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Activity in the Rental Market To-Date

 BSG: 25% additional incentive for renters since 2006
• Benefit provided but never advertised

• Promotion could lead to bill impacts/budget issues

 CLC: Offering 100% incentive for renters
• Rental population on the Cape & Vineyard is different than 

cities
• Handful (approximately 6) of participants to-date

 Other PAs have conducted some promotion through 
landlord associations 1



Objectives

 Bring more rental properties into the program and 
increase the major measure adoption rate subject to 
budget constraints and rate impacts.

• Increase awareness by broadening outreach efforts.
• Promote an accurate understanding of the program 

eligibility requirements, offerings and benefits.

• Evaluate alternative incentive options.
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Tactical Solutions for Implementation

 Use of recently developed Landlord brochure. (Hand-out)

 Enhance work with MRHA and explore potential to work 
with additional trade associations.

 Use communication vehicles such as FAQs to ensure that 
the market has an accurate understanding of the program.

3



Tactical Solutions for Implementation

 Clarify eligibility requirements and program benefits on 
the statewide web-site.

 Provide refresher training for vendor staff to ensure that 
program communications emphasize the “customer care”
components of the program.
 Assure owners of multiple properties that the program staff 

will work with tenants and landlords to develop convenient  
energy assessment and construction schedules.

 Incorporate tenant benefits in all appropriate program 
communications.

4



Tactical Solutions to be Further Assessed

 Checklist for renters
• Has the building had an energy assessment?
• Has air sealing been performed?  Insulation installed?
• What is the age of the heating system?

 Identification and referral of customers with pre-
weatherization barriers to government programs and 
other funding sources as available.
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Tactical Solutions to be Further Assessed

 Enhanced reporting to include data pertaining to:
• Prevalence of pre-weatherization barriers
• Motivation for participation

 Alternative incentive design options

6



Summary of Two-Phase Strategy

 Phase I
• Enhance outreach effort

• Educate tenants on what questions to ask prospective 
landlords.

• Report on prevalence of pre-weatherization barriers in the 
marketplace.

• Refer customers to government-sponsored and other programs 
to address pre-weatherization barriers.

• Assess economic feasibility of alternative incentive structures.

 Phase II
• Based on results of Phase I, implement enhanced incentive 

design, if warranted. 7
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Mass Save Home
Energy Services

(1-4 Family)
Helping you build value
into your rental properties
by taking simple stepsMass Save offers

energy solutions that

can save you money

and improve the

performance of your

rental property

all year long.



Learnmore today!
Visitwww.masssave.com
for energy-saving tips, resources

and savings offered by each of

our participating sponsors.

Teaming up with Mass Save can save

you money and improve your property’s

energy efficiency. Mass Save can help

you:

• Save 75% of the cost (up to
$2,000 per unit) of installing

energy-saving measures

• Schedule a whole-building energy
assessment to identify energy-
saving improvements in every

rental unit

• Make smart upgrades with money-
saving rebates when you install
qualifying energy-efficient

equipment

www.masssave.com

Getting started is easy! Just call
Mass Save to schedule an energy
assessment of your property.
And see how optimizing your
rental property can add up to
long-term profits for you.

Call us today at 866-527-7283.

For Energy Assessment
Information

Call 866-527-SAVE

Improving energy efficiency is a smart

investment with great benefits for both

you and your tenants:

• Replacing old heating and water

heating units with Mass Save’s

high-efficiency equipment rebates

cuts down on costly maintenance

and repairs

• Energy-efficient lighting through-

out your building and its common

areas can reduce your energy bills

• Improved energy efficiency

increases your rental property’s

value

• Improved energy efficiency helps

attract and retain tenants

• Lower energy bills make it easier

for tenants to pay their rent

• Energy improvements mean

increased comfort for tenants

year-round

Mass Save Home Energy Services
(1-4 Family) can help you make energy
improvements to your rental property that
mean greater efficiency for your tenants
and a better profit margin for you.

Mass Save® is an initiative sponsored by Massachusetts’ gas and
electric utilities and energy efficiency service providers, including
Bay State Gas Company, The Berkshire Gas Company, Cape Light
Compact, National Grid, New England Gas Company, NSTAR,
Unitil, and Western Massachusetts Electric Company. The sponsors
of Mass Save work closely with the Massachusetts Department of
Energy Resources to provide a wide range of services, incentives,
training, and information promoting energy efficiency that help
residents and businesses manage energy use and related costs.



Reaching Landlords/Tenants for 
Deeper Energy Savings
Residential EEAC Consulting Team

June 9, 2010



Background
• Rental property has historically been a 
“hard to reach” market (non‐low income 
retrofit program)

• Large opportunity for achieving 
substantial energy savings in 1‐4 family 
rental market (many buildings over 50 
years old with few EE measures 
installed).

• Approximately 500,000 rental units in 1‐
4 family buildings in MA
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GCA/Council Objective: Deeper, 
whole‐house energy savings
• Two primary market actors to target: 
Tenants and Landlords

• A tenant‐only approach is good for 
overall awareness but results in shallow 
energy savings (limited savings 
opportunities in individual units)

• Whole‐house energy treatments to 
achieve deeper savings on rental 
properties requires getting landlords to 
participate 3



Activity to Address better Reaching 
this important market segment
• Residential Management Committee 
(RMC) has prepared a working draft 
‘Action Plan to Increase Landlord 
Participation’, and…
– On‐bill Repayment (OBR) group has been focused on 
developing landlord‐centered finance/repayment 
options; also considering subsidy as well as finance

– Equity Committee focused on properties with 
tenants above 60% of median income

– City of Boston is developing pilot to better reach 
rental properties

– Other discussions 4



Barriers to Landlord participation

5



AwarenessAwareness
• 46% of landlords are not aware of the program 
(2007 NMR Landlord survey)

• “Knowledge of energy efficiency among 
landlords remains low.” (2005 NMR Landlord 
focus group report)

• “…prior awareness of and participation in 
MassSAVE increased landlord likelihood to 
participate again in the future.”

• “Large landlords are difficult to reach, although 
they also express significantly higher levels of 
interest in participating (than small landlords).”

6



Hassle FactorHassle Factor
• “It’s just one more thing to do in terms of 
arranging for a contractor, getting bids, 
having disruptions from the tenants. And 
we’re probably all…pretty well 
overstressed with other pieces of our 
jobs, and sometimes it (energy efficiency 
improvements) doesn’t make it to the 
top of our lists.” (2005 NMR Landlord 
focus groups)

• Need to make the process clear and 
simple to drive landlord participation.

7



Concern about Code ViolationsConcern about Code Violations

• “Adhering to building codes” is rated as one 
of the most important decision factors 
(affecting installation of EE improvements)

• Small landlords who live in one of their own 
rental buildings are less likely to have 
participated in the program, possibly 
because they are aware of code violations 
in their building (2007 NMR Landlord 
survey) 

8



FinancesFinances
1. Costs
2. Return on Investment (ROI)
3. Tax Policy

“Nearly all of the tenants pay their electricity and 
heating bills. Therefore, landlords may not be 
aware of how much their tenants are paying 
for energy, and the landlord would not 
experience direct benefits from making the 
energy efficiency improvements.”
(2007 NMR Landlord survey)

9



‘‘Action PlanAction Plan’’ RecommendationsRecommendations
1. Intensive Outreach Campaign
‐ Develop a Landlord marketing piece
‐ GreaterMedia radio spot for Landlords
‐ Articles in Landlord Association newsletters
‐ Establish Landlord page on 

www.masssave.com
2. Landlord Customer Care
‐ Add an extension for Landlords on 800 line
3. Offer they can’t refuse
‐ Ad Hoc group/Mid course adjustment 10



Going Forward PlanGoing Forward Plan
• PAs to follow through on agreed upon action 
items

• RMC to update working draft of ‘Landlord 
Action Plan’ to fold in findings and input from 
other working groups and interested 
participants (e.g. 1. Need to stratify landlords –
tailor approach to most effectively reach 
different landlord subgroups, 2. Legal aspects)

• Res Retrofit Ad Hoc group to provide additional 
direction on program design modifications 
needed to successfully reach landlords and 
achieve deep savings

11
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MassSAVE Action Plan for Rental Housing 
DRAFT 

July 20, 2010 
 
There is a huge opportunity for achieving substantial energy savings in the 1 to 4 family 
rental market, with approximately 500,000 units in Massachusetts. Most of these 
buildings are over 50 years old and have had very few energy efficiency measures 
installed.1 
 
Overview of Issues/Barriers 
The issues identified as barriers to landlord participation in the program tend to fall into 
four key categories: 1) Awareness, 2) Hassle factor, 3) Concern about code violations, 
and 4) Finances. It is also possible, as Bay State Gas has done, to successfully conduct 
outreach directed at the tenants, but only if the financial contribution expected from 
tenants is minimal or zero. 
 
Moving Forward to Increase Landlord Participation 
In order to craft a successful strategy to increase landlord participation, the MassSAVE 
program planners will need to ‘think like a landlord’: How can each of the four key 
barriers be addressed so that landlords will be motivated to act? It is proposed that the 
MassSAVE program employ a multi-pronged strategy to bring significantly more 
landlords and tenants into the program in order to help achieve the aggressive energy 
savings goals in the 2010-2012 plans, and to include this strategy, along with specific 
funding, in the statewide 2011 plans. 
 

1. Intensive Outreach Campaign 
o To proactively address the awareness barrier, launch a promotional 

campaign to alert and educate landlords about the MassSAVE program. 
Also target the 54% of landlords who are aware of the program but are 
likely not participating.   

o Develop customized marketing materials that focus on the experiences of 
one or more participating landlords, thereby providing peer testimonials 
that may motivate others to participate.2 

o Work with the Mass. Rental Housing Association (MRHA)3 to reach out 
to their members, and through other mailing lists that they periodically 
utilize for outreach. MRHA has indicated strong interest in helping to 
promote the programs. Strategically target landlords with high-use 
buildings through a personal invitation letter campaign. 
 
Specific actions to take in late 2010 and to include in the 2011 plans: 
a. Web sites – greatly improve the usability of the MassSave and 

individual utility websites for landlords – at present landlords, 

                                                 
1 MassSAVE: Results of the Landlord Survey, NMR, 2007. 
2 Results of Focus Groups among Landlords Eligible for the MassSAVE Program, NMR, 2005 
3 There are 21 Massachusetts Rental Housing Association Member Organizations identified in the 
MassSAVE Market Evaluation working group report. 
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especially owners of 1 to 4 unit properties, would not even know that 
the programs apply to them, much less how to use them. Same for 
tenants. 

b. Specific questions to ask in screening calls to MassSave. 
c. Brochures – develop a brochure targeted to landlords (already in 

second draft). 
d. MRHA newsletters – put articles in the statewide and local chapter e-

mail newsletters of MRHA, explaining what programs are available to 
landlords, and highlighting the program change that now makes the 
75% subsidy an immediate discount on services rather than a rebate. 

e. Speakers – send speakers to MRHA chapter meetings throughout the 
state – MRHA will facilitate this. 

f. Conference(s) - support one or more conferences for landlords that 
MRHA will sponsor, in Boston/Cambridge and possibly another 
location such as Worcester. MRHA is willing to organize the 
conference(s), asks that they be provided with a free location and 
speakers. 

g. Possibly purchase other mailing lists for landlords (MRHA apparently 
gets them from municipal assessors) and send outreach materials to 
them. 

h. Provide brochures that MRHA chapters can distribute to members. 
i. ”Virtual energy audit” – City of Boston’s idea to create a database of 

rental units and tell landlords how their units’ energy consumption 
compares to others of similar size.  

 
2. Landlord Customer Care 

o To address the hassle factor barrier, train and provide a ‘Landlord 
Customer Care’ staff person at each of the vendors. The vendor staff 
person must be trained to understand and meet the specifics needs of 
landlords. 

o Consider revising the requirement for getting three bids on installation of 
heating systems (and other measures?) – landlords have identified this as 
taking a significant amount of their time, and so being a barrier. Perhaps 
the PAs could make standard arrangements with contractors, as the low-
income programs do? Or set a “fair market” rate for services that 
contractors would have to adhere to? 

 
3. Offer They Can’t Refuse 

o The change to an up-front 75% discount rather than a rebate is a major 
improvement to the program (some utilities were doing this before, but not 
all), greatly reducing the financing barrier for landlords. Publicize this 
change through all the methods shown in (1) above, and look for other 
methods. 

o Develop a table of specific financial barriers for landlords and proposed 
market interventions. 
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o Consider increasing the discount from 75% to 100%, or close to 100%. 
Bay State Gas did 100% for a period, and advocates that this be done 
statewide. Landlords could be given the option of 75% without strings, or 
100% with strings such as those in the low-income program, like holding 
the rent constant for a period of time. Higher incentive levels could also be 
tied to installing comprehensive energy efficiency improvements in, or 
affecting, all units in the building.   

o Consider raising the cap of $2,000 per unit – may not be enough in a 
multi-unit building.  

o For landlords who prefer financing, investigate with banks the possibility 
of expanding the HEAT Loan offering to include non owner-occupied 
properties.  [is this already happening?]. 

o Financing tied to the meter or to property tax bills rather than to the 
current tenant or landlord? (a version of “PACE” legislation authorizing a 
form of this is pending in the state legislature) 

o Address the code violation concern. Provide a specified amount of 
available funding per project to help address any code violations that need 
to be fixed in order to install energy efficiency measures. Investigate other 
potential sources of funding. A similar concern that MRHA raised is that 
for Section 8 housing, the inspection requirements go beyond the building 
code, and are very difficult to pass (at least in some locations).  

 
4. Outreach to Tenants 

 
Provide additional social pressure for landlords to participate by educating tenants 
about their right to obtain energy usage information on prospective apartments, 
and by asking tenants to directly encourage their landlords to participate (have 
already drafted a poster/flier). Institute a tenant outreach program, with 
components such as: 

a. community groups 
b. apartment referral agencies 
c. college housing offices 
d. PA’s say they can identify rental units in their records – do 

targeted bill stuffers and email messages directed at tenants 
who pay their own utility bills.  

e. train utility call centers on how to respond to requests for 
billing data in a way that is simple and effective for prospective 
tenants. 

f. consider ways to make it easy for tenants to obtain utility 
billing histories on rental properties, such as making the 
information accessible on the web. 

g. as Bay State Gas does, provide a packet for tenants that 
includes a form for their landlord to agree to have efficiency 
improvements done.  

 
 



-OBR Rental Taskforce Draft Report- 
Cover E-Mail from Tom Darling to Councilors 

8/10/2010 
 
Dear EEAC Councilor, 
 Attached please find a draft report by the Rental Taskforce on the issue of financing for 
residential rental energy efficiency improvements.  This report represents the activities of the 
Taskforce to date and forms the basis of the group’s recommendation to the larger OBR 
workgroup.  The draft report has only recently been made available for comment and we expect 
(and have already received) comments that may change the final wording of the report.  An 
excerpt of the executive summary is below: 
  
Executive Summary: 
It is the conclusion of the Rental Taskforce that the On-Bill Repayment Workgroup NOT submit 
a rental specific OBR solution to the EEAC.  The Taskforce concluded that a rental specific on-
bill repayment option would either a) operate in substantially the same manner as either the 
residential owner obligation or the small business obligation model (as identified in the initial 
OBR report to the EEAC dated 5/10/10), or b) be infeasible for the majority of the target rental 
market at this time.  The group recommended that the original OBR recommendations to the 
EEAC stand with slight modifications to allow owner/landlord occupied rental properties to 
participate in the residential owner model (subject to enabling program design) and that investor 
owned rental property (where the landlord does not reside in the premise) be allowed to 
participate in the small business model (also subject to program design).  It is the belief of the 
taskforce that these recommendations will allow for a streamlined rental financing option 
equivalent to owner and small business proposals. 
  
The basis for the conclusion was that program design (rather than finance structure) dictated the 
differences between a rental model and an owner/small business repayment model as far as OBR 
was concerned.  The group also identified non-OBR finance solutions (such as a traditional 
landlord directed lending model) that could help serve the rental market, but these loan products 
do not require regulatory/EEAC approval to move forward and are dependent on program design 
efforts by Residential Management Committee (“RMC”)and by the individual PAs.  The 
taskforce concluded that rental finance discussions should continue in conjunction with the RMC 
and PAs as part of a holistic rental program design process.   
  
[The OBR Working Group] recommends that the Program Administrators pursue the 
development of on-bill repayment capabilities consistent with the approaches and  guiding 
principles set forth in the May 10, 2010 Report of the On Bill Repayment Working Group  (see 
section 1.1) and the Rental Taskforce Report dated August 2010.  In pursuing these approaches 
(which allow for standard and sundry billing approaches) each PA may test and validate such 
approaches, including, where appropriate, through the use of customized projects or pilot efforts, 
taking into account any lessons learned in the Pay and Save Pilot efforts. While each PA’s 
unique service territory, billing system, etc. do not allow for identical OBR approaches, OBR in 
Massachusetts should be as uniform as possible in keeping with the statewide focus identified in 
the Green Communities Act and perpetuated by the PAs in their energy efficiency programs.  
Each PA should identify any necessary regulatory approvals required for implementing on-bill 



repayment capabilities (including DPU approvals where applicable) based upon its unique tariffs, 
billing systems and other relevant factors, including costs. Each PA should provide an OBR 
update, including any specific issues/challenges with respect to implementation of on-bill 
repayment capabilities and any PA-specific components that were incorporated into the OBR 
model, to the EEAC in accordance with a schedule agreed to by the PAs and the EEAC .[The 
OBR Working Group] recommends that the EEAC consider formally endorsing this approach. 
  
The complete draft report is attached to this email and I look forward to discussing at this 
afternoon’s meeting. 
  
Regards, 
  
Tom 
  
Thomas Darling, Clean Energy Fellow 
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020, Boston, MA 02114    
Ph: 617.626.7371 Fax: 617.727.0030 
http://www.mass.gov/doer/ 
 

http://www.mass.gov/doer/
http://www.mass.gov/doer/


 

Overview: 

The On Bill Repayment workgroup delegated further research into rental solutions to a newly formed 
subgroup called the Rental Taskforce.  The Taskforce was asked to investigate potential financing 
solutions for energy efficiency improvements targeted at the residential rental market for properties 
containing one to four units and five or more units.  The Taskforce met on four occasions to discuss 
potential finance solutions and communicated via email and a new collaboration tool hosted by DOER.  
A draft of this report was submitted to the Taskforce for comments during the week of July 29th, 2010 
and reflects the opinions of the members either in the body of this report, or in the alternative views 
and comments section. 

Executive Summary: 

It is the conclusion of the Rental Taskforce that the On‐Bill Repayment Workgroup NOT submit a rental 
specific OBR solution to the EEAC.  The Taskforce concluded that a rental specific on‐bill repayment 
option would either a) operate in substantially the same manner as either the residential owner 
obligation or the small business obligation model (as identified in the initial OBR report to the EEAC 
dated 5/10/10), or b) be infeasible for the majority of the target rental market at this time.  The group 
recommended that the original OBR recommendations to the EEAC stand with slight modifications to 
allow owner/landlord occupied rental properties to participate in the residential owner model (subject 
to enabling program design) and that investor owned rental property (where the landlord does not 
reside in the premise) be allowed to participate in the small business model (also subject to program 
design).  It is the belief of the taskforce that these recommendations will allow for a streamlined rental 
financing option equivalent to owner and small business proposals. 

The basis for the conclusion was that program design (rather than finance structure) dictated the 
differences between a rental model and an owner/small business repayment model as far as OBR was 
concerned.  The group also identified non‐OBR finance solutions (such as a traditional landlord directed 
lending model) that could help serve the rental market, but these loan products do not require 
regulatory/EEAC approval to move forward and are dependent on program design efforts by Residential 
Management Committee (“RMC”)and by the individual PAs.  The taskforce concluded that rental finance 
discussions should continue in conjunction with the RMC and PAs as part of a holistic rental program 
design process.   

