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Executive Summary 

This report summarizes an evaluation of the MPower Pilot (the Pilot), which Research Into 
Action conducted in 2015 - 2016 on behalf of Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust). The 
evaluation documents the evolution of the Pilot and assesses the effectiveness of the Pilot 
delivery model from stakeholder and customer perspectives. To complete the evaluation, the 
team conducted four data collection activities: 

〉 Review of Pilot documents, materials, and project data, 

〉 Interviews with 14 key Pilot stakeholders, 

〉 Interviews with seven Pilot participants who completed a Pilot project, and  

〉 Interviews with three partial Pilot participants who started but did not complete a Pilot 
project. 

The team will also review the Pilot energy savings analysis performed by Energy Trust when it 
becomes available in second quarter of 2017. The team will summarize the results from the 
review in an addendum to this report upon completion of the review. 

Below, we present a brief description of the Pilot. Next, we outline the key findings from the 
evaluation. Last, we present our overall conclusions and recommendations. 

The MPower Pilot 
Stakeholders developed the Pilot with the common goal of providing low-income multifamily 
building owners in Oregon with services to overcome existing market and program barriers to 
making comprehensive energy- and water-efficiency upgrades. Key perceived barriers included: 

〉 A resource-constrained and highly regulated market, in which owners often do not have 
the funds for making comprehensive energy upgrades or the resources needed to manage 
an upgrade project while adhering to multiple regulations. 

〉 A split-incentive issue in buildings in which tenants pay their own utility bills 
(tenant-metered buildings); building owners have a disincentive to pay for upgrades in 
tenant units since the resulting energy savings accrue to the tenants and not the owner 
who paid for the upgrades. 

〉 An absence of a program in Oregon that provided a comprehensive package of services 
designed specifically to overcome these market barriers. 

Stakeholders aimed to integrate existing services in the market into the Pilot, develop any new 
services that would be needed, and provide all the services in a streamlined fashion to 
participants through a single organization, MPower Oregon LLC (MPower Oregon). Key 
stakeholders involved in designing and implementing the Pilot included organizations from the 
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low-income multifamily housing, energy and water efficiency, finance, and community 
development sectors in Oregon and around the U.S. All the key stakeholders provided in-kind 
staff support, and several contributed funding. The Pilot’s services and the key stakeholders 
involved in each included: 

〉 Consultation with participants provided by MPower Oregon staff regarding the Pilot 
processes, participation eligibility and potential upgrades, with support from Energy 
Trust and the Network for Oregon Affordable Housing (NOAH). 

〉 Walk-through assessment of the building provided by MPower Oregon staff to identify 
specific upgrades and estimate energy savings and costs. 

〉 Design and verification of the upgrade project, including developing a scope of work, 
performing a comprehensive building assessment, and managing a project timeline, 
provided by MPower Oregon staff with assistance from Enterprise Community Partners 
(ECP) and Energy Trust and its Existing Multifamily program management contractor, 
Lockheed Martin, as well as Evergreen Consulting Group and Allied Technical 
Assistance Contractors (ATACs).  

〉 Financing of upgrades through a combination of a 10-year unsecured loan from Craft3 
and lenders, grant funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) and other organizations, and incentives for eligible upgrades from Energy Trust’s 
Existing Multifamily program, all provided through NOAH, the Pilot Fund manager, to 
MPower Oregon. 

〉 Coordination with participants to hire contractors to install the upgrades and construction 
management, provided by MPower Oregon staff, as well as quality assurance verification 
that the Energy Trust incentivized energy upgrades were installed as expected, provided 
by Energy Trust’s ATACs.  

〉 Tenant engagement surveys, activities, and materials (see Appendix C) regarding use of 
the installed upgrades and energy-saving behaviors, provided by MPower Staff with 
support from ECP upon project completion and annually throughout the Pilot’s 10-year 
service agreement.  

〉 Periodic measurement and verification (M&V) of energy and/or water savings , and 
check-ups on the installed upgrades throughout the Pilot’s 10-year service agreement 
provided by MPower Oregon staff. 

〉 Planned for the future, on-bill repayment of the Pilot loan provided by utilities with 
assistance from Craft3, Energy Trust, and MPower Oregon staff, through a service charge 
on the utility bills of owners, which stakeholders estimated would be lower utility pre-
Pilot.1 

 
1  Stakeholders planned to provide the on-bill loan repayment service at the Pilot’s launch but it was still under development at 

the time of this evaluation; stakeholders plan to offer it to past and future participants when it becomes available. 
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To be eligible for participation in the Pilot, buildings had to be rent-restricted affordable housing 
and able to achieve 20% or higher energy savings with a 10-year or less payback for installed 
upgrades, as required by a two-year HUD grant awarded to the Pilot. Comprehensive 
investment-gradebuilding assessments had to be performed in buildings to estimate energy 
savings as accurately as possible, as required by financial stakeholders and lenders for loan 
approval. Building owners also had to sign a 10-year service agreement granting MPower 
Oregon limited access to the property and utility billing data to measure and verify savings, 
perform check-ups on the upgrades, and provide tenant education services.  

To be eligible to receive Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program incentives through the 
Pilot, participating buildings’ primary heat source must have been provided one of the following 
utilities: Portland General Electric (PGE), Pacific Power, or NW Natural. In addition, the Pilot 
project must have included an eligible energy or water upgrade, which included: 

〉 common area lighting fixtures, bulbs, and controls; 

〉 refrigerators, clothes washers and dryers, and toilets; 

〉 heating, cooling, and ventilation (HVAC); 

〉 domestic water heating; 

〉 doors and windows, weatherization, and air sealing; 

〉 energy management systems; 

〉 irrigation and landscaping; and 

〉 free showerheads, faucet aerators, and LED light bulbs directly installed in tenant units 
through Energy Trust. 

Stakeholders conceived the idea for the Pilot in late 2010 and officially launched the Pilot in 
mid-2013. In the interim, stakeholders designed and built the Pilot model and processes, obtained 
Pilot funding from the two-year HUD grant and other contributing organizations, and designated 
the Pilot as an Energy Trust pilot initiative to leverage Energy Trust’s support, services, and 
incentives into the Pilot model. After the Pilot’s launch, stakeholders implemented the Pilot for 
about two and a half years until its conclusion in December 2015.  

Key Findings 

Participant Characteristics 
〉 Twenty-eight buildings with a total of 2,321 units completed Pilot projects between June 

2014 and December 2015. Over half of participating buildings (15) were located in the 
Portland Metro area and the remainder were in metropolitan areas in southwest and 
central Oregon. Participating buildings varied in size, with between 9 and 286 units, and 
with an average of 83 units. Most of the participating buildings (20) were tenant-metered, 
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in which tenants receive and pay their own utility bills, and the remainder (8) were 
master-metered, in which the owner receives and pays tenants’ utility bills. 

〉 The total project costs for all participants was about $10.3 million, with a range of over 
$5,000 to over $1 million per project, an average cost per building of nearly $400,000, 
and an average cost per unit of nearly $4,500. All participants received grant funds and 
Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily incentives, which, combined, covered an average of 
27% of project costs, and over half (15) used the Pilot’s unsecured loan, which covered 
an average of 27% of project costs. The remainder of project costs, an average of 46% of 
total project costs, were covered by participants’ own contributions, which nearly all 
participants (25) made. 

〉 The most common upgrades installed in the 28 Pilot projects were lighting upgrades, 
faucet aerators, ventilation upgrades, showerheads, heating/cooling upgrades, domestic 
hot water upgrades, water closets, appliances, and insulation (Table 4-5). Less common 
upgrades included doors, windows, weatherization, water conservation landscaping, and 
programmable thermostats. Projects received an average of 7.6 types of upgrades, and 
master-metered buildings received one more upgrade, on average, than tenant-metered 
buildings (8.5 vs. 7.3). 

Pilot Awareness and Motivations to Participate 
〉 All interviewed participants learned about the Pilot through outreach performed by the 

stakeholders. Participants were motivated to participate because the Pilot’s services and 
financing reportedly provided them with needed resources and upgrades to improve their 
buildings, often through supplementing or enhancing planned rehabilitation or capital 
improvement projects, and reduce operations costs and maintenance needs. 

〉 Stakeholders were motivated to participate in developing and/or implementing the Pilot 
because its goal of supporting energy and water efficiency upgrades in low-income 
multifamily buildings aligned with their respective organizations’ missions.  

Reasons for Not Participating and Interest in Future Participation 
〉 Partial participants and participants reported two main challenges with participating in 

the Pilot. First, one partial participant’s building, and one prospective participant’s 
building that did not participate , could not meet the 20% savings requirement without 
upgrades that they thought were too costly at the time. Second, one partial participant, 
and one participant with a building that did not participate, wanted enough upgrades 
installed to justify waiting to participate in the Pilot until they planned a larger 
rehabilitation or capital improvement project in the future.  

〉 All four of the partial participants and participants with additional buildings not receive 
upgrades were open to future participation in the Pilot and reportedly had sufficient 
information on the Pilot’s requirements and benefits to know when participating would 
be advantageous. Two of them said they would approach MPower Oregon once they had 
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site rehabilitation projects planned and two others mentioned plans to work with MPower 
Oregon for identifying energy efficiency opportunities at some of their other buildings. 

Major Changes to the Pilot 
Throughout the development and implementation of the Pilot, stakeholders made major changes 
in an attempt to improve Pilot building assessment, financing processes, and streamline the 
Pilot’s structure. Stakeholders also made a substantial change to the stakeholder group before 
launching the Pilot.  

〉 Stakeholders had not established the on-bill repayment service with involved parties by 
the time the first participants were ready to participate. The participants needed a loan 
through the Pilot to move the project forward so stakeholders created the unsecured loan 
product that with a 10-year payback and no upfront costs. Since the loan was not secured 
by the property as collateral, lenders required accurate energy savings estimates for 
assurance that the savings would materialize. Stakeholders were unable to establish the 
on-bill repayment service during the Pilot period due to complications with reaching 
agreements between utilities, Energy Trust, MPower Oregon, and financial stakeholders. 

〉 Before the Pilot’s launch, MPower Oregon tested the building assessment they initially 
designed for the Pilot, determined it was too complex, and did not result in any buildings 
meeting the Pilot’s energy savings and payback requirements. A working group of 
stakeholders revised the assessment and stakeholders performed the revised assessment in 
the first Pilot participants’ buildings. Stakeholders determined the assessment was still 
too complex and time consuming, and resulted in few Pilot projects qualifying for 
participation. MPower Oregon then changed MPower Oregon’s energy savings 
requirement to apply to the participant’s portfolio of projects instead of individual 
projects to qualify more projects with the assessment. They also changed the process so 
that stakeholders performed a less rigorous walk-through assessment first, developed a 
work scope second, and then performed the comprehensive assessment to verify the work 
scope met the Pilot’s requirements. In addition, Energy Trust designated MPower Oregon 
as one of its ATACs so that the latter could deliver the required energy analysis 
components of the assessment necessary for Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily review 
purposes directly to Energy Trust’s program management contractor, while at the same 
time MPower could also simultaneously manage its subcontracted engineering firm to 
deliver any additional analysis specific to MPower Oregon’s building assessment needs 
directly to MPower Oregon. 

〉 Blue Tree Strategies served in a leadership role among the stakeholders involved in the 
Pilot and, before the Pilot’s launch, quickly transitioned its leadership role to the newly 
created MPower Oregon organization. Stakeholders reported this transition occurred at an 
inopportune time: they were making major changes to the building assessment and 
financing services, and MPower Oregon staff were still learning about managing the 
Pilot. This situation caused substantial strain among the stakeholders and resulted in a 
loss of progress and momentum and, ultimately, a long delay in the Pilot’s launch.  
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Stakeholder Goal Attainment 
Interviewed stakeholders reported attempting to meet four primary Pilot goals: 1) launching the 
Pilot with the first participant soon after HUD grant funds were awarded in July 2012, 2) 
demonstrating the Pilot’s services were in demand and helped overcome existing market and 
program barriers, 3) meeting or exceeding the Pilot’s project completion goals of 34 buildings 
and 2,550 units, and 4) meeting or exceeding the Pilot’s 20% energy savings goals for each 
participant’s portfolio of Pilot projects.  

〉 The first participant was not qualified until July 2013, one year after the July 2012 goal, 
due primarily to the complications stakeholders experienced in developing a building 
assessment process, creating an alternative to the on-bill repayment service, and 
transitioning leadership to MPower Oregon during 2012 and 2013. 

〉 Overall, the Pilot was mostly successful at generating demand for its services and 
reportedly helped participants overcome market and program barriers to making 
comprehensive energy- and water-efficiency upgrades. For example, interviewed 
participants reported that without the Pilot services and funds they would not have 
installed upgrades, or would have installed fewer and/or less efficient upgrades. In 
addition, none of the interviewed partial participants indicated that the Pilot’s services 
were unattractive. 

〉 At the end of the Pilot period, stakeholders had completed projects in 28 buildings with 
2,321 units, reaching 82% of the project completion goal for buildings and 91% for units.  

〉 After Energy Trust performs the energy savings analysis with the 28 completed projects, 
the team will determine if the Pilot met its 20% energy savings goals for these projects, 
and will include the results in an addendum to this report.  

Key Stakeholder Challenges  
The team identified four key interrelated challenges that occurred during the development and/or 
implementation of the Pilot. Interviewed stakeholders reported that these were the challenges 
that most inhibited their progress in developing the Pilot and attaining their goals, caused 
substantial strains in their collaboration when making changes to the Pilot, and led to delays in 
launching the Pilot and completing projects.  

〉 Many stakeholders indicated that, in hindsight, engaging building owners earlier and 
performing building stock and market needs assessments would have provided them with 
needed information about building characteristics, building owners’ needs, and the level 
of interest in Pilot services. Having more information about the target market would have 
reportedly enabled stakeholders to more efficiently design and build the Pilot’s processes 
with fewer changes, particularly regarding the building assessments and financing 
services.  

〉 Most stakeholders reported that designing, implementing, and continually improving the 
Pilot’s processes required much more time and resources than initially anticipated or 
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planned. Energy efficiency stakeholders, in particular, reported that when other 
stakeholders were resource-constrained, they often turned to the energy efficiency 
stakeholders for assistance, which became unsustainable. Some stakeholders also 
mentioned that dedicating much of their time and resources to the Pilot’s continuous 
improvement shifted time and resources away from other important tasks, such as 
outreach to more building owners and contractors and establishing on the on-bill 
repayment service. 

〉 Energy efficiency and finance stakeholders reported difficulty in integrating their existing 
services into the Pilot. This was due to conflicts between regulatory and organizational 
requirements governing the stakeholders’ services, and to other stakeholders having to 
learn these requirements and how to best work within them.  

〉 Stakeholders also experienced difficulty in establishing the new on-bill repayment service 
for the Pilot. Integrating the on-bill repayment service with utilities’ billing practices and 
systems, Energy Trust’s data protocols and systems, finance stakeholders’ underwriting 
practices and standards, and MPower Oregon’s Pilot management systems required much 
more time than the Pilot period allowed.  

〉 All stakeholders indicated that, after the Pilot was launched, they were confused, to some 
extent, about many of the Pilot’s requirements and processes, and other stakeholder 
organizations’ regulatory and internal requirements. This confusion reportedly stemmed 
from the large number of stakeholders involved in the Pilot and the multiple changes that 
were made to Pilot processes. Confusion among stakeholders reportedly led to some 
miscommunication and misunderstanding with other stakeholders, and required much 
effort to try update the group on a continual basis.  

These challenges were in large part due to the complexity involved in a program in which 
multiple stakeholder organizations, operating under different regulations, collaborated to 
package their services together in a single offering tailored to an underserved, multifaceted, and 
little-understood market. 

Key Stakeholder Benefits 
〉 Stakeholders reported that their involvement in the MPower Pilot was beneficial because 

they developed new partnerships and learned about sectors outside of their own in their 
collaboration with other stakeholders. Stakeholders also benefited from what each 
stakeholder organization contributed to developing and implementing the Pilot. 

〉 Stakeholders expressed that they benefitted from their experience in building a Pilot 
model from scratch and continually improving it throughout the Pilot period. 
Stakeholders also reported benefitting from the group’s willingness and dedication to 
continually improve the Pilot as they encountered challenges. Although challenges 
remained at the end of the Pilot, stakeholders indicated that the Pilot likely would have 
foundered if stakeholders had not been so willing to collaborate through making major 
Pilot changes and improvements. 
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Participant Goal Attainment 
Interviewed participants reported that their primary goals for participating in the Pilot were to 
improve their buildings, reduce maintenance costs, save energy and water, and provide non-
energy benefits for tenants.  

〉 Participants expressed overall high satisfaction with their completed projects, and thought 
that the upgrades were an improvement to their buildings and would reduce future 
maintenance needs.  

〉 Four of the five interviewed participants with completed projects reported seeing energy 
savings right away, and one of these participants noted that the energy savings at the 
property exceeded the forecast. One interviewed participant reported lower than expected 
energy savings soon after completing the project, which they estimated at 10%, due to an 
increase in gas usage. MPower Oregon has continued to work with the participant to 
increase savings and, at the time of the interview, the participant estimated savings at 
15%.  

〉 All the interviewed participants reported at least one non-energy benefit resulting from 
the upgrades and received positive feedback from tenants in these regards. The non-
energy benefits reported by participants included increased comfort in tenant units from 
air conditioning upgrades, noise reduction from insulation upgrades, and enhanced 
security from exterior lighting upgrades. 

Key Participant Challenges  
〉 Partial participants, and participants with other buildings that did not participate in the 

Pilot, reported difficulties in meeting the 20% savings requirement without including 
upgrades that they thought were too costly at the time.  

〉 The first Pilot participants mentioned needing to dedicate more of their own or their 
staff’s time to their Pilot projects than anticipated. Participants noted that this was 
primarily due to stakeholders improving the Pilot’s processes, such as the building 
assessments and financing services, as they performed them. They also understood in 
advance of their participation that their projects were some of the Pilot’s first and thus 
would serve as early test cases for the Pilot’s processes. 

〉 Some interviewed participants reported difficulty in making decisions about whether to 
participate in the Pilot and what upgrades to install based on the results from the building 
assessment report. These participants mentioned that the report was presented as a work 
scope that lacked information about potential upgrades not included in the work scope 
and the financial benefits of participating in the Pilot compared to participating only in 
Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program. They preferred a report that presented 
“packages” of different upgrades, demonstrating the Pilot’s benefit, which they could 
choose from to achieve 20% savings. 
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〉 Two interviewed participants had trouble in finding a contractor to install the upgrades. 
One participant outside the Portland Metro area received bids from only one contractor 
and would have preferred more choices. Another participant could not find a preferable 
contractor whose costs were as low as the estimates provided in the work scope, and 
reportedly had to pay more than anticipated. 

Key Participant Benefits 
〉 All interviewed participants with completed Pilot projects reported benefitting from the 

performance of the upgrades. Participants expressed that the upgrades contributed to 
mostly meeting their goals for participating in the Pilot.  

〉 Participants reported benefitting from participating the Pilot’s processes, particularly the 
financing services. For example, participants said that the financial services enabled them 
to install comprehensive upgrades that they otherwise could not have afforded and, for 
some participants, perform capital improvements or rehabilitations of their properties 
sooner than planned.  

〉 Participants with tenant-metered buildings reported leveraging the Pilot’s grant and 
incentive funds to offset costs to making upgrades in tenant units that they otherwise 
would not have made.  

