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When California’s multifamily households pay over $8 billion annually in household energy, 1 reducing barriers 
to accessing energy efficiency resources for multifamily housing is critical.  There is tremendous energy savings 
potential in multifamily buildings.  California could save over 2,200 GWH and 86 MTherms from energy 
efficiency improvements in multifamily buildings2  To reduce barriers to accessing energy efficiency resources 
for MF households, CHPC makes the following recommendations: 

Establish an expedited enrollment process for multifamily rental housing—using HUD-verified income 
data. 
Determining income eligibility unit-by-unit is unnecessarily burdensome, duplicative, and inefficient in 
multifamily buildings—particularly in rent-restricted buildings that collect tenant income information.  
Recognizing this barrier, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and Department of 
Energy (DOE) created a system for the federal Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) to determine the 
income eligibility of residents of low income housing to receive energy services.   

To increase administrative efficiency while ensuring adequate assurance of income eligibility, the Commission 
should model a similar process to that of WAP’s list of eligible buildings.  Using the a process similar to the WAP 
list offers some distinct advantages: 

 Relies upon HUD’s rigorous review of household income 
 Uses a 200% federal poverty limit—similar (but not identical) to the ESA Program; 
 Establishes building-level eligibility for buildings with at least 80 percent of units with income qualifying 

households; 

Remove the ban on furnaces and hot water systems for renters 
Prior CPUC policy established in 2007 and 2008 prohibits the ESA program from the repair and replacement of 
furnaces and hot water systems in rental households, although it is allowed for homeowners.  Upon reviewing the 
record and talking to the Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) in those cases, we believe there was no evidence 
justifying this prohibition.  However, the utilities and others are now arguing that eliminating this ban would 
benefit landlords, rather than tenant-customers who are served by ESAP.  There is also concern about the cost of 
installing these measures. 

Furnaces and particularly domestic hot water systems have the greatest potential for deep energy savings.  
According to the Multifamily Subcommittee of the California Home Energy Retrofit Coordinating Committee, an 
interdisciplinary stakeholder group convened by EPA Region 9 to develop consensus-based energy upgrade 
program recommendations, the “single largest and most consistent opportunity in multifamily housing is reducing 
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the energy consumed to heat domestic water, particularly when central systems are present.”3  In addition, 
“replacing old boilers and furnaces with modern, efficient units can improve efficiency by 50% or more.”4  

It is important to realize that while heating and domestic hot water systems often represent larger (if not the 
largest) energy consuming measures and thus savings opportunities, replacing such measures is not always the 
most cost effective measure to implement.  While this begs the question of what should be the cost-effectiveness 
metric, this reinforces both the need to make heating and hot water measures eligible in the ESA Program and to 
use a whole-building audit to determine what are the most appropriate measures needed to reach an energy 
savings target.   

Use a whole-house audit approach to energy efficiency improvements 
In order for the ESAP program to achieve the substantial energy savings available in multifamily housing it must 
move beyond a prescriptive list of measures to a whole-house, performance based approach addressed through an 
energy audit.  This approach would determine the instances in which substantial investments, such as furnaces 
and hot water systems, are justified. 

Currently, neither single-family nor commercial building upgrade programs fully address the unique aspects of 
the multifamily housing due to its wide variety.  It can be high- or low-rise, affordable or market-rate, residential 
but with common areas and with individual and/or central energy consumption systems.  Residential programs 
often miss savings opportunities in common areas, while commercial programs often miss opportunities in 
residential dwelling units.  The audit tools now available can help the ESA program update its services for 
multifamily housing to yield vastly greater energy savings. 

Create a “One Stop Shop”—Single Point of Contact
Coordination among the ESA and energy efficiency (EE) programs could significantly increase the number of 
buildings treated and the depth of savings in any one building.  Many parties in the current ESAP proceeding 
embrace the term “Single Point of Contact” but there are important differences as well, including the timing of 
any changes that would be adopted in ESAP, the sources of funding to support the single point of contact, the 
services that would be offered to owners, and the application process. 

The number of programs and different enrollment procedures overwhelms multifamily housing property owners 
and managers.  The administrative costs (i.e. the time consuming research and application work necessary to 
access ESAP and EE programs) often outweigh the benefits.  For affordable housing owners and managers with 
strictly constrained budgets, they cannot afford these costs and thus do not participate in these programs. 
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