[The OBR Working Group] recommends that the Program Administrators pursue the development of on‐
bill repayment capabilities consistent with the approaches and  guiding principles set forth in the May 
10, 2010 Report of the On Bill Repayment Working Group  (see section 1.1) and the Rental Taskforce 
Report dated August 2010.  In pursuing these approaches (which allow for standard and sundry billing 
approaches) each PA may test and validate such approaches, including, where appropriate, through the 
use of customized projects or pilot efforts, taking into account any lessons learned in the Pay and Save 
Pilot efforts. While each PA’s unique service territory, billing system, etc. do not allow for identical OBR 
approaches, OBR in Massachusetts should be as uniform as possible in keeping with the statewide focus 



identified in the Green Communities Act and perpetuated by the PAs in their energy efficiency 
programs.  Each PA should identify any necessary regulatory approvals required for implementing on‐bill 
repayment capabilities (including DPU approvals where applicable) based upon its unique tariffs, billing 
systems and other relevant factors, including costs. Each PA should provide an OBR update, including 
any specific issues/challenges with respect to implementation of on‐bill repayment capabilities and any 
PA‐specific components that were incorporated into the OBR model, to the EEAC in accordance with a 
schedule agreed to by the PAs and the EEAC .[The OBR Working Group] recommends that the EEAC 
consider formally endorsing this approach. 



Summary of Taskforce Activity: 

In order to reduce complexity and scope, the Taskforce segmented the rental market into smaller 
groups with shared characteristics in order to focus discussions and analysis.   The group also chose to 
perform a more rigorous analysis of a single scenario using the pre‐1950’s, triple decker, three unit, 
apartment building.  This property type was selected for its a) prevalence in MA, b) large potential 
energy savings, and c) abundance of available information.  The group also chose this property type as a 
potential means to maximize Federal Weatherization Assistance Program dollars and due to the belief 
that this program will benefit households in lower income strata1.  The taskforce analyzed various 
packages of measures to identify the magnitude of financing required as well as the potential financing 
characteristics needed to support the investment.  As expected, deeper measures (typically HVAC, hot 
water systems and windows) had longer paybacks and required larger capital investments.  Deeper 
measures required a larger financing component and increased complexity and risk (for landlords and 
tenants).  As a result the taskforce group elected to pursue a financing solution targeted at a package of 
lower capital cost, faster return measures without discouraging deeper retrofits.  The taskforce also 
sought to leverage existing Federal programs to help defray costs in situations in which one or more 
tenant met low‐income thresholds. 

Rental Market Segmentation: 

The Taskforce segmented the rental market along several factors to better assess financial offering 
feasibility.  The group segmented by rental unit size in deference to existing program guidelines 
establishing a group for 1‐4 units and 5+ rental units.  The group also chose to segment by owner 
occupied status (a key criterion for existing residential financing solutions) and the availability of a 
common area meter (a key factor for On Bill Repayments).  The group then analyzed each segment to 
determine the optimal finance product that could feasibly be delivered.  Once a product was identified 
by the group it was measured against existing alternatives to assess the incremental benefit from the 
creation of a rental specific financing product.  A matrix of the group’s discussions and target financial 
solutions is below: 

  1‐4 Unit Rental  5+ Unit – Investor Owned 
Market Segment:  Owner 

Occupied 
Investor 
Owned – 

Un‐Metered 

Investor Owned 
Common Meter 

Common Meter  Un‐Metered 

Proposed Finance 
Method: 

Residential 
Owner OBR 

Traditional 
Loan 

Product 

Residential 
Owner or Small 
Business OBR* 

Small Business 
OBR 

Traditional 
Loan 

Product 
Obligation:  Landlord  Landlord  Landlord  Landlord  Landlord 
Repayment Via:  Owner Utility 

Bill 
Third Party 

Bill 
Common Meter 

Utility Bill 
Common Meter 

Utility Bill 
Third Party 

Bill 
 

                                                            
1 Financing products are not expected to be available to WAP eligible properties/households although low income 
households may occupy units where financing (paid by landlord) has been used to purchase a qualifying 
improvement.   



“*” Loan sizes would dictate whether the residential owner or Small Business financing program were applicable subject to program 
design. 

MA building codes require common metered service for rental property with >3 units although anecdotal evidence suggests code 
compliance may be < 100% 

In all cases the obligation for the loan was expected to reside with the landlord.  The improvement to 
the property was a benefit to the owner/landlord and the obligation structure should be reflective of 
this fact.  The group did consider hybrid models, such as meter obligations with a landlord gauranty, but 
these models were rejected for several reasons as discussed elsewhere in this report. 

 

The Taskforce identified four financing alternatives related to rental improvement financing including 
Owner Attached OBR, Meter Attached OBR, Green Leases, Landlord Directed Financing.  Only Owner 
Attached OBR and Landlord Directed Financing were deemed viable financing mechanisms (each 
financing alternative is discussed in detail in later sections).  Other repayment mechanisms were 
principally excluded due to their complexity (meter based obligations), the lack of a common meter on 
the property (owner based obligation), and due to tenant protections issues (meter based obligations).  
Green leases were investigated but deemed too immature (the Taskforce was unable to find a single 
instance of an existing green lease document) and contained risks that could be deemed unacceptable 
to both landlord and tenant advocates.  This left only Owner Attached OBR and Landlord Directed 
Financing models as feasible financing mechanisms for the residential rental market. 

 



 

Barriers to Energy Efficiency: 

Finance represents one of many potential barriers to energy efficiency adoption.  Financial barriers in 
the residential sector typically revolve around first cost/ upfront capital availability, the ongoing cost‐of‐
capital (interest rate), and the perceived financial benefit from uncertain savings.  These issues are 
compounded in the residential rental market where the project sizes are often larger, the process more 
complex (due to landlord tenant issues) and the equity of the decision is split amongst multiple parties 
in often unequal amounts.  The taskforce investigated these issues with the goal of developing a 
financing model that better served the residential rental market and made progress toward minimizing 
potential financial barriers to energy efficiency adoption. 

 

The Taskforce, at the beginning of its effort to address the issue of on‐bill loan repayment, identified 
several barriers, in addition to the financial barrier noted above, that tenants face in their efforts to fully 
participate in energy efficiency programs that they pay into via the SBC (electric) or Conservation Charge 
(gas).  Perhaps the most critical barrier to participation is the split incentive: the tenant receives the 
benefit of energy efficiency savings through their utility bills, but the landlord, who controls the decision 
whether or not to implement major energy efficient measures, such as heating systems, has no 
incentive, economic or otherwise, to install the higher cost energy efficient measure.  Without the 
landlord’s consent to install these major measures, the tenant is effectively prevented from fully 
participating in energy efficiency programs.2  Additional barriers, no less significant, also exist, such as 
the role the PAs should take relative to the loan repayment obligation.    In the view of the Taskforce, 
PAs should not act as collection agents regarding any on bill obligations, such as attempting to collect 
the remainder of an obligation from a tenant who has vacated the premises.    

 

The issue of where the loan repayment obligation “rests” is another barrier to tenant participation.  If it 
remains with the meter and the tenant vacates the apartment, several choices present themselves, all of 
them problematic. The landlord would have to affirmatively take on the repayment obligation, but with 
no incentive to do so, the chances of this are slim.  If the repayment is suspended until another tenant 
rents the property, the utility is faced with a potential bad debt situation which could eventually affect 
all customers in the event a new tenant was not found to rent the property.  Any tenant moving into a 
dwelling where energy efficient measures had previously been installed resulting in the need for the 
loan to be repaid on the utility bill would have to be notified of the obligation and would have to 
affirmatively undertake the obligation to repay.  This raises complex issues of notice, truth in lending 

                                                            
2 The landlord/tenant split energy efficiency financing incentive problem is not new.  While the Taskforce does not 
as a group endorse the following approaches to address the split incentive issues, we note that modification of 
program incentive structures and upgrading the energy potion of building code provisions that apply to rental 
housing are alternate means of addressing the split incentive.  The Taskforce did not explore the pros and cons 
associated with these potential approaches. 



and disclosure. Additionally, issues related to the tenant’s liability/landlord’s rights, such as 
creditworthiness, potential eviction for failure to repay the loan obligation, and the allocation of partial 
payment of a utility bill, are present.  Finally, the length of the payback period presents a barrier to 
tenant participation in energy efficiency programs as the length of their tenancy is often much shorter 
than the average payback period. 

 

Although the Taskforce has made significant progress in the area of on‐bill loan repayment for measures 
installed in rental units, the above‐noted barriers remain and continue to impede tenants from fully 
participating in energy efficiency programs.  The Taskforce recommends that the PAs, through other 
working groups, such as the Residential Management Committee, the Equity Committee and the Multi‐
Family Working Group, continue to explore ways to address and potentially mitigate/eliminate these 
barriers.  As solutions to these barriers may be found in the program design arena, it is beyond the 
scope of this Taskforce to try and develop such solutions.   



 

Economics Section: 

Summary: 

Not surprisingly, packages of lower capital cost, faster payback measures are easier to implement and 
have smaller financial impacts on renters and landlords.  Financing provides a benefit despite small 
expected loan sizes as it improves landlord cash flows and better matches expected rental income with 
capital improvement repayments.  Deeper retrofits will be more difficult to incentivize due to the higher 
upfront capital costs and the magnified impact to landlord cash flows from the split equity problem.  
Financing remains an attractive tool to encourage deeper measures, especially in situations where a hot 
water/heating system need replacement to perform to code. 

Analysis: 

The Rental Taskforce considered the economic impact of various packages of retrofits and the requisite 
financing to ascertain potential financing offerings.  The Taskforce chose to look at triple‐decker, three 
unit buildings and two packages of measures (short & long paybacks) highlighting the distinction 
between cheaper, faster payback measures (air sealing, weatherization, etc.) and deeper, longer 
payback measures (boiler, hot water, etc.).  The group used the numbers provided by the Vermont 
Energy Investment Corp. (VEIC) to the City of Cambridge on June 30, 2009 as the basis for this analysis3. 

UPGRADE 1 - WEATHERIZATION PACKAGE Yearly Monthly
Number of Assistance Elligable Tenants 0 (Discrete # of <60% median income tenant units) Tenant Savings:
Energy Costs Pre- Improvement 9,719$       Sourced from VEIC report to Cambridge -- Total Tenant 2,721$      227$       
Package Cost 15,000$      Sourced from VEIC report to Cambridge -- Per Unit 907$        76$        
Estimated Building Efficiency Improvement 28% (20-30% savings are achievable based on past retrofits) Landlord Payments:
Landlord Residual (Cost after incentives) 9,000$       Residual after Incentives and Deductions -- Total Building 1,125$      94$        
Loan Term 8 Years (term varies by loan size) -- Per Unit 375$        31$        
Interest Rate 0%  

Based on estimates from the VEIC report, the faster payback package delivered a net monthly benefit to 
the tenant that was twice the cost incurred by the landlord, suggesting that modest increases in rent 
would still leave both parties better off and significantly reduce overall energy consumption.  In 
addition, the incremental finance costs on a per unit basis were small vs. expected rents.  Longer 
payback measure packages required much larger capital outlays, had higher monthly finance costs and 
lower per dollar energy savings4 suggesting that the landlord, tenant or both would have to endure 
negative expected cash flows as a result of the deeper package of improvements.    

Incorporating Low Income Incentives: 

The group also considered the impact of low‐income qualifying tenants occupying one unit and two or 
more units in a rental property.  It was the conclusion of the workgroup that rental buildings containing 

                                                            
3 A Copy of the VEIC report is attached as an Appendix. 
4 Longer payback packages were deemed incremental and were penalized by smaller energy use profiles of newly 
weatherized units.  Thus for the same efficiency improvement, smaller dollar savings were expected. 



one or more low‐income tenants offered substantially better economics, especially for the faster 
payback measures due to the increased Federal subsidies.   

Scenario with one qualifying low‐income household: 

UPGRADE 1 - WEATHERIZATION PACKAGE Yearly Monthly
Number of Assistance Elligable Tenants 1 (Discrete # of <60% median income tenant units) Tenant Savings:
Energy Costs Pre- Improvement 9,719$       Sourced from VEIC report to Cambridge -- Total Tenant 2,721$      227$       
Package Cost 15,000$      Sourced from VEIC report to Cambridge -- Per Unit 907$        76$        
Estimated Building Efficiency Improvement 28% (20-30% savings are achievable based on past retrofits) Landlord Payments:
Landlord Residual (Cost after incentives) 2,500$       Residual after Incentives and Deductions -- Total Building 833$        69$        
Loan Term 3 Years (term varies by loan size) -- Per Unit 278$        23$        
Interest Rate 0%  

Scenario with two qualifying low‐income households: 

UPGRADE 1 - WEATHERIZATION PACKAGE Yearly Monthly
Number of Assistance Elligable Tenants 2 (Discrete # of <60% median income tenant units) Tenant Savings:
Energy Costs Pre- Improvement 9,719$       Sourced from VEIC report to Cambridge -- Total Tenant 2,721$      227$       
Package Cost 15,000$      Sourced from VEIC report to Cambridge -- Per Unit 907$        76$        
Estimated Building Efficiency Improvement 28% (20-30% savings are achievable based on past retrofits) Landlord Payments:
Landlord Residual (Cost after incentives) -$           Residual after Incentives and Deductions -- Total Building -$         -$       
Loan Term 3 Years (term varies by loan size) -- Per Unit -$         -$       
Interest Rate 0%  

Federal Weatherization Program (WAP) incentives were assessed at $6,500 per unit, with 
weatherization measures free for properties with >50% low‐income tenants.   

Conclusion: 

The economics will be different for each property based on multiple factors, but directionally the 
Taskforce felt that faster payback packages coupled with attractive landlord directed financing (OBR or 
third party billed) offered a substantial opportunity to increase rental EE adoption and increase program 
equity in the rental community.  Deeper measures would not be discouraged, but remain more difficult 
to solve given the split equity problem, larger dollar consideration, lower expected energy savings and 
longer payback periods.  A detailed summary of the scenarios is included below: 

Triple Decker Detailed Scenarios: 

To illustrate the split‐incentives barrier and to assess the potential for on‐bill or traditional financing to 
mitigate this barrier, the Taskforce reviewed a financial analysis of an efficiency investment for a 3‐unit 
rental property.  This analysis was conducted with a spreadsheet developed by DOER (in conjunction 
with the Taskforce) and with an estimate of costs and savings for a triple‐decker prepared by VEIC5 for 
the City of Cambridge.  The basic parameters of the retrofit were assumed to be: 

 Capital cost of approximately $15,000 for insulation of ceiling (R30) and walls and basement 
(R15), which is an average of $5,000 per unit.  

 Customer contribution of $9,000 after MassSave rebates of $2,000/unit, assuming that these 
rebates could be fully utilized or combined for the 3 dwelling units on the 3 floors.  

                                                            
5 VEIC report to the City of Cambridge, dated 6/30/09, a copy of which is attached in the Appendix. 



 Annual savings of approximately $2,700 for the building.  (While this is an average of $900/unit, 
each unit would likely experience different levels of savings.)  Most or all of these savings are in 
the form of reduction of natural gas use for space heating.  (This is consistent with the 
methodology underlying the Cambridge triple‐decker study, which did not consider air 
conditioning impacts.) 

Based on these assumptions, the Taskforce discussed the following financial results: 

 This package of insulation measures would represent a simple payback of 3.3 years for this 
investment ($9,000/$2,700) if all the costs and savings were incurred by the same person.  This 
would be the case, for example, if the landlord pays for the heat (presumably including it as part 
of the rent), since most or all of the savings from the insulation result from reducing the use of 
natural gas for space heating.  

 If a landlord were to finance that $9,000 over 8 years at a zero interest rate, the annual debt 
payments would be $1,125.  As a measure of the scale of this debt cost, the annual debt 
payments of $1,125 would theoretically translate on a simple basis into a monthly rent increase 
of $31 for each of the three apartments.  In order for the MassSave program to offer a zero 
interest rate, it would cost approximately $2,470 (in present value using a 3% discount rate), or 
approximately $820/unit.  

 If the landlord were to finance the $9,000 insulation cost over 30 years at 6% instead, 
presumably as part of a larger financing package, the annual payment would be approximately 
$650. 

 For a tenant who pays individually for the space heating fuel, the average savings would be 
approximately $900/year or $75/month.  In this case, the landlord would not receive those 
savings, illustrating the split incentive problem. 

To the extent that landlords give such energy efficiency measures serious consideration, the availability 
of financing may encourage more decisions to invest.  There are four limited circumstances where 
owners of 1‐4 unit rental properties might utilize on‐bill repayment: 

 First, to the extent that the landlord pays for the heat in the building, then the split incentive 
would not exist and the landlord would have an incentive to invest.  (Question: should this 
report address the tax implications of depreciating rather than expensing the customer 
contribution, and if so, where?) 

 Second, if the landlord lives in the building, the split incentive does not apply to that unit, which 
may prompt the landlord to insulate that one unit.  If the landlord lives on the first floor, the 
savings may be sufficient to motivate not only some wall insulation but also basement insulation 
or measures in additional units.  The availability of financing can only help adoption and 
potentially extend the depth and breadth of retrofits.  Similarly, if one or more units are 
occupied by low‐income qualifying tenants, the incremental costs of insulting the remainder of 
the building may be small enough for a landlord to seek to finance that remainder.  The 
Taskforce reviewed this impact and such properties clearly offered substantially better 
economics.  Federal Weatherization Program (WAP) incentives were assessed at $6,500 per 



unit, with weatherization measures free for properties with >50% low‐income tenants.  The 
incentives can only be applied once per unit/property and cannot be used again for deeper 
measure packages.  There is an opportunity to coordinate low‐income funds with MassSAVE 
funds in these mixed buildings. 

 Finally, even with the split incentive where the landlord does not receive the energy savings, 
some landlords might be motivated to consider investing in this package of insulation measures 
out of an expectation of a higher market value for the building, greater occupancy or an 
expectation of offsetting revenue.    There are open questions as to whether landlords might 
institute rent increases disproportionate to the tenant’s savings and such rent concerns might 
warrant further study and consideration. 

In view of the potential for on‐bill repayment in these limited segments of the 1‐4 unit rental property 
market, future analysis and design of programs should include estimates of the size of these markets as 
well as ways in which financing and repayment arrangements could be tailored to meet their needs and 
provide benefits to tenants.  In this context, any financing feature or change in rebates that would 
reduce the landlord’s annual debt cost would increase the landlord’s likelihood of making the 
investment. 

This general scenario would be more complicated in practice.  For one thing, while the above estimates 
of costs and savings were developed for the triple‐decker as a whole, only the wall insulation is evenly 
distributed across the 3 units.  Some of the insulation work is in the basement and in the ceiling of the 
top floor.  Program rules may therefore need to be streamlined to appropriately address the whole 
building. 

Notwithstanding the potential for landlords to adopt financing in some cases such as those above, most 
non‐resident landlords who face an efficiency opportunity with a split incentive, where the tenants 
receive all of the energy savings, may not be motivated to either invest or take out financing, and the 
opportunity for savings would be lost.  In most cases, landlords would not be likely to spend money 
without a tangible or immediate benefit.  In particular, it is not clear in the present environment that 
many landlords would make an investment in insulation in order to obtain a benefit from raising rents, 
because rents are essentially set by wider market forces.  Therefore, MassSave and policymakers should 
continue to explore other program and policy changes to address the split incentive and other barriers 
and achieve greater energy savings for tenants. 

 



Financial Option Summary: 

On‐Bill (Meter) Obligation: 

Summary: A meter obligation is a loan whose security and repayment are attached to a specific utility 
meter and repaid by any occupant receiving service at the property served by the meter.   