〉 Those participants who were involved in the tenant education activities reported learning 
how to teach tenants to use the upgrades and that the materials were helpful reminders to 
change behaviors. 

〉 Participants mentioned benefiting from the Pilot’s one-stop-shop model and MPower 
Oregon’s staff. Interacting primarily with one organization, MPower Oregon, through the 
participation process reportedly saved participants time and made participation “mostly 
seamless.” In addition, participants reported that MPower Oregon staff worked diligently 
to complete their projects and address issues that arose, and were flexible in planning 
Pilot projects along with other construction projects planned at their properties. 

The Future of MPower 
〉 At the conclusion of the Pilot in December 2015, there were 28 buildings that had 

completed projects,  two active projects in the pipeline, and 24 partial participants who 
withdrew from participating in the Pilot but expressed interest in future MPower 
participation. However, two major changes occurred at the Pilot’s conclusion that 
stakeholders reported must be addressed if MPower Oregon is to continue offering its 
services.  

〉 First, the Pilot’s designation as a pilot initiative under Energy Trust and MPower 
Oregon’s status as an Energy Trust Allied Technical Assistance Contractor (ATAC) 
ended at the conclusion of the Pilot. ATACs are energy engineering firms that are utilized 
by Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program on a limited basis to perform technical 
energy analysis of proposed custom energy efficiency measures. MPower Oregon’s status 
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as an ATAC was limited to the Pilot period to improve coordination and delivery of the 
building assessments and analysis for Pilot projects. The conclusion of the Pilot and 
termination of ATAC status also concludes MPower Oregon’s ability to access building 
owners’ utility usage data through Energy Trust for the purpose of conducting the Pilot 
building assessments.  

〉 Second, the HUD grant agreement that provided much of the Pilot’s grant funding for 
projects ended in December 2015. All the participants used a combination of grants and 
incentives, and reported the availability of these funds as one of the reasons they 
participated, particularly for tenant-metered building owners who used the grant funds to 
offset the costs of tenant unit upgrades.  

〉 All interviewed stakeholders expressed interest in continuing to work with MPower 
Oregon’s program in the future if it can reach a cooperative agreement with Energy Trust 
and obtain the necessary funding to continue. Without these, stakeholders reported that 
the MPower Oregon’s program would likely not be viable to continue. The energy 
efficiency stakeholders also mentioned that continued collaboration with MPower 
Oregon could be beneficial if MPower Oregon can manage the program and provide most 
of its services without as much assistance as was needed in the Pilot period.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 
The evaluation team reached the following conclusions and recommendations  based on key 
findings from the evaluation. The first three conclusions and recommendations pertain to what 
would need to occur for MPower Oregon’s program to continue in future as a program. The last 
three conclusions and recommendations were made with the assumption that MPower Oregon 
will continue to provide services to low-income multifamily properties.  

Conclusion 1: The Pilot concluded in December 2015 and stakeholders reported interest in 
continuing to work with MPower Oregon and providing their services through MPower Oregon’s 
program. 

Recommendation 1: Energy Trust’s Multifamily program should assess the value of 
continuing to work with MPower Oregon and its program. 

Conclusion 2: The conclusion of the Pilot ended the agreements made between MPower Oregon 
and Energy Trust, which energy efficiency stakeholders reported as “unsustainable” due to the 
time and resources required of them. The expiration of the agreements concluded Energy Trust’s 
provision of special support and services in the Pilot.  

Recommendation 2a: If Energy Trust sees value in continuing to work with MPower 
Oregon, these two entities should reach an agreement that re-establishes the relationship the 
organizations shared during the Pilot period to continue providing the support and services 
required to utilize Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily upgrade incentives.  

Recommendation 2b: An agreement between Energy Trust and MPower Oregon should 
establish a formal division of labor between MPower Oregon and Energy Trust  that prevents 
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the latter from contributing more time and resources to Pilot projects than what is typically 
required of them for Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program projects. 

Conclusion 3: Grant funds for pilot projects were a key component of the Pilot’s financing 
services that participants leveraged to offset the costs of upgrades, particularly tenant unit 
upgrades. 

Recommendation 3: Identify and partner with one or more grant-funding organizations to 
achieve the level of grant funding that was provided during the Pilot to participants to 
continue uptake in participation. 

Conclusion 4: Stakeholders reported that many of the challenges they encountered in the Pilot’s 
implementation stemmed from the complexity of the Pilot’s model, in which multiple 
stakeholder organizations, operating under different regulations, collaborated to package their 
existing services together into a single offering tailored to an underserved and little-understood 
target market. 

Recommendation 4a: Consider performing building stock and market needs assessments of 
the target market and using the results to inform decisions on what, if any, future 
improvements to make to the MPower Oregon’s program to increase participation. 

Recommendation 4b: Assess ways to streamline the MPower Oregon’s processes and 
structure to enable stakeholders to more seamlessly provide their services through the 
program, as commensurate as possible with how the stakeholders provide their services to 
their customers outside the program. 

Conclusion 5: Interviewed participants desired more transparency and information in the 
presentation of the building assessment results and work scope to facilitate more informed 
decisions about moving forward with their projects.  

Recommendation 5a: Present a summary sheet outlining the results of the assessment as a 
lead–in to the presentation of the scope of work.  

Recommendation 5b: To the extent feasible, consider providing options in the work scope, 
including different packages of measures participants could choose among.  

Recommendation 5c: Consider including separate cost estimates for participating in 
MPower Oregon and for participating in Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program to 
demonstrate any added value from participation in MPower Oregon. 

Conclusion 6: Nearly half of Pilot participants did not use the Pilot’s unsecured loan and all 
interviewed participants preferred a loan product paid back through the participant’s finances 
instead of an on-bill repayment service. 

Recommendation 6a: Continue offering the unsecured loan with no upfront costs to 
participants since there was a moderate level of uptake of the loan by Pilot participants. 
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Recommendation 6b: Consider exploring whether other debt financing products are 
available through lenders and assessing building owners’ level of interest in using these 
products to determine if others products could generate more uptake in participation. 

Recommendation 6c: Assess whether nonparticipant building owners are interested in an 
the on-bill repayment service for paying off their debt financing and what would encourage 
past Pilot participants to use on-bill repayment for their Pilot loan to determine if there is any 
demand for it. 
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1. Introduction and Methods 

In March 2015, Energy Trust of Oregon (Energy Trust) contracted with Research Into 
Action, Inc. (the team) to conduct an evaluation of the MPower Pilot (the Pilot). The primary 
goals of the evaluation are to document and assess the evolution of the Pilot and the effectiveness 
of Pilot processes. The team conducted the evaluation through a review of program 
documentation, materials, data, and in-depth interviews with 14 key stakeholders, seven 
participants, and three partial participants. Interview guides for these three groups are in 
Appendix A. The team will conduct a review of the energy savings analysis when it becomes 
available in the second quarter of 2017, and will provide results from the review in an addendum 
to this report. 

1.1. Description of the MPower Pilot and Stakeholders 
1.1.1. The MPower Pilot 
Stakeholders developed the Pilot with the common goal of providing low-income multifamily 
building owners in Oregon with services to overcome existing market and program barriers to 
making comprehensive energy- and water-efficiency upgrades. The low-income housing market 
is resource-constrained and highly regulated, and building owners often do not have the funds for 
making comprehensive energy upgrades or the resources needed to find and secure and manage 
an upgrade project while adhering to multiple regulations. Owners are also often reluctant to pay 
for upgrades in tenants’ units if the tenants pay the utility bills (tenant-metered) since the 
resulting energy cost savings benefit the tenant instead of the owner (split-incentive issue). In 
addition, before the Pilot there was not a program in Oregon that provided a comprehensive 
package of services designed specifically to overcome these market barriers (Chapter 2). 

Stakeholders aimed to integrate existing services in the market into the Pilot, develop any new 
services that would be needed, and provide all the services in a streamlined fashion to 
participants through a single organization, MPower Oregon LLC (MPower Oregon). These 
services included the following: 

〉 Consultation with participants regarding the Pilot processes, participation eligibility, and 
potential upgrades. 

〉 Walk-through assessment of the building to identify upgrades and estimate energy 
savings and costs. 

〉 Design and verification of the upgrade project, including developing a scope of work 
(Appendix B), performing a comprehensive building assessment to verify that the work 
scope will meet Pilot savings and cost requirements, and managing a project timeline.  

〉 Financing of upgrades, requiring no up-front costs to the participant, through a 
combination of a 10-year unsecured loan and grant funds that owners could choose to 
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apply to different parts of their project, and incentives for eligible upgrades from Energy 
Trust’s Existing Multifamily program. 

〉 Coordination with participants to hire contractors to install the upgrades, project 
management, and quality assurance that the correct upgrades were properly installed.  

〉 Tenant engagement and educational activities and materials (Appendix C) regarding use 
of the installed upgrades and energy- and water-saving behaviors, provided upon project 
completion and annually throughout the Pilot’s 10-year service agreement.  

〉 Annual measurement and verification (M&V) of energy and/or water savings, and check-
ups on the installed upgrades throughout the Pilot’s 10-year service agreement. 

〉 In the future, on-bill repayment of the Pilot loan through a service charge on the owner’s 
utility bills that stakeholders estimated would be less than the dollar amount saved on 
utility bills as a result of the installed upgrades, resulting in a net reduction in monthly 
utility bills.2 

To have been eligible for participation in the Pilot, multifamily buildings must have been rent-
restricted affordable housing, in which tenant family income does not exceed 80% of the area 
median income. In addition, Pilot participation required a minimum of 20% average energy 
savings across the participant’s portfolio of projects and each project must also have passed a 
cost-effectiveness test for a 10-year or less payback. Pilot participation also required building 
owners to sign a 10-year service agreement with MPower Oregon to allow the latter access to 
property and utility billing data to track and verify savings, perform quarterly and annual check-
ups on the upgrades, and provide tenant education services. 

Pilot participants could receive Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program incentives if they 
met two criteria. First, participants must have included eligible upgrades in their Pilot project. 
Eligible upgrades included lighting fixtures, bulbs, and controls; refrigerators, and clothes 
washers and dryers; toilets; heating, cooling, and ventilation (HVAC); domestic water heating; 
doors and windows; weatherization and air sealing; energy management systems; irrigation and 
landscaping; and, free direct-install devices such as high-performance showerheads, faucet 
aerators, and LED light bulbs. 

Second, participating buildings’ primary heat source must have been provided by one of the 
following utilities: Portland General Electric (PGE), Pacific Power, and NW Natural. Combined, 
these utilities cover the largest population centers in central and western Oregon where 
low-income multifamily housing is available. Buildings that receive their primary heat source 
from another Oregon utility could still participate in the Pilot but would be ineligible to receive 
Energy Trust’s incentives. 

Stakeholders conceived the idea for the Pilot in late 2010 and officially launched the Pilot in 
mid-2013. In the interim, stakeholders collaborated to develop Pilot processes, make changes to 

 
2  Stakeholders planned to provide the on-bill loan repayment service at the Pilot’s launch but it still under development at the 

time of this evaluation; stakeholders plan to continue to pursue offering it to past and future participants. 
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the Pilot model, and acquire funding for the Pilot (Chapter 3). Energy Trust also designated the 
Pilot as a pilot initiative under its role as the project manager for the Oregon Energy Efficiency 
and Sustainable Technology (EEAST) Act of 2009, which established the on-bill repayment 
service in Oregon. The pilot initiative designation established a legally binding relationship 
between Energy Trust and MPower Oregon and the roles each would perform in Pilot 
implementation.  

After the Pilot’s launch, stakeholders implemented the Pilot for about two and a half years until 
its conclusion in December 2015 (Chapter 4). During this time, stakeholders aimed to complete 
Pilot projects in 34 low-income buildings in Oregon, with up to 2,550 units, and to achieve 20% 
energy savings per participant, which stakeholders estimated at 9,000,000 kWh and 250,000 
therms. At the end of the Pilot, stakeholders completed Pilot projects in 28 buildings with 2,321 
units. 

1.1.2. MPower Stakeholders and Their Roles 
Multiple stakeholders from the low-income multifamily housing, energy and water efficiency, 
finance, and community development sectors in Oregon and around the U.S. collaborated to 
design and implement the Pilot. As shown in Table 1-1 most of the MPower stakeholders 
contributed to the Pilot’s development, including Blue Tree Strategies (BTS) as the initial 
leadership organization, and to the Pilot’s outreach to contractors and low-income multifamily 
building owners. Throughout the development of the Pilot, involved stakeholders provided in-
kind staff support and some provided the funding needed for planning and creating the Pilot’s 
processes, documents, and other materials. 

Since the Pilot’s launch, several of the key stakeholders provided the Pilot’s services to 
participants through MPower Oregon (Table 1-1). MPower Oregon staff administered and 
managed the Pilot, including leading or assisting with most of the Pilot’s processes. Energy Trust 
and/or Lockheed Martin and Evergreen Consulting Group (Energy Trust’s Multifamily Program 
Management Contractor and its subcontractor lighting project specialist), provided assistance by 
coordinating Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program services and incentives for 
participants, which were being leveraged for the Pilot, including Energy Trust’s energy savings 
analysis. These organizations also took the lead in providing quality assurance tests and, initially, 
performing the building assessments; after the first few Pilot projects, MPower Oregon staff 
performed the building assessments. Enterprise Community Partners (ECP) provided assistance 
with work scope development and the Pilot’s tenant education services. Walsh Construction 
initially performed installation of the upgrades in participating buildings, unless the building 
owners chose another contractor. After the first few projects, Walsh Construction focused on 
installing upgrades in larger projects and other contractors installed the upgrades in most of the 
projects. 
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Table 1-1: Key MPower Pilot Stakeholder Organizations and Their Roles 
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Blue Tree Strategies (BTS) X X           

Craft3 X     X       

Energy Trust of Oregon X X X X X   X  X  X 

   Evergreen Consulting Group       X* X X X   

   Lockheed Martin       X* X X X   

Enhabit (formerly Clean Energy Works Oregon) X    X        

Emerald Cities Collaborative (ECC) X X           

Enterprise Community Partners (ECP) X X   X  X X   X  

Foundations     X        

Green For All (GFA) X X           

MPower Oregon LLC X X X X   X X   X X 

Network for Oregon Affordable Housing (NOAH) X X X X X X       

Oregon Dept. of Energy (ODOE)     X        

Portland Bureau of Planning & Sustainability (PBPS) X X           

Portland Housing Bureau (PHB) X X           

U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development (HUD)     X        

Walsh Construction & other installation contractors X X       X    

* Initially performed this service but shifted responsibility to MPower Oregon staff after the first several projects. 
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Several organizations and foundations provided the Pilot’s funding and financing through the 
Network for Oregon Affordable Housing (NOAH), the Pilot’s fund manager (Table 1-1). The 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provided grant funds through its 
Energy Innovation Fund, and the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) provided grant funds 
through the Energy Efficiency and Sustainable Technology Act of 2009. Enhabit (formerly 
Clean Energy Works Oregon), the MacArthur Foundation, and the Kresge Foundation also 
provided additional grant funding. Energy Trust and ECP (efficiency stakeholders) provided 
incentives and direct-install devices. NOAH and Craft3 provided the funding and services for the 
unsecured loan, while Energy Trust has been working with Craft3, MPower Oregon, and the 
investor-owned utilities to establish the on-bill loan repayment service. Stakeholders initially 
planned to offer the on-bill repayment service at the Pilot’s launch but, due to complications in 
establishing the service with involved parties, stakeholders were unable to establish the service 
and plan to offer it in the future.  

1.2. This Evaluation  
1.2.1. Research Questions and Objectives 
The specific research objectives of this evaluation are to:  

〉 Document the history and evolution of the MPower Pilot, and 

〉 Assess the effectiveness of the MPower Pilot delivery model from stakeholder and 
customer perspectives. 

The key research questions are: 

〉 From the perspective of participants, what motivated them to participate in the Pilot? 
What challenges did they encounter and what benefits have they realized through 
participating in the Pilot? How satisfied were they with the Pilot overall, and with various 
aspects of the Pilot? What suggestions do they have for improving the Pilot? Does 
participation provide sufficient information and benefits to make future upgrades (for the 
same or other properties)?  

〉 From the perspective of stakeholders, what major changes occurred to the Pilot? What 
were the major challenges or barriers in moving the Pilot forward and how were they 
addressed? Has the Pilot met its goals? 

1.2.2. Methods 
Between June 2015 and February 2016, the evaluation team reviewed MPower Pilot literature 
and materials as a part of documenting the evolution and development of the MPower Pilot. 
These materials included a report on the history of the Pilot, business briefs, project process and 
pipeline diagrams, project tracking data, and the MPower website. Between June and August 
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2015, the team conducted in-depth interviews with MPower stakeholders, participants, and 
partial participants – that is, building owners who started to participate but withdrew (Table 1-2). 

In July and November 2015, and February 2016, the team conducted interviews with fourteen 
MPower stakeholders to document their perspectives on the evolution of the Pilot, their 
motivations and roles in developing the Pilot, and the challenges and benefits of the Pilot. The 
team interviewed at least one stakeholder at each of the major organizations involved in the 
different stages of development and/or implementation of the Pilot: Blue Tree Strategies (BTS), 
Craft3, Energy Trust, ECP, Evergreen Consulting Group, GFA, Lockheed Martin, MPower 
Oregon, and NOAH. These organizations represent a variety of sectors, including low-income 
housing, financing, energy and water efficiency, and community development. 

In July 2015, the team interviewed seven participants to gain insights into their experiences with 
the Pilot processes, as well as their motivations for and satisfaction with participating in the 
Pilot. Five of these participants had completed projects and two participants had projects in-
progress at the time of the interviews. In addition, four of these participants owned tenant-
metered buildings, in which the tenants receive and pay their own utility bills, and three 
interviewed participants owned master-metered buildings, in which the owner receives and pays 
the utility bills. 

In October and November 2015, the team conducted interviews with three partial participants to 
learn more about why they did not participate in the Pilot. These partial participants received 
some consultation about participating in the MPower Pilot but did not go forward with their 
proposed projects.  

Table 1-2: MPower Pilot Evaluation In-Depth Interviews 

 TARGET COMPLETES ACTUAL COMPLETES 
Stakeholders 8-10 14 

Participants 6-8 7 

Partial Participants 2-3 3 

1.3. Report Organization 
The team organized the remainder of the report as follows: 

〉 Chapter 2 provides an overview of the major barriers that low-income multifamily 
building owners and programs need to overcome to achieve comprehensive energy 
savings, and the strategies included in the MPower Pilot to overcome these barriers. 

〉 Chapter 3 documents the development of the Pilot from its conception until its launch. 

〉 Chapter 4 presents stakeholder and participant perspectives on the Pilot participation 
processes and goals. 

〉 Chapter 5 summarizes stakeholder and participant goals, challenges, and benefits. 
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〉 Chapter 6 outlines the conclusions and recommendations.
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2. Pilot Strategies to Overcome Barriers in 
Low-Income Multifamily Housing  
Market and Programs 

The low-income multifamily housing market, and energy- and water-efficiency programs 
targeting this market, are faced with multiple barriers to achieving comprehensive energy and 
water savings upgrades. The MPower Pilot combined four approaches designed to overcome 
these barriers. 

2.1. Market and Program Barriers 
2.1.1. Low-Income Multifamily Housing Market Barriers 
Low-income multifamily buildings are a hard-to-reach market due to three important market 
barriers. First, low-income housing is a highly regulated market. The regulations enforced by 
local, state, and/or federal agencies and other funding organizations restrict how building owners 
can alter their buildings, spend funds, and manage finances. These regulations also often involve 
additional processes and requirements, such as submitting the required paperwork for making 
changes to a building or its finances, which requires staff time and resources.  

