA market actors and for market actors in upstate NY'S than for downstate market actors. In addition, five
percent of NYS market actors reported always addressing all the energy-efficient measures and performing
all the energy audit activities in their multifamily existing building projects. These percentages were
slightly lower for NYS market actors than for those in PA, and were higher for those in upstate NYS than

in downstate, and for EE consultants than for architects/engineers and contractors in both states.

In NYS, the amount of market actors that are providing Partner-like services in new construction and
existing building projects appears to be increasing in the past five years. About half of the NYS market
actors reported recommending energy-efficient measures and conducting an energy model in multifamily
new construction projects more frequently than they did five years ago. This increase was due mostly to
clients’ growing emphasis on energy savings, energy efficiency, and cost savings. For existing buildings,
slightly fewer than half of NYS market actors reported conducting an energy audit or performing an energy
model in more frequently than they had five years ago. This increase was due mostly to changing codes and

regulations, and clients’ interests in energy efficiency.

However, the percentage of NYS market actors who provided MPP Partner-like services to their
multifamily projects was slightly higher when the 24 MPP Partners who were screened from the survey
were included in analyses. Between 13% and 14% of NYS market actors, including Partners, provided

ERP-like services to most of their multifamily projects, compared to 12% in PA.

At least half or more of NYS market actors reported being aware of NYS utilities” energy efficiency
programs and NYSERDA'’s programs, including MPP (53%). Market actors who were aware of MPP
reported learning about the program most often from another building professional or contractor, or through
a website or the Internet. In addition, slightly more than one-fourth of market actors reported a high level of

interest in becoming an MPP Partner.

Overall, MPP appears to have some positive influences on those market actors who have been involved in
an MPP-supported project. Twenty-two percent of all NYS market actors, and 41% of those who were
aware of MPP, reported having at least one multifamily project supported by MPP. A large majority (80%)
found their MPP Partner’s contributions valuable and one-third reported giving a high level of
consideration to becoming an MPP Partner. About one-fourth of market actors reported that MPP had made
them more knowledgeable about and increased their interest in emphasizing energy efficiency and savings
in their projects. Twelve percent said that MPP increased their business opportunities, and 5% reported that

MPP had helped them save money and increase their workload.

Market actors also noted that MPP had been at least somewhat influential in their promotion of energy-
efficient building design and measures. About half had increased their promotion of energy efficiency to

their multifamily clients due to their participation in MPP; 44% increased their promotion of energy
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efficiency to non-multifamily residential clients and 27% increased promotion to non-multifamily
commercial clients. In addition, market actors involved in at least one MPP project said they installed
equipment and provided new building construction services more frequently than those who had not been

involved in MPP.

In general, both NY'S and PA market actors have noticed growing interest in EE within the multifamily
sector. A large majority of the market actors in NYS (82%) and PA (76%) said that a growing number of
building owners were trying to make their buildings more efficient. The most common reasons for this shift
were energy and cost savings. About half of the NYS market actors said this change had increased the
amount of multifamily energy-efficient work they did in the State. Nearly half of these market actors had
begun to offer/install new technologies, such as improved air conditioning sources, improved lighting, and
modeling tools or software. In addition, one-fourth of the market actors in NYS and 19% of those in PA
reported increasing the number of employees doing multifamily energy efficiency work in the past five

years.
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7 Participant Surveys

7.1 Introduction

7.1.1 Research Objectives

This chapter describes findings from in-depth interviews (IDI) conducted with primary contacts from 110

recent MPP projects. Interviews with these participants addressed the following research objectives:

. Assess participants’ knowledge of energy efficiency and program services.
. Document Partner’s role in MPP projects.

. Assess communication between participants, program staff, and Partners.
. Document participant processes for accessing financing options.

. Assess participant satisfaction with and perceived value of the program.

. Identify challenges encountered throughout the program process.

. Determine a baseline for Partner services.

7.1.2 Data Collection and Analyses

The PE/MCA team used the CRIS database to create a participant sampling frame. Because records in the
CRIS database for each MPP project include multiple associated parties and do not specify which company
or individual was most involved in the MPP process, the PE/MCA team created a sample frame that
included multiple companies and contacts for each project. Thus, sampling and data collection included
identifying the actual “participant,” or the person and company that was most actively involved in the MPP
process. Working with program staff, the PE/MCA team identified the following company types as
“potential participants”: developer/owner, project contact, managing agency, participant/company, and

property owner. '

The PE/MCA team divided the participant list between the PE/MCA team and Impact team so that no
participant was contacted twice. The Impact team needed to speak with contacts at projects with enough
post-installation data to be able to do a billing analysis. Thus, all projects that had completed an ERP before

January 1, 2012, were assigned to the Impact team. Comparisons between participants interviewed by the

116 As these groups were part of other evaluation survey efforts, the PE/MCA team excluded the following

company types from the sampling frame query: Multifamily Performance Partner, engineering firm,
architectural firm, and technical service provider.
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PE/MCA and Impact teams were possible for a few survey questions, and are noted in the applicable

analyses below.