Positives:  The meter obligation structure can be transferred between tenants and most closely matches 
expected energy savings with the requisite capital/financing costs.   

Negatives: Tenant advocates cited concerns over the potential for increased tenant expenses and the 
possibility of eviction in the event of non‐payment.  PAs expressed deep concerns over the cost and 
complexity of implementing meter obligations.  All parties agreed that a significant level of disclosure 
and education would be required at a minimum for both landlords and tenants. 

Conclusion:  Despite significant investigation, meter based obligations were considered too complex and 
costly to implement in a manner that adequately protected all parties’ rights and interests. 

 

On Bill (Owner) Obligation: 

Summary: An owner obligation is a loan whose security is attached to the borrower receiving the 
improvement, but repaid through the utility bill.  Owner obligations can be secured or unsecured and 
may be used on rental/leased property. 

Positives: Owner obligations are simpler to implement vs. meter obligations and act like traditional loan 
products except that they are repaid on the utility bill. 

Negatives: Owner obligations require utility service.  In the case of non‐owner occupied rental structures 
without separate common area utility service, there is not a utility service to attach the obligation. 

 

Green Lease / Lease Amendments: 

Summary: Green leases include new leases and existing lease amendments designed to apportion the 
cost and benefits of energy efficiency (or renewable generation) improvements. 

Positives:  Green leases allow for the upfront apportionment of costs, requirements and expected 
benefits to both landlord and tenant.  Green lease terms are known and agreed to by all parties in 
advance and give all parties the ability to opt out in advance. 

Negatives: Green leases are immature and no existing examples were available for consideration.  Legal 
issues and disclosure requirements increased complexity.  Tenant advocacy groups expressed concern 
over rent increases and the uncertainty of expected energy savings that would result from EE measures.  
Adoption rates were expected to be low given the negotiating process involved.  



 

Traditional Financing (Direct to Landlord): 

Summary: Utilize traditional loan product to landlords in combination with rental EE program design.   

Positives:  Existing product is understood by market and can be combined with new and existing rental 
programs offered by PAs. 

Negatives: Traditional financing will still need to solve problems related to streamlining underwriting 
and loan approval.  Loans to landlord, do not solve split equity issues directly 

Conclusion:  Traditional financing as part of an overall rental program offers potentially attractive 
financing options, especially in circumstances where OBR is not currently feasible (IE investment 
property without common metering). 
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Market Evaluation Working Group 
 Draft Report 

 
Working Group Members: Tony Fornuto, Derek Kimball, Gail Azulay, Steve 
Finnegan, Mike Plasski, (this group has changed since we started)  
 
Introduction 
The Market Evaluation Working Group met on Friday, January 16, 2009, Monday, 
January 26, 2009, Wednesday February 4, 2009, Thursday, April 9, 2009, Thursday, July 
30, 2009 and Thursday August 20, 2009. 
 
The process was quite fluid as priorities changed through out the last several month. The 
Market Evaluation Working Group submits this report that encompasses all of what we 
discussed and research since January 16, 2009. 
 
Background 
The Market Evaluation Working Group was initially asked to answer the following 
questions. 

1 How much of market has safety concerns that have prevented action in the past? 
2 Price point for customer action? 
3 Effect of education on price point? 
4 Can we not leave the house until EVERYTHING is done? 

 
After the draft was submitted the Market Evaluation working group was asked to provide 
data on: 

1 The housing stock in Massachusetts; specifically three and four family homes to 
help identify underserved properties. Additionally the working group was asked 
to look at the makeup of all the housing stock within the State. 

 
2 The working group was also asked to identify the various evaluations that the 

RCS Network funded over the past several years. 
 
And subsequent to this the Market Evaluation Group was asked to provide: 

1 Identify High Potential Target Groups 
2 Explore/Define Community Approaches 
3 Define coordination with oil companies 

 
The Market Evaluation Working Group was next asked to put together a list of 
recommendations. 
 
Outlined below are the Market Evaluation Working Group’s answers to the question 
listed above. 
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Health & Safety 
The Market Evaluation Working Group identified several health and safety issues. They 
are: 

 Mold 
 Mildew 
 Moisture 
 Knob and Tube Wiring 
 Asbestos 
 CO Issues 
 Lead Paint 
 Air flow minimums, making the house to tight 

 
We thought the best way to assess the health and safety issues was to ask the vendors to 
look back at any identifiable health and safety issues over the past year and to determine 
to the best of their ability how many jobs were stopped as a result of one of these 
problems.  
 
There was not much statistical data but anecdotally knob and tube wiring and combustion 
safety testing prior air sealing were seen issues that do prevent measures from being 
installed. 
 
Also, based on feedback provided by the Weatherization Program asbestos abatements 
with heating system replacements occurs 16% of the time. 
 
Price Point 
We then discussed price point. The working group decided that one way to analyze this 
would be to take a look at the incentives the customers were offered during the last 
quarter of 2007 and 2008. The incentives changed from 50% to 75%. We thought this 
information would be helpful in determining how much price played into customers 
moving forward with the implementation of major measures. 
 
We also decided to take a look back at some of the evaluation work RLW had done to see 
if any of that data would be useful. 
 
The following questions were sent out to the vendors. 
 
1. Could you to the best of your ability look through the data you have from 2008 and let 
us know how many jobs had a health and safety situation identified and if it prevented 
work from being performed? 
  
2. Could you look at your work orders for the last quarter of 2008 and 2007 to determine 
the increase in volume due to the increase in incentives (from 50% to 75%). Also please 
indicate the increase in the number of jobs completed. I recognize some of this work is 
carrying over into 2009. 
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3. Mark (CET) could you look at WMECO's for the same period and determine the 
increase in WMECO's work orders as their incentives remained the same and we can use 
this number to factor in the influence the high cost of oil and all the PR had 
on uptake during the fall. 
 
We received responses from thee vendors thus far. 
 
Vendor Information 
 
RISE 
RISE does not operate any gas programs in MA, so their numbers will look low 
compared to others.  There are not a lot of draft, spillage or CO problems with oil heat 
systems.  We recorded only 8 failures on the Cape where we had to stop work, in 2008.  
Four of those were corrected by client’s HVAC services and we were able to return to 
complete the work.  (The same period in RI where we are the gas program vendor saw 
7.5 times the failure number.) 

 

As for volume of contracts: 

    
# of 
contracts 

     
Installed 4th Quarter 
2007 74
Installed 4th Quarter 
2008 110
     
     
    
Signed 4th Quarter 2007 97
Signed 4th Quarter 2008 146
 
It appears that RISE saw an increase of 50% from 2007 to 2008 in signed contracts as 
well as in installations.  
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Honeywell 
Installation Comparison - Q4 2007 vs. 2008   
       
       

Year Measure 

Qty Customers 
who Installed 
the Measure 50% 60% 75%  

2007 Attic 82 80 0 2  
2008 Attic 219 15 69 135  

       
       

2007 Duct 14 12 0 2  
2008 Duct 43 2 10 31  

       
       

2007 Pipe 19 12 0 7  
2008 Pipe 13 2 1 10  

       
       

2007 Wall 65 58 0 7  
2008 Wall 98 12 25 61  

       
       

2007 All 180 162 0 21  
2008 All 373 31 105 250  

       
       

 
Notes on Installation Comparison – Three categories of incentives were available 50%, 
60%, and 75%.    All had incentive caps. 
 
Installed jobs for Q4 2007 vs. Installed jobs Q4 2008. 
(2007 50% + 60%) as compared (2008 50% + 60%)  
(162 + 0 = 162) as compared to (31 + 105 = 136) 
 
(2007 50% + 60%) as compared (2008 75%)  
(162 + 0 = 162) as compared to (250) 
 
(2007 50%) as compared (2008 60% + 75%)  
(162) as compared to (105 + 250 = 355) 
 
Conclusion:  The increase incentives were one variable resulting in increased 
installations. 
 
Honeywell is in the process of evaluating their health and safety number. 
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CET 
 Audits Signed 

Contracts 
% Signed 
Contracts 

Completed 
Contracts 

1Q 232 34 15% 11 
2Q 306 66 22% 35 
3Q 474 128 27% 63 
4Q 608 258 42% 108 
 
There are a number of factors that could have resulted in the higher installation rate for 
CET (WMECO) including prevailing energy prices at the time, and differences in Tier 1 
screening techniques.  More information would be needed to gleam what motivated 
consumer participation in 2008 because increasing incentive did not provide a clear, 
direct link to higher participation.  
 
RLW Report 
 
Final Market Potential Report of Massachusetts Owner Occupied 1-4 Unit 
Dwellings 
 
Electric Potential Estimates 
RLW estimates that 3,422 GWh of energy savings is technically available in electric 
savings, or 22% of the estimated consumption of this class of customers.  The potential 
listed as economically available (the Economic Potential) is 3,157 GWh, or an estimated 
20% of total consumption.  The primary reservoirs of electric Economic Potential savings 
were determined to be in the lighting end-use with 36% of the potential savings, water 
heating (27%), HVAC (19%), and appliances (13%). 
 
Natural Gas Potential Estimates 
RLW estimates that 285 million Therms is technically available in natural gas savings, or 
34% of the estimated consumption of this class of customers.  The Economic Potential 
calculated under the above conditions is 272 million Therms, or an estimated 32% of 
total consumption.  The primary reservoirs of natural gas Economic Potential savings 
were determined to be in the envelope end-use with 58% of the potential savings and 
HVAC end-use (40%).   
 
Oil Potential Estimates 
Under the above conditions, RLW estimates that 247 million gallons are technically 
available in fuel oil savings, or an estimated 34% of the consumption of this class of 
customers.  The Economic Potential is estimated to be 212 million gallons, or 29% of 
total consumption.  The primary reservoirs of oil Economic Potential savings were 
determined to be in the envelope end-use with 73% of the potential savings and HVAC 
end-use (25%).   
 
Based on our limited review of this report at this time there does appear to be a 
significant market for energy conservation and efficiency in Massachusetts. This report 
was completed in 2006 so it is a little dated at this point in time. 
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Focus Group Data 
Conservation Services Group (CSG) contracted with Acadia Consulting Group on behalf 
of NSTAR Electric, National Grid Electric and Cape Light Compact to conduct research 
about the MassSAVE program with participating and non-participating Massachusetts 
homeowners. See attached document to view in full. 
 
The purpose of the focus group was to conduct qualitative research to determine 
awareness, attitudes, behavior, opinions and insights surrounding the MassSAVE 
program. A series of 12 consumer focus groups were conducted throughout 
Massachusetts from November 10 – November 25, 2008. 
 
Listed below are several highlights from the report. 
 

 Conserving energy is top of mind with consumers right now. 
 The time is right for energy saving messages and promotions - consumers are 

listening, the media is pushing it, everyone is interested. 
 While there is a fair amount of advertising and communications about saving 

energy, awareness for it is low. No message is standing out. No organization is 
rising to the top as a credible, unbiased source for information on saving energy. 
This represents a substantial opportunity for the MassSAVE program. 

 Most consumers who received communications but were not participating in the 
audit were receptive to the message, but currently unaware of the program and its 
benefits. 

 As word of mouth has been the most frequent driver of participation, programs/ 
communications that highlight the fact that their friends and neighbors are doing 
audits could be very effective. 

 Their utility company has been a familiar, credible source of information. The 
utility bill insert had the highest recall of communications tested. Utility bill 
inserts and messages could provide a cost effective vehicle for increasing 
frequency and hit them when they’re thinking about energy costs. 

 Most audit participants were very happy with the home energy audit. 
 The initial call was easy, professional and no pressure. The auditors were 

perceived as very knowledgeable and professional. And they received huge 
savings and rebates for taking action. 

 
RCS Network Funded Evaluations  
 

 Multi-Year Evaluation of the Massachusetts Home Energy Service (MassSAVE) 
Program - Program Theory, RLW Analytics, October 14, 2004. 

 MassSAVE Program Analysis of Energy Savings, RLW Analytics, March 2005. 
 Evaluation of the MassSAVE Program:  Market Survey Results, Nexus Market 

Research, Inc., December 30, 2005.  
 Evaluation of the MassSAVE Program:  Participant Survey Results, Nexus 

Market Research, Inc., January 25, 2006. 
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 Final Market Potential Report of Massachusetts Owner Occupied 1-4 Unit 
Dwellings, RLW Analytics, July 2006. 

 Memorandum Re:  Final Evaluation of 2006 Heat Loan Program, Dorothy 
Conant, Consultant and Tom Ledyard, RLW Analytics, January 15, 2007. 

 MassSAVE Market Progress and Evaluation Report:  Results of the Landlord 
Survey, Nexus Market Research, Inc., July 12, 2007. 

 MassSAVE Final Summary QA/QC and Impact Study Report, RLW Analytics, 
April 8, 2008. 

 Interim Report for:  PowerCost Monitor Pilot Program Evaluation, Opinion 
Dynamics Corporation, April 25, 2008. 

 Final Report for:  PowerCost Monitor Pilot Program Evaluation, Opinion 
Dynamics Corporation, December 10, 2008 

 
 
Massachusetts Housing Stock 
 
Outlined below are the physical housing characteristics for occupied housing 
units. This data set is taken from the United States Census Bureau and it is 
taken from the years 2005-2007. 

Selected Housing 
Characteristics Estimate

Margin of 
Error

 
Percent 

Margin of 
Error

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Total housing units 2,708,108 +/-309 100% (X)

Occupied housing units 2,448,608 +/-5,235 90.4% +/-0.2
Vacant housing units 259,500 +/-5,258 9.6% +/-0.2

 
Homeowner vacancy rate 1.3 +/-0.1 (X) (X)
Rental vacancy rate 5.8 +/-0.3 (X) (X)

 
UNITS IN STRUCTURE 
Total housing units 2,708,108 +/-309 100% (X)

1-unit, detached 1,428,351 +/-5,178 52.7% +/-0.2
1-unit, attached 125,170 +/-2,952 4.6% +/-0.1
2 units 297,541 +/-5,547 11.0% +/-0.2
3 or 4 units 296,897 +/-4,661 11.0% +/-0.2
5 to 9 units 165,815 +/-3,959 6.1% +/-0.1
10 to 19 units 112,967 +/-3,406 4.2% +/-0.1
20 or more units 257,486 +/-4,028 9.5% +/-0.1
Mobile home 23,498 +/-1,236 0.9% +/-0.1
Boat, RV, van, etc. 383 +/-193 0.0% +/-0.1



8 
 

Selected Housing 
Characteristics Estimate

Margin of 
Error

 
Percent 

Margin of 
Error

 
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT 
Total housing units 2,708,108 +/-309 100% (X)

Built 2005 or later 24,495 +/-1,614 0.9% +/-0.1
Built 2000 to 2004 103,621 +/-2,450 3.8% +/-0.1
Built 1990 to 1999 201,159 +/-3,668 7.4% +/-0.1
Built 1980 to 1989 297,185 +/-4,647 11.0% +/-0.2
Built 1970 to 1979 320,114 +/-5,162 11.8% +/-0.2
Built 1960 to 1969 284,283 +/-4,388 10.5% +/-0.2
Built 1950 to 1959 313,342 +/-4,622 11.6% +/-0.2
Built 1940 to 1949 169,766 +/-3,328 6.3% +/-0.1
Built 1939 or earlier 994,143 +/-7,078 36.7% +/-0.3
 
Also attached is a comprehensive breakdown of the housing stock within Massachusetts. 
This data was prepared by the Warren Group.  Among many other things, they compile 
Real Estate/Property Data for a few states including Massachusetts.   
  
The Market Evaluation Groups Suggestions 

 Buy all measures down to a one year payback if the meet the BCR. 
 The first $1500.00 of work on major measures is paid down if the measure meets 

the BCR. 
 
Penetration Report 
Attached is a breakdown of audits completed by community broken down by community 
and whether they are single family or 2 to 3 units. 
 
Program Marketing Opportunities - Identify High Potential Target Groups 
1. Program Administrators Mandated Mailings (bill inserts) 
2. Target Marketing to Specific Groups 

 New homeowners - Massachusetts residents who have recently purchased an 
existing home. These ratepayers tend to be motivated and interested in their 
recently purchased home. 

 High energy users – Determine a consumption number that targets customers 
using higher than average energy usage. The Program Administrators can scan 
their data to identify these customers. 

 Customers who have previously had an audit – Review data of previously audited 
customers and determine who and who has not done the recommended work and 
re contact those who still have opportunities to save significant amounts of 
energy. 

 Inner Cities – Review penetration reports to determine which cities and towns 
have had limited work completed. Concentrate on moderate income communities. 
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 Older Housing Stock – review census data to determine which communities have 
housing stock that could benefit the most from energy efficiency. 

3. Presentations/Promotions 
 Home Shows 
 Business Clubs & Associations 
 Radio, internet, television, public transit & billboard campaigns targeted to the 

season 
4. Explore/Define Community Approaches 
Develop relationships with community organizations that have existing influential 
relationships within the community(s) in which they operate. Organizations who work in 
the non-English speaking community, elderly community, and the veteran’s community 
are a few of the groups that relationships could be developed with. 
 
Attached are listings of several community based organizations. 
 
6. Define coordination with oil companies 
Conservation Services Group, Inc. (CSG) and it is partners the Massachusetts Energy 
Consumers Alliance (MECA), the Massachusetts Oil Heat Council (MOC) and Energy 
Federation, Inc. (EFI) know collectively as the Massachusetts Oil Heat Efficiency 
Consortium (MOHEC) will be submitting a proposal to the Massachusetts Department of 
Energy Resources, presenting a program that will improve oil heating efficiency through 
out Massachusetts. 
 
The MOC is the official trade organization of the fuel oil industry and they will help 
organize, train and coordinate participation of their members and non-members.  
 
The current RCS implementation vendors will deliver the program and the Program 
Administrators (National Grid, NSTAR, WMECO, Cape Light Compact, and Unitil) and 
the municipal electric companies have agreed to provide coordinated services in support 
of the program to leverage existing RCS funding. 
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Market Evaluation Work Group Recommendation (most recommendations are already mentioned 
in the report. 
 
1. Get Landlords to participate. 
 

1. Embark on an intensive Outreach ‘Campaign’  
- Get to ALL MA & regional landlord associations (get mailing list, get 

articles in their newsletters, present at their meetings) 
- Send personal invitation letters to (All? Select?) landlords in the 

Commonwealth. 
- Provide additional ‘social’ pressure by cross-referencing landlords’ 

properties with tenants. Send Tenants a letter asking them to encourage 
their landlord to participate. [Community outreach pressure – Green 
Justice Coalition & other organizations, CDCs, etc.]  

 
2. Provide a ‘Landlord Customer Care’ staff person at each of the vendors. 

- It’s imperative to personally sheppard landlords through the intake and 
audit process. 

- Train a dedicated vendor staff person to understand and meet the specific 
needs of landlords. 

 
3. Provide an ‘offer they can’t refuse’ 

- Extend HEAT Loan to all landlords – Increase cap based on # of units in 
building. 

- Provide additional ‘Landlord adder’ to address the split-incentive 
conundrum (10% additional if they do all units). 

- All-cost effective efficiency (GCA)  
 

Massachusetts Rental Housing Association Member Organizations 
Boston Rental Property Association 
Salem Landlord Association 
Eastern Middlesex Property Owners Association 
Greater Lowell Landlords Association 
Greater Lowell Landlords Association 
Haverhill Landlords Guild 
Waltham Rental Housing Association 
Norfolk/Bristol County Rental Housing Association 
Cape Cod Property Owners Association 
Greater New Bedford Landlord Association 
Greater Fall River Property Owners Association 
Taunton Landlord Association 
Metro West Property Owners Association 
Southern Worcester County Landlord Association 
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Worcester Property Owners Association 
Northern Worcester County Landlords Association 
Greater Holyoke Rental Housing 
Hampshire Association of Rental Properties 
Rental Housing Association of Franklin County 
Rental Housing Association of Berkshire County 
Rental Housing of Greater Springfield 
 

2. Program Administrators Mandated Mailings (bill inserts) 
 
3. Target Marketing to Specific Groups 

 New homeowners - Massachusetts residents who have recently purchased an 
existing home. These ratepayers tend to be motivated and interested in their 
recently purchased home. 