Second, low-income multifamily buildings are often resource constrained, particularly during the 
15 to 18 year period between the recapitalization of their property(ies).3 Most low-income 
multifamily buildings have limited capital and budgets, staff and building operators, and sources 
of funding, making it difficult for owners to afford building improvements or to cover high up-
front costs to make improvements. In many cases, the capital used to construct and maintain a 
property equals or exceeds the property’s appraised value and property owners are often required 
to get consent of existing lenders to obtain more debt. In this context, building owners often do 
not have much leverage to use their property(ies) as collateral for obtaining additional loans and, 
depending on the level of debt, may not get the consent of existing lenders to take on more debt 
to make property improvements. Thus, property owners have to prioritize using their limited 
resources to keep the building in operation, leaving few, if any, resources available for 
identifying rebate programs for which they are eligible and making upgrades to a building.  

Third, owners of tenant-metered low-income multifamily buildings face a split-incentive barrier 
to making energy efficiency improvements in tenants’ units. In tenant-metered buildings, in 
which tenants pay their own energy costs, energy efficiency improvements in tenants’ units 
reduce the energy costs for the tenant, not the owner, while the owner is responsible for covering 

 
3  Low-income multifamily properties often recapitalize their property every 15-18 years, at which time many properties will make 

improvements to continue to be eligible for tax credits. 
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the costs of these improvements, not the tenant. Since tenants do not own their unit, most are 
reluctant to invest in energy efficiency improvements.  

2.1.2. Low Income Multifamily Housing Energy & Water Efficiency 
Program Barriers 

Comprehensive energy- and water-efficiency programs targeting low-income multifamily 
buildings face at least three major barriers that may limit their success.  

2.1.2.1. Constraints from Funding Sources 

First, funding sources for some of these programs have rules governing which types of low-
income buildings can qualify to participate in a program. Funding organizations typically require 
the highest possible return on their investment and, thus, may require a program to enforce 
participation criteria that limit the number of buildings in a given area that are eligible (for 
example, buildings with the highest energy savings potential, buildings with the greatest need for 
upgrades, buildings with low levels of debt and positive cash flow, etc.). 

2.1.2.2. Stakeholder Collaboration 

Second, designing and implementing a successful program that provides comprehensive energy- 
and water-efficiency upgrade services to low-income multifamily buildings involves the 
collaboration of multiple stakeholder organizations from different sectors with competing 
interests and regulatory constraints. These stakeholder organizations include those working in 
energy and water efficiency, construction, low-income housing, financing and grant funding, 
community development, and program design and implementation sectors. Pooling resources and 
expertise from these diverse stakeholders towards achieving goals aligned with the program and 
stakeholder organizations’ missions is an ambitious undertaking that requires a high level of 
collaboration, negotiation, leadership, and organization. 

2.1.2.3. Achieving Comprehensiveness 

A third major barrier is that it is unclear how to successfully achieve comprehensiveness in 
energy efficiency upgrade projects in low-income multifamily buildings. Stakeholders in a 
program must define “comprehensiveness,” determine what methods to use to assess and 
measure comprehensiveness in a cost-effective and timely manner, and identify who should 
perform the assessments, design the work scope, and measure and verify energy savings. 
Deciding how to achieve comprehensiveness is a balancing act that requires continuous 
improvement to meet the needs of the target market and the program’s goals while being cost-
effective. 

Many comprehensive multifamily energy efficiency programs use a minimum savings approach, 
in which buildings must meet or exceed a set minimum percent energy savings target – typically 
20%. In most buildings, reaching 20% energy savings requires upgrades to multiple building 
systems that, taken together, result in a “comprehensive” upgrade project. However, a few 
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programs define comprehensiveness through using a whole-building approach to identify and 
install cost-effective upgrades that result in some level of energy savings without setting a 
minimum savings requirement. So long as the whole building is assessed and most eligible, cost-
effective upgrades are installed, the project is defined as “comprehensive.” 

Most comprehensive multifamily programs employ a building assessment to identify potential 
upgrades and estimate energy savings. Choosing which type of assessment to perform, the 
processes for performing it, and who performs it can have major implications for participation 
eligibility, cost-effectiveness, and timeliness.  

For example, American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE) Level 3 audits (investor-grade audit) require a rigorous and thorough examination of 
the whole building and often lead to more comprehensive, customized work scopes that are 
easier to develop without repeated visits to the building. However, these assessments typically 
require advanced building science skills, and tend to cost more and take longer to perform than 
ASHRAE Level 1 or 2 audits. This can be problematic for a program if many buildings fail the 
eligibility requirements after a comprehensive assessment (which raises the average program 
cost to serve eligible buildings), or if there is a shortage of auditors with the skills needed to 
perform these types of audits, which will likely require the program to support advanced training. 

Conversely, less rigorous and less thorough walk-through assessments, like ASHRAE Level 1 
audits, typically do not require advanced building science skills, and tend to cost less and take 
less time to perform. If walk-through audits are used, buildings that do not meet eligibility 
requirements after the audit pass on lower costs to eligible buildings and programs may not have 
to offer support for advanced training for auditors. However, these assessments may also result 
in more uncertainty in developing a work scope that will achieve an energy savings target, 
possibly leading to repeated visits to the building and multiple revisions to the work scope. 
Walk-through audits also tend to be less effective at identifying the potential for upgrades 
beyond prescriptive measures, and may result in excluding more custom measures or whole-
system upgrades that could result in higher energy savings.  

Programs can also employ different actors to perform assessments, design work scopes, install 
upgrades, and measure and verify energy savings. For example, some programs like New York 
State Energy & Research Development Authority’s Multifamily Performance Program, New 
Jersey Public Service Electric and Gas’s Residential Multifamily Housing Program, and Energy 
Upgrade California’s multifamily programs employ trade allies in the local market to perform 
most or all of these activities. Using trained trade allies can reduce the number of required 
program staff and staff responsibilities, and can foster market transformation, but also requires 
more intensive trade ally outreach, coordination, and training. Other programs, like Elevate 
Energy in Illinois and Energy Outreach Colorado, rely on program staff and stakeholders to 
perform most or all of these activities, which can require less intensive coordination and outreach 
but also increases program staff and responsibilities, and does little to advance market 
transformation.  
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2.2. MPower Strategies to Overcome Market and Program 
Barriers 

Before the MPower Pilot launched, few programs existed in Oregon that provided services 
and/or incentives for making energy-efficiency upgrades in multifamily buildings, particularly in 
low-income multifamily buildings. Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program provides cash 
incentives for equipment upgrades and remodels in existing multifamily buildings, performs 
assessments, and provides and installs free energy saving devices in tenant units  including light-
emitting diodes (LEDs), faucet aerators, showerheads, and leave-behind advanced power strips. 
(Energy Trust also provides services to multifamily new construction or major renovation 
projects through the New Buildings program, such as incentives and technical assistance for the 
design, installation, and completion of energy-efficient systems.) . Energy Trust’s Existing 
Multifamily program is available to low-income multifamily building owners and has specific 
outreach and staff dedicated to the low-income sector, but the program as a whole is not 
designed to overcome specific barriers in the below-market-rate sector. For example, Energy 
Trust does not offer project financing (other than incentives) and the incentives and services are 
the same for low-income and market-rate buildings.  

The MPower Pilot contained four strategies designed to overcome barriers in low-income 
multifamily housing markets and in programs designed to make comprehensive energy- and 
water-efficiency upgrades. First, stakeholder organizations from multiple key market sectors 
brought their unique perspectives and expertise to collaborate, design, and support the MPower 
Pilot. These sectors included energy and water efficiency, low-income housing, financial, 
community development, and program design and implementation. 

Second, the MPower Pilot aimed to provide a one-stop shop for services from a variety of 
sectors, including energy and water efficiency, low-income housing, financial, and community 
development. Resources, expertise, and services provided by MPower stakeholders were directed 
through MPower Oregon to participants. This integrated, holistic delivery approach was intended 
to keep program costs low, enhance coordination among the diverse stakeholders, reduce the 
burdens faced by low-income multifamily building owners with limited resources and time to 
make energy efficiency improvements at their buildings. 

Third, the MPower Pilot offered a funding and financing package that provided building owners 
with options that are difficult to find in the market and with some flexibility in choosing which 
funding sources to use for their project(s). Instead of more traditional secured loans that are 
available on the market, the Pilot offered an unsecured loan with 10-year financing terms that did 
not require up-front costs or the property as collateral. If and when the on-bill loan repayment 
service is established with utilities, participants will have the choice to pay back any Pilot loans 
through their utility bills instead of through the more traditional method of paying the loan 
directly through the lender. In tenant-metered buildings, this service was also initially envisioned 
to provide the option for including the charge on tenant’s utility bills, so long as the charge does 
not exceed the amount saved through the energy upgrades, which would could assist owners to 
overcome the split incentive issue,. The on-bill repayment service could also be appealing to 
building owners since lenders and others often view it as a service charge instead of as a debt. 
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In addition, the Pilot received grant funding through various organizations, such as HUD, 
Enhabit, and the Kresge Foundation, and received upgrade incentives through Energy Trust’s 
Existing Multifamily program to help offset the overall costs to the participant. Participants had 
the option to choose, to some extent, whether to receive upgrade incentives through MPower or 
directly through Energy Trust, which aspects of the project to apply the grant funds, and how 
much of the project costs would be covered through the Pilot loan and their own contribution.  

These financing services and funds were designed to help low-income multifamily building 
owners overcome resource constraints, market barriers, and the split-incentive issue while 
adhering to regulations governing how their conventional funding streams must be managed and 
spent. The Pilot funds also did not include any additional limitations on what types of low-
income buildings could participate as long as buildings could meet the Pilot’s savings and 
payback requirements. 

Fourth, MPower Pilot stakeholders and services had an explicit focus on achieving 
comprehensiveness in low-income multifamily building upgrade projects through the Pilot’s 
eligibility requirements and services. As part of the funding agreement from HUD and other 
organizations, Pilot participation required 20% energy savings across the participant’s portfolio 
of participating buildings and a 10-year payback for each project. Combined, the Pilot’s services 
– consultation, building assessment, work scope, financing, construction, M&V, and education 
services – provided a whole-building approach to achieving these requirements. 
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3. Pilot Development and Evolution 

The evaluation team documented the development and evolution of the Pilot through a review of 
program materials and in-depth interviews with key stakeholders who participated in the 
development process. This chapter focuses on assessing the development of the Pilot up until the 
Pilot’s launch, including the reasons stakeholders got involved and the activities stakeholders 
performed to design and build the Pilot. 

3.1. Motivations for Developing the Pilot 
MPower stakeholders reported their primary motivation for developing the Pilot was that the 
Pilot’s goals aligned with their respective organizations’ missions. For example, low-income 
housing stakeholders, whose mission is to support the low-income housing sector, viewed the 
Pilot as a way of improving their housing assets in the state of Oregon through installing new 
upgrades and making building operations more cost-effective. For them, the Pilot seemed an 
effective way to address an expressed concern among owner-operators and Housing Authorities 
about rising utility costs, reportedly one of their highest expenses, and the limitations for 
maintaining their buildings in a capital-constrained environment.  

Stakeholders from funding and financing organizations reported interest in testing the on-bill 
loan repayment service as a way of overcoming financial barriers to making energy and water 
upgrades in the low-income housing sector. The on-bill component of the Pilot that aimed to 
allow participants to pay back project costs through their energy savings on their utility bill was 
of particular interest to financial stakeholders. 

Efficiency stakeholders, whose mission is to achieve energy and water savings, perceived the 
low-income multifamily market as an underserved market for efficiency upgrades. They reported 
that greater energy and water savings could be achieved in this sector through an initiative like 
the MPower Pilot that combines Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program incentives and 
technical assistance with a financing package and long-term support services to help building 
owners make comprehensive upgrades and maintain savings over time. 

Representatives of two national-based organizations that had looked at different approaches from 
around the country reported getting involved in the Pilot because they believed it to be a 
promising model to grow green jobs and foster an inclusive green economy in the region. These 
stakeholders also reported being interested in developing a model for low-income housing 
energy and water upgrades that could be scaled-up and replicated around the country to establish 
a larger market for the Pilot’s services. 

3.2. Pilot Development Process 
The stakeholders who initially conceived the Pilot, from BTS and Portland Housing Bureau 
(PHB), had previously been involved in developing the Enhabit (formerly Clean Energy Works 
Oregon) model for financing and making comprehensive energy and water upgrades in the 
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single-family residential sector. They reported seeing an opportunity to develop a similar model 
for Oregon’s low-income multifamily sector.  

These stakeholders recruited and received initial buy-in from other key regional and national 
stakeholder organizations from the low-income housing, energy and water efficiency, finance, 
and community development sectors. These first stakeholders included BTS, PHB, ECP, 
Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (PBPS), Enhabit, Energy Trust, Green For All 
(GFA), and Craft3.  

Drawing on its experience in developing the Enhabit program, BTS created a methodology to 
guide the other stakeholders through the Pilot development process in four phases: Discovery, 
Design, Build, and Launch/Scale. In addition, a representative for GFA advocated for 
stakeholders to follow a set of “collective impact” best practices from an article in the Stanford 
Social Innovation Review by John Kania and Mark Kramer. The authors argue that collective 
impact occurs through the “commitments of a group of key actors from different sectors to a 
common agenda for solving a specific social problem.” The best practices that actors should use 
for successful collective impact are shared measurement systems, mutually reinforcing activities, 
continuous communication, and a backbone support organization. Below, we describe the 
activities that occurred in each of the first three phases - Discovery, Design, and Build - and, in 
Chapter 4, we discuss activities in Launch/Scale phase. 

3.2.1. The Discovery Phase  
During the Discovery Phase, between the fourth quarter of 2010 and third quarter of 2011, the 
initial stakeholders began collaboration to identify key barriers to making energy-efficiency 
upgrades in the low-income multifamily housing sector (see Chapter 2) and establish the 
conceptual framework for the Pilot to address those barriers. BTS assumed the leadership role, 
becoming the group’s “backbone support organization.” BTS, along with GFA, ECP, PHB, 
Craft3, and Energy Trust contributed funding and/or in-kind staff support for the Pilot’s 
development during the Discovery Phase. 

Early in the Discovery Phase, BTS, with support from ECP and GFA, developed a concept paper 
to communicate the Pilot’s proposed features and benefits, and worked with Energy Trust to 
develop a working financial model. ECP validated the efficacy of the conceptual Pilot model and 
BTS used these materials to recruit additional regional stakeholders, including Walsh 
Construction, NOAH, and others from the affordable housing sector.  

Upon obtaining validation of the Pilot’s conceptual model and the involvement of additional 
regional stakeholders, BTS and GFA received funding from the Rockefeller Foundation and used 
these funds to host a national Financing Affordable Multifamily Efficiency (FAME) forum to 
recruit key national stakeholders. The FAME forum was successful at obtaining buy-in from key 
national stakeholders, such as National Housing Trust and Lawrence Berkeley National 
Laboratory, achieving further validation of the model from national experts, and providing 
pathways for funding opportunities from HUD and national foundations.  

At this time, stakeholders at PBPS developed marketing materials, including the ‘MPower’ name 
and logos, and BTS worked with other stakeholders to develop M&V strategies, which were 
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presented at the FAME forum. At the end of the Discovery Phase, BTS and ECP performed a 
program landscape analysis to compare the Pilot’s model to other similar models around the 
country in an effort to establish more credibility for the Pilot. 

3.2.2. The Design Phase  
After designing and validating the Pilot’s conceptual model in the Discovery Phase, stakeholders 
began the Design Phase, which occurred between the third quarter of 2011 and the second 
quarter of 2012. In this phase, MPower stakeholders designed the various components of the 
Pilot, obtained major sources of funding and other resources for building and launching the Pilot, 
and created Pilot operating plans, agreements, and budgets. Toward the end of the Design Phase, 
in the first quarter of 2012, stakeholders hosted a convention of Oregon low-income multifamily 
building owners to identify early potential projects and obtain feedback on the Pilot’s processes. 
At the end of the Design Phase, in the second quarter of 2012, stakeholders established the 
MPower Pilot as a “pilot” program. 

The stakeholder group was mostly complete by the end of the Design Phase, and BTS remained 
in a leadership role, with some assistance from GFA for organization and outreach. Craft3, 
NOAH, BTS, ECP, Enhabit, Energy Trust, and GFA provided the majority of funds and/or 
in-kind support for the Design Phase.  

3.2.2.1. Obtaining Pilot Funding and Designing the Pilot Project Financing Services 

During the Design Phase, a working group of stakeholders that included Craft3, BTS, NOAH, 
and Energy Trust (finance working group) collaborated to secure funding sources and design the 
financing services that participants could use to pay for energy and water upgrades. According to 
interviewed stakeholders involved in this process, securing the funding sources was a key step 
that sent a signal to other stakeholders that the Pilot would be built and launched.  

NOAH, with support from BTS, took the lead on securing the HUD agreement for the $3 million 
Energy Innovation Fund grant. HUD awarded the grant funds later in the Design Phase, in July 
2012, under a two-year agreement set to expire in July 2014. Stakeholders reported the HUD 
grant was the key piece of funding that ultimately made the Pilot possible and set some of the 
criteria for participation, such as the 20% energy savings threshold and 10-year payback period.  

Craft3 secured a grant and low-interest loan funds through Bank of America that, combined with 
funds from NOAH, would be used for a Pilot loan. GFA and BTS secured grant funding from the 
Kresge Foundation and received interest from the MacArthur Foundation, which would become 
a grant provider after the Pilot’s launch. In addition, NOAH and BTS worked with Enhabit’s 
board of directors to get a grant from Enhabit, which stakeholders reported was especially 
helpful in funding the development process until the HUD grant funds arrived at the beginning of 
the Build Phase in the third quarter of 2012. 

While the finance working group secured Pilot funding during the Design Phase, the group also 
began developing the Pilot’s financing services that were conceived and validated during the 
Discovery Phase. These included a loan secured by projected energy savings and a 10-year 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Pilot Development and Evolution | Page 16 

service agreement to pay back the loan through on-bill repayment and the on-bill repayment 
service, as well as grants and incentives for energy- and water-efficiency upgrades. Energy Trust 
committed to providing incentives for MPower participants through its Existing Multifamily 
program and took the lead with BTS in creating the project finance tool that estimates whether 
potential Pilot projects qualify for these incentives, and creating a framework for integrating 
these incentives into the Pilot financing model. 

BTS performed an analysis for determining energy efficiency tariffs for tenant-metered buildings 
for the on-bill repayment service. BTS determined that these building types presented additional 
complexities compared to master-metered buildings since the tenants paid their own utility bills, 
which led MPower stakeholders to focus on master-metered buildings first and return to tenant-
metered buildings later in the Pilot period.  

After performing the on-bill repayment service analysis, BTS met with PGE, Pacific Power, and 
NW Natural to discuss plans for the implementing the on-bill repayment service and worked 
with Craft3 and NOAH to review the on-bill repayment model. When HUD and loan funds were 
secured, Craft3 developed the underwriting and credit approval processes, and letter of 
commitment for debt financing for the Pilot loan and on-bill repayment service.  

