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Q. 

A. 

3 20007. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Please state your name and business address. 

Annika Lynn Brink, National Housing Trust, 1101 30th Street NW, Suite IOOA, Washington, DC 

On whose behalf are you testifying? 

I am testifying on behalf of the National I lousing Trust (NHT). 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am employed by the National Housing Trust (NI-IT) as their Energy Efficiency Advisor. In this 

8 capacity I work with state and local partners across the counhy to make multifamily housing healthy and 

9 affordable through energy efficiency. I have primary responsibility for NHT's energy efficiency policy 

10 work in the Midwest, including Missouri. 

11 

12 

Q. 

A. 

Please provide a summary of your qualifications mu! experience. 

I earned a Bachelor of Arts in both History and German Studies from Wesleyan University in 

13 2005 and subsequently spent a year studying Architecture and Urban Planning at the Universittit Stuttgart 

14 in Stuttgart, Germany. In 2011, I earned a Master in Public Policy from Harvard University where I 

15 focused on energy, sustainability, and social/urban policy and during which time I produced research on 

16 state and local policy solutions for rental sector energy efficiency. 

17 I have seven years of professional experience with energy policy, affordable housing, and green 

18 building, both from an energy and a housing perspective. In my work for NHT, I analyze state, local, and 

19 utility efficiency policies and programs, help disseminate best practices, and facilitate coordination among 

20 housing and energy stakeholders. I have filed comments with utility regulators in Missouri, Minnesota, 

21 and Kansas. From 2011 to 2013, I led the nonprofit Alliance to Save Energy's engagement ofpublicly-

22 owned not-for-profit electric power utilities, helping utilities share best practices, consider energy 

23 efficiency program models, benchmark their energy efficiency portfolios, develop innovative online tools, 

24 and achieve consensus on priority topics. Since 2013 I have been a LEED Green Associate. I have 
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1 worked for affordable housing developers in Grand Rapids, Michigan (internship) and Minneapolis, 

2 Minnesota, including work on green affordable housing, community development, and multifamily 

3 rehabilitation projects. 

4 I have specific experience working on energy efficiency issues in Missouri. In 2014-2015, I 

5 provided input as a member of the energy usage stakeholder group for the Missouri Division of Energy's 

6 State Energy Plan. Since 2014, I have helped to organize a series ofconvenings in the St. Louis and 

7 Kansas City metro areas to explore the experiences, barriers, solutions, and potential recommendations 

8 related to expanding energy efficiency for affordable multifamily housing in Missouri and Illinois. Based 

9 on a White Paper' produced from discussions that occurred at several of these convenings (attached as 

10 Appendix 1), I helped to develop and advocate for the approved low-income multifamily efficiency 

11 programs as part of Ameren Missouri and Kansas City Power & Light's energy efficiency portfolio cases, 

12 approved pursuant to the Missouri Energy Efficiency Investment Act ("MEEIA"). Since the programs' 

13 approval, I have continued to engage with these utilities and their stakeholders to fill'ther address barriers 

14 to expanding energy efficiency opportunities for low-income and multifamily customers in Missouri. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Q, 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Have you previously testified before this Commission? 

Yes, I submitted testimony in Ameren Missouri's MEEIA case (File No. E0-2015-0055). 

Please summarize your testimony, 

First, I outline what the Companies' proposed rate increases would mean for low-income and 

19 low-income multifamily customers, describing the size of the low-income multifamily population in the 

20 Companies' territories and the housing and energy burdens they face. Then I describe the energy 

21 efficiency needs of low-income multifamily buildings and the opportunities presented by these needs. I 

22 then express support for the Companies' low-income multifamily programs and describe the barriers 

1 Scaling Up Energy E.fjlciency in in Missouri and Illinois M11/t/fi1111ily Affordable Housing, April 2015. 
http :I lenergyefficiencyforall.orglsites/default/ files/EEF A %20 IL.MO .pd f 
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1 facing these programs. I outline best practices for overcoming these barriers and propose changes to the 

2 Companies' proposed program designs in order to better serve affordable multifamily buildings. Last, I 

3 compare the Companies' proposed/approved energy efficiency spending to that of other natural gas 

4 utilities. 