 High energy users – Determine a consumption number that targets customers 
using higher than average energy usage. Specifically target ALL Electric-heat 
customers. Start with high-use customers first! The Program Administrators can 
scan their data to identify these customers. 

 
 Massachusetts residential customers (heating fuel): 
       39% oil 
       44% gas 
       12% electric (high use) – Separate out SF & MF. 
       5% other 
 
 Customers who have previously had an audit – Review data of previously audited 

customers and determine who and who has not done the recommended work and 
re contact those who still have opportunities to save significant amounts of 
energy. 

 
 Inner Cities – Review penetration reports to determine which cities and towns 

have had limited work completed. Concentrate on moderate income communities. 
 

 Older Housing Stock – review census data to determine which communities have 
housing stock that could benefit the most from energy efficiency. 

 
4. Presentations/Promotions/Advertising 

 Home Shows 
 Business Clubs & Associations 
 Radio, internet, television, public transit & billboard campaigns targeted to the 

season. 
 Amp up the marketing message to make it more personal and to talk about your 

neighbor who has done a comprehensive energy upgrade (i.e. implemented all of 
the recommended MassSAVE measures).“Put a face and a dollar amount on it. A 
strong motivator to take action.” Action Item: Need real life data & real life case 
studies. 
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5. Explore/Define Community Approaches 
Develop relationships with community organizations that have existing influential 
relationships within the community(s) in which they operate. Organizations who work in 
the non-English speaking community, elderly community, and the veteran’s community 
are a few of the groups that relationships could be developed with. Poll the above 
mentioned organizations to determine who have active energy efficiency programs or 
who may want to start one. 
 
Attached are listings of several community based organizations. 
 
6. Define coordination with oil companies 
Conservation Services Group, Inc. (CSG) and it is partners the Massachusetts Energy 
Consumers Alliance (MECA), the Massachusetts Oil Heat Council (MOC) and Energy 
Federation, Inc. (EFI) know collectively as the Massachusetts Oil Heat Efficiency 
Consortium (MOHEC) will be submitting a proposal to the Massachusetts Department of 
Energy Resources, presenting a program that will improve oil heating efficiency through 
out Massachusetts. 
 
The MOC is the official trade organization of the fuel oil industry and they will help 
organize, train and coordinate participation of their members and non-members.  
 
The current RCS implementation vendors will deliver the program and the Program 
Administrators (National Grid, NSTAR, WMECO, Cape Light Compact, and Unitil) and 
the municipal electric companies have agreed to provide coordinated services in support 
of the program to leverage existing RCS funding. 
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1 Executive Summary
This report summarizes the results of a telephone survey of landlords as part of the Market 
Progress and Evaluation Report (MPER) for the MassSAVE Program.  Nexus Market Research, 
Inc. (NMR) designed and administered the survey as part of the evaluation team headed by RLW 
Analytics, Inc (RLW).  

The overall objectives of the landlord survey are summarized as follows:
• Characterize the rental housing stock in buildings with one to four units
• Assess how much landlords of such buildings know about the MassSAVE Program and 

how they react to its offerings
• Identify approaches that will help address the needs of this market.  

A total of 200 landlords completed the telephone survey.  Landlords were identified through a 
database purchased from First American Real Estate Solutions (FARES).  Those landlords 
identified by FARES as having ten or more eligible units were offered incentives of $100, later 
increased to $250 when the NMR team found it difficult to secure their participation.  Landlords 
believed to have fewer than 10 eligible units were offered incentives of $25.  

1.1 Number and Location of Eligible Units
There are an estimated 460,676 eligible rental units in one- to four-family buildings in 
Massachusetts (see Section 3 of the body of the report).1  This represents the maximum number 
of units eligible for the MassSAVE Program because closer screening may determine that some 
units do not meet additional participation criteria (e.g., other structural considerations, previous 
participation, or location in communities not served by any of the sponsors).  

The eligible rental units are somewhat concentrated in the Boston metropolitan area, as 
Middlesex, Suffolk, and Norfolk Counties account for 46% of all eligible units in the state (see 
Section 3).  Worcester, Essex, and Bristol Counties also have substantial numbers of eligible 
rental units, with 12%, 11%, and 10% of the total, respectively.  

Most of the eligible units are located in two- or three-family buildings (26% and 34%, 
respectively), and the building is usually the only one located on the property site (87%) (see 
Section 3).  

1.2 Respondent Role and Number of Units Owned
Nearly all of the respondents are independent property owners or managers (98%); one percent 
are solely property managers, and the remaining one percent own their own rental units but 
manage others (see Section 4).  Most respondents own the entire building or buildings in which 
their units are located (97%).  Nineteen percent of the respondents live in one of the buildings in 
which they also rent out units.  

1 Source: The 2000 Census of Population and Housing, less the estimated number of one- to four-family units that take 
part in government-sponsored rent subsidy programs.  
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Forty-three percent of respondents to the current survey own two to four units, representing 28% 
of the eligible units in the state (see Section 4).  In contrast, the five percent of respondents who 
own 20 or more units represent 35% of the eligible units.2  Therefore, the eligible rental market is 
somewhat concentrated, which may help the Sponsors target MassSAVE marketing materials to 
larger property holders.  

1.3 Energy-Related Characteristics of Units and Typical Buildings
Respondents were asked a series of questions to ascertain the number of units with general 
characteristics related to energy efficiency (e.g., type and age of heating system, presence and 
ownership of room air conditioners, etc.,) (see Section 5).  They were then asked a second series 
of questions seeking more detail on the energy efficiency of a “typical” building, including the 
presence, type, and efficiency ratings of insulation and heating equipment not asked for all units 
(see Section 6).  Together, these two sets of questions provide the following description of 
typical units and buildings, based on the most frequently named responses for each characteristic 
addressed:

• Contain two bedrooms in a building that is more than 50 years old
• Heat with individual, natural-gas fired boilers with forced hot water
• Heat with systems that are less than ten years old of an undermined annual fuel utilization 

efficiency (AFUE)
• Insulate attics and walls with fiberglass batts of undetermined R-Value
• Heat water with natural gas
• Have a landlord-provided refrigerator that is less than ten years old
• Require tenants to pay both heating and electricity bills

Fifty-five percent of landlords indicate that their rental units are “energy efficient,” by rating 
efficiency at seven or higher on a zero-to-ten scale, where zero is extremely inefficient and ten is 
extremely efficient (see Section 6).  

1.4 Energy Efficiency Improvements Outside of MassSAVE
Sixty-three percent of landlords say they have made some types of energy efficiency 
improvements to their typical buildings over the past five years (see Section 7).  Landlords who 
own one to four units and live in one of their rental buildings (39%%) own are significantly less 
likely than other small landlords (65%) or landlords owning five or more units (72%) to have 
made energy efficiency improvements over the past five years.3  Upgrades made by all landlords 
included replacing the windows (43% of all respondents), heating system (17%), or doors (14%), 
or adding insulation (13%).  These findings confirm those from the landlord focus groups held in 
June of 2005, in which one-half of the participants had replaced windows but installed few other 
measures.  However, small landlords who live in one of their rental buildings are significantly 

2 This second group of landlords with many rental properties is similar to those who participated in the landlord focus 
groups in 2005.  Nexus Market Research, Inc. (2005) “Results of Focus Groups among Landlords Eligible for the 
MassSAVE Program.”  Draft dated July 19, 2005.  
3 Landlords owning one to four units are referred to as “small” landlords, while those owning five or more units are 
called “large” landlords.  
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less likely to installed new windows (18%), doors (3%), siding (0%), roof (0%), or CFLs (0%) 
than all respondents, other small landlords, or large landlords.  

Using a zero-to-ten scale where zero is “not at all important” and ten is “extremely important,” 
landlords place the greatest importance (indicated by a rating of nine or ten) on “adhering to 
buildings codes” (77%) and “attracting good tenants” (73%) (see Section 7).  Findings from the 
landlord focus groups suggest that attracting and retaining good tenants is one of the reasons 
landlords are so willing to install windows; new windows look nice and help to bring in 
interested renters.  Fifty-four percent say energy efficiency is important.  When asked to name 
the single most important factor that guides decisions related to energy efficiency, 40% of 
landlords named attracting or retaining good tenants, with purchase and installation price (14%) 
coming in at a distant second.  Small landlords who live in one of their buildings (15%) and 
those who do not live in one of their buildings (17%) are significantly more likely than large 
landlords (3%) to emphasize energy efficiency.  Small landlords who live in one of their 
buildings (18%) and large landlords (14%) are significantly more likely to be concerned with 
lowering heating and cooling bills than are small landlords who do not live in one of their own 
buildings.  

Tenants very rarely come to landlords with efficiency-related concerns; the few who do 
complain are concerned about energy bills (8% give a rating of zero to three).  The handful of 
tenants who request energy-efficiency improvements want landlords to stop drafts from windows 
(31%) or doors (20%), repair windows (28%), or supply more efficient appliances (19%).  

1.5 Past MassSAVE Participation
Forty-seven percent of respondents had heard about MassSAVE or its predecessor programs 
before being notified of this study, but 46% had not previously been aware of the program (see 
Section 8).  This stands in contrast to the focus group participants, nearly all of whom reported 
they had previously heard of MassSAVE.  Small landlords who live in their buildings (31%) are 
significantly less likely than all other respondents to have heard of MassSAVE.4  This result 
contradicts those from the 2005 Non-Participant Market Survey conducted for MassSAVE in 
which 13 of the 15 landlords who lived in their buildings say they had heard of Home Energy 
Assessment Programs offered in Massachusetts.5  

The telephone survey respondents aware of the program first learned about it through bill inserts 
(23%), word-of-mouth (16%), or newspaper advertisements (15%).  Twenty-seven percent 
learned about the program more than ten years ago.  

Only 11% of all landlords—27% of those who are aware of the program—have previously 
participated in MassSAVE.6  Landlords report that MassSAVE has served an estimated 31,929 
eligible units.  However, all MassSAVE prior participation rates (renter and owner occupied) 

4 Name changes to the Home Energy Assessment Program may be affecting recognition of MassSAVE among both 
focus group and survey participants.
5 NMR (2005) Evaluation of the MassSAVE Program: Market Survey Results.  Submitted December 30, 2005
6 It should be noted that focus group participants asserted that bill inserts were not sufficient to get landlords to 
participate in MassSAVE.  The fact that survey respondents often heard about MassSAVE via bill inserts but still 
rarely participated in the programs confirm this finding from the focus groups.
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and results of the 2005 participant survey, suggest that the actual number of rental units served 
by MassSAVE over the past 15 years is probably closer to 12,940.7  The difference is likely 
explained by landlords confusing MassSAVE with low-income programs and accidentally over 
estimating the number served during the telephone survey.  Units were usually served more than 
three years ago (85%), with 33% served more than 10 years ago.  

The few landlords who have had any units assessed by the program most often (48%) report that 
their tenants contacted MassSAVE to provide services.  Thirty-eight percent of the participating 
landlords contacted MassSAVE themselves.  The remainder either had someone else call (3%) or 
did not recollect who called (14%).  Landlords generally agreed to have their units served in 
order to save money or energy (48%).  Respondents who are aware of the program and did not 
have any or all of their units served say they had not thought about getting their units served 
(25%), never got around to it (16%), or believed their units were already efficient enough (16%). 

Those landlords who installed measures as a result of a MassSAVE assessment typically added 
insulation (45%), installed new windows (31%), or provided new appliances (25%) to their 
buildings.  They also frequently added light bulbs (22%), presumably CFLs.  Very few used any 
rebates (13%) to offset the cost of these measures.

1.6 Future MassSAVE Participation
After being read a general description of an energy audit, forty-four percent of respondents are 
interested in having one (see Section 9).  Small landlords who live in their own buildings (64%) 
are significantly more likely than large landlords to say they are not interested in receiving an 
assessment than other landlords (40%).  Respondents who are not interested believe that their 
units are already efficient enough (26%) or that they have installed most of the necessary 
measures (24%).  However, large landlords (19%) are significantly more likely than other 
respondents to cite the lack of money to install measures as a reason they have not participated in 
the MassSAVE Program.  

Similar to the focus group participants, respondents to the current survey—including those not 
interested in having an assessment—prefer rebates (54%) to loans (19%) as a way to offset the 
initial cost of efficiency measures.  

At the current incentive level (50% of cost, up to $1,500), 29% of landlords say they would have 
at least one unit served by the program, accounting for 152,255 or 33% of eligible units (Figure
1–1 on the following page).  If we calibrate estimates for landlords’ current levels of awareness, 
51,690 or 11% of all eligible units are likely to be served; further adjustment for participation 
within the past 15 years reduces the number to 12,940 units (3% of all eligible units) and within 
the past five years to 4,313 (1% of all eligible units).  The differences between stated likelihood 
to participate and actual participation can be accounted for by awareness—47% of landlords are 
aware of MassSAVE, and most of those probably do not know any program details.  Increasing 

7 The participant survey suggested that rental accounted for 5% of all units served.  Source: NMR (2005). Evaluation 
of the MassSAVE Program: Participant Survey Results.  Submitted January 25, 2005.  Estimates of participation 
provided by RLW Analytics as 18,459 in 2003 and 16,000 in 2006.  We took the midpoint—17,250—to serve as our 
estimate of average annual participation.  
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the incentive to 80% of cost would yield participation by 57% of landlords, accounting for 
239,523 units or 52% of all eligible units.  Calibrated to awareness, this would translate into 
81,190 units, or 18% of eligible units.  Calibrated to participation in the past fifteen years, 20,357 
units (4% of all eligible units) are likely to be served, and for participation in the past five years 
6,786 (1% of all eligible units).  

It is also worth noting that prior awareness of and participation in MassSAVE increased landlord 
likelihood to participate again in the future.  Sixty-five percent of those previously aware of the 
program, 91% of those who previously participated, and 100% of those who have participated 
within the past five years say they would serve more units at the 80% incentive level.  Hence 
lack of awareness and interaction with the program and what it offers are at least as big a barrier 
as the level of incentives.  

Figure 1–1: Percentage of Units Likely to be Served, 
with Adjustments for Awareness and Participation

67%

65%

52%

33%

23%

22%

18%

11%

6%

5%

4%

3%

2%

2%

1%

1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

100%

95%

80%

50%

In
ce

n
ti

ve
 l

ev
el

 (
$3

,0
00

 a
ss

u
m

ed
)

Percent of Units Likely to be Served

All Respondents Calibrated for Awareness

Calibrated for Participation w/in 15 yrs Calibrated for Participation w/in 5 yrs

Large landlords are significantly more willing to install the measure at lower rebate levels than 
are other landlords (see Table 9–57 for details).  Although most of the units likely to receive the 
measure heat space with natural gas (67%), landlords are willing to serve a somewhat greater 
proportion of their electric (76% of all electric-heated units) and oil-heated (71% of all oil-heated 
units ) units than of their natural-gas heated units (65% of all natural-gas heated units).  

1.7 Conclusions and Recommendations
The results of the survey make it clear that MassSAVE could achieve substantial energy savings 
by serving more rental units located in one- to four-family buildings.  Most of these buildings are 
more than 50 years old and have had few measures installed to greatly improve their energy 
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efficiency.  Landlords previously aware of the program and especially those who have 
participated are very likely to have more units served in the future.  However, all landlords 
would first have to consent to having them served by the program, and the survey also 
demonstrates that significant barriers exist to getting landlords, particularly those not aware or 
just learning about the program, to participate.  We summarize these barriers below.

1. Awareness of the program remains low and does not necessarily lead to participation.
2. Large landlords are difficult to reach, although they also express significantly higher 

levels of interest in participating, assuming they are first aware of the program and what 
it entails.  

3. Small landlords who live in one of their own rental buildings report that they are less 
likely to have made energy efficiency improvements to their buildings, they are not as 
aware of MassSAVE, and they express lower rates of interest in participating in the 
program.  Our analyses have determined that these results cannot be explained by who 
pays the energy bills, how respondents find out about the program, and or by the amount 
of time or money available to make investments or participate in MassSAVE.  In short, 
NMR cannot explain why the small, live-in landlords express lower levels of interest and 
awareness in MassSAVE, nor why the results reported here contradict those identified in 
the 2005 non-participant survey, although sample sizes in that earlier survey are even 
smaller than for the current one.  These results could portray an accurate picture of the 
opinions of small, live-in landlords regarding energy efficiency improvements in general 
and MassSAVE in particular, but they also could be an artifact of unknown biases in the 
FARES database, small sample size, or an anomaly of the statistical sampling process.8  

4. Nearly all of the tenants pay their electricity and heating bills.  Therefore, landlords may 
not be aware of how much their tenants are paying for energy, and the landlord would not 
experience direct benefits from making the energy efficiency improvements.  

5. Knowledge of energy efficiency among landlords remains low.  Few have made 
improvements to their properties, and most of these landlords have replaced windows. 
Most do not know the efficiency ratings of the insulation or heating equipment in their 
rental properties.  

6. Although many landlords say they are willing to participate in the program, few actually 
have.  However, the survey suggests that offering an incentive as high as 80% of cost 
might increase landlords’ participation in the MassSAVE. 

In light of these barriers, we offer the following program recommendations.  Note that efforts to 
substantially increase participation of landlords may be best pursued if additional funding 
becomes available, in order not to divert resources away from serving eligible owner-occupied 
units. 

• Consider marketing directly to landlords listed in the FARES database. To identify a 
sample for this survey, the Sponsors purchased a list of landlords from FARES.  This list 
includes mailing information for over 69,000 landlords in Massachusetts and could be 
used for marketing the MassSAVE Program.  We specifically recommend sending 
MassSAVE marketing materials directly to a random sample of the landlords listed.  The 

8 By chance, random sampling will sometimes capture a non-typical group of respondents even though the process and 
resulting estimates are free of any systematic bias.  
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same sample should later be sent the general MassSAVE marketing materials as a bill 
insert.  The sample should include landlords with five or more units and those with fewer 
than five units.  The marketing list should also include landlords who previously 
participated in the program, as these individuals are the most likely to participate again in 
the future.  The telephone numbers and P.O. boxes referred to in these mailings should be 
unique so the Sponsors can tell if the mailings are successful; if they are, they could be 
expanded to include the entire FARES list. 

• Consider working with landlord groups to encourage participation from landlords. 
Although not representative of all landlords (particular those with fewer holdings), 
organizations such as Massachusetts Rental Housing Association (MRHA) may help to 
provide an effective means for reaching eligible landlords, particularly those with many 
units, either through making presentations at group meetings, purchasing advertising 
space or being featured in an article in group newsletters, or possibly by purchasing 
member lists from the organization for direct marketing.  Participants in the landlord 
focus groups also suggested that landlords who have had units served could provide 
testimonials about the benefits of taking part in the program.  Such marketing efforts 
should also include information about programs for low-income housing, because many 
large landlords have both low-income and market-rate units.

• Consider devoting some of an account executive’s hours to targeting larger 
landlords.  Given the difficulty we experienced in garnering cooperation from landlords 
with a greater number of holdings for the telephone surveys, we suggest that the program 
consider having an account executive spend a devoted portion of his or her time 
recruiting large independent owners or property management firms.  This account 
executive might have to be trained in the unique challenges of recruiting large landlords.  