By the end of the Design Phase, with major funds secured and financing processes developed, 
stakeholders planned a Pilot financing structure in which incentives for energy upgrades would 
come from Energy Trust, and grant funds and loans would come from funders, through NOAH 
to MPower Oregon to the participant. Utilities and Craft3 would implement the on-bill 
repayment service through MPower Oregon and under Energy Trust’s management. 
Stakeholders then presented the Pilot’s financing services to building owners at the convention 
of low-income multifamily building owners in Oregon to obtain feedback.  

3.2.2.2. Designing Pilot Building Assessment, Construction, Quality Assurance, M&V, 
and Tenant Engagement Processes 

During the Design Phase, stakeholders created several working groups to design many of the 
Pilot’s energy efficiency processes, such as the building assessments, installation and 
construction, quality assurance, M&V, and tenant engagement activities. Stakeholders reported 
borrowing heavily from Energy Trust’s and ECP’s experiences and protocols to design these 
processes. 

BTS collaborated with Walsh Construction, Energy Trust, and ECP (audit working group) to 
develop the framework for the building assessment process, including estimating energy and 
water savings, and determining qualifying upgrades based on the savings and payback 
requirements under the HUD agreement. The audit working group aimed to adapt ECP’s Green 
Communities Energy and Water Audit Protocol, an investment-grade building audit tool tested 
around the U.S., to produce reliable audit results in multifamily buildings in Oregon and within 
the Pilot’s requirements. Stakeholders reported that investment-grade building audits were 
important because it reduced loan payback risks in case energy savings did not materialize, 
which were important for the building owners and lenders. The group planned to leverage 
Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program’s energy analysis studies to inform the building 
assessments. 
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A small working group of key stakeholders that included BTS, Walsh Construction, and Emerald 
Cities Portland (construction working group) developed the protocols for how construction work 
would occur for Pilot projects and a construction agreement for MPower participants. The 
construction working group also collaborated with GFA to develop a “High Roads” strategy that 
included Community Workforce Agreement and a subcontractor list focused on promoting 
“workforce development and participation in the Pilot by historically disadvantaged 
communities.” The group decided that Walsh Construction would perform the construction in 
Pilot buildings, using subcontractors from the “High Roads” list, unless participants preferred 
another contractor. If participants preferred another contractor, stakeholders planned to assist 
them in finding one or in issuing a request for proposal, and to work with the chosen contractor 
to meet the Pilot’s installation and construction requirements. 

The audit and construction working groups collaborated to design the work scoping process, or 
how the building assessment results would be used to develop a work scope that met the Pilot’s 
energy savings and payback requirements. The stakeholders decided that Energy Trust and its 
Program Management Contractors, ECP, Walsh Construction (or the project’s general 
contractor, if different) and staff from MPower Oregon (the Pilot’s managing organization to be 
formed during the Build Phase) would collaborate with participants to translate the audit results 
into a work scope that met Pilot requirements and participant preferences (Appendix B).  

The audit and construction working groups also collaborated to design the post-construction 
quality assurance and long-term M&V processes. To assure quality installation and performance 
of installed upgrades after construction is completed, the group planned to use ECP’s Quality 
Assurance and Verification Guidelines. Energy Trust and its Program Management Contractors 
adapted these Guidelines to work similarly to the quality assurance processes used for Energy 
Trust’s Existing Multifamily program participants.  

To measure and verify long-term savings at participant buildings for 10 years after construction 
is completed, the group adopted and revised ECP’s Green Communities Operations and 
Maintenance requirements. The requirements recommended when to collect energy usage data, 
how to analyze the data, and how to share the data among multiple stakeholders, such as between 
the utilities, Energy Trust, MPower Oregon, and NOAH.  

ECP, with assistance from PBPS and other stakeholders, designed MPower Pilot tenant 
engagement activities and materials using ECP’s Green Asset Management Toolkit. The Toolkit 
contained guidelines and materials for increasing tenants’ knowledge about how to use the 
installed upgrades and practice energy and water saving behaviors. ECP and involved 
stakeholders obtained feedback from building owners to tailor the Toolkit’s activities and 
materials Pilot participants (Appendix C). Stakeholders planned for ECP and/or MPower Oregon 
representatives to work with participant building owners to organize the tenant engagement 
activities and display the materials at strategic locations within the participating building. 

At the end of the Design Phase, the audit working group recruited eight low-income multifamily 
building owners at the Oregon convention of building owners hosted by MPower stakeholders to 
test the assessment process at their buildings. The assessments resulted in none of the buildings 
meeting the Pilot’s savings and payback criteria, so the audit working group created an audit 
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redesign team and brought in an engineering firm to help revise and improve the assessment 
process. 

3.2.2.3. Developing the Pilot’s Plans, Budget, Service Agreement, and Goals 

In the later stages of the Design Phase, after major Pilot funding sources were secured and many 
of the Pilot’s components were designed, key stakeholders developed plans and a budget for 
building and launching the Pilot. NOAH and BTS identified key business partners and drafted 
operating agreements for them. A working group consisting of BTS, Energy Trust, ECP, and 
NOAH, with “all hands on deck” support from other stakeholders, created a business plan, an 
implementation plan, and an operating budget.  

Also late in the Design Phase, stakeholders drafted the Pilot’s 10-year service agreement. This 
agreement established a legally binding relationship between MPower Oregon, the Pilot’s 
managing organization, and Pilot participants for a 10-year period. The agreement granted 
MPower Oregon provisional access to participants’ buildings to check on installed upgrades and 
provide tenant education services, and access to the building’s utility records to measure and 
verify energy savings. 

3.2.2.4. Designating the “Pilot” Status and Establishing Pilot Goals 

Toward the end of the Design Phase, Energy Trust led a working group of stakeholders through 
the process of establishing MPower as an Energy Trust pilot initiative. The impetus for this was 
twofold. First, the HUD grant was for a two-year period (with the possibility of an extension), 
which required stakeholders to establish a two-year Pilot timeline and goals. Under these 
conditions, stakeholders reported that it made sense to “pilot” the initiative for the two-year 
HUD grant period, perform an evaluation of its performance, and then regroup stakeholders to 
determine next steps. 

Second, the EEAST Act of 2009 established on-bill repayment service for making energy 
efficiency upgrades in single-family homes and commercial buildings, and called for pilot 
projects to test on-bill repayment in other market sectors. EEAST delegated Energy Trust as the 
EEAST Sustainable Energy Project Manager, a role that included initiating the on-bill repayment 
pilot initiatives in its service territory. MPower stakeholders agreed that establishing the MPower 
Pilot as an on-bill repayment pilot project for the multifamily building sector through Energy 
Trust, under the 2009 EEAST Act, would be necessary to implement the Pilot’s on-bill 
repayment service with utilities and lenders.  

To designate the MPower Pilot as a pilot initiative under EEAST, Energy Trust and MPower 
Oregon LLC, the Pilot’s managing organization created early in the Build Phase, developed and 
signed a business brief, a memorandum of understanding (MOU), and an evaluation plan. The 
“pilot” designation established a legally binding relationship between Energy Trust and MPower 
Oregon for up to 36 months, with the possibility of making amendments to the MOU should the 
parties agree on change in their relationship, and established the roles each organization would 
perform in the Pilot’s implementation. 
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In addition, stakeholders established goals for the number of Pilot projects and resulting energy 
savings, which was important for securing the HUD grant and other funding, and for designating 
the Pilot as a “pilot initiative” through Energy Trust. Given the Pilot’s savings and payback 
requirements, and estimated two-year timeframe, stakeholders aimed to complete Pilot projects 
in 34 buildings with up to 2,550 units, with 20% energy savings per participant, or about 
9,000,000 kWh and 250,000 therms. 

3.2.2.5. The Designed MPower Pilot Model 

At the end of the Design Phase, stakeholders had designed what they referred to as a “one-stop 
shop” Pilot model in which the services flowed through the Pilot’s managing organization, which 
would become MPower Oregon LLC, to Pilot participants (Figure 3-1).  

〉 Funding and financial organizations would contribute their funds in the form of grants, 
loans, or incentives to the MPower Fund managed by NOAH and distributed through 
MPower Oregon to participants.  

〉 Craft3, NOAH, and MPower Oregon would manage the credit approval and underwriting 
for participant financing, while Craft3 and Energy Trust would work with utilities to set 
up the on-bill repayment service.  

〉 ECP, NOAH, Lockheed Martin, Evergreen Consulting Group, and MPower Oregon staff 
would recruit potential participants and perform outreach activities.  

〉 Walsh Construction, ECP, and Energy Trust, with assistance from Lockheed Martin and 
Evergreen Consulting Group, would provide the construction and energy- and water-
efficiency services for retrofitting participants’ buildings.  

〉 ECP and MPower Oregon staff also would work with building owners to provide 
educational trainings and activities to building operators and tenants after their projects 
were completed.  

However, stakeholders soon had to make changes to the designed model during the Build and 
Launch Phases due to complications with some of the Pilot’s processes (Section 3.2.3). 
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Figure 3-1: MPower Pilot Model as Designed by Stakeholders 

  

3.2.3. The Build and Launch Phases 
Stakeholders began the Build Phase in the third quarter of 2012, and began the Launch Phase at 
the end of the second quarter of 2013 with the first Pilot participants. Stakeholders reported that 
both phases were in an ongoing “iterative process” as they continued to “rebuild and improve” 
the Pilot after the launch in response to participant concerns and challenges with implementation 
of various processes (see Chapter 4). 

In the Build Phase, before the Pilot was launched, stakeholders translated the various 
components of the Pilot that they planned in the Design Phase into a working Pilot model. This 
included continuing the redesign of building assessment process, continuing the creation of the 
on-bill loan repayment service, creating a project pipeline and recruiting the first participants, 
drafting Pilot documents, coordinating sources of funding, establishing shared information 
systems among stakeholders, and finalizing construction, work scope, quality assurance, and 
M&V processes. In addition, GFA hosted another national convention to present the Pilot’s 
model and lessons learned to interested parties, receive feedback for Pilot improvements, and 
create a strategy for replicating the model in other regions of the U.S. NOAH provided most of 
the funding for the Build Phase, and these and other stakeholders contributed in-kind staff 
support.  
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3.2.3.1. Creating the Pilot’s Central Organization and Transitioning Pilot Leadership 

Early in the Pilot’s Build Phase, NOAH established MPower Oregon LLC as the central, 
managing organization of the Pilot. MPower Oregon hired a managing director and support staff, 
and, in anticipation of the Pilot’s launch, other stakeholder organizations began hiring or 
allocating additional staff needed to support each organization’s role(s) in the Pilot. MPower 
Oregon staff signed off on the agreements and plans created in the Design Phase for launching 
the Pilot and establishing relationships between stakeholder organizations (Section 3.2.2).  

In addition, BTS transitioned its Pilot leadership role as the “backbone support organization” to 
MPower Oregon and, soon after, exited the Pilot’s stakeholder group. A few stakeholders 
mentioned that since BTS had been involved in the Pilot from the beginning, contributing 
substantial funds and staff support, they were surprised by BTS exiting the stakeholder group as 
quickly as it did. They thought that the transition of leadership to MPower Oregon would have 
been smoother if BTS continued with the group until the first Pilot project was completed. These 
stakeholders noted that, at the time of BTS’s exit, MPower Oregon was still very new and had 
much to learn about the building of the Pilot processes that was currently ongoing.  

3.2.3.2. Recruiting the First Participant, Making Changes to the Pilot Model, and 
Delaying the Pilot’s Launch 

In the third quarter of 2012, the audit working group consisting of BTS, Energy Trust and its 
Existing Multifamily program management contractor, Walsh Construction, ECP, and an outside 
engineering firm revised and improved the building assessment process. Stakeholders reported 
that the redesigned assessment process was still an investment-grade audit but was more 
streamlined and tailored to the Pilot’s requirements. The audit working group then tested the 
process on two buildings. One of the buildings passed the assessment and the building’s owner 
agreed to participate in the Pilot.  

However, by this time, in the first quarter of 2013, MPower stakeholders were still working to 
establish the on-bill repayment service and had not yet designed an alternative financing service 
for participants. Stakeholders reported that the Pilot loan secured by energy savings and the 
10-year service agreement would not be feasible without the on-bill repayment service.  

In addition, most stakeholders reported challenges to “selling” the on-bill repayment service to 
building owners they engaged during the Build phase. Stakeholders reported these building 
owners indicated that on-bill repayment was very different from the way they were used to doing 
business. Both tenant-metered and master-metered building owners reportedly expressed 
concerns about the risks of the utility bills being higher over the course of the 10-year service 
agreement in case the energy savings did not materialize, and would prefer a loan product to be 
paid back through their finances instead.  

The stakeholders convened and agreed to create a loan product unsecured by energy savings or 
the owner’s property to offer participants that would be paid back through the owner’s finances. 
Stakeholders reported that an unsecured loan product could be integrated into the Pilot’s 
financing package without making too many changes and was the “same economics” as the on-
bill repayment service but would look more familiar to building owners. Stakeholders also 
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mentioned that an unsecured loan would be more appealing to building owners compared to 
another feasible loan product, like a loan secured by the property.  

This marked the first major change to the Pilot model and contributed to a delay in the Pilot’s 
launch (Figure 3-2). Stakeholders worked through the remainder of 2012 and the first half of 
2013 to create the unsecured loan product and associated documents, and the steps participants 
would take to get approval for and pay back the loan. Stakeholders initially anticipated launching 
the Pilot substantially earlier, in the third quarter of 2012, but due to the changes, that 
stakeholders had to make to the Pilot’s financing package, the first participant did not get 
approved for a loan until the third quarter of 2013, and construction did not start until the first 
quarter of 2014. Because of these delays, in mid-2014 stakeholders requested and received a one-
year extension on the HUD grant, moving the expiration date from July 13, 2014 to 
July 13, 2015. 

Figure 3-2: MPower Pilot Model as Built and Launched by Stakeholders 
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Stakeholders reported that making significant changes to the Pilot and to the stakeholder group’s 
leadership in such a short amount of time caused a substantial amount of strain in their 
collaboration. Some stakeholders thought that the group began to “diverge from the Pilot’s 
mission,” “turn inward,” and be “more protective of their own pieces of the Pilot.” Many 
stakeholders also expressed that the group was already working with limited staff time and 
resources, and had to dedicate much more staff time to building the Pilot than initially planned or 
anticipated, which was “unsustainable” for their organizations. This situation reportedly created 
significant delays in qualifying and completing the first Pilot project, which added more pressure 
and stress to the process. 

In addition, changes that needed to be made to some Pilot processes, such as the building 
assessments and financing services, involved adhering to legislative or organizational 
regulations. Some stakeholders reportedly perceived others working within the regulations as 
being too “inflexible” when negotiating the changes, and, in turn, these stakeholders perceived 
the others as unwilling to learn about and work under the regulations.  

By the middle of 2013, the group was reportedly losing momentum and risked disbanding as a 
result of these challenges, so all the stakeholders attended a two-day in-house Kaizen event. At 
the event, everyone explained their goals, identified what resources they were willing to 
contribute, and gained more clarity into each other’s roles and contributions. One stakeholder 
described this as a mini-education session with trust-building and “relationship re-building” to 
ensure a strong understanding of each piece of the Pilot model. At the end, the group formalized 
in writing an outline for moving the Pilot forward and everyone was reportedly in agreement as 
to their role in the Pilot. Although the Pilot risked falling apart, stakeholders reported learning 
valuable lessons and perceived the Kaizen event as reviving stakeholders’ commitment to 
launching and continually improving the Pilot through collaboration. 
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4. Pilot Participation & Processes 

The evaluation team assessed the effectiveness of the MPower Pilot delivery model, including 
Pilot participation and processes, after it launched in first quarter of 2013 through the end of the 
Pilot in December 2015. To perform the assessment, the evaluation team reviewed Pilot 
documentation, and analyzed in-depth interviews with stakeholders, participants, and partial 
participants – building owners who started to participate in the Pilot but decided to withdraw. 

4.1. Pilot Participation 
4.1.1. Participant Characteristics 
There were 28 buildings under 11 different housing authorities with completed projects at the 
end of the MPower Pilot period in December 2015. The first project was completed in June 2014 
and the last was completed in December 2015. The team interviewed seven participants in July 
2015 about one of their participating buildings, five of which were among the first Pilot 
participants and were completed by the time of the interviews. All seven interviewed participants 
reported that their companies owned or managed multiple low-income multifamily housing 
properties in Oregon and that they had worked in the low-income multifamily housing sector for 
at least four years.  

Stakeholders familiar with participants reported that the early participants in the Pilot were well-
known, large, sophisticated owner-operators in the affordable housing industry, which helped 
lend credibility to the initiative. Reportedly, having the “big players in the industry on board and 
enthusiastic” reduced challenges in marketing to smaller owner-operators and helped to 
accelerate program uptake.  

The majority of buildings that participated in the MPower Pilot were located in Portland, which 
is Oregon’s largest low-income multifamily housing market, but several are also in other 
metropolitan areas in southwest and central Oregon (Table 4-1). The interviewed participants 
represented primarily the Portland Metro area, but two were located in other regions. 

Participating buildings also varied in size, based on the number of housing units, and varied in 
terms of type of utility metering (Table 4-1). The average building size for participants was 83 
units, and building sizes ranged between nine and 286 units, with a total of 2,321 units. Among 
the seven interviewed participants, building sizes ranged from nine to 154 units, with an average 
of 71 units and 497 total units. Buildings located in the Portland Metro area were larger, on 
average, than buildings outside this area. 

Eight of the participating buildings were master-metered and 20 were tenant-metered. Among 
interviewed participants, three buildings were master-metered and four buildings were tenant-
metered.  
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Table 4-1: MPower Pilot Participant Property Characteristics 

 PARTICIPANTS (N = 28) INTERVIEWED PARTICIPANTS (N = 7) 
Location   

Portland Metro 15 5 

Southwest Oregon 8 1 

Central Oregon 5 1 

Units 2,321 497 

Average 83 71 

Range 9-286 9-154 

Meter Type   

Master-metered 8 3 

Tenant-metered 20 4 

At the end of the MPower Pilot period in December 2015, there were 28 buildings that 
completed projects,  two active projects in the Pilot’s pipeline, and 24 buildings that partially 
participated (partial participants) but the owners withdrew at some point before the financing and 
scope of work were completed. These partial participants remain in the Pilot pipeline as potential 
future projects. The team interviewed three of these partial participants in July 2015, two of 
which withdrew after the building assessment and one of which withdrew after the initial 
consultation.  

Partial participant buildings were primarily located in the Portland Metro area and a few were 
located in other parts of the state (Table 4-2). These buildings had a total of 984 units, with an 
average of 41 units and a range of 8 to 119 units; interviewed partial participants had a total of 
134 units, with an average of 45 units and a range of 32 to 70 units. Most of the partial 
participant buildings were tenant-metered. 

Table 4-2: MPower Pilot Partial Participant Property Characteristics 

 
PARTIAL  

PARTICIPANTS (N = 24) 
INTERVIEWED PARTIAL 
PARTICIPANTS (N = 3) 

Location   

Portland Metro 18 2 

Southwest Oregon 2 1 

Central Oregon 2  

Eastern Oregon 2  

Units 984 134 

Average 41 45 

Range 8-119 32-70 

Meter Type   

Master-metered 4 1 
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Tenant-metered 20 2 

4.1.2. Sources of Awareness of and Motivations for Participating 
Interviewed participants and partial participants reported learning about the Pilot through their 
connections with stakeholders, particularly NOAH. Three participants (early participants) 
mentioned that stakeholders had reached out to them while the Pilot was still in development to 
obtain their feedback on Pilot processes and services, while NOAH contacted others or MPower 
Oregon staff to see if their buildings would be good candidates for participation after the Pilot 
was launched. 