The PE/MCA team queried all remaining version 4 and version 5 projects that had at least signed the
participation agreement by the date of the query (August 27, 2013). This included all potential participants
(and their contact information) for each project. The resulting sample frame included 400 MPP projects,

354 companies, and 360 contacts.

The unit of analysis was a participant company, and the interview guide primarily asked questions about a
single project. However, many participating companies were associated with more than one project. Since
participants were eligible to complete only one survey (although they may have had multiple projects), the
PE/MCA team constructed a dynamic call list that identified all duplicate entries of a contact or a company.

The result was 261 unique project company contacts.

Initially, the PE/MCA team sought to complete interviews with 113 participants. Interviewers attempted to
reach each contact a maximum of five times. During the interview process, the PE/MCA team screened out
any potential respondents who indicated they were not the appropriate contact for the project. Because of
these difficulties in reaching project contacts, the PE/MCA team exhausted the call list before reaching the
target quota. Ultimately, the PE/MCA team conducted IDIs by telephone with 110 participants (from a list
of 261) from September 2013 through December 2013. The resulting response rate was 42%, achieving a

confidence/precision that exceeds 95/10."

The PE/MCA team used screening questions to identify the appropriate party to interview (Appendix A).
Once the PE/MCA team reached the appropriate contact, the contact identified a specific project for which
the application was submitted and accepted in 2012 or later to be the focus of the interview (preferably

their most recent project, if applicable).

An abbreviated version of the interview guide was available for participants who were unable to complete
the full version. The shortened version included a set of questions from the longer version determined to be
high-priority topics: the primary research objectives and collected information regarding potential market

effects of MPP. Questions that appeared only in the long version of the survey are identified throughout

17 Given that: a) only one company per project was eligible to complete the interview, b) only one person per

company was eligible to complete an interview, and c) only one project per company was eligible to be
interviewed, the PE/MCA team employed advanced de-duplication techniques to determine the number of
unique “project company contacts.” The result was 261 project company contacts, excluding those flagged as
Impact contacts (N=285 including those flagged as Impact contacts). Considering the sampling approach, the
PE/MCA team used this number as the population N when calculating response rate and sampling
confidence/precision. The response rate was calculated by dividing the number of completed interviews
(n=110) by the number of unique project company contacts that were not also on the Impact Team’s list
(N=261). Exact confidence/precision was 95/7.3.
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this chapter. The PE/MCA team conducted the shortened version of the interview with 26 (24%) of the

respondents.

Data analysis occurred in two phases. First, the PE/MCA team coded participants’ open-ended responses to
create representative categorical variables to be analyzed using quantitative methods. Next, the PE/MCA
team conducted quantitative analyses on all variables, which included calculating frequencies and
comparing responses across variables of interest. Comparison variables are found in Table 7-1 and are
described in detail in the participant characteristics section (Section 7.2). Statistically meaningful

differences (p <.10) are reported throughout the chapter.

7.2  Participant Characteristics

7.2.1 Comparison Variables

This chapter explores whether participants’ experiences in MPP differed as a function of which MPP
programs and paths the project followed, the characteristics of the project, the firms’ level of experience
working with multifamily buildings, and which firm served as the project’s Performance Partner. Table 7-1
provides a summary of each comparison variable used in the analyses and the source of the data (CRIS
database and/or participant interviews).™® For categorical variables, the table includes the number and
proportion of projects within the sample that fall into each category, as well as the number and proportion
of projects from the overall population of projects that were eligible to be the focus of the interview
(projects in the call list sampling query plus all projects for which the participation agreement was signed
after the date of the query until the date of the last participant interview). For the continuous variable
(project number of units), the table provides sample and population means. A comparison of the eligible
population and interview sample revealed that the interview sample contained a greater proportion of
upstate properties than was found in the overall population of eligible participants,*® but there were no

other significant differences between groups.

It is important to note that there are many relationships between the comparison variables themselves, such
that there are frequency and mean differences across groups. Table 7-2 includes a summary of the

relationships between all comparison variables; significant relationships are presented in bold font.

118 Some questions in the survey applied only to new construction or existing building projects, and participants

were asked which type of project they had so the interviewer could ask them the appropriate questions. The
PE/MCA team found discrepancies between the CRIS database and the information interviewees shared
during the phone interview. Ten participants who categorized their project as an existing building project
during the interview are listed as new construction in the CRIS database. The PE/MCA team chose to use the
CRIS categorization in the analyses. Thus, responses are missing from the 10 participants who self-
categorized as existing building projects for any question that was asked only to participants with new
construction projects.

19 p<.10, i (lambda)< .20 (weak relationship).
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Table 7-1. Firm/Project Comparison Variables Used in All Analyses

Variable Source Type Levels Sample Population
Number Percent Number Percent
Building type® New Construction 46 43% 179 36%
CRIS Categorical
Existing Building 62 57% 314 64%
Market type® Affordable 83 77% 345 70%
CRIS Categorical
Market Rate 25 23% 148 30%
Path (new construction projects)™® Performanc