• Consider additional promotional campaign for the energy assessments.  Fifty-seven 
percent of landlords believe their buildings are already energy efficient; 49% are not 
interested in an energy assessment, mostly because they believe their units are already 
efficient.  However, it is likely that a substantial portion of these units are not as energy-
efficient as landlords believe.  In order to overcome this misperception, we recommend a 
campaign that promotes the energy assessment with a message emphasizing the benefits 
of installing more efficient measures such as heating systems, and insulation, and to some 
extent windows—since landlords appear most amenable to window purchases.  The 
campaign could tie these upgrades to attracting/retaining good tenants, cited by 40% of 
landlords as the most important decision factor in deciding on building improvements. 
The marketing materials may want to focus on the experiences of one or two participating 
landlords, thereby providing peer testimonials that may motivate others to participate in 
MassSAVE.  

A second campaign could be targeted at landlords who live in a building they own.9 

These landlords are the least likely to have installed energy-efficiency upgrades, to be 
aware of MassSAVE, and to be interested in having an assessment.  Because these 
landlords would benefit directly from participating in the program, a campaign could 

9 Note that such landlords cannot be easily identified in the FARES database.  
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highlight the wide range of benefits—financial savings for the owner and tenants, 
attracting/retaining good tenants, etc.—to these landlords in order to increase their 
participation.  

A third campaign could be targeted at tenants, the vast majority of whom pay both their 
heating and electricity bills.  This campaign could suggest that tenants encourage 
landlords to participate in MassSAVE.  Such a campaign could be designed for both low-
income and market-value rental units.  Even though these are two different programs, 
many landlords own rental units eligible for both programs; marketing them together 
would increase the cost effectiveness for each program.  

• Consider increasing the program cost-share for measure incentives.  Because tenants 
pay for the heating and electricity bills in the vast majority of rental units, the building 
owners have little motivation to invest in efficiency upgrades that yield little direct 
benefits to themselves (the so-called “split-incentive” obstacle).  Incentives, however, 
persuade about one-half of the respondents to consider having at least some units served. 
According to survey respondents, increasing the cost-share from 50% to 80% will boost 
participation (based on actual rates for the past 15 years) from 12,940 to 20,357 of all 
eligible rental units – and would likely convince some of the aware but non-participating 
landlords to participate.  We recommend that the program assess the cost-effectiveness of 
a sub-program that provides higher incentive levels to landlords for at least some 
measures (beginning with those measures that are already highly cost-effective) in order 
to encourage more installations.  This program could be offered only for units where the 
tenants pay the heating bills, and could be marketed directly to tenants.  

• Consider conducting a study of energy savings potential.  This telephone survey of 
landlords only provides a general, respondent-based description of the energy efficiency 
of eligible rental units.  An on-site study focused on eligible one- to four-family rental 
buildings in Massachusetts would provide a more complete picture of the potential 
energy savings that could be gained by increasing services to such properties.  Such a 
study would also help the Sponsors identify the most cost-effective level at which to set 
incentives targeted at landlords.  

• Consider conducting a review of the types of buildings—and their ownership 
patterns—that have been served by MassSAVE and its predecessor programs over 
time.  This analysis could help clarify how many eligible rental units have been assessed 
in Massachusetts, the characteristics of the rental buildings assessed (e.g., more single-
family homes, triplexes, complexes, etc.), the number and characteristics of landlords 
who participate, and any trends regarding landlords who live or do not live in their 
buildings such as whether they are serving only their units or all units in the building. 
Ideally, the analysis would be conducted for all Sponsors and for as many years back as 
records are kept.  In order to determine the feasibility of such a study, however, it may be 
worthwhile to conduct a preliminary review of the availability and characteristics of 
databases from the larger implementation contractors.  
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2 Introduction
This report summarizes the results of a telephone survey of landlords as part of the ongoing 
evaluation of the MassSAVE Program.  NMR designed and administered the survey, as part of 
the evaluation team headed by RLW.  

The overall objectives of the landlord survey are summarized as follows:
• Characterize the rental housing stock in buildings with one to four units
• Assess how much landlords of such buildings know about the MassSAVE Program and 

how they react to its offerings
• Identify approaches that will help address the needs of this market.  

2.1 Respondent Identification and Participation
Respondents were identified through a database purchased from FARES, one of the few sources 
of relatively comprehensive and up-to-date listings of property records.  However, the FARES 
database suffers from a number of drawbacks.10  In particular, it is not an exhaustive list of 
properties in Massachusetts, and the database does not consistently report the same information 
in the same manner for all listings.  Yet, our analyses of the database also noted that there did not 
appear to be a statewide systematic bias related to the number of units in buildings, the location 
of units, or the number of units a particular landlord owns.11  After weighing its strengths and 
weaknesses, the Sponsors and the evaluation team decided to use the FARES database to identify 
potential landlords to interview.  

Because the FARES database did not list landlord phone numbers, SourceOne Info, the firm that 
conducted the telephone survey, had to search for phone numbers using the building address. 
SourceOne Info was able to locate phone numbers for approximately one-third of the sample.  In 
order to insure adequate representation, landlords listed by FARES as having ten or more units 
were initially offered $100 incentives; potential respondents were notified of the study and the 
incentive in a letter sent January 17, 2007.  A second reminder letter was sent the week of 
February 5.  Participation rates among large landlords, however, remained lower than expected; 
therefore, the Sponsors and evaluation team decided to raise the incentive to $250.  This change 
was again announced in a third letter to large landlords the last week of February and a reminder 
sent the week of March 12—this time with a sticker on the envelope mentioning the $250. 
Landlords believed to have fewer than ten units were offered a $25 incentive and were sent one 
letter notifying them of the survey and incentive; these small landlords exhibited more 
cooperation in responding to the survey.

Landlords listed by FARES as having ten or more eligible units were surveyed exclusively from 
January 26 to March 27, 2007.  After assessing the number and location of the units owned by 
these landlords, on April 11, 2007 we began surveying landlords believed to have fewer than ten 
eligible units, although the larger landlords were still called.  All surveying was completed on 
May 13, 2007.  In total, 12 landlords previously identified as having ten or more eligible units 
were interviewed; 10 landlords in this group actually report having ten or more units.  The 

10 For details, see “Memorandum: First American Real Estate Solutions Landlord Database,” November 7, 2006.
11 Memorandum, November 7, 2006.
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remaining 188 interviews were conducted with landlords not previously identified to have ten or 
more eligible units, although 17 of them report having ten or more units.12  

2.2 Weighting Schemes and Data Reporting
We created three separate weighting schemes to analyze the survey data.

The first weighting scheme is based on all rental units in the state, as identified by the 2000 
Census of Population and Housing.  Respondents were first asked how many rental units overall 
they owned in Massachusetts.  We allocated the units to the appropriate counties, as specified by 
the landlord, and assigned a weight to each unit based on the number of rental units in the county 
as reported in the Census.  We used this weighting scheme solely to estimate the number and 
percentage of all rental units in Massachusetts that participate in rent subsidy programs (see 
Table 3–1 below).  We refer to this weighting scheme as “all rental units.” 

The second scheme weights the data to all non-low income, one- to four-family rental units by 
county (see calculations in Table 3–1 below).  We use this weighting scheme when describing 
the number and characteristics of all potentially eligible rental units in one- to four-family 
buildings.  We refer to this weighting scheme as “eligible units.”

The third weighting scheme is based on the distribution of landlords by county as listed in the 
FARES database.  This third weighting scheme is used for all questions focused on landlord 
knowledge or opinions, and on the characteristics of a typical building or unit.  We refer to this 
weighting scheme as “landlords.”

Many of the tables below note the number of units or landlords for which we were unable to 
determine a particular characteristic or response.13  For units, the percentage of “undetermined 
responses” is always based on all eligible units in the state (460,676), unless otherwise noted. 
For buildings and landlords, the percentage of undetermined responses is always based on all 
respondents (200), unless otherwise noted.

Finally, when the nature of the question and sample size allow, we report findings broken down 
by the following categories:

• Landlords with one to four units who live in their building
• Landlords with one to four units who do not live in their building
• Landlords with five or more units
• Type of heating fuel is used (for potential MassSAVE participation only)

For ease of conversation, we will refer to landlords who own one to four units as “small 
landlords” and those who own five or more units as “large landlords.”  

12 These 17 landlords were paid the $25 incentive.  
13 A response can be undetermined because the landlord did not know the answer or refused to answer the question.  In 
addition, due to the complicated and lengthy nature of the survey, interviewers at times mistakenly failed to have 
landlords account for all their units, which we have then coded as undetermined.  Furthermore, an undetermined 
response in a previous question could have an impact on later questions, depending on the programmed relationship 
between the questions.
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3 Eligibility, Location, and Sampling Error
As shown in Table 3–1, the 2000 Census of Population and Housing reports that there are 
935,332 (Row A) rental units in Massachusetts.  Fifty-five percent (517,613, Row D) are located 
in one- to four-unit buildings.  Based on responses to the survey, we estimate that 11% of units 
overall (Row B) are leased by low-income tenants who participate in government rent subsidy 
programs.  Because units rented by low-income tenants are eligible for other weatherization 
assistance programs, they are not eligible for MassSAVE.  Therefore, the maximum number of 
rental units potentially eligible for MassSAVE is 460,676 (49% of all units, Row F).14  For ease 
of discussion, we will assume all these units are “eligible units.”

Table 3–1: Number of Rental Units in Massachusetts
(Base – All rental units in Massachusetts; results in rows A-C weighted to all rental units;

results in rows D-F weighted to eligible units)
Row Number of Units Number Percent
A Rental units (all building sizes)a 935,332 100%
B   Low-income unitsb 102,947 11%
C   Non-low income units 832,385 89%
D Units in one- to four-family buildingsa 517,613 55%
E   One- to four-family units low incomec 59,937 6%
F   One- to four-family units non-low incomec 460,676 49%

a 2000 Census of Population and Housing
b Derived from survey
c Based on a rate of 11% low-income, 89% non-low income, as reported in Rows B and C.

14 Some units may not be eligible for MassSAVE due to structural considerations, previous participation, or location in 
communities not served by any of the sponsors.  Furthermore, others may be rented by low-income tenants who do not 
participate in government rent subsidy programs but are still eligible for utility weatherization assistance. 
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Less than one-half of eligible units are concentrated in the Boston metropolitan area, with 
Middlesex, Suffolk, and Norfolk Counties accounting for 46% of all eligible units (Table 3–2). 
Worcester, Essex, and Bristol Counties also have substantial numbers of eligible rental units, 
with 12%, 11%, and 10% of the total, respectively.  There are very few eligible rental units in 
Dukes and Nantucket Counties, requiring us to combine them with Barnstable County. 
Berkshire, Hampshire, and Franklin Counties also have relatively few eligible rental units, but 
we were able to achieve adequate sample from each of these counties.  

Table 3–2: Sampling Error and Eligible Rental Units by County
Populationa Sample Sampling 

Error
County

N % n – 
landlordsb

n - units
%

Barnstable, Dukes, Nantucket 17,084 4% 6 21 2% 18.4%
Berkshire 11,168 2% 7 72 5% 9.7%
Bristol 43,944 10% 13 50 4% 11.7%
Essex 52,110 11% 31 265 20% 5.0%
Franklin 5,568 1% 5 35 3% 14.1%
Hampden 33,031 7% 8 94 7% 8.5%
Hampshire 10,014 2% 7 48 4% 12.0%
Middlesex 102,618 22% 64 255 19% 5.2%
Norfolk 30,570 7% 19 52 4% 11.5%
Plymouth 22,627 5% 11 26 2% 16.4%
Suffolk 78,275 17% 30 204 15% 5.8%
Worcester 53,665 12% 20 198 15% 5.8%
Number of Units 460,676 200 1,320 2.6%
a Based on the assumption that 89% of the Census-reported units in each county are not designated low-
income housing.
b Multiple response.  Note that we drew the sample based on the distribution of eligible units by county, 
not on the distribution of landlords.  Therefore, we do not present the sampling error for landlords, since 
we did not “sample” them.  

The survey yielded an overall sampling error of 2.6%, assuming a 50%/50% break in responses, 
for representing eligible units.  Sampling errors by county ranged from a high of 18% for the 
Cape and the Islands and a low of 5% for Essex County.  Variations in sampling error reflect the 
fact that landlords may have owned greater or fewer properties than what were listed in FARES, 
including sometimes owning units in additional counties.  Therefore, a landlord contacted to talk 
about their FARES-listed units in Suffolk County might also have numerous units in Essex 
County that were not listed in FARES.  We instructed the landlords to tell us about all their 
eligible rental units, whether or not the units were listed by FARES.

The information in Table 3–2 was used to design the “eligible units” weighting scheme discussed 
earlier.  For the remainder of this report, all discussion of the number of units is based on 
extrapolations from the survey data using this weighting scheme.  
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Based on the survey results, we find that thirty-four percent of the eligible rental units (158,217) 
are located in three-family buildings, and another 26% (121,972) are located in two-family 
buildings (Table 3–3).  One-fourth of the units are located in either detached single-family 
homes (10%, 44,937) or attached single-family homes (14%, 65,317).  The remainder of the 
units are located in four-family buildings (15%, 70,254). 

Table 3–3: Type of Building in which Units Located
(Base – All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Building Type Number Percent
Detached single-family home 44,937 10%
Attached single-family home 65,317 14%
Two-family building 121,972 26%
Three-family building 158,217 34%
Four-family building 70,254 15%
Number of Eligible Units 460,676

The rental units eligible for MassSAVE are largely dispersed (87%), meaning they are not 
located on individual properties with multiple buildings (Table 3–4).  The 13% of units in 
complexes are owned by a proportionate 13% of landlords.  

Table 3–4: Location within or outside of Complex
(Base – Units with known location, weighted to eligible units)
Building Type Number Percent
In a complex 52,610 13%
Not in a complex 349,545 87%
Number of Eligible Units 402,155
Undetermined units 58,521 13%

4 Respondent Role, Number of Units and Buildings Owned
Almost all of the respondents (98%) are independent property owners or managers (Table 4–5). 
Only a few work for a firm that owns or manages rental property (1%) or both work for such a 
firm and also independently own or manage other properties (1%).

Table 4–5: Role of Respondent
(Base - All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Role Percent
Independent property owner or manager 98%
Work for a firm that owns and/or manages rental properties 1%
Both an independent property owner and work for a property management firm 1%
Number of Landlords 200
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Extrapolating from survey responses, we find that the largest number and percentage of units 
(162,259 or 35%) are held by just five percent of landlords who own 20 or more eligible rental 
units throughout Massachusetts (Table 4–6).  Yet, 129,415 (28%) of eligible units are held by 
43% of landlords owning two to four units.  Furthermore, 52% of all units are held by landlords 
with fewer than ten rental units.  It is worth noting that participants in the landlord focus groups 
in June of 2005 were more likely to have greater numbers of units, typically ten or more.  This 
may reflect the fact that we recruited participants who are all members of the MRHA, an 
organization representing landlords in which members tend to have a large number of units.  In 
short, there is a degree of concentration in the rental market for eligible units, but the telephone 
survey, which relies on random selection, suggests that the majority are owned by a large 
number of landlords with relatively few units.  

Table 4–6: Number and Percentage of Eligible Owned by Respondent
(Base - All respondents; number of units weighted to eligible units; percent of respondents 

weighted to landlords)
Number of Units per Landlord Units Percent of 

RespondentsNumber Percent
1 28,101 6% 28%
2 – 4 129,415 28% 43%
5 – 9 82,497 18% 16%
10 – 19 58,403 13% 8%
20 or more 162,259 35% 5%
Mean n/a n/a 6
Median n/a n/a 3
Number of Eligible Units/Landlords 460,676 200

Most of the landlords surveyed (97%) own the entire building where their rental units are located 
Table 4–7).  Only three percent own individual units in a building in which others also own 
units.  

Table 4–7: Ownership of Buildings
(Base - All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Ownership Percent
Own all of the buildings were my rental units are located 97%
Own one or more units in buildings where someone else owns separate units 2%
Some of both; that is, you own some buildings but you also own individual units in a building 
where other people also own units 1%
Number of Landlords 200
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Overall, 19% of landlords live in a building they own, which is somewhat less than the 25% of 
landlords in the same living situation as found in the non-participant survey.15  However, the 
FARES database likely undercounts such landlords because FARES identifies rental units by 
locating properties in which the owner address differs from the property address.16  Significantly 
fewer large landlords live in a building they own than is the case with the sample as a whole as 
well as small landlords.  Note that landlords who own one to four units account for 70% of all 
respondents.  

Table 4–8: Number of Units by Landlord Occupancy in their Own Building
(Base - All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Overall One to Four Units Five or More Units
Lives in building 19% 23% 10%*#

Doesn’t live in building 81% 77% 90%*#

Number of Landlords 200 140 60
* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
# Significantly different from landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.

15 In an effort to explain unexpected results in the current survey concerning landlords who live in their building, NMR 
reanalyzed data from this 2005 non-participant market survey conducted for MassSAVE.  We caution that the earlier 
survey had only 15 respondents who lived in a building they owned and they were drawn from a different population 
using different methods than in the current survey.  NMR (2005) Evaluation of the MassSAVE Program: Market  
Survey Results.  Submitted December 30, 2005.
16 Landlords who live in their buildings are a part of the FARES database.  For example, FARES would include a 
landlord who lives in 100 Main Street Unit A but rents out 100 Main Street Unit B.  FARES would only exclude this 
landlord if both of the units were listed only as 100 Main Street.  Furthermore, because FARES does not include all 
rental properties in the state, some properties that are owner occupied might not be listed even though the landlord is 
represented in the database because of other properties she or he owns.  
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5 Energy-Related Characteristics of Eligible Units
This section summarizes the energy-related characters of eligible rental units.  All of the results 
have been weighted to the “eligible units” scheme, and the estimated number of units has been 
extrapolated from survey responses.  

Approximately 45% of the eligible rental units have two bedrooms, and another 26% have one 
bedroom (Table 5–9).  Three-bedroom units account for 21% of the units.  Four percent of units 
are efficiencies or studios, and four percent have four or more bedrooms.  

Table 5–9: Number of Bedrooms
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Type of Rental Unit Number Percent
Efficiencies or studios 15,744 4%
One bedroom units 111,539 26%
Two bedroom units 195,229 45%
Three bedroom units 89,169 21%
Four bedroom units 12,542 3%
Five or more bedroom units 5,646 1%
Number of Eligible Units 429,868
Undetermined units 30,808 7%

Most of the eligible rental units (59%) are more than 50 years old (Table 5–10).  This finding 
largely reflects the predominance of two- and three-unit buildings among eligible properties, 
which tend to be older.  In fact, the 2000 Census reports that 66% of the two- to four-unit 
buildings in Massachusetts were built prior to 1950.  The age of the eligible rental stock 
increases the likelihood that units may be in need of energy efficiency upgrades.  We will discuss 
the improvements landlords have already made in Section 7 below.  

Table 5–10: Age of Buildings
(Base – All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Age Number Percent
Five years old or less 18,248 4%
6 to 10 years old 8,806 2%
11-20 years old 22,182 5%
21-30 years old 62,545 14%
31-40 years old 56,315 13%
41-50 years old 13,078 3%
More than 50 years old 265,822 59%
Number of Eligible Units 446,997
Undetermined units 13,679 3%
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Seventy-one percent of the eligible units are heated with natural gas, and another 24% are heated 
with fuel oil (Table 5–11).  The remaining units are heated with electricity or propane.

Table 5–11: Space Heating System Fuel
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Fuel Type Number Percent
Natural gas 319,369 71%
Fuel oil 109,782 24%
Electricity 32,062 5%
Propane 1,484 <1%
Number of Eligible Units 451,697
Undetermined units 8,979 2%

Forty-seven percent of the eligible units rely on boilers with forced hot water for heat (Table 5–
12).  Forced hot air furnaces heat 32% of units, and steam boilers heat another 11% of units.  The 
remaining units rely on baseboard electric, heat pumps, boiler with a hydro-air system, or some 
other type of system.  