The evaluation team asked participants and partial participants an open-ended question about 
what motivated them to participate in the MPower Pilot (Table 4-3). Participants reported two 
main motivations for participating: to supplement and enhance planned rehabilitation projects to 
improve their buildings and/or to reduce utility expenses and maintenances needs at their 
buildings. Some participants emphasized that the support and funding provided through the Pilot 
allowed them to include energy efficiency aspects as part of their building rehabilitation projects 
and allowed them to choose more durable and more efficient products than they would have been 
able to do otherwise. For example, one property was replacing a roof and used Pilot funds to 
install insulation under the roof. Another participant stated that the Pilot provided “a good 
opportunity to install very efficient appliances and fixtures at a point in time that we were 
replacing them.”  

The partial participants expressed similar reasons for seeking energy efficiency upgrades (Table 
4-3). Two of the three reported that controlling future operating costs by reducing utility 
expenses was their primary motivation. The third was looking to use the Pilot as an opportunity 
to supplement a planned project to replace worn out equipment with efficient upgrades instead of 
standard efficiency replacements. 

The most common motivations for participating in the Pilot that six participants selected from a 
close-ended list of specific motivations were improving cash flow by reducing energy costs and 
environmental objectives (Table 4-3). A few participants also mentioned reducing tenant energy 
costs and contributing to tenant health benefits. Most participants were not motivated by 
increasing the property’s value and attracting new tenants. 

Table 4-3: Motivators to Participate in MPower 

OPEN-ENDED ANSWERS (N=10)* CLOSED-ENDED ANSWERS (N=6)** 
The Pilot could help finance a needed rehabilitation 
project 

4 Improve cash flow by reducing energy costs 5 

Environmental objectives 5 

Reduce future utility expenses 4 Reduce tenant energy costs 3 

Both 2 Contribute to tenant health benefits 3 

  Increase property’s market value 1 

  Attract tenants by advertising energy-efficient 
housing 

1 
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* Included both interviewed participants and partial participants. 

** Excluded partial participants and one participant; respondents could choose more than one answer. 

4.1.3. Reasons for Not Participating and Interest in Future Participation 
The three partial participants reported different reasons for withdrawing from the Pilot. One 
chose not to pursue participation after the building assessment because their property was not 
undergoing a rehabilitation project and consequently the limited number of qualifying upgrades 
that could be made without a rehabilitation did not meet the Pilot’s minimum 20% 
energy-savings requirement. Another partial participant learned after the building assessment 
that the building could not accommodate the installation of sub-meters to measure tenant water 
consumption. Since this partial participant wanted only the water upgrades through the Pilot, the 
building did not qualify for participation without the water sub-meters. The third interviewed 
partial participant reported that, after learning about the Pilot processes through consultation with 
MPower staff, they determined that their Housing Authority lacked staff capacity at the time to 
devote to participating in the Pilot. In addition to these findings from partial participants, one 
participant reported engaging with MPower staff on two other buildings that did not move 
forward, one building was not eligible and the timeline was not favorable for the other.  

All of these building owners were open to future participation and had sufficient information on 
the  requirements and benefits to know when participating would be advantageous. Two of them 
said they would approach MPower Oregon once they had site rehabilitation projects planned and 
two others mentioned plans to work with MPower Oregon for identifying energy efficiency 
opportunities at their other buildings. 

4.2. Pilot Processes 
At the Pilot’s launch, the participation process involved eight services provided by stakeholders 
to participants through MPower Oregon (Figure 4-1). MPower Oregon staff first consulted with 
potential participants about the overall process and determined whether their buildings were 
good candidates through an overview of the building’s characteristics and building owner’s 
financial situation and plans for the building. Next, Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program 
management contractor performed a building assessment to identify potential cost-effective 
energy saving measures that would qualify for Energy Trust incentives and input those into tool 
developed for the Pilot that helped determine if the proposed project also had the potential to 
meet MPower’s requirements of 20% energy savings and a 10-year payback. If so, MPower 
Oregon staff and the participant then developed a scope of the work and secured project funds 
for the project through NOAH and Energy Trust. Participants signed the Pilot’s 10-year service 
agreement typically after the building assessment and before construction began. 

After these tasks were accomplished, contractors were hired by the participant, with assistance 
from MPower Oregon staff if needed, who performed any construction work and installed the 
energy and water upgrades. When construction was completed, Energy Trust’s program 
management contractor performed a post installation verification on select installed energy 
upgrades. MPower Oregon staff then provided educational training materials and information to 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Pilot Participation & Processes | Page 28 

owners and tenants to help them maximize energy savings and benefits. Last, MPower staff 
committed to  track energy usage data and perform M&V of energy savings at the participating 
property over the 10-year period of the service agreement. 

Figure 4-1: MPower Pilot Participation Process Services at the Pilot’s Launch 

  

4.2.1. Building Assessment and Scope of Work 
The comprehensive, investor-grade building assessment process that stakeholders revised and 
improved in the Build Phase included: accessing the building’s energy usage data, conducting 
appropriate tests to identify upgrade opportunities, and performing energy modeling of the 
building to determine which upgrades could achieve 20% energy savings and a 10-year payback. 
All buildings were required to have an assessment prior to participation. 

4.2.1.1. Stakeholder Perspectives 

After involved stakeholders revised and improved the building assessment process in the Design 
and Build Phases, and used it to successfully qualify the first Pilot participant’s building, they 
reportedly encountered additional issues while performing it in a few more buildings. 
Stakeholders reported that the process was a “very large team effort,” in which 12 to 15 staff 
would be present to perform the assessment, including MPower Oregon staff, third party 
engineers, and representatives from the energy efficiency stakeholder organizations. 
Stakeholders mentioned that this resulted an inefficient division of labor and confusion over 
which stakeholder organization was leading the assessment process. 

Involved stakeholders reported that multiple staff were necessary to conduct the building 
assessment because it was still very detailed and complex, capturing everything that could be 
done in a building. The high level of detail in the assessments was partly necessary to reduce the 
risk to building owners and lenders that energy savings would materialize.  

However, involved stakeholders reported that after performing the process in a few buildings, 
they realized that the assessments were too “expensive, cumbersome, and time consuming,” and 
ultimately beyond the scope of the assessments that ATACs performed for Energy Trust’s 
Multifamily program. Involved stakeholders also reported that the assessments resulted in 
multiple buildings not qualifying for participation and that they would have “needed 100 or more 
properties to find 20 that would qualify,” which was “clearly unsustainable.” 
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In late 2013, stakeholders involved in the building assessments made three changes in an attempt 
to mitigate these issues and provide more balance in the level of effort required to achieve 
accurate comprehensive estimates. First, with approval from HUD, stakeholders reinterpreted the 
20% savings requirement to apply to a participant’s portfolio of buildings instead of to each 
building. This change would qualify buildings that fell short of the 20% savings requirement if 
the participant had another participating building that achieved more than 20% savings, such that 
the average savings among all the participant’s participating buildings was 20%. 

Second, stakeholders reported that Energy Trust designated MPower Oregon as an ATAC so that 
MPower Oregon staff could, in connection with the building assessment, access the building’s 
utility usage data and be responsible for delivering required technical analysis of energy 
efficiency measures to Energy Trust’s program management contractor consistent with Existing 
Multifamily program requirements, . Previously, the engineering firm performing Pilot analysis 
had to manage two separate contracts and report to both MPower Oregon and Energy Trust’s 
program management contractor, Lockheed Martin, to deliver both entities with requisite 
information for each Pilot project. Following MPower Oregon’s ATAC designation, the 
engineering firm delivered analysis to MPower Oregon only and then MPower Oregon was 
responsible for delivering the information needed by Energy Trust directly to Lockheed Martin. 
Involved stakeholders agreed this change would reduce the number people involved in the 
process and alleviate confusion associated with additional assessment analysis that was outside 
Energy Trust’s normal scope. Lockheed Martin and, for lighting projects, their subcontractor 
Evergreen Consulting Group would still perform post-installation verifications consistent with 
Existing Multifamily requirements to confirm that qualifying upgrades were installed and 
appeared to be operating properly. 

Third, stakeholders also reported changing the assessment process from a one-stage to a two-
stage process in an effort to make the assessments more efficient. Instead of performing a 
comprehensive, customized investor-grade audit before developing a work scope, stakeholders 
would: 1) do a walk-through assessment and assign deemed savings to potential upgrades; 2) 
develop a work scope based on the walk-through results; and 3) perform a more targeted 
investor-grade assessment to determine if the upgrades only included in the work scope would 
result in 20% energy savings, and then revise the work scope as necessary to achieve 20% 
savings.   

4.2.1.2. Participant Experiences 

Participants were generally satisfied with their building assessments. Participants agreed that the 
assessments were thorough and easy to schedule. One interviewed participant mentioned that 
having MPower Oregon staff and the property’s general contractor do the audit together and talk 
through potential solutions made it a “great experience.”  

However, some of the first Pilot participants mentioned issues concerning the number of people 
involved in the assessments. In one project, the participant reported 12 people were onsite to 
conduct the assessment at the building, and having that number people in the building at the 
same time negatively impacted the residents, as many people were going in and out of occupied 
units. The building owner communicated this to MPower Oregon staff and, reportedly, 
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stakeholders addressed the issue after making changes to the assessment process. Participants 
who experienced the building assessment process that stakeholders changed during the Pilot’s 
implementation did not report any issues. 

The area with the greatest participant dissatisfaction was presentation of assessment results, 
which were presented, reportedly, as a scope of work (Appendix B). While most participants 
indicated the results were relatively easy to understand, many felt there was missing information. 
Participants felt there was a “jump” in their program experience from knowing their building was 
in need of upgrades to being presented with what upgrades would be installed. Participants said 
they preferred a document outlining the findings of the assessment, including all the potential 
upgrades and their cost and savings estimates, how many units MPower assessment staff 
examined, and the condition of equipment in those units, before receiving a scope of work.  

Furthermore, the presentation of the scope of work reportedly did not allow participants to pick 
and choose cost-effective measures. Participants said they would like to be able to discern which 
measures are clearly cost-effective and have the option to move forward with selected measures. 
When participants chose to revisit the scope of work, they said it required a lot of “back and 
forth” to determine the level of energy savings and appropriate measures. Revising the scope 
necessitated multiple visits to the property requiring substantial time from the property manager 
and required an updated bid from the contractor, which took more time. 

4.2.2. Project Financing and On-Bill Repayment 
After the building assessment process, Pilot participants could be eligible for three different 
funding sources provided through the Pilot to pay for their projects. These sources were: 1) the 
10-year unsecured loan with no upfront costs and a six percent interest rate from NOAH; 2) grant 
funds provided through NOAH from HUD, stakeholders, and other investors; and 3) efficiency 
upgrade incentives for qualified measures from Energy Trust. Pilot participants could also make 
their own financial contribution to pay for project costs and had some flexibility in choosing how 
much of the project costs would be covered by each funding source for which they qualified. If 
the on-bill repayment service is implemented in the future, past participants who have loans can 
choose to use the on-bill repayment service to pay back their loans and future participants can 
use it fund some or all of their project costs.  

Total project costs for the 28 projects completed during the Pilot period were more than $10 
million, with an average cost per project of $371,198 and an average cost per unit of $4,478 
(Table 4-4). All Pilot participants used grant funds and/or incentives, which accounted for an 
average of 27% of all project costs and ranged from 0.3% to 82% of project costs across all 
projects. Nearly all participants (89%) made their own financial contribution, which accounted 
for an average of 46% of all project costs and ranged from 0% to 97% of project costs across all 
projects. Over half of participants (54%) used the Pilot loan, which accounted for an average 
27% of all project costs and ranged from 0% to 75% of project costs across all projects.  

Compared to all Pilot participants, the seven interviewed participants had a lower average cost 
per project and cost per unit, had more of their project costs covered by loans, and had less of 
their project costs covered by their own financial contribution. A major reason for these 
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differences was due to a few large and expensive projects that occurred later in the Pilot period; 
owners of these later projects did not use the loan and covered most of the costs through their 
own financial contribution.  

Table 4-4: MPower Pilot Project Costs and Sources of Project Funding 

 
PARTICIPANTS (N = 28) INTERVIEWED 

PARTICIPANTS (N = 7) 
Project Costs $10,393,552 $970,367 

Range of project costs $5,710 - $1,153,399 $62,288 - $274,556 

Average cost per project $371,198 $138,624 

Average cost per unit $4,478 $1,952 

Pilot Grants (includes Energy Trust incentives) $1,660,063 $252,729 

Number of participants (%) 28 (100%) 7 (100%) 

Average grant amount per project $59,288 $36,104 

Range of grant amounts $4,710 - $287,773 $20,410 - $68,639 

Average percent of project costs covered by grants 27% 27% 

Range of percent of project costs covered by grants 0.3% - 82% 20% - 36% 

Pilot Loans $1,565,313 $573,526 

Number of participants (%) 15 (54%) 6 (86%) 

Average loan amount per project $104,354 $95,588 

Range of loan amounts $40,028 - $263,646 $51,659 – $205,917 

Average percent of project costs covered by loan 27% 55% 

Range of percent of project costs covered by loan 18% - 75% 36% - 75% 

Owner contribution $7,168,176 $144,312 

Number of participants (%) 25 (89%) 4 (57%) 

Average owner contribution per project $286,727 $36,028 

Range of owner contributions $1,000 - $1,933,174 $2,234 - $60,000 

Average percent of project costs covered by owner 46% 18% 

Range of percent of project costs covered by owner 2% - 97% 2% - 67% 

4.2.2.1. Stakeholder Perspectives 

Overall, interviewed financing stakeholders thought that the financing services – the unsecured 
loan, grants, incentives, and on-bill repayment (when made available) – were well designed to 
appeal to and meet the needs of low-income multifamily building owners. Several stakeholders 
did mention that they thought the process of securing project funding took much longer than was 
initially anticipated but, according to low-income housing stakeholders, this was mostly due to 
the financial complexities and regulations in the low-income housing market.   
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In addition, some stakeholders noted that the unsecured loan product offered through the Pilot 
was not ideal to overcome split-incentive issues in tenant-metered buildings and was another 
form of debt that might not appeal to some building owners. These stakeholders did 
acknowledge that the unsecured loan that does not require property as collateral was better suited 
for the low-income multifamily market compared to a traditional secured loan.  

Some stakeholders also mentioned that combining the Pilot loan with Energy Trust incentives 
and other grant funds could be somewhat effective at addressing the split incentive issue if 
participants used the latter to offset costs of upgrades made in tenant spaces so that the owner 
does not have to invest as much from their loan or their own contribution to pay for these 
upgrades. This reportedly turned out to be the case in many projects (see Sections 4.2.2.2 and 
4.2.3). 

On-Bill Repayment Service 

At the time of the stakeholder interviews in November 2015, the on-bill repayment service of the 
Pilot financing services was still being developed. One of the challenges stakeholders reported 
with implementing the on-bill repayment service was that under EEAST, on-bill repayment 
agreements with utilities for multifamily buildings were voluntary, and the utilities were 
reluctant to do anything that was not mandated in the legislation.  

Stakeholders also added that another challenge has been designing an on-bill repayment system 
that can interact with utilities’ older billing systems. One stakeholder said that if more on-bill 
repayment were to happen in Oregon, it would require an expensive upgrade to the utilities’ 
billing processes and systems. 

Energy Trust and Craft3 finalized voluntary on-bill repayment agreements with Pacific Power 
and PGE in early 2015 after most Pilot projects were completed or in progress, and noted that the 
nature of the agreement meant that the utilities could stop participating at any time, which was 
problematic for Pilot projects since they were bound to a 10-year service agreement. Energy 
Trust and MPower Oregon were still working on a contract at the end of the Pilot period to allow 
MPower staff access to the on-bill platform that Energy Trust and Craft3 established with the 
utilities. MPower staff noted this is the final step that will allow them to implement the on-bill 
repayment service and expected it to be implemented sometime after the end of the Pilot period. 
They also said they would encourage past participants to opt to pay their unsecured loan off 
through on-bill repayment when the service is available.  

4.2.2.2. Participant Experiences 

Interviewed participants reported high satisfaction with the Pilot’s project funding services. They 
expressed that the Pilot financing and incentives allowed them to include energy efficiency as a 
component of their facility rehabilitation project (3 of 7) and complete upgrades sooner than they 
would have been able to otherwise (3 of 7). A few participants mentioned that they had a backlog 
of needed property repairs and the funds through the Pilot made the repair projects more 
achievable because they could use their replacement reserve funds for capital improvement and 
repair projects, and use Pilot funding to complete energy efficiency upgrades.  
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Most participants also expressed high satisfaction with the Pilot’s financing service, saying that it 
was economically beneficial and that the loan allowed them to install nearly all of the 
recommended upgrades, which would not have been possible otherwise. Some also said the 
process of applying for financing was “seamless” and that they were expecting “hiccups in the 
approval process with such a different financing type, but they did not occur.” Two interviewed 
participants, however, reported that getting approval for the financing took longer than they 
initially expected.  

Two participants also reported some complications in the process of applying for financing. One 
participant’s property is subject to HUD’s Section 236 mortgage stipulations and HUD was 
reportedly reluctant to encumber the property with a loan. This participant discussed the issue 
with MPower Oregon staff and staff then “explained to the HUD office what this project meant, 
the finance structure, lien provisions, and any other issues they may have had with it,” which 
resulted in loan approval. Another participant reported that it took some work to figure out how 
to structure financing deals with MPower Oregon so that it did not affect any of the financing 
they already had in place or cause issues with their tax credit investor or permanent lender. This 
issue does not seem to have deterred the participant’s interest in future participation in the 
program as he also stated, “now we know how to structure deals with MPower going forward.” 

In addition, prior to participation in the Pilot, some participants (4 of 7 interviewed participants) 
had used Energy Trust cash incentives provided through its Existing Multifamily program to 
make upgrades in their multifamily buildings. Three of these participants wanted to know more 
clearly the added value of going through the Pilot as opposed to participating solely in Energy 
Trust’s program. One participant offered the following recommendation: it would be “nice if it 
were clear how much of Energy Trust’s incentive could come to the project if MPower was not 
part of the package, so that you can see the benefit of bringing MPower in compared to going at 
it alone [with Energy Trust].”  

Interviewed owners of tenant-metered buildings viewed the split-incentive issue “unfavorably” 
and employed two strategies to reduce the costs of making tenant unit upgrades. One strategy 
involved choosing which of the Pilot’s different funding sources to apply to common area and 
tenant unit upgrades. For example, one participant with a tenant-metered building reported that 
Pilot participation provided flexibility to use Energy Trust’s incentives and the Pilot’s available 
grant funds to offset the costs tenant unit upgrades and to use the incentives and Pilot loan to pay 
for common area upgrades and the remainder of any tenant unit upgrade costs. A second strategy 
owners of tenant-metered buildings used to lower the costs of making tenant unit upgrades was 
to primarily upgrade existing equipment in tenant units that required low labor costs to install 
and were eligible Energy Trust’s incentives (see Section 4.2.3.2).  

On-Bill Repayment Service 

Although the on-bill repayment service was not available to interviewed participants, the 
evaluation team asked if it would have motivated them to participate had it been available. None 
of the participants reported that the ability to do on-bill repayment would be a motivator to 
participate in the Pilot.  
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Owners with tenant-metered buildings said that trying to explain to tenants what the on-bill 
repayment charges were on their bills would have been complicated and difficult, and thus made 
that option unattractive. One participant with a tenant-metered building had planned to use on-
bill repayment but belatedly learned that their electric company (Pacific Power) had not agreed 
to provide on-bill repayment after the upgrades had been installed and after they had finalized all 
the loan documentation and received the amortization schedule.  