5 Throughout this testimony, I will use "the Companies" to refer to Laclede Gas Company and 

6 Missouri Gas Energy. Alternatively, I will use "Laclede" or "MOE" to refer to the individual business 

7 units. 

8 Q. What wouhl the Companies' proposed rate increases mean for low-income and low-income 

9 multifamily customers? 

10 A. In their Tariff Revisions (YG-2017-0195 and YG-2017-0196), the Companies indicate that the 

11 average residential Laclede customer will pay 5% or $42 more annually vs. current rates and the average 

12 residential MOE customer will pay 9.1 % or $67 more annually vs. current rates.2 Contrast these proposed 

13 increases with Missouri's poverty rate, which is 15 .5%, and with its child poverty rate of over 21 %. The 

14 poverty rate in St. Louis City is an astonishing 28.8%.3 These are the numbers for individuals below 

15 100% of the federal poverty level: a family of four must make $24,250 or less to fall below this threshold. 

16 In fact, Missouri's low-income population is much larger: families making twice this amount are 

17 considered poor for purposes of qualifying for certain federal poverty programs, such as the 

18 Weatherization Assistance Program. Nationally, Missouri ranks 22" tl
: in the bottom half of states in terms 

19 of poverty rate(#! being the worst).4 It is difficult for low-income and low-income multifamily 

20 households to absorb these types of bill increases, because they are already facing high housing and 

2 Tariff Revisions YG-2017-0195 p. 141 and YG-2017-0196 p. 236. 
3 Missouri Community Action, 2016 State oft/Je State Poverty in Missouri, data drawn from U.S. Census, Februmy 
2016, pp. 3-5.http://www.communityaction.org/2016-poverty-report/ 
4 Missouri Community Action, p. 11. 
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1 energy burdens. These households regularly make decisions between paying rent and energy bills and 

2 buying groceries, medicine, and other necessities. 

3 Q. How many low-income multifamily households are in the Companies' service territories 

4 and what are the levels of housing and energy burden facing these households? 

5 Across Spire's territory, there are approximately 199,058 households (12% of all households) 

6 living in affordable multifamily buildings of three or more units. This is shown in the following table, 

7 along with the number of units in buildings of five or more units, an alternative definition of multifamily. 

8 A more detailed table and notes on methodology are included in Appendix 2. It should be noted that not 

9 all affordable multifamily units in Spire's territmy are served by natural gas: later energy savings 

10 estimates take this into account. 

11 Table I: Affordable Multifamil Unit Counts for Laclede and MOE Territories' 

Laclede 

MOE 

Spire 
(LAC+ 
MOE 

12 

NOTE: The 3+ numbers are the 5+ numbers plus units in buildings of3-4 units. Thus, the 5+ and 3+ 
unit counts should not be added to ether. 

903,304 158,183 82,420 75,763 212,618 109,104 103,514 

784,434 122,441 41,087 81,354 152,384 56,840 95,544 

1,687,738 280,624 123,507 157,117 365,002 165,944 199,058 

13 When we consider the different types of low-income multifamily housing, this includes public 

14 housing (owned by a city, county, or other public entity), subsidized affordable housing (privately owned, 

15 but with affordability restrictions in place according to Low Income Housing Tax Credit, HUD, or USDA 

5 Mosenthal, P, and Socks, M., Potential/or Energy Savings in 1Ufordable Multifamily Housing, Optimal Energy for 
NRDC, 20 15. http:/ /www.energyefficiencyforalI.org/sites/defau lt/fi les/EEF A %20 Potential%20Study. pd f 
Supplementmy analysis of Missouri's natural gas potential completed by Optimal in April 2015, with data in Table 
I provided here: http://energyet11ciencyforall.org/sites/default/files/EEFA MO Multifamily Potential Study ,pelf 
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1 requirements), and unsubsidized housing (privately owned, but without affordability restrictions, and 

2 affordable by virtue of market forces). 