Table 5–12: Type of Space Heating System
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Heating System Number Percent
Boiler with forced hot water 201,175 47%
Forced hot air furnace 139,303 32%
Steam boiler 46,501 11%
Baseboard electric 15,087 3%
Heat pump 4,600 1%
Boiler with hydro-air system 1,624 <1%
Another type of system 23,266 5%
Number of Eligible Units 431,556
Undetermined units 29,120 6%

About 395,000 units (89%) have their own, separate heating system (Table 5–13).  

Table 5–13: Units with Separate Space Heating System
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Units with Separate Heating System Number Percentage
One Unit 110,245 25%
Two or More Units – Yes, own system 284,877 64%
Two or more Units – No, not own system 49,540 11%
Number of Eligible Units 444,662
Undetermined units 16,013 3%
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Respondents indicate that 45% of the heating units are more than ten years old (Table 5–14).  

Table 5–14: Age of Space Heating System
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Age Number Percent
Two years old or less 43,795 10%
Three to five years old 58,234 13%
Six to ten years old 147,837 33%
11 to 15 years old 63,384 14%
16-20 years old 64,199 14%
21-30 years old 52,982 12%
More than 30 years old 24,041 5%
Number of Eligible Units 454,472
Undetermined units 6,203 1%

Natural gas is the fuel most commonly used to heat water in the eligible rental units in 
Massachusetts (76%) (Table 5–15).  Another 13% of units heat water with fuel oil, and the 
remaining use electricity (9%), propane (1%), or other fuels.  

Table 5–15: Fuel for Water Heating
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Water Heating Fuel Number Percent
Natural gas 348,168 76%
Fuel oil 61,173 13%
Electricity 43,421 9%
Propane 5,071 1%
Another fuel 1,467 <1%
Number of Eligible Units 459,300
Undetermined units 1,375 <1%
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Fifty-five percent of the eligible units have some form of air conditioning (Table 5–16). Twenty-
nine percent of units are cooled by one room air conditioner, 8% by two room air conditioners, 
and 16% by central air conditioners.  We estimate that 213,788 room air conditioners are in use 
in eligible units, but landlords report providing just 11% (24,256) of them.  

Table 5–16: Type of Air Conditioning System
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Air Conditioning System Number Percent
No air conditioning 177,327 45%
Central air conditioning 61,346 16%
One room air conditioner 113,819 29%
Two room air conditioners 32,140 8%
Three room air conditioners 1,207 <1%
Four room air conditioners 786 <1%
Five or more room air conditioners 5,785 1%
Total Number of Units 392,410
Undetermined units 68,266 15%

Landlords provide refrigerators to 81% of the eligible units.  Nearly 250,000 of the units (81%) 
have refrigerators that are less than ten years old (Table 5–17).  Only 20% of all refrigerators 
(80,517) are reported to be ten or more years old, the age at which the difference in energy and 
bill savings typically makes it cost effective to replace them, although this depends in part on the 
actual model.17  

Table 5–17: Age of Refrigerators
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Age Number Percent
No refrigerator provided 81,232 20%
4 years old or less 96,686 24%
5-9 years old 150,661 37%
10-14 years old 59,437 15%
15-19 years old 10,939 3%
20 or more years old 10,142 2%
Total Number of Units 460,676
Undetermined units 51,579 11%

17 Some of the 81,232 refrigerators not provided by landlords may also be ten or more years old. 
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Most tenants pay both their heating (94%) and electricity (99%) bills (Table 5–18).  Because of 
this “split incentive” situation, landlords may be reluctant to adopt energy efficiency upgrades 
because they will not expect to see any direct monetary benefit from the improvements.  The 
benefits may be indirect (see Figure 7–2).  Note that landlords who participated in focus groups 
were somewhat more likely to pay for heat than those who responded to the telephone survey.18 

We observed no significant differences in who pays the energy bills for units owned by small or 
large landlords, including those who live in their own rental building.  

Table 5–18: Number of Rental Units that Tenant Pays Energy Bills
(Base - All respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Tenant Pays Energy Bills Number Percent
Heating Bills
  Yes 401,412 94%
  No 26,084 6%
  Number of Eligible Units 427,496
Electricity Bills
  Yesa 435,281 99%
  No 3,939 1%
  Number of Eligible Units 439,220
Undetermined Heating Bills 33,180 7%
Undetermined Electricity Bills 21,456 5%

a Includes those who say tenants pay their electric heating bills.

6 Efficiency of a Typical Building
In order to assess the energy efficiency of eligible rental units, we asked landlords to describe the 
energy efficiency of a “typical” building that they own.  The responses summarized in this 
section are based on landlord self-reports and have not been verified by site visits.  Furthermore, 
the responses indicate that many landlords are not familiar with the insulation and heating and 
cooling equipment in their buildings.  Therefore, we urge the Sponsors not to accept these 
responses as a baseline description of the eligible rental stock.  

With these caveats in mind, the results indicate the following description of a typical building:
• More than 50 years old
• Heat with natural gas fired boiler (with forced hot water) that is more than six years old 
• Have attic and wall insulation that is either six to ten years old or more than 20 years old
• Tenants pay both heating and electric bills

18 Because so few respondents pay for heat or electricity, we have not conducted analyses broken down by who pays 
the energy bills.  
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Over one-half of landlords rate their typical buildings as “energy efficient,” choosing a rating of 
seven to ten on a zero-to-ten scale, where zero is extremely inefficient and ten is extremely 
efficient (Table 6–19).  Most of the remaining landlords (35%) rate their buildings as “somewhat 
efficient” (four to six on the same scale).  There are no perceived differences in efficiency 
between small and large landlords, including small landlords who live in one of their buildings.  

Table 6–19: Landlord’s Perceived Efficiency of Typical Building
(Base – All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Rating of Energy Efficiency Percent
0 – 3  Inefficient 6%
4 – 6  Somewhat Efficient 35%
7 – 10  Efficient 55%
Don’t know/Refused 4%
Number of Landlords 200

The remainder of the section provides a more detailed description of typical buildings.  

6.1 Age of Typical Building
Two-thirds of the typical buildings described by respondents are more than 50 years old, which 
is a somewhat greater proportion than the eligible rental units in the state that are more than 50 
years old.  (Table 6–20 and Table 5–10).  Very few landlords described buildings that had been 
built in the past decade.

Table 6–20: Age of Typical Building
(Base - All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Age Percent
Five years old or less 3%
6 to 10 years old 1%
11-20 years old 6%
21-30 years old 7%
31-40 years old 11%
41-50 years old 5%
More than 50 years old 67%
Number of Buildings 196
Undetermined 2%
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6.2 Space Heating Systems in Typical Building
Natural gas (64%) is the fuel most commonly used for heat in typical buildings, followed by fuel 
oil (30%) (Table 6–21).  Eight percent of typical buildings rely on electricity for space heating 
while a few buildings use propane (1%).  Typical buildings are somewhat more likely to heat 
with fuel oil and electricity than are all eligible units (Table 5–11).  

Table 6–21: Space Heating System Fuel in Typical Building
(Base - All respondents, multiple response, weighted to landlords)

Fuel Type Percent
Natural gas 64%
Fuel oil 30%
Electricity 8%
Propane 1%
Number of Landlords 192
Undetermined 4%

Just over one-half (52%) of respondents use a boiler and forced hot water system for space 
heating in their typical buildings (Table 6–22). Thirty-three percent use forced hot air furnaces to 
heat their buildings, and radiant steam heat is used by 11% of respondents.  Other types of 
systems include baseboard electric (6%), wall or space heaters (2%), and heat pumps (1%). 
Typical buildings are slightly more likely to use forced hot water and boiler-based systems for 
space heat than are eligible units overall (Table 5–12).  It should be noted that some landlords 
have more than one type of heating system in these typical buildings.

Table 6–22: Type of Space Heating System in Typical Building
(Base - All respondents, multiple response, weighted to landlords)

Heating System Percent
Boiler with forced hot water 52%
Forced hot air furnace 33%
Steam with radiator 11%
Baseboard electric 6%
Wall or space heater 2%
Heat pump 1%
Another type of system 3%
Number of Landlords 189
Undetermined 6%

Respondents report that one-half of the typical buildings have at least one heating system that is 
ten or less years old (Table 6–23).  In addition, 55% of the buildings also have heating systems 
that are more than ten years old.  Twenty-three percent of landlords do not know the age of the 
heating systems in their typical buildings.  The heating systems in typical buildings tend to be 
somewhat older than those in eligible units overall (Table 5–14).  
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Table 6–23: Age of Heating System in Typical Building
(Base - All respondents, multiple response, weighted to landlords)

Age Percent
Two years old or less 9%
Three to five years old 18%
Six to ten years old 23%
11 to 15 years old 19%
16-20 years old 10%
21-30 years old 13%
More than 30 years old 13%
Number of Landlords 155
Don’t know/Refused 23%

Most landlords do not know the AFUE of the heating system or systems in their typical building 
(Table 6–24).  Those that do know the efficiency typically rate it at 80% or higher.  It should be 
noted that a mistake in programming the CATI survey meant that this question was not asked of 
landlords who heat all buildings with the same type of heating system, thus explaining the large 
number of undetermined responses.19

Table 6–24: AFUE Rating of Heating System in Typical Building
(Base – Number of respondents with more than one type of heating system but includes non-

electric heat, multiple response, weighted to landlords)
AFUE Number
70% to 74% 2
75% to 79% 2
80% to 84% 5
85% to 90% 6
Number of Landlords 15
Undetermined/Electric System 94%

19 Given the degree to which landlords also do not know the R-value of insulation, we believe it likely that most are 
unaware of the AFUE of the heating systems.  See Table 6–27 and Table 6–31.
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6.3 Attic Insulation in Typical Building
Landlords indicate that 87% of their typical buildings currently have attic insulation (Table 6–
25).  Fiberglass batts are the most common type of insulation used (67% of the buildings with 
insulation) (Table 6–26).  Blown-in fiberglass (21%) and cellulose (11%) are also used to 
insulate attics.  Most landlords (78%) could not name the R-value of the attic insulation (Table
6–27).  The few who did know the R-value estimated it to be less than R-20 (64%), falling below 
the range of R-30 to R-38 for most attics in Massachusetts, depending on their framing and other 
factors.  While many attics were insulated within the past ten years (48%), 24% were insulated 
more than 20 years ago (Table 6–28).  

Table 6–25: Presence of Attic Insulation
(base – All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Attic Insulation
Yes 87%
No 13%
Number of Landlords 191
Undetermined 4%

Table 6–26: Type of Attic Insulation
(Base – Respondents reporting attic insulation present, multiple response, weighted to landlords)

Insulation Percent
Fiberglass batts 67%
Blown-in fiberglass 21%
Cellulose 11%
Rigid foam 1%
Another type of insulation 2%
Total Number of Buildings 135
Undetermined/Not insulated 33%

Table 6–27: R-value of Attic Insulation
(Base – Respondents reporting attic insulation present, weighted to landlords)

R-value Percent
Less than R-10 11%
R-11 to R-15 22%
R-16 to R-20 31%
R-21 to R-25 <1%
R-26 to R-30 16%
R-30 to R-35 11%
R-36 to R-40 11%
More than R-40 0%
Total Number of Buildings 45
Undetermined/Not insulated 78%
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Table 6–28: Age of Attic Insulation
(Base – Respondents reporting attic insulation present, weighted to landlords)

Age Percent
Within the past year 2%
One to five years ago 21%
Six to 10 years ago 25%
11 to 15 years ago 12%
16-20 years ago 14%
More than 20 years ago 24%
When the building was built 3%
Total Number of Buildings 153
Undetermined/Not insulated 24%

6.4 Wall Insulation in Typical Building
According to the respondents, seventy-one percent of the typical buildings have exterior wall 
insulation (Table 6–29).  Fiberglass batts are used to insulate 54% of the walls of these buildings 
(Table 6–30).  Blown-in fiberglass (23%) and cellulose (13%) are also commonly used to 
insulate exterior walls.  Although most respondents (86%) do not know the R-value of the wall 
insulation, those who are aware of the R-value usually report it to be between R-11 and R-15 
(Table 6–31).  MassSAVE recommends insulation of R-13 for the common 2 x 4 framing, 
suggesting that the “typical” building likely has adequate wall insulation—although it could 
easily be less given how many don’t know the R-value.  There is a tendency for wall insulation 
to be between six to ten years old (25%) or to be more than 20 years old (23%) (Table 6–32).  

Table 6–29: Presence of Wall Insulation
(Base – All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Exterior Wall 
Insulation

Yes 71%
No 29%
Number of Landlords 175
Undetermined 12%

Table 6–30: Type of Wall Insulation
(Base – Respondents reporting wall insulation present, multiple response, weighted to landlords)

Insulation Percent
Fiberglass batts 54%
Blown-in fiberglass 23%
Cellulose 13%
Rigid foam 7%
Another type of insulation 2%
Number of Landlords 96
Undetermined/Not insulated 53%
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Table 6–31: R-value of Wall Insulation
(Base – Respondents reporting wall insulation present, weighted to landlords)

R-value Percent
Less than R-10 14%
R-11 to R-15 71%
R-16 to R-20 10%
R-21 to R-25 0%
More than R-25 4%
Number of Landlords 28
Undetermined/Not insulated 86%

Table 6–32: Age of Wall Insulation
(Base – Respondents reporting wall insulation present, weighted to landlords)

Age Percent
Within the past year 2%
One to five years ago 19%
Six to 10 years ago 25%
11 to 15 years ago 15%
16-20 years ago 13%
More than 20 years ago 23%
When the building was built 4%
Number of Landlords 114
Undetermined/Not insulated 43%

6.5 Payment of Energy Bills in Typical Building
Most tenants pay for their heating (85%) and electricity (94%).  These percentages are lower 
than those reported in Table 5–18 for all eligible units.  

Table 6–33: Tenant Pays Energy Bills in Typical Building
(Base - All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Percent
Tenant pays Heating Bill 85%
Tenant pays Electricity Bill 94%
Number of Landlords 200
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7 Energy Efficiency Improvements Outside MassSAVE
Sixty-three percent of respondents self-report making energy efficiency improvements to their 
eligible units over the past five years, outside of the MassSAVE Program (Table 7–34).  Again, 
we stress that these self-reported improvements have not been verified by site visits, so we 
cannot say with certainty that the landlords have made improvements or that these improvements 
actually increased energy efficiency.  So called small landlords who live in one of their rental 
buildings (39%) are significantly less likely than both small landlords who do not live in their 
own building (65%) and large landlords (72%) to have made energy efficiency improvements 
over the past five years.  Although they comprise only 17% of landlords statewide, MassSAVE 
may be able to target marketing toward small, live-in landlords using many existing materials but 
also highlighting the benefits of the program to tenants.  

Table 7–34: Any Energy Efficiency Improvements Made to Buildings in the Last 
Five Years

(Base – All Respondents, weighted to landlords)

Response
Overall

Landlord owns one to four units Landlord owns 
five or more 

units
Lives in building Doesn’t live in 

building
Yes 63% 39%* 65%# 72%#

No 35% 61%* 32%# 27%#

Don’t Know 2% 0%* 3%# 2%
Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60
* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.

The remainder of this section discusses the types of improvements made by landlords and the 
decision factors involved.  We also address the role tenants play in promoting energy efficiency 
in rental units.  
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7.1 Measures Installed to Improve Energy Efficiency
The most common efficiency improvement is new windows, cited by 43% of all respondents 
(Table 7–35).  This suggests that the respondents do not have a very sophisticated understanding 
of the improvements that will greatly increase their energy efficiency.  Other improvements 
include new heating systems (17%), additional insulation (14%), and new doors (13%). 
Landlords who participated in the focus groups in 2005 were also very likely to install windows. 
They were less inclined to add insulation because the measure is seen as being more invasive and 
difficult to install.  Furthermore, unlike new windows, which improve the appearance of a 
building, insulation is hidden and may be considered a less useful measure to help attract and 
retain tenants. 

Table 7–35: Improvements Made to Buildings in the Last Five Years
(Base – stated in table, multiple response; weighted to landlords)

Measure

All Respondents
(percent)

Respondents who have 
made any 

improvements 
(percent)

No improvements 35% n/a
New windows 43% 69%
New heating system 17% 26%
Added insulation 14% 23%
New doors 13% 21%
New DHW 6% 10%
New appliances 6% 10%
New siding 6% 10%
Seal, caulk, or weather strip 4% 7%
New roof 4% 7%
New thermostat 2% 3%
Light bulbs 2% 2%
Showerhead/faucet 1% 1%
Other 1% 1%
Number of Landlords 200 127
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Small landlords who live in rental buildings they own are significantly less likely than all other 
groups listed to install new windows, doors, siding, a roof, or CFLs.  Respondents with five or 
more buildings are significantly more likely than those small landlords who do not live in their 
building to have added insulation or new appliances, but they are less likely to have provided 
CFLs to their tenants.  

Table 7–36: Improvements Made to Buildings in the Last Five Years
(base – all respondents, multiple response, weighted to landlords)

Measure
Overall

Landlord owns one to four units
Landlord owns 

five or more unitsLives in building Doesn’t live in 
building

No improvements 35% 61%* 32%# 27%#

New windows 43% 18%* 44%# 53%#

New heating system 17% 12% 17% 19%
Added insulation 14% 18% 10% 20%+

New doors 13% 3%* 14%# 19%#

New DHW 6% 9% 6% 5%
New appliances 6% 3% 4% 12%#+

New siding 6% 0%* 6%# 8%#

Seal, caulk, or weather strip 4% 3% 6% 2%
New roof 4% 0%* 5%# 5%#

New thermostat 2% 3% 1% 2%
Light bulbs 2% 0%* 3%# 0%*+

Showerhead/faucet 1% 0% 1% 0%
Other 1% 3% 0% 2%
Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60
* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.
+ Significantly different from small landlords who do not live in building at 90% confidence level

7.2 Factors Affecting Installation of Energy Efficiency Improvements
Respondents were asked to rate the importance, on a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is “not at all 
important” and 10 is “extremely important,” of eight factors that might influence the decision to 
install energy efficiency measures (Figure 7–2).  “Adhering to building codes” and “attracting 
and retaining good tenants” are rated as the most important decision factors, with 77% and 73%, 
respectively, rating them at nine or ten.  Landlords, by law, must adhere to building codes, and 
attracting good tenants underlies the propensity of landlords to install windows or make other 
visible energy-related improvements to their buildings or units.  Fifty-four percent of 
respondents give energy efficiency and purchase/installation cost a rating of nine or higher.  Less 
than one-half of respondents (49%) place great importance on lowering energy bills or the 
availability of products.  Purchase agreements that the landlord’s company has with suppliers are 
not important when deciding about energy efficiency, perhaps because most of the respondents
—independent operators with few units—do not have such agreements.  
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Figure 7–2: Importance of Factors regarding decision 

to install energy efficiency measures
(Base – All respondents n = 200, weighted to landlords)
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When asked to identify the most important factor in deciding which improvements to make to 
their units, 40% of respondents mention “attracting or retaining good tenants” (Table 7–37). 
Other factors cited by respondents include purchase/installation price (14%) and energy 
efficiency (12%).  As suggested by the focus groups, if the landlords paid the energy bills, they 
would be more concerned with energy efficiency and lowering energy bills.  Landlords with five 
or more units are significantly more likely(53%) than landlords overall (40%) and smaller 
landlords (27% for those who live in building and 38% for those who do not) to be concerned 
about attracting and retaining good tenants.  Small landlords who live in one of their buildings 
(15%) and those who do not live in one of their buildings (17%) are significantly more likely 
than large landlords (3%) to emphasize energy efficiency.  Small landlords who live in one of 
their buildings (18%) and large landlords (14%) are significantly more likely to be concerned 
with lowering heating and cooling bills than are small landlords who do not live in one of their 
own buildings.  Please keep in mind that this question was asked of all respondents whether or 
not they have actually made improvements.  It should be seen as a gauge of why landlords would 
make improvements if they chose to do so.  