For master-metered properties, building owner participants preferred to keep their debt 
repayments separate from their utility payments because it provides for “cleaner” accounting. 
Another participant reported on-bill repayment was a negative influence in their decision to 
participate in the Pilot because they viewed repayment through the utility bill as a risk if the 
energy savings did not actualize, resulting in higher bills than before Pilot participation.  

4.2.3. Installation of Upgrades, Quality Assurance, and M&V of Energy 
Savings 

Several different types of energy and water efficiency upgrades could be installed in MPower 
Pilot participant buildings (Table 4-5), depending on their energy savings and cost-effectiveness.  
Some of these upgrades were free direct-install devices in tenant units provided by Energy Trust, 
including light bulbs, low-flow faucet aerators and showerheads Other upgrades, such as some 
lighting equipment, heating/cooling units, domestic hot water systems, appliances, insulation, 
and windows, were eligible for incentives through Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program. 
Upgrades not provided or incented through Energy Trust may have been eligible for other Pilot 
grant funds, or had to be paid for through the Pilot’s loan or owner’s contribution.  

The most common upgrades installed in the 28 Pilot projects and in the seven interviewed 
participants’ projects were lighting upgrades, faucet aerators, ventilation upgrades, showerheads, 
heating/cooling upgrades, domestic hot water upgrades, water closets, appliances, and insulation 
(Table 4-5). Less common upgrades included doors, windows, weatherization, water 
conservation landscaping, and programmable thermostats. In addition, project-level data showed 
that an average of 7.6 types of upgrades were installed in Pilot projects; an average of 8.5 types 
of upgrades were installed in master-metered buildings and an average of 7.3 types of upgrades 
were installed in tenant-metered buildings. 

Table 4-5: Categories of Energy and Water Efficiency Upgrades Installed in MPower Pilot 
Participating Buildings 

 
PARTICIPANTS (N = 28) INTERVIEWED 

PARTICIPANTS (N = 7) 
Lightinga 28 7 

Faucet Aerators 21 5 

Ventilationb 19 4 

Showerheads 18 5 

Heating/Coolingc 14 4 

Domestic Hot Waterd 12 5 
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Water Closet/Toilet 10 2 

Appliancese 9 4 

Insulation 9 4 

Doors 8 1 

Windows 7 0 

Other weatherizationf 2 1 

Landscaping for Water Conservation 2 0 

Programmable Thermostats 2 0 
a Category includes fixtures, bulbs, controls, and direct install upgrades 
b Category includes bath/kitchen/whole house fans, passive air vents, air handing units, shut-off dampers, energy recovery 

units, and heat recovery units 
c Category includes heat pumps, cadet heaters, and central heating/cooling units 
d Category includes hot water tanks and recirculation control systems 
e Category includes dishwashers, refrigerators, clothes washers, clothes dryers, ovens/ranges, and vending machines 
f Category includes weatherstripping and air sealing 

Upon completion of the installation of upgrades in Pilot projects, energy efficiency stakeholders 
performed a quality assurance check on select upgrades to ensure their correct installation and 
operation. One year after completion of the upgrades, MPower staff began collecting energy 
usage data for M&V of energy savings, which would occur annually throughout the 10-year 
service agreement. As of February 2016, energy savings M&V had begun for some of the early 
Pilot projects but were not started at the time of the stakeholder interviews. 

4.2.3.1. Stakeholder Perspectives 

Most interviewed stakeholders were unable to comment on the construction process or the 
installation of the upgrades due to their lack of involvement in these activities. However, 
interviewed MPower Oregon staff discussed one issue they encountered with Walsh 
Construction regarding the size and cost of the construction projects.  

Initially, MPower negotiated a contract with Walsh Construction to be the general contractor for 
the first several projects. Walsh Construction contributed to Pilot design, development of work 
scopes, and providing cost estimates, however the first Pilot projects were smaller than 
anticipated by Walsh Construction. As a result, the fee amounts Walsh Construction could 
charge did not cover the costs of its involvement in the projects. To address these concerns 
MPower Oregon and Walsh Construction worked together to find other contractors and create 
subcontracting agreements that were a better fit for the smaller-sized Pilot projects.  

In addition, energy efficiency stakeholders reported the quality assurance of installed upgrades 
managed by Lockheed Martin had to be revised during the first few projects. At first, Lockheed 
Martin performed quality assurance checks on an upgrade if it met one of two criteria: it was 
incented by Energy Trust or, if the measure was not incented by Energy Trust, its cost exceeded 
$3,000. When stakeholders made changes to the building assessment process, they also changed 
the quality assurance process to be performed on all measures regardless of cost or incentives. 
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Stakeholders reported that after testing the revised process on a few buildings, fulfilling this 
process was sufficiently burdensome and beyond the Lockheed Martin’s standard scope that 
stakeholders agreed to revert to using the original quality assurance criteria.  

Although stakeholders had not begun the energy savings M&V at the time of the interviews, they 
described it as an important step in proving the Pilot’s benefits and obtaining important feedback 
about the Pilot’s effectiveness. Energy savings M&V will reportedly contribute to a longitudinal 
dataset to demonstrate how the benefits outweigh the costs for participating building owners and 
to enable stakeholders to improve the Pilot’s processes.  

4.2.3.2. Participant Experiences 

Most interviewed participants, including all master-metered building owners, reported installing 
all of the measures included in the work scope. Some tenant-metered owners reported 
considering upgrades based on the incentives and grant funds available, the installed costs of the 
upgrades, and the payback period to avoid high out-of-pocket tenant unit upgrade costs. Project-
level data confirms that, on average, owners of tenant-metered buildings included fewer types of 
upgrades (7.3 vs. 8.5) and, in tenant units, did not include as many labor-intensive upgrades like 
installing insulation or improving ventilation compared to owners of master-metered buildings. 
Many of the tenant-metered Pilot projects primarily included upgrades to existing equipment that 
were less labor intensive to install.  

Most participants reported being satisfied with the installation process and described it as 
“straightforward.” Participants reported that the installation process was well coordinated 
between MPower Oregon staff, the property management firm, tenants, and contractors. For 
example, one project was at a senior housing facility where many residents had health concerns 
and therefore might have been sensitive to construction; the property managers were prepared to 
make special accommodations, but reported that construction went smoothly and caused no 
complications for the senior tenants.  

To install the upgrades, most participants preferred to use their property’s general contractor or 
contractors with whom they had previously worked. MPower Oregon staff reported they worked 
with these general contractors to ensure they understood the Pilot requirements and that they 
sought to effectively communicate with the contractors so that the contractors would be open to 
doing subsequent MPower projects.  

However, three participants reported issues with contractor selection. For one project outside the 
Portland Metro area, MPower Oregon staff solicited bids on the project, with reportedly little 
response. The participant was disappointed in the low number of bidders and thought this 
reflected poorly on the Pilot, reasoning that if MPower Oregon staff were engaged in numerous 
projects, they would have garnered numerous bidders for the project. The same participant 
skipped the contractor bidding process for another property and reported a smoother experience. 
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Another participant reported that the bids from the contractors were significantly higher than the 
cost estimates provided by MPower Oregon staff.4 This participant expressed frustration in 
getting so far into the Pilot process only to learn the costs were more than they were anticipating.  

A third participant ran into difficulties when their contractor’s normal process required an 
upfront payment to purchase needed supplies. MPower Oregon staff were reportedly unable to 
provide funds prior to construction or another qualified contractor in the area, so the participant 
paid a contribution to the contractor before construction started and noted that “MPower worked 
as quickly as they could to get a payment to the contractor once work began.”  

4.2.4. Tenant Engagement and Education 
MPower Oregon staff and ECP provided, and will continue to provide, building owners with 
tenant engagement services and materials to inform tenants how to use their building’s new 
upgrades and of behavioral tips for saving energy and water (Appendix C). The Pilot’s tenant 
engagement process included conducting surveys of tenants, making group presentations, and 
providing tenants with materials such as shower timers, and door hangers and stickers that 
reminded residents to turn off their lights, use cold water in the laundry room, and set their 
thermostats at recommended settings.  

Stakeholders designed the tenant engagement materials so that MPower Oregon staff or the 
building owners could present them to tenants. Stakeholders also arranged for the engagement 
process to occur annually throughout the participants’ 10-year Pilot service agreement and 
planned to provide different materials each time so that tenants may take notice when the 
changes are made.  

At the time of the participant interviews, all interviewed participants reported that the tenant 
engagement process was scheduled to occur (2) or had already occurred at their buildings (5). Of 
the latter, two of the building owners presented the information and distributed materials to 
tenants and three preferred that MPower Oregon staff perform these activities. Some interviewed 
building owners also reported using their own informational mailings, electronic 
communications, and/or some type of signage posted in the building about the upgrades, in 
addition to the Pilot’s tenant engagement activities and materials.  

Stakeholders and participants spoke very favorably of the tenant engagement activities. 
Interviewed stakeholders reported that they thought the tenant engagement process and materials 
were well designed and would be well received by building owners, which turned out to be the 
case. For example, the three participants who preferred MPower Oregon staff present the 
materials mentioned that they appreciated, and found helpful, the tenant engagement support 
provided by staff because the owners do not always have time and resources to devote to 
educational efforts. One participant described the tenant engagement package they presented to 
their tenants as “extremely helpful” and “engaging” for most tenants. Another participant 
reported that MPower Oregon staff provided a customized presentation to tenants about saving 

 
4 How MPower Oregon calculates contractor cost estimates was not covered in interviews. 
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natural gas since usage increased after upgrades were installed, which reportedly contributed to 
an increase in savings “from about 10% to about 15%”. 

4.3. Final Pilot Model 
During the course of the Build and Launch phases, stakeholders made three major changes to the 
launched Pilot model and processes in an attempt to continually improve the Pilot. These 
changes included:  

〉 Transitioning responsibility for the building assessment from Lockheed Martin and 
Evergreen Consulting Group to MPower Oregon staff,  

〉 Performing a simplified walk-through building assessment before developing a work 
scope and then conducting the comprehensive building assessment, instead of performing 
the comprehensive assessment before developing the work scope, and 

〉 Enabling Walsh Construction to focus on larger Pilot projects and identifying other 
contractors or subcontractors for smaller Pilot projects. 

Figure 4-2 and Figure 4-3 illustrate the MPower Pilot’s model and typical flow of processes 
when the Pilot period ended in December 2015. 

Figure 4-2: The MPower Pilot Model after the Pilot Period 
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Figure 4-3: MPower Pilot Participation Process Services after the Pilot Period 
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5. Goal Attainment, Key Challenges & 
Benefits, and The Pilot’s Future 

5.1. Stakeholder Goal Attainment  
Interviewed stakeholders reported attempting to meet four primary Pilot goals: 1) launching the 
Pilot with the first participant soon after HUD grant funds were awarded in July 2012; 2) 
demonstrating the Pilot’s services were in demand and helped overcome existing market and 
program barriers; 3) meeting or exceeding the Pilot’s project completion goals of 34 buildings 
and 2,550 units; and 4) meeting or exceeding the Pilot’s 20% energy savings goals for each 
participant’s portfolio of Pilot projects.  

Stakeholders had almost all of the Pilot’s processes ready for launch and several potential 
buildings in a project pipeline when the HUD grant funds arrived in July 2012. However, due to 
the complications stakeholders experienced in developing a building assessment process and an 
alternative to the on-bill repayment service, the first participant was not qualified until July 2013, 
one year after the goal. 

Overall, the Pilot was mostly successful at generating some demand for its services and 
reportedly helped participants overcome market and program barriers to making comprehensive 
energy- and water-efficiency upgrades. For example, all the Pilot participants received grant and 
incentive funding for their Pilot project, and over half (15 of 28) used the Pilot’s loan (including 
all interviewed participants), demonstrating high demand for the grant and incentive funds and 
moderate demand for the loan. The stakeholders were unable to implement the on-bill repayment 
service before the end of the Pilot due to complications with establishing agreements among 
involved parties but interviewed participants preferred their unsecured loan instead of one with 
on-bill repayment.  

At the end of the Pilot period in December 2015, stakeholders had completed projects in 28 
buildings with 2,321 units, reaching 82% of the project completion goal for buildings and 91% 
for units. Most stakeholders did not think that this resulted as much from low demand for Pilot 
services than from challenges they encountered developing and implementing the Pilot. 
Stakeholders reported several key challenges (discussed below) that inhibited progress toward 
reaching the Pilot project completion goal, which resulted in stakeholders having to spend more 
time and resources than anticipated to make substantial changes to and continually improve the 
Pilot. 

After Energy Trust performs an energy savings analysis with the 28 completed projects, the team 
will determine if the Pilot met its 20% energy savings goals for these projects, and will include 
the results in an addendum to this report. Most stakeholders reported being cautiously optimistic 
about meeting the energy savings goals; the energy efficiency stakeholders reported being less 
confident, indicating that the energy savings may potentially not be commensurate with the level 
of effort and resources invested in the Pilot. 
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Overall, stakeholders reported mixed satisfaction with meeting the goals they established for the 
Pilot. By the end of the Pilot, stakeholders were mostly satisfied with the Pilot model after 
making the many changes and improvements, and thought it was mostly effective, from the 
participants’ perspective, at providing the services participants needed to make energy- and 
water-efficiency upgrades. Stakeholders were also mostly satisfied with the number of completed 
projects, even though it was short the project completion goal. However, stakeholders were not 
satisfied with the levels of effort, time, and resources they had to invest to achieve the outcomes 
that occurred, primarily due to the key challenges they experienced in developing and 
implementing the Pilot. 

5.2. Key Challenges for Stakeholders 
The team identified four key interrelated challenges that occurred during the development and/or 
implementation of the Pilot. Interviewed stakeholders reported that these were the challenges 
that most inhibited their progress in developing the Pilot and attaining their goals, caused 
substantial strains in their collaboration when making changes to the Pilot, and led to delays in 
launching the Pilot and completing projects. These challenges were in large part due to the 
complexity involved in a program in which multiple stakeholder organizations, operating under 
different regulations, collaborated to package their services together in a single offering tailored 
to an underserved, multifaceted, and a not fully understood market. 

5.2.1. Need for More Information about the Target Market 
Many stakeholders indicated that, in hindsight, engaging building owners earlier and performing 
building stock and market needs assessments would have provided them with needed 
information about buildings characteristics, building owners’ needs, and the level of interest in 
Pilot services. Stakeholders reported that when they engaged a few building owners they learned 
about multiple characteristics of the buildings and the owners’ situations that they had not 
considered and, in some cases, wrongly assumed would not vary much across owners and 
buildings. Having more information about the target market would have reportedly enabled 
stakeholders to more efficiently design and build the Pilot’s processes with fewer changes, 
particularly regarding the building assessments and financing services.  

5.2.2. Need for More Staff Time and Resources than Anticipated 
Most stakeholders reported that designing, implementing, and continually improving the Pilot’s 
processes required much more time and resources than initially anticipated or planned for. 
Energy efficiency stakeholders, in particular, reported that when other stakeholders were 
resource-constrained, they often turned to the energy efficiency stakeholders for assistance. The 
level of effort and resources energy efficiency stakeholders invested in designing and 
implementing the Pilot was reportedly “too much” and repeated requests for additional assistance 
made their participation in the Pilot ultimately “unsustainable” in the long-term. Some 
stakeholders also mentioned that dedicating much of their time and resources to the Pilot’s 
continuous improvement shifted time and resources away from other important tasks, such as 
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outreach to more building owners and contractors and establishing on the on-bill repayment 
service. 

5.2.3. Integrating Stakeholders’ Services into the Pilot 
Energy efficiency and finance stakeholders reported difficulty in integrating their existing 
services into the Pilot. This was due to conflicts between regulatory and organizational 
requirements governing the stakeholders’ services, and to other stakeholders having to learn 
these requirements and how to best work within them.  

For example, the unsecured loan provided by finance stakeholders required a comprehensive 
building assessment to estimate energy savings as accurately as possible. However, the 
assessment was reportedly beyond the established scope of what is required by Energy Trust’s 
Existing Multifamily program. This required stakeholders to change the assessment process and 
designate MPower Oregon as an ATAC so that MPower Oregon staff was responsible for 
delivering the required energy analysis to Energy Trust directly. Similarly, the quality assurance 
tests that stakeholders designed for the Pilot were also different than Energy Trust’s Existing 
Multifamily program requirements and necessitated stakeholder choices regarding alignment. 

Stakeholders also experienced difficulty in establishing a new service for the Pilot, the on-bill 
repayment service. Integrating the on-bill repayment service with utilities’ billing practices and 
systems, Energy Trust’s data protocols and systems, finance stakeholders’ underwriting practices 
and standards, and MPower Oregon’s Pilot management systems required much more time than 
anticipated during the Pilot period. Energy efficiency and finance stakeholders reported 
eventually establishing voluntary on-bill repayment agreements with two utilities but these came 
too late in the Pilot period to reach an agreement with MPower Oregon that would integrated the 
service into the Pilot. 

5.2.4. Confusion from Pilot Complexity and Changes 
All stakeholders indicated that, after the Pilot was launched, they were confused, to some extent, 
about many of the Pilot’s requirements and processes, and other stakeholder organizations’ 
regulatory and internal requirements. This was evidenced in stakeholder interviews, in which the 
team received inconsistent information from multiple stakeholders regarding several details 
about developing and/or implementing the Pilot. This confusion reportedly stemmed from the 
large number of stakeholders involved in the Pilot, the complexity of the Pilot model, in which 
multiple stakeholders provided their services through MPower Oregon, and the multiple changes 
that stakeholders made to Pilot processes. Stakeholders mentioned that confusion among 
stakeholders led to some miscommunications and misunderstandings , and required much effort 
to try update stakeholders on a continual basis.  
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5.3. Key Benefits for Stakeholders 
The team also identified two key benefits interviewed stakeholders reported experiencing 
through their involvement in developing and/or implementing the Pilot: collaboration across 
diverse market sectors and continuous improvement of the Pilot to overcome challenges.  

5.3.1. Collaboration Across Sectors 
Stakeholders reported that their involvement in the MPower Pilot was beneficial for them 
because they developed new partnerships and learned about sectors outside of their own. For 
example, efficiency stakeholders reportedly learned more about low-income housing financing, 
which they said could improve their outreach and services to the low-income housing market. 
Low-income housing stakeholders said they gained a better understanding of energy and water 
efficiency, which they can use to protect the economic viability of their low-income properties. 
Finance stakeholders mentioned that they benefited from working across sectors to design and 
secure funds for the Pilot’s financial package, and they plan to apply their experiences in other 
markets. Community development stakeholders reported learning more about how to better 
leverage energy efficiency programs to contribute to a greener, more inclusive local economy. 

Stakeholders also benefited from what each stakeholder organization contributed to developing 
and implementing the Pilot, noting, “what each [stakeholder] brought to the table was 
instrumental for making progress” on the Pilot. For example, low-income housing stakeholders 
had many connections with housing authorities and building owners, and in-depth knowledge of 
low-income housing regulations, ownership structures, and financial situations. Efficiency 
stakeholders contributed their expertise about program design and management, the energy and 
water regulatory environments in Oregon, and energy- and water-related technical practices such 
as conducting building assessments. Finance stakeholders had experience obtaining grant 
funding and/or knowledge of various financing services and models. Community development 
stakeholders performed outreach to their local connections to recruit potential contractors and to 
obtain feedback on Pilot processes from actors in the low-income housing and energy efficiency 
sectors. 