3 Fully 45% of renters in Spire's Missouri service territories spend more than 30% of their income 

4 on rent plus utilities, the federal standard for housing affordability.6 According to the U.S. Department of 

5 I-lousing and Urban Development, such households "may have difficulty affording necessities such as 

6 food, clothing, transportation and medical care." 7 

7 Low-income multifamily households face a higher energy burden than non-low-income 

8 households. A 2016 report by Energy Efficiency for All and ACEEE found that low-income multifamily 

9 households in the Kansas City metropolitan area had a median energy burden of 6.4%, compared to just 

10 4.5% for the median household in the Kansas City metropolitan area. This means that the median low-

11 income multifamily household spends 6.4% of its gross income on energy utility spending, the I 0th worst 

12 energy burden for this group across the 48 large U.S. cities studied. For the St. Louis metropolitan area 

13 these numbers are 6.3% and 4.1 %, respectively, ranking St. Louis' low-income multifamily households 

14 with the 11 th worst energy burden. Cities where the median low-income multifamily household has a 

15 lower energy burden include Chicago, Oklahoma City, Louisville, Milwaukee, Cincinnati, Cleveland, 

16 Detroit, and Minneapolis.8 In both the Kansas City and the St. Louis metro areas, a quarter of low-income 

17 multifamily households experience energy burdens topping 11 % (12.87% for Kansas City and 11.08% for 

18 St. Louis).' 

19 Q. How can the high energy burdens facing low-income multifamily households be alleviated? 

6 U.S. Census Table 825070.2011-2015 American Community Surl'ey 5-Year Estimates. Analysis conducted for 
Census tracts matched to Laclede and MOE service territories based on 2014 Platts geospatial data. 
7 Spending 30% of income on rent plus utilities is found in the U.S. Department of I-lousing and Urban 
Development's definition for whether a household is housing cost burdened. 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?SI'C~/program offices/comm planning/a!Tordablchousing/ 
8 Drehobl, A. and Ross, L., L//iing the High Energy Burden in America's Largest Cities: How Energy EJ]lciency 
Can Improve Low lncome and U11dersened Communities, Energy Efficiency for All and ACEEE, April 2016, p. 46. 
http://1v11•1v.energyefficiencyforall.org/sites/default/files/Lifting%20tl1e%201-1igh%20Energy%20Burden 0.pdf 
9 Drehobl and Ross, Table Cl, p. 47. 
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1 A. The Energy Efficiency for All/ACEEE report cited above found that energy efficiency was key to 

2 alleviating these high energy burdens: "for all low-income households and for multifamily low-income 

3 households, bringing their housing stock up to the efficiency level of the median household would 

4 eliminate 35% of their excess energy burden. As one might expect, the energy burdens of low-income 

5 households are driven in large part by their low-income status. However more than one-third of their 

6 excess energy burden was caused by inefficient housing stock."10 Therefore, as discussed below, we 

7 support increased incentives to help low-income multifamily buildings upgrade the efficiency of their 

8 properties. We also support lower fixed charges as a way of helping low-income multifamily buildings 

9 lower their energy bills and incentivize investment in energy efficiency improvements. This will be 

10 discussed in NHT's rate design testimony to be filed later in this case. 

11 Q, What are the energy efficiency needs of these low-income multifamily households and what 

12 are the opportunities presented by these needs? 

13 A. A historical lack of access to energy efficiency for multifamily rental housing presents an 

14 opportunity for the Companies to tap latent energy savings. In fact, efficiency measures are far less likely 

15 to be installed in multifamily rentals than in any other type of housing. Multifamily units occupied by 

16 low-income renters had 4.1 fewer energy efficiency features in 2005 and 4. 7 fewer in 2009 compared 

17 with other households." This translates to significant unrealized low-income multifamily energy savings. 

18 A 2015 Energy Efficiency for All potential study and subsequent supplementmy analysis found 

19 that if Laclede and MGE pursued maximum achievable cost-effective gas savings in the affordable 

20 multifamily sector from 2015-2034, the cumulative savings would equate to 17% to 24% lower energy 

10 Drehobl and Ross, p. 19. 
11 Pivo, Ga1y, Unequal access to energy e_Olciency in US mult{family rental housing: opportunities to improve, 2014. 
Building Research & Information, 42:5, pp. 551-573. 
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1 usage sector-wide across their territories in 2034. 12 The low-end estimate represents cost-effective 

2 potential without factoring in the substantial non-energy benefits (NEBs) of low-income energy 

3 efficiency, while the high-end estimate represents cost-effective potential when NEBs are included in 

4 cost-effectiveness analysis (more on NEBs later in this document). As the table below outlines, Spire 

5 could be achieving, conservatively, 3.1 BB tu of first-year energy savings annually in low-income 

6 multifamily buildings. Note: these numbers-and the numbers in the two related tables below-apply to 

7 buildings with 5+ units, so these numbers arc actually an 1111deresti111ate ofthc potential for low-income 

8 multifamily buildings of3+ units, which is the population eligible for the Companies' proposed low-

9 income multifamily programs. 