Table 7–37: Most Important Decision Factor in Making Improvements
(Base – All Respondents, weighted to landlords)

Factor

Overall

Landlord owns one to four 
units

Landlord 
owns five or 
more unitsLives in 

building
Doesn’t live 
in building

Attracting or retaining good tenants 40% 27% 38% 53%*#+

Purchase/installation price 14% 9% 16% 14%
Energy Efficiency 12% 15% 17% 3%*#+

Adhere to building codes 11% 12% 14% 7%
Lowering heating or cooling bills 9% 18% 5%# 14%+

Availability of products 2% 0%* 2% 5%#

Ease of installation 1% 0% 1% 0%
Resale Value 1% 0% 3%# 0%+

Purchasing agreements with product 
suppliers 0% 0% 0% 0%
Don’t Know 8% 18% 6%# 5%#

Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60
* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.
+ Significantly different from small landlords who do not live in building at 90% confidence level
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Survey respondents were asked to rate the frequency with which tenants bring concerns to them 
regarding five issues, using a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 means “never” and 10 means “extremely 
frequently” (Figure 7–3).  These issues are either directly related to energy efficiency or to the 
non-energy benefits associated with efficiency improvements.  Landlords report that tenants 
rarely bring any of these concerns to them.  “High energy bills” are rated as being mentioned 
most frequently by tenants, though only eight percent of respondents rate it seven or above and 
another 16% rating it between four and six.  Only four percent of landlords say tenants 
frequently come to them with concerns about “energy efficiency,” and three percent say they 
voice concerns about cold or drafty apartments.  Given the small percentage of respondents who 
report that tenants bring these issues to them frequently, it appears that tenants are either not 
concerned with them or they do not bring their concerns to their landlords.  

Figure 7–3: Frequency Rating of Tenants with Concerns
(Base – All respondents n = 200, weighted to landlords.  High energy bills based on landlords 

with units in which tenants pay energy bills n = 187)

8%
3% 4%

16%

11% 8%

76%
86% 87%

95% 96%

2%2% 2%3%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Hig
h e

ner
gy 

bill
s

Dra
fty

 a
pa

rtm
en

t

Uni
t n

ot
 e

ner
gy 

ef
fic

ie
nt

Alle
rg

ie
s/

he
al

th
 p

ro
bl

em
s

Car
bo

n 
m

on
ox

id
e/

sa
fe

y

Frequently 7 - 10 Sometimes 4- 6 Rarely 0 - 3 Don't know

Nexus Market Research



FINAL: Landlord Survey Report 7/12/2007 Page 37

Table 7–38 displays the rating of the frequency, using the same 0 to 10 scale, with which 
respondents report that their tenants request improvements to the energy efficiency of their 
apartment.  Ninety-five percent of respondents rate the frequency as three or less, which 
indicates that energy efficiency improvements are not a major concern among tenants.

Table 7–38: Rating of Frequency of Tenants with Requests for 

Energy Efficiency Improvements
(Base – All Respondents, weighted to landlords)

Rating Value
0 – 3 Rarely 95%
4 – 6 Sometimes 4%
7 – 10 Often 1%
Number of Respondents 200

The types of energy efficiency improvements that are sometimes or often requested by tenants 
include stopping drafts in windows (31%) or doors (20%), repairing windows (28%), and 
providing more efficient appliances (19%) (Table 7–39).

Table 7–39: Energy Efficiency Improvements Requested by Tenants
(Base – Respondents who with tenants who sometimes or often request improvements, 

weighted to landlords)
Improvement Number Percent
Stopping drafts in windows 9 31%
Repairs to windows 8 28%
Stopping drafts in doors 6 20%
More efficient appliances 5 19%
More insulation 4 14%
Repair heating system 4 13%
Repairs to walls 1 4%
Other 1 4%
Number of Landlords 29

8 Prior Familiarity with and Participation in MassSAVE 
Respondents were asked a series of questions about their pre-survey familiarity with and 
participation in MassSAVE.  This section of the report summarizes respondents’ knowledge of 
and experience with MassSAVE.   

8.1 Familiarity with MassSAVE and Predecessor Programs
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Respondents overall were evenly split on whether or not they were previously familiar with the 
MassSAVE Program (Table 8–40).  This differs from the focus groups, in which nearly all 
participants reported being familiar with MassSAVE.  However, the focus group participants 
may have said they were familiar with the program to avoid seeming ignorant in front of their 
peers and the focus group leaders.  

Table 8–40: Previously Heard of MassSAVE Program
(Base - All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Response Overalls

Landlord owns one to four units Landlord owns 
five or more 

units
Lives in 
building

Doesn’t live in 
building

Yes 47% 31%* 50%# 50%#

No 46% 63%* 44%# 43%#

Don’t Know 7% 6% 6% 7%
Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60

* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.

Counterintuitively, small landlords who live in a building they own (31%) are significantly less 
likely than respondents overall (47%), small landlords who do not live in their buildings (50%) 
and large landlords (50%) to have heard of MassSAVE.20  This result contradicts our reanalysis 
of the non-participant survey data from 2005, in which 13 of the 15 landlords who lived in their 
buildings had heard of some kind of Home Energy Assessment Program.  Of course, in that 
survey landlords who do not live in their buildings also expressed greater awareness of such 
programs (26 of 44 respondents, 59%).  However, while this result is counterintuitive, as we will 
see, it is logically consistent with other responses from these participants.  Yet, given the 
contradictory results between this and the non-participant surveys—and the small sample sizes of 
both—we do not feel confident concluding that live-in landlords are less likely to have heard of 
MassSAVE.  We will discuss potential explanations for all the unexpected findings regarding 
small landlords and possible additional analyses to address the issue in the conclusions and 
recommendations.  

20 Note that changes in the name of the Home Energy Assessment Program might be affecting the name recognition of 
MassSAVE for both focus group and survey participants.   
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Survey respondents aware of the program learned about MassSAVE mostly through bill inserts 
(23%), word of mouth (16%), and newspaper advertisements (15%) (Table 8–41).  However, 
25% of respondents could not recall how they first learned about MassSAVE.  Landlords who 
participated in the focus groups, however, warned that bill inserts were not sufficient to induce 
their peers to participate in the program.  Large landlords are significantly more likely (36%) 
than small landlords who do not live in their buildings (16%) to have heard about the MassSAVE 
via bill inserts.  Large landlords are less likely (5%) than respondents overall (16%) or small 
landlords who do not live in their buildings (22%) to have heard about the MassSAVE via word 
of mouth.  Two of the eight small landlords who live in their buildings who have heard of 
MassSAVE first learned about it in a bill insert, and two learned about it through the mail.  One 
respondent heard about the program via word-of-mouth, and three do not recall how they first 
learned about MassSAVE.  Due to small sample sizes, we have not conducted significance tests 
on the responses of small landlords who live in one of their buildings.

Table 8–41: How Learned of MassSAVE Program
(Base – Respondents familiar with MassSAVE Program, multiple response, 

weighted to landlords)

How Learned of MassSAVE

Overall

Landlord owns 
one to four units

Landlord 
owns five or 
more unitsLives in 

buildinga
Doesn’t live in 

building
Bill insert 23% 2 16% 36%+

Word of mouth 16% 1 22% 5%*+

Newspaper advertisement 15% 0 13% 24%
Through the mail 7% 2 3% 5%
From our electric utility 5% 0 7% 5%
Someone visited or called my house 4% 0 6% 0%*+

Tenants 2% 0 0% 8%
Other 6% 0 6% 7%
Don’t know 25% 3 26% 19%
Number of Respondents 93 8 54 30

a Unweighted number of respondents
* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
+ Significantly different from small landlords who do not live in building at 90% confidence level

Nexus Market Research



FINAL: Landlord Survey Report 7/12/2007 Page 40

Thirty-four percent of respondents who are aware of MassSAVE learned about it within the past 
two years (Table 8–42).  However, 27% learned of the program more than ten years ago.  There 
were no significant differences in when small and large landlords first learned about MassSAVE. 

Table 8–42: When Learned of MassSAVE Program
(Base – Respondents familiar with MassSAVE Program, weighted to landlords)

Timeframe
Percent

Within the past six months 6%
Seven to 12 months ago 11%
One to two years ago 17%
Three to five years ago 19%
Six to ten years ago 13%
More than ten years ago 27%
Don’t know 8%
Number of Respondents 93

8.2 Prior Participation in MassSAVE
Eleven percent of all respondents—27% of those who are aware of the program—have had one 
or more units served by MassSAVE or its predecessor programs (Table 8–43).  This finding 
confirms the warning of focus group participants—although landlords may know about 
MassSAVE, this knowledge alone does not necessarily mean they will participate.  Participants 
in the 2005 focus group suggest that landlords may be convinced of the benefits of participation 
by the recommendation of their peers.  

Table 8–43: Number of Units Landlord Had Served by MassSAVE
(Base – All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Number of Units Served All 
Landlords 
(percent)

Landlords 
aware of 
program 
(percent)

0 89%a 73%b

1 5% 11%
2 2% 5%
3 2% 5%
Four or more 2% 6%
Number of Landlords 200 93

a Includes those not familiar with MassSAVE and “don’t know” responses.  
b Includes those who “don’t know” if their unit was served by MassSAVE.

It is also worth noting that only one of the thirty small landlords who live in their buildings had 
participated in MassSAVE.  In contrast, three of the 15 live-in landlords who took part in the 
2005 non-participant survey had had their rental units served by MassSAVE.  Again, the 
contradictory results between the two surveys—and their small sample sizes—suggest the need 
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for further inquiry into the past and likely future participation of landlords who live in one of 
their rental buildings.

Based on extrapolation from survey data, respondents indicate that 31,929 of their units (7% of 
all eligible units) have actually received services (Table 8–44).  However, this estimate is high, 
when one considers that the 2005 Participant Survey found that only 5% of homes served by 
MassSAVE are rentals and that annual participation rates are approximately 17,250.21  Calibrated 
for actual overall participation rates, we estimate that 12,940 eligible rental units have been 
served by MassSAVE over the past 15 years.  Landlords report that 39% of these units were 
served within the past five years, when the program took the form it generally has now.  Twenty-
six percent of units served were visited six to ten years ago, and 33% more than ten years ago.    

Table 8–44: When Units Received MassSAVE Services
(Base – Units previously participating in MassSAVE or predecessor programs, 

weighted to eligible units)
When Received Number Percent
Within 6 months 0 0%
7-12 months ago 285 1%
1-2 years ago 3,854 12%
3-5 years ago 8,048 26%
6-10 years ago 8,247 26%
More than 10 years ago 10,276 33%
Don’t know/Refused 582 2%
Number of units 31,929

According to respondents who had units served by MassSAVE, tenants contacted the program 
almost one-half the time, while the respondent contacted the program over one-third of the time 
(Table 8–45).

Table 8–45: Who Contacted MassSAVE Program
(Base - Respondents with at least some units that received MassSAVE services, multiple 

response, percentage weighted to landlords)
Person Number Percent
A tenant 12 48%
Respondent 9 38%
Someone else 1 3%
Don’t know 4 14%
Number of Landlords 24

21 Based on NMR (2005) and estimates of participation provided by RLW Analytics.  
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Nearly one-half of respondents whose units received MassSAVE services report that they did so 
in order to save money and/or energy (Table 8–46).  Another 27% mention that their tenants 
requested the services or that the services would benefit the tenants.  Sixteen percent say they 
wanted to have the assessment completed or to test the efficiency of the building, while the 
remainder of respondents appreciated the incentives or subsidies.  

Table 8–46: Reasons that Rental Units Received MassSAVE Services
(Base - Respondents with at least some units that received MassSAVE services, 

percentage weighted to landlords)
Reason Number Percent
Save energy or money 10 48%
Tenants requested / benefit tenants 7 27%
Energy assessment / test efficiency 2 16%
Incentives / Subsidies 1 6%
Other 4 4%
Number of Landlords 24

For those respondents who are familiar with MassSAVE but had not had any or all of their units 
served, 25% report that they did not know about or had not thought about the available services 
(Table 8–47).  Others report that they were too busy (16%) or that their units are already efficient 
(16%).  Nine percent indicate that they did not have units served because the tenants did not 
request services or voice complaints.  

Table 8–47: Reasons that Rental Units did not Receive MassSAVE Services
(Base - Respondents with some units not receiving MassSAVE services, 

percentage weighted to landlords )
Reason Percent
Didn't know about it / hadn't thought about it 25%
Too busy / never got around to it 16%
Didn't need it / already efficient 16%
Tenants didn’t request / no complaint 9%
No reason 5%
It costs money 3%
May be selling 3%
Respondent or other person will do it 3%
Other 13%
Don't know 6%
Number of Landlords 78
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8.3 Measures Installed after MassSAVE Participation
Table 8–48 displays the measures installed by participating respondents as a result of the 
MassSAVE energy assessment.  Forty-five percent installed insulation, 31% installed new 
windows, 25% installed new appliances, and 22% installed light bulbs (presumably CFLs).  Note 
that 20% of respondents did not install any measures.

Table 8–48: Measures Installed in Units that Received a

MassSAVE Energy Assessment
(Base - Respondents who had at least some units receive MassSAVE services, 

percentage weighted to landlords)
Measure Number Percent
Added insulation 12 45%
New windows 6 31%
New appliances 4 25%
Light bulbs 5 22%
Seal, caulk, or weather strip 3 12%
New heating system 2 9%
New thermostat 2 8%
New doors 1 6%
New siding 1 6%
None 4 17%
Number of Landlords 24

The respondent typically installed these measures themselves (32%), with another 23% of 
respondents mentioning that they used a contractor recommended by the program (Table 8–49). 
Nineteen percent relied on their own contractor, and 3% had their maintenance crews install the 
measures.  

Table 8–49: Who Installed Measures in Units that Received a

MassSAVE Energy Assessment
(Base - Respondents who installed measures recommended by MassSAVE energy assessment, 

percentage weighted to landlords)
Person Number Percent
Respondent 6 32%
Contractor recommended by the program 4 23%
Contractor respondent identified on his/her own 4 19%
Maintenance crew 1 3%
Other 1 5%
Don’t know 5 24%
Number of Landlords 20
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The majority of respondents who installed measures (77%) did not use rebates for these 
measures (Table 8–50).  This might have been because they chose not to use the rebate or that a 
rebate was not offered.  

Table 8–50: Rebates Used to Install Measures
(Base - Respondents who installed measures recommended by MassSAVE energy assessment, 

percentage weighted to landlords)
Response Number Percent
Yes 2 13%
No 16 77%
Don’t Know 2 10%
Number of Landlords 20

One of the two respondents who used a rebate rates the influence of the rebate in the decision to 
install measures as a “ten”, and the other rates it as “seven”, on a scale of zero to ten where zero 
is “no influence at all” and ten is a “great deal of influence.”

Six survey respondents report not installing any measures recommended by their MassSAVE 
energy assessment.  Respondents voiced the following reasons:

• “Too expensive”
• “They didn’t suggest anything that would have saved me money”
• “I don’t recall them recommending anything”
• “They give a rebate, but they charge twice as much as they should.”

9 Possible Future Participation in MassSAVE
After being read a description of an energy assessment and told that they might be eligible for 
rebates or low-interest loans, slightly less than one-half of respondents (44%) express interest in 
receiving an energy assessment (Table 9–51).  Small landlords who live in one of the rental 
buildings (64%) are significantly less likely than large landlords (40%) to express interest in 
having an energy assessment conducted on their rental units.  This result continues the trend 
among these respondents of expressing less interest in making energy efficiency improvements 
to their rental units and less awareness of MassSAVE.  

Table 9–51: Interest in Receiving an Energy Assessment
(Base – All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Response
Overall

Landlord owns one to four units Landlord owns 
five or more 

units
Lives in 
building

Doesn’t live in 
building

Yes 44% 33% 44% 50%
No 49% 64% 49% 40%#

Don’t Know 7% 3% 7% 10%
Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60

# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.
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Of those respondents not interested in receiving an energy assessment or who do not know if 
they would have one, 26% believe their units are already energy efficient, and 24% say they 
already have installed most measures (Table 9–52).  Others are not interested because they do 
not want to install measures (14%), do not want to disrupt their tenants (8%), or because of lack 
of money (8%).  Large landlords (19%) are statistically more likely than small, live-in landlords 
(1%) and other small landlords (5%) to say they do not have the money to install measures, but 
large landlords (12%) are statistically less likely than all respondents (26%) and small landlords 
who do not live in their building (34%) to say their units are already efficient.  Unfortunately, 
due to small sample sizes, this analysis does not provide statistically significant evidence for why 
small, live-in landlords are less interested in participating in MassSAVE, but it does not appear 
to be because these landlords feel they do not have the time or money to participate.  

Table 9–52: Reasons for Lack of Interest in a MassSAVE Energy Assessment
(Base – Respondents not interested in receiving a MassSAVE energy assessment or who do not 

know, weighted to landlords)

Reason Overall

Landlord owns one to four 
units

Landlord 
owns five or 
more unitsLives in 

building
Doesn’t live 
in building

My rentals are already energy 
efficient 26% 26% 34% 12%*+

I have already installed most 
measures in the units 24% 34% 18% 31%
Not interested in installing 
measures 14% 11% 16% 13%
Don’t want to disrupt tenants 8% 10% 9% 5%
Don’t have the money to install 
measures 8% 1%* 5% 19%#+

Too much hassle 6% 15% 5% 2%
May be selling the building 6% 3% 5% 11%
Too busy 5% 0%* 6%# 7%
Other 2% 0% 2% 4%
Don’t know 3% 0%* 3% 5%
Number of Landlords 113 20 63 30

* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.
+ Significantly different from small landlords who do not live in building at 90% confidence level
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Respondents interested in receiving an energy assessment appear to prefer rebates over interest-
free loans, with 62% rating their likelihood to receive an energy assessment at a seven or above 
(on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is extremely unlikely and 10 is extremely likely) if rebates were 
available to cover some measures (Table 9–53).  For loans, the parallel figure is 43%. 

Table 9–53: Likelihood of Receiving Energy Assessment with Rebate vs. 
with Low-Interest Loan

(Base –Respondents expressing an interest in an energy assessment, weighted to landlords)
Rebate Loan

0 – 3 Unlikely 16% 33%
4 – 6 Somewhat likely 20% 20%
7 – 10 Likely 62% 43%
Don’t know 3% 5%
Number of Landlords 85 85

We then asked all respondents if they preferred a rebate or a loan.  Over one-half of respondents 
(54%) report that they would prefer a rebate over an interest-free loan (19%) (Table 9–54). 
Focus group participants as well as respondents to the market surveys conducted in 2005 also 
preferred rebates to loans.  However, 11% of respondents say it depends on the amounts. 
Another 11% did not voice an opinion because they are confident that they would not have an 
assessment (7%) or they would not install any measures (4%).  Small landlords who do not live 
in their building (10%) are significantly more likely than large landlords (3%) and small 
landlords living in their building (3%) to say they would not have an assessment..  

Table 9–54: Preference for Rebate or Interest-free Loan
(Base – All respondents, weighted to landlords)

Preference

Overall

Landlord owns on to four 
units

Landlords 
owns five or 
more unitsLives in 

building
Doesn’t live 
in building

Prefer the rebate 54% 61% 51% 59%
Prefer the loan 19% 12% 19% 24%
Depends on the amounts 11% 12% 11% 10%
Wouldn’t have assessment 7% 3% 10%# 3%+

Wouldn’t install measures 4% 9% 3% 3%
Don’t know 4% 3% 6% 2%
Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.
+ Significantly different from small landlords who do not live in building at 90% confidence level.
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Using a zero-to-ten scale where 0 is “extremely unlikely” and 10 is “extremely likely,” survey 
respondents were asked to rate the likelihood of installing a measure costing $3,000 that was 
recommended by an energy assessment, if provided incentives at various levels (Table 9–55). 
Given current incentive levels (50% of cost, up to $1,500), 29% would be extremely likely to 
install a measure, based on their rating of nine or ten.  This likelihood figure rises to 57%, 75%, 
and 80% when the respondent is provided with an 80%, 95%, and 100% rebate, respectively. 
This suggests that the program gains few additional measure installations when boosting the 
rebate above 80% of the cost.  