5.3.2. Building and Continually Improving the Pilot 
Stakeholders expressed that they benefitted from their experience in building a Pilot model from 
scratch and continually improving it throughout the Pilot period. The stakeholders reported 
benefitting most by learning more about “what works and what doesn’t work.” Stakeholders also 
reported benefitting from the group’s willingness and dedication to continually improve the Pilot 
as they encountered challenges. Although challenges remained at the end of the Pilot, 
stakeholders indicated that the Pilot likely would have foundered if stakeholders had not been so 
willing to collaborate through making major Pilot changes and improvements. 
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5.4. Participant Goals 
Interviewed participants reported that their primary goals for participating in the Pilot were to 
improve their buildings, reduce maintenance costs, save energy and water, and provide non-
energy benefits, such as increased comfort and air quality. Participants expressed overall high 
satisfaction with their completed projects and thought that they were an improvement to the 
building and would reduce future maintenance needs.  

Four of the five interviewed participants with completed projects reported seeing energy savings 
right away, and one of these participants noted that the energy savings at the property exceeded 
the forecast. One participant mentioned, however, that their property that was not meeting the 
predicted energy and water savings due increase in gas usage after the upgrades were installed. 
Staff from MPower Oregon and ECP worked with this property manager to develop a 
customized resident engagement program and a few months after the resident engagement, the 
owner re-assessed its energy savings, which had increased from 10% to 15%. MPower Oregon 
staff are reportedly still working with the participant to find ways to increase savings closer to 
20%. 

All the participants reported at least one non-energy benefit resulting from the upgrades and 
received positive feedback from tenants in these regards. For example, at one building, insulation 
between units and the parking garage reportedly reduced noise for the tenants. At another, the 
owner was able to increase comfort by providing air conditioning to its tenants for the first time 
with an efficient heat pump. In a third building, the lighting that was installed in the parking lot 
reportedly reduced problematic nighttime activity and improved security. 

5.5. Key Challenges for Participants 
Partial participants, and participants with other buildings that did not participate in the Pilot, 
reported two main reasons for not participating. First, one partial participant’s building, and a 
participant’s building that did not participate, could not meet the 20% savings requirement 
without upgrades that they thought were too costly at the time. Second, one partial participant, 
and one participant with a building that did not participate, wanted enough upgrades installed to 
justify waiting to participate in the Pilot until they planned a larger rehabilitation or capital 
improvement project in the future. 

The first Pilot participants mentioned needing to dedicate more of their own or their staff’s time 
to their Pilot projects than anticipated. Participants noted that this was primarily due to 
stakeholders improving the Pilot’s processes, such as the building assessments and financing 
services, as they performed them. They also understood in advance of their participation that 
their projects were some of the Pilot’s first and thus would serve as early test cases for the Pilot’s 
processes. 

Some participants reported difficulty in making decisions about whether to participate in the 
Pilot and what upgrades to install based on the results from the building assessment report. These 
participants mentioned that the report was presented as a work scope that lacked information 
about potential upgrades not included in the work scope or financial benefits of participating in 
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the Pilot compared to participating only in Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program. They 
thought that this limited their choices to either accept the work scope or withdraw their 
participation, and preferred a report that presented “packages” of different upgrades 
demonstrating the Pilot’s added value that they could choose from that could achieve 20% 
savings. 

Two participants experienced difficulties in finding a contractor to install the upgrades. One 
participant outside the Portland Metro area received bids from only one contractor and would 
have preferred more choices. Another participant could not find a preferable contractor whose 
costs were as low as the estimates provided in the work scope, and reportedly had to pay more 
than anticipated. 

5.6. Key Benefits for Participants 
All interviewed participants with completed Pilot projects reported benefitting from the 
performance of the upgrades. Participants expressed that the upgrades contributed to mostly 
meeting their goals for participating in the Pilot.  

Participants reported benefitting from participating the Pilot’s processes, particularly the 
financing services. For example, participants said that the financial services enabled them to 
install comprehensive upgrades that they otherwise could not have afforded and, for some 
participants, perform capital improvements or rehabilitations of their properties sooner than 
planned. Participants with tenant-metered buildings reported leveraging the Pilot’s grant and 
incentive funds to offset costs to making upgrades in tenant units that they otherwise would not 
have made. In addition, those participants who were involved in the tenant education activities 
reported learning how to teach tenants to use the upgrades and that the materials were helpful 
reminders to change behaviors. 

Participants mentioned benefiting from the Pilot’s one-stop-shop model. Interacting primarily 
with one organization, MPower Oregon, through the participation process reportedly saved 
participants time and made participation “mostly seamless.” In addition, participants reported 
that MPower Oregon staff worked diligently to complete their projects and address issues that 
arose. The participants spoke highly of the staff, with one participant reporting the staff were 
“extremely helpful.” Another reported that MPower Oregon staff were “easy to work with and 
easy to get ahold of.” Some participants also noted that they benefited from MPower Oregon’s 
flexibility in planning and completing the Pilot projects. For example, some Pilot projects were 
included as part of a larger construction project that required a longer timeline and more 
coordination; some other projects were in multiple buildings under a single owner that the owner 
wanted to upgrade one building at a time. 

Overall, these results indicate that the Pilot services helped low-income family building owners 
overcome market and program barriers to making energy- and water-efficiency upgrades. 
Without these services, participants suggested that they would not have performed an upgrade 
project or would have done much less than what the Pilot enabled them to do. 
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5.7. The Future of MPower 
At the conclusion of the Pilot in December 2015, there were 28 buildings that had completed 
projects, two active projects in the pipeline, and 24 partial participants who had withdrawn from 
participating in the Pilot but expressed interest in future MPower participation. However, two 
major changes occurred at the Pilot’s conclusion that stakeholders reported must be addressed if 
MPower Oregon is to continue offering its services.  

First, the Pilot’s designation as a “pilot initiative” under Energy Trust and MPower Oregon’s 
status as an Energy Trust ATAC ended at the conclusion of the Pilot. ATACs are energy 
engineering firms that are utilized by Energy Trust’s Existing Multifamily program on a limited 
basis to perform technical energy analysis of proposed custom energy efficiency measures. 
MPower Oregon’s ATAC status was limited to the Pilot period and for the purpose of improving 
coordination and delivery of the building assessments and analysis specifically for Pilot projects. 
The conclusion of the Pilot and termination of ATAC status also concludes MPower Oregon’s 
ability to access building owners’ utility usage data through Energy Trust for the purpose of 
conducting the Pilot comprehensive building assessments. \ 

Second, the HUD grant agreement that provided much of the Pilot’s grant funding for projects 
ended in December 2015. All the participants used a combination of grants and incentives, and 
reported the availability of these funds as one of the reasons they participated, particularly for 
tenant-metered building owners who used the grant funds to offset the costs of tenant unit 
upgrades. While participants can continue to leverage Energy Trust incentives through the 
Existing Multifamily Program, stakeholders suggested that MPower Oregon and NOAH would 
need to find and partner with grant-funding organizations in order to continue providing these 
additional grant funds to all future participants in similar amounts that were provided to Pilot 
participants. 

All interviewed stakeholders expressed interest in continuing to work with MPower Oregon’s 
program in the future if it can reach a sustainable cooperative agreement with Energy Trust and 
obtain the necessary funding to continue. Without these, stakeholders reported that the MPower 
Oregon’s program would likely not be viable to continue. The energy efficiency stakeholders 
also mentioned that continued collaboration with MPower Oregon could be beneficial if MPower 
Oregon can manage and provide most of its services without as much assistance as was needed 
in the Pilot period.  
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations  

The team reached the following conclusions and recommendations (C&Rs) based on key 
findings from the evaluation. The team made the first three C&Rs regarding what needs to occur 
for MPower Oregon’s program to continue in future as a program. The team made the last three 
C&Rs under the assumption that MPower Oregon’s program will continue in the future as a low-
income multifamily program.  

Conclusion 1: The Pilot concluded in December 2015 and stakeholders reported interest in 
continuing to work with MPower Oregon and providing their services through MPower Oregon’s 
program. 

Recommendation 1: Assess the value of continuing to work with MPower Oregon and its 
program, which should include feedback or input from all involved stakeholders. 

Conclusion 2: At the conclusion of the Pilot the agreements made between MPower Oregon and 
Energy Trust (and its ATACs) expired, which energy efficiency stakeholders reported as 
“unsustainable” due to the time and resources required of them. The expiration of the agreements 
also discontinued Energy Trust’s provision of additional support and services in the Pilot outside 
of the scope of their standard program delivery.  

Recommendation 2a: Reach an agreement between MPower Oregon and Energy Trust that 
re-establishes the relationship the organizations shared during the Pilot period to the extent 
needed to continue providing the support and services required to utilize Energy Trust’s 
Existing Multifamily upgrade incentives.  

Recommendation 2b: Establish a formal division of labor between MPower Oregon and 
Energy Trust (and its ATACs) that prevents the latter from contributing more time and 
resources to Pilot projects than what is typically required of them for Energy Trust’s Existing 
Multifamily program projects. 

Conclusion 3: Grant funds for pilot projects were a key component of the Pilot’s financing 
services that participants leveraged to offset the costs of upgrades, particularly tenant unit 
upgrades. 

Recommendation 3: Identify and partner with one or more grant-funding organizations to 
achieve the level of grant funding that was provided during the Pilot to participants to 
continue uptake in participation. 

Conclusion 4: Stakeholders reported that many of the challenges they encountered in the Pilot’s 
implementation stemmed from the complexity of the Pilot’s model, in which multiple 
stakeholder organizations, operating under different regulations, collaborated to package their 
existing services together into a single offering tailored to an underserved and little-understood 
target market. 
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Recommendation 4a: Consider performing building stock and market needs assessments of 
Pilot non-participants in the target market and using the results to inform decisions on what, 
if any, future improvements to make to the MPower Oregon’s program to increase 
participation. 

Recommendation 4b: Assess ways to streamline MPower Oregon’s processes and structure 
to enable stakeholders to more seamlessly provide their services through the program, as 
aligned as possible with how the stakeholders provide their services to their customers 
outside the program. 

Conclusion 5: Interviewed participants desired more transparency and information in the 
presentation of the building assessment results and work scope (Appendix B) to facilitate more 
informed decisions about moving forward with their projects.  

Recommendation 5a: Present a summary sheet outlining the results of the assessment as a 
lead–in to the presentation of the scope of work.  

Recommendation 5b: Consider providing options in the work scope to the extent feasible, 
including different packages of measures participants could choose.  

Recommendation 5c: Consider including separate cost and incentives estimates for 
participating in the MPower Oregon’s program and for participating in Energy Trust’s 
Existing Multifamily program to demonstrate any added value from participation in MPower 
Oregon’s program. 

Conclusion 6: Nearly half of Pilot participants did not use the Pilot’s unsecured loan and all 
interviewed participants preferred a loan product paid back through the participant’s finances 
instead of an on-bill repayment service. 

Recommendation 6a: Continue offering the unsecured loan with no upfront costs to 
participants since there was a moderate level of uptake of the loan by Pilot participants. 

Recommendation 6b: Consider exploring whether other debt financing products are 
available through lenders and assessing building owners’ level of interest in using these 
products to determine if others products could generate more uptake in participation. 

Recommendation 6c: Assess whether nonparticipant building owners are interested in an 
the on-bill repayment service for paying off their debt financing and what would encourage 
past Pilot participants to use on-bill repayment for their Pilot loan to determine if there is any 
demand for it. 
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Appendix A. Interview Guides 

A.1. Stakeholder Interview Guide 

A.1.1. Introduction 
Hello, may I speak to [Name from call list]?  

Hello, my name is ____________ calling on behalf of Energy Trust of Oregon from Research 
Into Action. I am calling to speak with you about your involvement in the MPower Pilot for low 
income multifamily buildings in Oregon. Would this be a convenient time for us to talk? I 
anticipate we will need about 30 minutes to an hour, depending on how much you have to say.  

[If not, schedule another time; if so, continue]  

When would be a more convenient time for you? 

DATE: 

CALLBACK NUMBER: 

[Start of Interview] 

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me today. As I mentioned earlier, we are evaluating 
the MPower Pilot and are interested in your feedback as a key stakeholder.  

I will be taking notes as we talk and audio recording this interview to ensure the accuracy of the 
notes. However, both the notes and the recording are for research purposes only and will not be 
provided to anyone outside the Research Into Action team.  

S1. Is it ok that we record our conversation?  

Do you have any questions before we get started?  

A.1.2. Background 
First, I have a few questions about you and your role in the MPower Pilot. 

Q1. How long you have been at [STAKEHOLDER NAME]. 

Q2. In general, what is your role at [STAKEHOLDER NAME]? 
1. How long have you been in your current role? 
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Q3. What was your role in the MPower Pilot? [IF NOT MENTIONED: What responsibilities 
did you have in your role?] 

1. What led to your involvement in the MPower Pilot? 
2. [IF UNCLEAR] When did you first get involved in the MPower Pilot? 
3. In what ways, if any, did your role change over time? 
4. Are there others in your organization who worked on the Pilot? [Probe for roles and 

team structure, if applicable] 

Q4. [IF NOT ADDRESSED IN Q3] Are you still involved in the MPower Pilot? 
1. Do you expect your role to change in the future? 

A.1.3. Performance 
Next, I have a few questions about the Pilot’s performance and your expectations. 

Q5. What do you think makes the MPower Pilot different from other multifamily programs 
you are aware of? 

Q6. What are the performance goals of the MPower Pilot as you understand them? 
1. Which of these goals is most important to you and your organization? [Probe: why 

most important] 

Q7. To what extent has the MPower Pilot met, or is it meeting these goals? [Probe: ask about 
scale and schedule; why or why not]  

1. Overall, have you been satisfied with the Pilot’s performance so far? 

Q8. What are your expectations for the future of the MPower Pilot? 
1. How do you think the Pilot can meet these expectations? [Probe: anything else] 

Q9. What about the Pilot do you think has been the most successful so far? 

A.1.4. Evolution, Collaboration, and Implementation 
Now, I have a few questions about the different aspects involved in developing the MPower Pilot. 

Q10. What do you think led the various stakeholders to get involved in the MPower Pilot? 
1. Were there any groups with an interest in the low-income multifamily market in 

Oregon that – in hindsight – perhaps should have been involved in the development 
MPower? [IF YES, who was not involved?] 
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Q11. What did stakeholders do to collaborate or work together throughout the development of 
the Pilot? (Probe: attend regular meetings, use of different communication channels, the 
role of leaders) 

1. What do you think worked well in the collaboration process? 
2. What were some of the key areas or topics that all stakeholders seemed to agree on, if 

any? 
3. What do you think did not work well in the collaboration process? 
4. Did stakeholders have different perspectives about any key areas or topics? [IF YES] 

What areas or topics? 
5. How was consensus reached on these topics?  
6. What ways, if any, do you think the collaboration process could have been improved? 
7. Do you have anything else to add about collaboration with other stakeholders? 

A.1.5. Pilot Activities 
Q12. Next, I want to discuss your involvement in various activities related to the MPower 

Pilot. 

Please tell me if you were involved in each of the following processes of the MPower 
Pilot? [ASK ABOUT EACH TOPIC IN THE QUESTION BELOW] 

1. Designing the Pilot 
2. Determining the criteria for participation in the Pilot 
3. Recruiting contractors or participants 
4. The building assessment process 
5. Financing mechanisms and processes for providing financing, including on-bill 

financing 
6. Determining which energy efficiency upgrades would be included in the Pilot 
7. Managing the installation or quality assurances processes to guide contractors 
8. Launching or administering the Pilot 

A.1.6. Challenges and Benefits 
Q13. [IF Q12.1 = YES] What were your responsibilities in designing the Pilot? 

1. In hindsight, do you think you had adequate support for designing the Pilot? [Probe: 
financial support, staff support, background research] [IF NO] Why not? 

2. What, if anything, would you have done differently? 
3. What worked well in designing the Pilot that you would not have done differently? 
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4. Do you have anything else to add about the process of designing the Pilot? 

Q14. [IF Q12.2 = YES] What were your responsibilities for determining the participation 
criteria for MPower? 

1. In hindsight, do you think the participation criteria were adequate for the Pilot 
design? Why? 

2. What, if anything, would you have done differently? 
3. [IF NOT MENTIONED] Did you collaborate with other stakeholders on this activity? 

[IF YES AND NOT MENTIONED] What challenges, if any, did you experience in 
your collaboration? 

4. Do you have anything else to add about determining the participation criteria for the 
Pilot? 

Q15. [IF Q12.3 = YES] What were your responsibilities for recruiting contractors and/or 
participants? 

1. In hindsight, do you think the recruiting process for contractors is adequate for the 
Pilot design? Why? 

2. What about for participants, do you think the recruiting process is adequate for the 
Pilot design? Why? 

3. What, if anything, would you have done differently to recruit contractors?  
4. What about to recruit participants, what would you have done differently? 
5. Do you have anything else to add about designing the recruiting process for 

contractors or participants for the Pilot? 

Q16. [IF Q12.4 = YES] What were your responsibilities for the building assessment process 
for MPower? 

1. In hindsight, do you think the building assessment process was adequate for the Pilot 
design? Why? 

2. What, if anything, would you have done differently? 
3. [IF NOT MENTIONED] Did you collaborate with other stakeholders on this activity? 

[IF YES AND NOT MENTIONED] What challenges, if any, did you experience in 
your collaboration? 

4. Do you have anything else to add about developing the building assessment process 
for the Pilot? 

Q17. [IF Q12.5 = YES] What were your responsibilities for the financing mechanisms and 
process for receiving financing (including on-bill financing)? 

1. In hindsight, do you think the financing mechanisms and process for receiving 
financing were adequate for the Pilot design? Why? 

2. What, if anything, would you have done differently? 
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3. [IF NOT MENTIONED] Did you collaborate with other stakeholders on this activity? 
[IF YES AND NOT MENTIONED] What challenges, if any, did you experience in 
your collaboration? 

4. Do you have anything else to add about deciding on the financing mechanisms and 
process for receiving financing for the Pilot? 

Q18. [IF Q12.6 = YES] What were your responsibilities for deciding which energy efficiency 
upgrades would be included in MPower? 

1. In hindsight, do you think the energy efficiency upgrades were adequate for the Pilot 
design? Why? 

2. What, if anything, would you have done differently in deciding on which upgrades 
would be included in MPower? 

3. [IF NOT MENTIONED] Did you collaborate with other stakeholders on this activity? 
[IF YES AND NOT MENTIONED] What challenges, if any, did you experience in 
your collaboration? 

4. Do you have anything else to add about deciding which energy efficiency upgrades 
would be included for the Pilot? 

Q19. [IF Q12.7 = YES] What were your responsibilities for managing the installation and 
quality assurance processes? 

1. In hindsight, do you think the installation and quality assurance processes were 
adequate for the Pilot design? Why do you say that? 

2. What, if anything, would you have done differently? 
3. Do you have anything else to add about designing the installation and quality 

assurance processes for the Pilot? 

Q20. [IF Q12.8 = YES] What were your responsibilities in launching or administering the 
MPower Pilot? 

1. Do you think the launch and administration of the Pilot met expectations? Why do 
you say that? 

2. What, if anything, would you have done differently to launch or administer MPower? 
3. [IF NOT MENTIONED] Did you collaborate with other stakeholders on this activity? 

[IF YES AND NOT MENTIONED] What challenges, if any, did you experience in 
your collaboration? 