Table 9–55: Likelihood of Installing Measures at Various Rebate Levels
(Base – Respondents expressing an interest in an energy assessment, weighted to landlords)

50% or 
$1,500

80% or 
$2,400

95% or 
$2,850

100% or 
$3,000

0 - 3 Unlikely 21% 16% 17% 16%
4 – 6 Somewhat likely 22% 7% 2% 1%
7 – 8 Likely 26% 18% 5% 2%
9 – 10 Extremely Likelya 29% 57% 75% 80%
Don’t know 2% 3% 3% 1%
Number of Landlords 200 200 200 200
a Cumulative rating of those we consider very likely to install measures; includes those very 
likely to install measures at the lower incentive level(s).  

Table 9–56 shows that those previously aware of MassSAVE and those who have participated in 
the program are more likely to say they would install measures than respondents overall.  Prior 
participants are especially likely to participate again, particularly at the 80% incentive level.

Table 9–56: Cumulative Likelihood of Installing Measures Calibrated for 
Awareness and Prior Participation

(Base – All respondents by category, weighted to landlords)
All Respondents Aware of Program Participated in 

Past 15 Years
Participated in Past 

5 Years
50% or $1,500 29% 30% 41% 33%
80% or $2,400 57% 65% 86% 100%
95% or $2,850 75% 85% 91% 100%
100% or $3,000 80% 88% 91% 100%
Number of Landlords 200 85 24 11
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Table 9–57 summarizes the likelihood to install a $3,000 measure at various incentive levels by 
how many units the landlord owns and if he or she lives in one of their rental buildings. 
Respondents are statistically as likely to install measures at the current 50% incentive level. 
However, at the 80% and 95% levels, large landlords report significantly greater likelihood of 
installing measures than all other participants; at 100% they are significantly more likely to 
install the measure than are small landlords who live in their building.  The greater willingness of 
large landlords to participate at higher incentive levels is consistent with the fact many cite a lack 
of money as the main reason they are not interested in having a MassSAVE assessment.  

Table 9–57: Percentage of Landlords Extremely Likely to Participate by Residence 
of Landlord and Number of Holdings

(Base – all respondents by category, weighted to landlords)

Likelihood of 
Installing

Overall
Landlord owns one to four units Landlord owns 

five or more 
units

Lives in 
building

Doesn’t live in 
building

50% or $1,500 29% 23% 28% 34%
80% or $2,400 57% 45% 52% 71%*#+

95% or $2,850 75% 65% 72% 86%*#+

100% or $3,000 80% 71% 79% 88%#

Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60
* Significantly different from overall at the 90% confidence level.
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.
+ Significantly different from small landlords who do not live in building at 90% confidence level.

Table 9–58 lists the maximum rating that respondents provided to the previous series of 
questions regarding their likelihood to install a $3,000 measure.22  Overall, 56% of respondents 
rate their likelihood a ten and 25% rate it a nine.  However, 14% rate their likelihood at three or 
lower, even when the measure does not cost them any money.  Large landlords are statistically 
more willing to install a $3,000 measure than are smaller landlords.  

Table 9–58: Maximum Likelihood of Installing Measures costing $3,000
(Base – All Respondents, weighted to landlords)

Rating
Overall

Landlord owns one to four units Landlord owns 
five or more 

units
Lives in building Doesn’t live in 

building
0 – 3 Unlikely 14% 21% 15% 10%
4 – 6 Somewhat likely 1% 0% 1% 0%
7 – 8 Likely 3% 6% 3% 2%
9 – 10 Extremely Likely 80% 70% 78% 86%#

Don’t know 2% 3% 4% 2%
Number of Landlords 200 30 110 60
# Significantly different from small landlords who live in building at 90% confidence level.
+ Significantly different from small landlords who do not live in building at 90% confidence level.

22 The results in Table 9–58 differ from those in Table 9–55 and Table 9–57 because some respondents indicate that 
they are less likely to install measures at higher incentive levels than at lower ones.  Such respondents might have 
misunderstood the question or might disapprove of incentives or subsidies, at least to some extent.   
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Extrapolating from survey data suggests that respondents are willing to install efficiency 
measures in two-thirds (67% or 310,284) of all units eligible for MassSAVE, based on the 
assumption that they would receive some incentive on a $3,000 measure.  They are willing to 
install measures in one-third (33%) of the units at 50% of cost.  Another 19% of units could be 
reached at 80% of cost, and an additional 13% at $2,850.  MassSAVE would have to pay for the 
entire cost to reach the last three percent of units in which landlords are willing to install 
measures.  These results suggest that the MassSAVE Program may increase participation by 
offering landlords incentives up to 80% of cost.  Increasing the incentive to 95% could lead to 
assessments in an additional 13% of units, but further research would be needed to determine if 
such a high incentive could lead to cost effective savings.  

Table 9–59: Units Landlord Willing to be served by MassSAVE
(Base – All Respondents, weighted to eligible units)

Incentive Levela Number Percentage
Overall 310,284 67%
  50% of cost or $1,500 152,255 33%
  80% of cost or $2,400 87,268 19%
  95% of cost or $2,850 58,033 13%
  100% of cost or $3,000 12,729 3%
Not willing to have served 150,391 33%
Number of Units 460,676

a Assumes a $3,000 measure

However, it is also the case that landlords must be aware of the program and choose to 
participate in it. Furthermore, respondents often overstate their willingness to participate in 
surveys.  Therefore, we calibrated self-reported likelihood by prior awareness of and 
participation in MassSAVE in order to provide more realistic estimates of likely participation 
(Table 9–60, Figure 9–4, and Figure 9–5).  Please note that marketing more directly to landlords 
would raise awareness and potentially expand participation among the previously and newly 
aware population.  Once calibrated, the number of units likely to be served at the current 
incentive level drops to 51,609 (11% of all units) for those aware of MassSAVE, 12,940 (3% of 
all units) for those who participated within the past 15 years, and 4,313 (1% of all units) for those 
who participated in the past five years.  Although some landlords indicate they would be more 
willing to participate at higher incentive levels, the number additional units that could be reached 
drops off after an 80% incentive level, especially for prior participants. 

Table 9–60: Cumulative Number of Units Served, Calibrated by Prior Awareness 
and Participation

All Respondents Aware of 
Program

Participated in 
Past 15 Years

Participated in 
Past 5 Years

50% of cost or $1,500 152,255 51,609 12,940 4,313
80% of cost or $2,400 239,523 81,190 20,357 6,786
95% of cost or $2,850 297,556 100,861 25,289 8,430
100% of cost or $3,000 310,284 105,176 26,371 8,790
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Figure 9–4: Percentage of Units Likely to be Served, 
with Adjustments for Awareness and Participation
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Figure 9–5: Percentage of Units Likely to be Served by Incentive Level, Prior 
Awareness, and Participation
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Turning again to self-reported number of units likely to be served, although 71% (Table 5–11) of 
the eligible units are heated by natural gas, gas-heated units account for 67% of the units likely to 
receive an incentivized $3,000 measure (Table 9–61).  Landlords are likely to provide the 
measures to proportionate numbers of oil- and electric-heated units (25% and 5%, respectively).  

Table 9–61 Units Landlords Willing to have Served by Space Heating Fuel
(Base – Respondents likely to have units served, weighted to eligible units)

Units Willing to Have Served 
(number)

Units Willing to Have Served 
(percent)

Natural Gas 207,765 67%
Oil 77,474 25%
Electric 16,099 5%
All Other Fuels 8,946 3%
Number of Units Willing to Serve 310,284

Overall, landlords are likely to provide the hypothetical measure to just 65% of all natural-gas 
heated units (Table 9–62).  In contrast, respondents indicate that they would install the measure 
in 71% of oil-heated units and 76% of electric-heated units.  The greatest percentage of landlords 
with natural gas- and oil-heated units are willing to participate at the current incentive level (32% 
and 38%, respectively), but thirty-four percent of landlords with electrically heated units are not 
willing to participate until the incentive level reaches 95% of cost.  

Table 9–62: Percentage of Units Likely to be Served by Incentive Level and Space 
Heating Fuel

Natural Gas Oil Electric
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Overall 207,765 65% 77,474 71% 16,099 76%
  50% of cost or $1,500 100,966 32% 41,180 38% 4,725 22%
  80% of cost or $2,400 63,384 20% 17,737 16% 4,052 19%
  95% of cost or $2,850 35,058 11% 14,385 13% 7,120 34%
  100% of cost or $3,000 8,356 3% 4,172 4% 201 1%
Not willing to have served 111,604 35% 32,307 29% 4,963 24%
Number of Units 319,369 109,782 21,062
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Small landlords willing to participate—both those who live and do not live in one of their 
buildings—report that they will serve a greater percentage of their units than large landlords do. 
However, in reality none of these groups of landlords has actually participated in rates that 
approach their willingness to participate at current incentive levels.  This is especially true of 
small landlords who live in their buildings; only one of thirty respondents had actually 
participated in MassSAVE at the time of the survey.  

Table 9–63: Number and Percentage of Units Likely to be Served by Residence of 
Landlord and Number of Holdings

Eligible Units Number of Units 
Likely to Serve

Percentage of Units 
Likely to Serve

Overall 460,676 310,284 67%
Landlord own one to four 
units, lives in building 

16,033 11,470 72%

Landlord own one to four 
units, doesn’t live in building

103,797 75,573 73%

Large 340,845 223,242 65%

Interestingly, even when the measure is installed at no cost to them, 14% of respondents still 
report that they are unlikely to install the measure at any incentive level (Table 9–55 and Table
9–58).  Furthermore, landlords indicate that they would not install recommended measures in 
33% of their units no matter the incentive offered (Table 9–59).  Of the respondents who report 
they are unlikely to install measures at any incentive level, 41% believe that their unit(s) are 
already efficient and 38% think it is too much hassle (Table 9–64).

Table 9–64: Why Unlikely to Install Measures
(Base – Respondents who are unlikely to install measures 

with 100% rebate, weighted to landlords)
Reason Percent
Unit(s) already energy efficient 41%
Too much trouble/hassle, not worth the trouble 38%
Skeptical 7%
Might be selling the home 5%
Other 10%
Number of Landlords 37

10 Recommendations
The results of the survey make it clear that MassSAVE could achieve substantial energy savings 
by serving more rental units located in one- to four-family buildings.  Most of these buildings are 
more than 50 years old and have had few measures installed to greatly improve their energy 
efficiency.  Landlords previously aware of the program and especially those who have 
participated are very likely to have more units served in the future.  However, all landlords 
would first have to consent to having them served by the program, and the survey also 
demonstrates that significant barriers exist to getting landlords, particularly those not aware or 
just learning about the program, to participate.  We summarize these barriers below.
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1. Awareness of the program remains low and does not necessarily lead to participation.
2. Large landlords are difficult to reach, although they also express significantly higher 

levels of interest in participating, assuming they are first aware of the program and what 
it entails.  

3. Small landlords who live in one of their own rental buildings report that they are less 
likely to have made energy efficiency improvements to their buildings, they are not as 
aware of MassSAVE, and they express lower rates of interest in participating in the 
program.  Our analyses have determined that these results cannot be explained by who 
pays the energy bills, how respondents find out about the program, and or by the amount 
of time or money available to make investments or participate in MassSAVE.  In short, 
NMR cannot explain why the small, live-in landlords express lower levels of interest and 
awareness in MassSAVE, nor why the results reported here contradict those identified in 
the 2005 non-participant survey, although sample sizes in that earlier survey are even 
smaller than for the current one.  These results could portray an accurate picture of the 
opinions of small, live-in landlords regarding energy efficiency improvements in general 
and MassSAVE in particular, but they also could be an artifact of unknown biases in the 
FARES database, small sample size, or an anomaly of the statistical sampling process.23  

4. Nearly all of the tenants pay their electricity and heating bills.  Therefore, landlords may 
not be aware of how much their tenants are paying for energy, and the landlord would not 
experience direct benefits from making the energy efficiency improvements.  

5. Knowledge of energy efficiency among landlords remains low.  Few have made 
improvements to their properties, and most of these landlords have replaced windows. 
Most do not know the efficiency ratings of the insulation or heating equipment in their 
rental properties.  

6. Although many landlords say they are willing to participate in the program, few actually 
have.  However, the survey suggests that offering an incentive as high as 80% of cost 
might increase landlords’ participation in the MassSAVE. 

In light of these barriers, we offer the following program recommendations.  Note that efforts to 
substantially increase participation of landlords may be best pursued if additional funding 
becomes available, in order not to divert resources away from serving eligible owner-occupied 
units. 

• Consider marketing directly to landlords listed in the FARES database. To identify a 
sample for this survey, the Sponsors purchased a list of landlords from FARES.  This list 
includes mailing information for over 69,000 landlords in Massachusetts and could be 
used for marketing the MassSAVE Program.  We specifically recommend sending 
MassSAVE marketing materials directly to a random sample of the landlords listed.  The 
same sample should later be sent the general MassSAVE marketing materials as a bill 
insert.  The sample should include landlords with five or more units and those with fewer 
than five units.  The marketing list should also include landlords who previously 
participated in the program, as these individuals are the most likely to participate again in 
the future.  The telephone numbers and P.O. boxes referred to in these mailings should be 

23 By chance, random sampling will sometimes capture a non-typical group of respondents even though the process 
and resulting estimates are free of any systematic bias.  
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unique so the Sponsors can tell if the mailings are successful; if they are, they could be 
expanded to include the entire FARES list. 

• Consider working with landlord groups to encourage participation from landlords. 
Although not representative of all landlords (particular those with fewer holdings), 
organizations such as Massachusetts Rental Housing Association (MRHA) may help to 
provide an effective means for reaching eligible landlords, particularly those with many 
units, either through making presentations at group meetings, purchasing advertising 
space or being featured in an article in group newsletters, or possibly by purchasing 
member lists from the organization for direct marketing.  Participants in the landlord 
focus groups also suggested that landlords who have had units served could provide 
testimonials about the benefits of taking part in the program.  Such marketing efforts 
should also include information about programs for low-income housing, because many 
large landlords have both low-income and market-rate units.

• Consider devoting some of an account executive’s hours to targeting larger 
landlords.  Given the difficulty we experienced in garnering cooperation from landlords 
with a greater number of holdings for the telephone surveys, we suggest that the program 
consider having an account executive spend a devoted portion of his or her time 
recruiting large independent owners or property management firms.  This account 
executive might have to be trained in the unique challenges of recruiting large landlords.  

• Consider additional promotional campaign for the energy assessments.  Fifty-seven 
percent of landlords believe their buildings are already energy efficient; 49% are not 
interested in an energy assessment, mostly because they believe their units are already 
efficient.  However, it is likely that a substantial portion of these units are not as energy-
efficient as landlords believe.  In order to overcome this misperception, we recommend a 
campaign that promotes the energy assessment with a message emphasizing the benefits 
of installing more efficient measures such as heating systems, and insulation, and to some 
extent windows—since landlords appear most amenable to window purchases.  The 
campaign could tie these upgrades to attracting/retaining good tenants, cited by 40% of 
landlords as the most important decision factor in deciding on building improvements. 
The marketing materials may want to focus on the experiences of one or two participating 
landlords, thereby providing peer testimonials that may motivate others to participate in 
MassSAVE.  

A second campaign could be targeted at landlords who live in a building they own.24 

These landlords are the least likely to have installed energy-efficiency upgrades, to be 
aware of MassSAVE, and to be interested in having an assessment.  Because these 
landlords would benefit directly from participating in the program, a campaign could 
highlight the wide range of benefits—financial savings for the owner and tenants, 
attracting/retaining good tenants, etc.—to these landlords in order to increase their 
participation.  

24 Note that such landlords cannot be easily identified in the FARES database.  
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A third campaign could be targeted at tenants, the vast majority of whom pay both their 
heating and electricity bills.  This campaign could suggest that tenants encourage 
landlords to participate in MassSAVE.  Such a campaign could be designed for both low-
income and market-value rental units.  Even though these are two different programs, 
many landlords own rental units eligible for both programs; marketing them together 
would increase the cost effectiveness for each program.  

• Consider increasing the program cost-share for measure incentives.  Because tenants 
pay for the heating and electricity bills in the vast majority of rental units, the building 
owners have little motivation to invest in efficiency upgrades that yield little direct 
benefits to themselves (the so-called “split-incentive” obstacle).  Incentives, however, 
persuade about one-half of the respondents to consider having at least some units served. 
According to survey respondents, increasing the cost-share from 50% to 80% will boost 
participation (based on actual rates for the past 15 years) from 12,940 to 20,357 of all 
eligible rental units – and would likely convince some of the aware but non-participating 
landlords to participate.  We recommend that the program assess the cost-effectiveness of 
a sub-program that provides higher incentive levels to landlords for at least some 
measures (beginning with those measures that are already highly cost-effective) in order 
to encourage more installations.  This program could be offered only for units where the 
tenants pay the heating bills, and could be marketed directly to tenants.  

• Consider conducting a study of energy savings potential.  This telephone survey of 
landlords only provides a general, respondent-based description of the energy efficiency 
of eligible rental units.  An on-site study focused on eligible one- to four-family rental 
buildings in Massachusetts would provide a more complete picture of the potential 
energy savings that could be gained by increasing services to such properties.  Such a 
study would also help the Sponsors identify the most cost-effective level at which to set 
incentives targeted at landlords.  

• Consider conducting a review of the types of buildings—and their ownership 
patterns—that have been served by MassSAVE and its predecessor programs over 
time.  This analysis could help clarify how many eligible rental units have been assessed 
in Massachusetts, the characteristics of the rental buildings assessed (e.g., more single-
family homes, triplexes, complexes, etc.), the number and characteristics of landlords 
who participate, and any trends regarding landlords who live or do not live in their 
buildings such as whether they are serving only their units or all units in the building. 
Ideally, the analysis would be conducted for all Sponsors and for as many years back as 
records are kept.  In order to determine the feasibility of such a study, however, it may be 
worthwhile to conduct a preliminary review of the availability and characteristics of 
databases from the larger implementation contractors.  

Nexus Market Research


	2007-Nexus-MassSave-landlord-survey.pdf
	1 Executive Summary
	1.1 Number and Location of Eligible Units
	1.2 Respondent Role and Number of Units Owned
	1.3 Energy-Related Characteristics of Units and Typical Buildings
	1.4 Energy Efficiency Improvements Outside of MassSAVE
	1.5 Past MassSAVE Participation
	1.6 Future MassSAVE Participation
	1.7 Conclusions and Recommendations

	2 Introduction
	2.1 Respondent Identification and Participation
	2.2 Weighting Schemes and Data Reporting

	3 Eligibility, Location, and Sampling Error
	4 Respondent Role, Number of Units and Buildings Owned
	5 Energy-Related Characteristics of Eligible Units
	6 Efficiency of a Typical Building
	6.1 Age of Typical Building
	6.2 Space Heating Systems in Typical Building
	6.3 Attic Insulation in Typical Building
	6.4 Wall Insulation in Typical Building
	6.5 Payment of Energy Bills in Typical Building

	7 Energy Efficiency Improvements Outside MassSAVE
	7.1 Measures Installed to Improve Energy Efficiency
	7.2 Factors Affecting Installation of Energy Efficiency Improvements

	8 Prior Familiarity with and Participation in MassSAVE 
	8.1 Familiarity with MassSAVE and Predecessor Programs
	8.2 Prior Participation in MassSAVE
	8.3 Measures Installed after MassSAVE Participation

	9 Possible Future Participation in MassSAVE
	10 Recommendations