4. Do you have anything else to add about launching or administering the MPower 
Pilot? 
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Q21. Are there any other noteworthy Pilot activities you want to discuss? [Probe: conducting 
background research for the Pilot, planning for the future, communicating between the 
different stakeholder organizations, obtaining funds for MPower, MPower marketing and 
outreach] [IF YES] What activities? 

[REPEAT Q21.1 – Q21.5 for each activity mentioned, as needed] 
1. What were/are your responsibilities in [Activity]? 
2. Do you think the [Activity] was/were appropriate for the Pilot design? [IF NO] Why 

not? 
3. What, if anything, would you have done differently? 
4. Do you have anything else to add about [Activity]? 

Q22. Overall, were you satisfied with the process of developing and launching the MPower 
Pilot? 

Q23. What other noteworthy challenges or issues did you encounter during your involvement 
in the MPower Pilot?  

1. How did you overcome this challenge/these challenges? 

Q24. [IF NOT MENTIONED] Overall, what has been the most challenging aspect of the Pilot 
for you? 

Q25. What about challenges for multifamily building owners – are any challenges you expect 
they will encounter contemplating participation in MPower? 

1. What do you think should be done to overcome these challenges? 

Q26. And, how about for multifamily tenants who live in a property that is participating in 
MPower? Do you know of or expect any challenges they might face? 

1. What do you think should be done to overcome these challenges? 

Q27. How have you as a stakeholder benefited from the MPower Pilot so far, including 
intangible benefits such as learning? 

1. [IF MORE THAN ONE BENEFIT MENTIONED] What has been the most 
beneficial to you? 

2. What about for participating multifamily building owners? How do you think they 
will benefit from participating in MPower? 

3. And, what about for multifamily tenants in participating properties? How do you 
think they will benefit? 
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A.1.7. Continuous Improvement [ASK ALL] 
Q28. Are there any aspects of the MPower Pilot we have not discussed that you think could be 

improved?  
1. [IF YES] What improvements do you think should be made?  

Q29. Will your organization continue to have an interest in the MPower Pilot and its 
performance going forward? Please explain. 

[IF NO, CONSIDER RELEVANCE OF THE NEXT QUESTION BASED ON THEIR 
EXPLANATION] 

Q30. What challenges or issues do you expect to encounter going forward? 
1. How do you plan to approach this/these challenge(s)?   

Q31. What benefits do you hope to get from the MPower Pilot going forward? 
1. What, if anything, would need to change about the Pilot for you to realize these 

benefits? Why? 

 
That is all the questions I have for you today, thank you very much for your time and input. Is 
there anything else you would like to say about the MPower Pilot? 
 
Would it be okay if I contacted you in the future if we need to follow-up about a particular 
question? 
  



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Interview Guides | Page A-8 

A.2. Participant Interview Guide 
A.2.1. Introduction 
Hello, may I speak to [CONTACT NAME]?  

Hello, my name is ____________ and I’m calling on behalf of Energy Trust of Oregon from 
Research Into Action to speak with you about your participation in Energy Trust’s MPower 
Pilot, a program that supports retrofits of low income multifamily buildings in Oregon. I would 
like to ask you a few questions about your [PROPERTY NAME] property located in 
[PROPERTY CITY]. Our records indicate that this property participated in the MPower Pilot. 
Is that correct? 

[IF NO, ask for clarification regarding property name and city, and then the question below to 
see if someone else might know more] 

Are you the best person in your organization to speak with about the MPower project at 
[PROPERTY NAME] property? 

[IF NO, record contact name and number] 

CONTACT NAME: 

CONTACT NUMBER: 

Would this be a convenient time for us to talk? I anticipate that we’ll need about 30 minutes to 
45 minutes, depending on how much you have to say. [IF NO, schedule another time]  

DATE/TIME: 

CONTACT NUMBER: 

[Start of Interview] 

Thank you for taking the time to talk with us today. As I mentioned earlier, we are evaluating the 
Energy Trust of Oregon MPower Pilot and are interested in your feedback as a participant in the 
program.  

We will be taking notes as we talk and audio recording this interview to ensure the accuracy of 
the notes. However, both the notes and the recording are for research purposes only and will not 
be provided to anyone outside the Research Into Action team.  

Is it ok that we record our conversation?  

Do you have any questions before we get started?  
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A.2.2. Respondent Characteristics and Properties [ASK ALL] 
S2. First, I want to ensure we have the most up-to-date status of the MPower project at 

[PROPERTY NAME]. Is the MPower project at [PROPERTY NAME] [PROJECT 
STATUS: COMPLETED/NOT COMPLETED]? 
[IF NO: Update the project status in the database and, if the “quota” is met for the 
project status, ask about another PROPERTY NAME with the needed project status or, 
if participant does not have another MPower property with the needed status, say “We 
are interviewing participants whose property is PROJECT STATUS. Thank you for your 
time and have a great day.”] 

S3. [IF PROJECT STATUS = NOT COMPLETED] At what stage of project completion is 
your [PROPERTY NAME] property? [Probe: audit completed, contract signed, 
construction started, construction about half completed, construction completed] 

Next, I would like to ask a few general questions about your organization and low-income 
multifamily property or properties. 

S4. What is your title in your organization? [Open-ended with pre-codes] 
1. Owner/President 
2. Property manager 
3. Maintenance/Facilities manager 
4. Other (please specify): _________ 

S5. How long have you been involved in the low-income multifamily housing business? 

S6. Not including your [PROPERTY NAME] property, how many other low-income 
multifamily properties does your company own or manage in Oregon?  

[IF S5=0  SKIP TO Q1] 

S7. [IF S5>0] Is this property/Are these properties also participating with MPower? 

S8. [IF S6= NO] Do you have any interest or plans for this property/any of these properties to 
participate with MPower in the future? [IF YES  Skip to S9] 

S9. [IF S7=NO] Do you have any interest or plans for making energy efficient upgrades in 
this property/any of these properties in the future? 

S10. [IF S7 or S8=YES] What types of energy efficient upgrades are you interested in or 
planning for this property/these properties? 

S11. [IF S8=YES] Why are you not planning to make these upgrades through participating in 
MPower? 
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A.2.3. Involvement and Upgrade Activities 
Next, I have a few questions about how your decision to participate in MPower. 

Q1. Before your involvement with the MPower Pilot, did you explore any energy efficiency 
options for your [PROPERTY NAME] property? 

[IF YES] 
1. What energy efficiency upgrades were you interested in before participating in 

MPower? 

Q2. What led to your interest in pursuing energy efficiency upgrades at the [PROPERTY 
NAME] property? 

Q3. How did you become aware of the MPower Pilot? 

Q4. What were the reasons your [PROPERTY NAME] property participated with the 
MPower Pilot? 

[IF NOT MENTIONED: Were any of the following reasons important to your 
participation?] 

1. To improve cash flow by reducing energy costs 
2. To reduce energy costs for tenants 
3. To contribute to environmental or green objectives like lowering energy-related 

carbon emissions  
4. To contribute to potential tenant health benefits 
5. To increase the property’s market value 
6. To attract tenants by advertising energy efficient housing 

Q5. Was your [PROPERTY NAME] property’s participation with MPower focused solely 
on making energy efficiency upgrades or was it part of a larger project that included more 
than energy efficiency upgrades? 

1. [IF PART OF LARGER PROJECT] What other types of work besides energy 
efficiency upgrades was included in the project? 

Q6. How did your participation with MPower fit into your long-term capital upgrade plan or 
planning for [PROPERTY NAME] property? 
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Next, we are interested in finding out about your experience with participating MPower with 
your [PROPERTY NAME] property.  

Q7. Were you the person primarily responsible for managing the MPower project at your 
[PROPERTY NAME] property or did you share responsibilities with others in your 
organization? 

1. [IF RESPONSIBILITY WAS SHARED] Who else in your organization shared 
responsibility for managing the project? [RECORD NAME AND CONTACT 
INFORMATION] 

[IF RESPONSIBILITY WAS SHARED WITH OTHERS] For the next series of questions please 
let me know if we should contact someone else in your organization to obtain their perspectives 
as well. 

Q8. Did you receive [IF PROJECT STATUS = NOT COMPLETED: Have you received] all 
the information you needed during your participation with MPower? [IF NOT 
MENTIONED] What other information would have been/would be helpful? 

1. Was the information you did receive easy to find or acquire? 
2. Are you satisfied with the types of information you received?  

Q9. Have you interacted with MPower or Energy Trust staff or administrators? 

[IF YES] 
1. What did you discuss generally? 
2. Did you experience any issues in your interactions with staff or administrators? [IF 

NOT MENTIONED] What issues? 
3. Were you satisfied with your interactions with MPower and Energy Trust staff or 

administrators? [IF NOT] Why not? 

Q10. Did you receive a grant, a loan, or both a loan and a grant as part of participating with 
MPower for the [PROPERTY NAME] property? 

1. Did MPower offer sufficient funding for completing the desired upgrades? [IF NO] 
Why do you say that?  

2. How did MPower’s financing affect your decision-making or plans for the project? 
[Probe: motivation to act and why or why not] 

3. Were there any issues or challenges involved in applying for or getting financing for 
your project? 

4. [IF Q10 = YES] Overall, were you satisfied with the financing you received? [IF NO] 
Why do you say that? 

5. Were you satisfied with the process of applying for and receiving financing? [IF NO] 
Why do you say that? 

6. How do you think the financing process could be improved?  
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7. What other financing options, if any, would you have been interested in pursuing had 
they been available as part of MPower? 

8. [IF S6 = YES] Was your experience with financing for your [PROPERTY NAME] 
property similar to or different from your experience with your other MPower 
property/properties? 

9. [Q10_8 =  DIFFERENT] What was different? 

Q11. Next, I have some questions about the building audit that MPower performed at your 
[PROPERTY NAME] property. The audit was performed early in the process to 
identify potential upgrades that could be made to your property through MPower. Do you 
recall the building audit that was performed at your property? 

[IF YES, ASK 1-10; IF NO, SKIP TO 11] 
1. Was the audit easy to schedule?  
2. Do you think the audit of your property was thorough? [IF NO] Why do you say that? 
3. Did you experience any issues during the audit process? [IF NOT MENTIONED] 

What issues? 
4. Were you able to resolve them? [IF NOT MENTIONED] How? 
5. Were the results from the audit easy to understand? 
6. Overall, were you satisfied with the audit process? 
7. What do you think would improve the audit process? 
8. [IF S6 = YES] Has your other MPower property/properties received a building audit? 
9. [IF YES] Was your experience with the building audit for your [PROPERTY 

NAME] property similar to or different from your experience with your other 
MPower property/properties? 

10. [IF DIFFERENT] What was different? 
[IF NO:] 

11. Is there someone else in your organization I could speak to about the building audit? 
[RECORD NAME AND CONTACT INFORMATION] 

[IF NO UPGRADES HAVE BEEN INSTALLED OR ARE CURRENTLY BEING 
INSTALLED, SKIP TO Q13] 

Q12. How much time elapsed between the completion of the building audit and start of the 
installation process? 

1. Do you think that was a reasonable amount of time? [IF NO] Why do you say that? 
2. What worked well in the installation process?   
3. What didn’t work well? 
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4. Has the installation of the upgrades met your expectations overall? [IF NO] Why do 
you say that? 

5. Are you satisfied with the installation process? [IF NO]Why do you say that? 
6. How do you think the installation process could be improved? 
7. [IF S6 = YES] Have any upgrades been installed in your other MPower 

property/properties? 
8. [IF YES] Was your experience with the installation of upgrades at your 

[PROPERTY NAME] property similar to or different from your experience with 
your other MPower property/properties? 

9. [IF Q12_8 = DIFFERENT] What was different? 

Q13. What energy efficiency upgrades have been installed [IF PROJECT STATUS = NOT 
COMPLETED: will be installed] through MPower at your [PROPERTY NAME] 
property?  

1. Why did you decide on this/these particular upgrade(s)? 
2. [IF PROJECT STATUS = COMPLETED] Did you experience any issues with the 

performance of the upgrades? [IF NOT MENTIONED] What issues? 
3. Were you able to resolve them? [IF NOT MENTIONED] How? 
4. [IF PROJECT STATUS = COMPLETED] Overall, are you satisfied with the 

upgrades that were installed? [IF NO] Why do you say that? 
5. [IF S6 = YES] Was your experience with the performance of the upgrades in your 

[PROPERTY NAME] property similar to or different from your experience with 
your other MPower property/properties? 

6. [IF Q13_5 = DIFFERENT] What was different? 

Q14. Are there any upgrades that have not been done as part of MPower but [IF PROJECT 
STATUS = NOT COMPLETED: that will not be done as part of MPower but] that you 
are planning to do in the future in your [PROPERTY NAME] property? 

1. [IF NOT MENTIONED] What upgrades are you planning to do in the future? 
2. [IF YES] Why are you planning this/these upgrade(s) for later? 

Q15. [IF PROJECT STATUS = COMPLETED] Has MPower performed a quality assurance 
inspection on the upgrades that were installed? 

[IF YES] 
1. How long after the upgrades were installed was the inspection performed? 
2. Were you satisfied with the inspection process? [IF NO] Why do you say that? 
3. Do you have any suggestions for improvement? 
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Q16. [IF PROJECT STATUS = COMPLETED] Have you been able to see any energy savings 
so far? 

1. [IF YES] Are you satisfied with the energy savings that have so far resulted from 
your participation in MPower? [IF NO] Why do you say that? 

Q17. How did/has participating with MPower affect/affected your building tenants?  
1. Were tenants generally supportive of the project? 
2. [IF NOT MENTIONED] What noteworthy issues, if any, arose before or during the 

project? 
3. How were you able to resolve this issue/these issues? 

Q18. [IF PROJECT STATUS = COMPLETED] What type of feedback have you received 
from your tenants regarding the upgrades since the completion of the project? 

1. [IF NO FEEDBACK] How do you think your tenants are doing since the completion 
of the project?  

Q19. Have you planned or do you have plans to inform your tenants of steps they can take to 
save energy? [Probe: What about saving energy using the upgrades installed through 
MPower?] 

A.2.4. Challenges, Benefits, and Improvements 
Q20. What benefits, if any, were realized [IF PROJECT NOT COMPLETED, do you expect to 

realize] as a result your participation in the MPower Pilot? 
1. What about for your tenants? 

Q21. Is there anything else about the program that worked well during your participation that 
we haven’t discussed so far?  

Q22. What other major challenges or issues, if any, did you experience during your 
involvement in the MPower Pilot? 

1. What about for your tenants? 

Q23. Is there anything else you can think of about MPower that could be improved? [IF YES] 
What improvements? 

Q24. Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience of participating in the MPower Pilot? 
1. [IF LOW SATISFACTION] Why do you say that? 

A.2.5. The Role of OBR (On-Bill Repayment) 
These last couple of questions concern on-bill repayment. As you may know, on-bill repayment 
is a financing mechanism that allows you to pay for energy efficiency upgrades through your 
utility bill. MPower is currently setting up this mechanism, but I have a few questions about it. 
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Q25. Did you discuss this repayment plan with MPower staff? 

Q26. Was the ability to participate in an on-bill repayment plan influential on your decision to 
participate in MPower? 

Q27. If on-bill repayment was not an option, do you think you would have done anything 
differently on your MPower project? [IF YES] What? [Probe for specifics like not 
performing the retrofit, not participating in MPower, participating sooner/later, 
installing more/less/different upgrades, using different financing tools, etc.] 

 

That is all the questions I have for you today, thank you very much for your time and input. Is 
there anything else you would like to say about your experience with MPower? 

 

Would it be okay if I contacted you in the future if we need to follow-up? 
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A.3. Partial Participant Interview Guide 
Hello, may I speak to [CONTACT NAME]?  

Hello, my name is ____________ and I’m calling on behalf of Energy Trust of Oregon from 
Research Into Action to speak with you about your consideration to participate in Energy Trust’s 
MPower Pilot, a program that supports retrofits of low income multifamily buildings in Oregon. 
I would like to ask you a few questions about your [PROPERTY NAME] property located in 
[PROPERTY CITY]. Our records indicate that you considered participating in the MPower 
Pilot with this property but did not. Is that correct? 

[IF NO, ask for clarification regarding property name and city, and then the question below to 
see if someone else might know more] 

Are you the best person in your organization to speak with about the [PROPERTY NAME] 
property? 

[IF NO, record contact name and number] 

CONTACT NAME: 

CONTACT NUMBER: 

Would this be a convenient time for us to talk? I anticipate that we’ll need about 5 minutes. [IF 
NO, schedule another time]  

DATE/TIME: 

CONTACT NUMBER: 

[Start of Interview] 

Thank you for taking the time to talk with us today. As I mentioned earlier, we are evaluating the 
Energy Trust of Oregon MPower Pilot and are interested in your feedback as someone who 
considered participating in the program.  

We will be taking notes as we talk and audio recording this interview to ensure the accuracy of 
the notes. However, both the notes and the recording are for research purposes only and will not 
be provided to anyone outside the Research Into Action team.  

Is it ok that we record our conversation?  

Do you have any questions before we get started?  

S1. What is your title in your organization? [Open-ended with pre-codes] 
1. Owner/President 
2. Property manager 
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3. Maintenance/Facilities manager 
4. Other (please specify): _________ 

S2. How long have you been involved in the low-income multifamily housing business? 

S3. Before your involvement with the MPower Pilot, did you explore any energy efficiency 
options for [PROPERTY NAME] property? 

[IF YES] 
1. What specific energy efficiency upgrades were you interested in before participating 

with MPower? 

S4. What led to your interest in pursuing energy efficiency upgrades at the [PROPERTY 
NAME] property? 

S5. How did you become aware of the MPower Pilot? 

S6. What led you to decide to not continue to participate with MPower with your 
[PROPERTY NAME] property? [Probes: project scheduling/timing, delays, project 
costs/financing, types of upgrades included/not included, building audit results, 
contractor issues] 

S7. Not including your [PROPERTY NAME] property, how many other low-income 
multifamily properties does your company own or manage in Oregon? 

S8. [IF S7>1] Do you have any interest or plans for this property/any of these properties to 
participate with MPower in the future? 

S9. [IF S8=NO] Do you have any interest or plans for making energy efficient upgrades in 
this property/any of these properties in the future? 

S10. [IF S8 or S9=YES] What types of energy efficient upgrades are you interested in or 
planning for this property/these properties? 

S11. [IF S9=YES] Why are you not planning to make these upgrades through participating in 
MPower? 

 

That is all the questions I have for you today, thank you very much for your time and input. Is 
there anything else you would like to say about your experience with MPower? 

 

Would it be okay if I contacted you in the future if we need to follow-up? 
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Appendix B. Anonymized Pilot Work Scope 
& Pilot Tenant Education Materials 

Below is an anonymized building assessment (audit) report for an MPower Pilot project. 

 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-2 

 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-3 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-4 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-5 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-6 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-7 

 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-8 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-9 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-10 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-11 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-12 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-13 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-14 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-15 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-16 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-17 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-18 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-19 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-20 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-21 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-22 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-23 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-24 

 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Anonymized Pilot Work Scope & Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page B-25 



Evaluation of the MPower Pilot 

Pilot Tenant Education Materials | Page C-1 

Appendix C. Pilot Tenant Education 
Materials 

Below are the tenant education and engagement materials MPower Oregon provided Pilot 
participants. 

Shower Timer 

 

Clothes Washer Placard 
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Lights and Thermostat Stickers 

  

Door Hanger 
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