10 T bl 2 G M a e as ax11num c11eva e A I' bl S avmgs E' stnnates, 0 . IE >pinna lleff!V, 2015 13 

Cumulative Savings Savings% of Total Usage 

Year I Year 5 Year 20 Year I Year 5 Year20 

Max Achievable, No 
1.5 17.9 197.5 0.1% 1.5% 17.0% 

NEBs (Gas BBtu) 
Laclede 

Max Achievable, High 
NEBs (Gas BBtu) 

3.3 30.5 276.2 0.3% 2.6% 23.8% 

Max Achievable, No 
1.6 19.7 217.7 0.1% 1.6% 17.4% 

NEBs (Gas BBtu) 
MGE 

Max Achievable, High 
NEBs (Gas BBtu) 

3.6 33.6 304.3 0.3% 2.7% 24.4% 

11 

12 Furthermore, the Companies' low-income multifamily energy efficiency investments would 

13 return $1.80 to $2.60 in benefits for every $1.00 invested, resulting in $21.1 million to $74.3 million in 

14 net benefits over 20 years. In order to achieve these results, the Companies would need to invest an 

15 average of between $1.29 million (for low-end net benefits) and $2.31 million (for high-end net benefits) 

16 in low-income multifamily energy efficiency each year for 20 years. 

17 

12 Mosenthal, P. and Socks, M., 
http://www.energyefficiencyfora11.org/sites/default/files/EEF A %20Potential%20Study .pd f and 
http://energyefficiencyforall.org/sites/default/files/EEFA MO~ Multifamily Potential Study .pdf 
13 Mosenthal, P. and Socks, M., 
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1 T bl 3 C a e osts an ene its or as dB fi ti G M axnnum c ueva e A 1 · bl S avmi,:s s cenartos, 01Jtnna Enernv, 201 14 5 

Total Total Net 
Costs Benefits Benefits 

BCR (Million (Million (Million 
2015$) 2015$) 2015$) 

Laclede 
Max Achievable, No NEBs $12.4 $22.4 $10.0 l.8 
Max Achievable, High NEBs $22.3 $57.5 $35.2 2.6 

MGE 
Max Achievable, No NEBs $13.3 $24.5 $1 I.I l.8 
Max Achievable, High NEBs $24.0 $63.1 $39.1 2.6 

Max Achievable, No NEils $25.7 $,16.9 $21.1 1.8 

_Spire Max Achievable, Hkh NEBs $46.2 $120.6 $74.3 2.6 
Max Achievable, No NEBs, average annual $1.29 $2.34 $1.06 n/a 
Max Achievable, High NEBs, avera~e annual $2.3 l $6.03 $3.72 n/a 

2 

3 Q. What are you proposing that the Companies spend annually on low-income multifamily 

4 energy efficiency? 

5 A. Based on the above analysis, I am proposing that the Compa11ies spend $1.29-$2.31111i//io11 

6 an1111ally 011 /ow-i11come multifamily energy ~fjiciency. Energy efficiency programs are extremely 

7 beneficial to low-income tenants and can help owners maintain the buildings they live in, especially in 

8 subsidized properties where owners have limited cash flow because of legal obligations to maintain low 

9 rents and other restrictions. Retrofits can result in non-energy benefits such as water/wastewater bill 

10 savings, reduced maintenance costs, lower turnover rates, increased resident comfort, increased durability, 

11 improved safety, and improved health (e.g. less asthma or aggravation of chronic conditions from extreme 

12 heat and cold, resulting in fewer sick days from work and school). Utilities can benefit from reduced 

13 arrearage carrying costs, reduced customer collection calls/notices, reduced termination/reconnection 

14 costs, and reduced bad debt write-offs. 

14 Mosenthal, P. and Socks, M., 
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1 Q. Do you support Laclede and Missouri Gas Energy's current and proposed tariffs to deliver 

2 energy efficiency to low-income multifamily households in their service territories? Please explain. 

3 A. The National Housiug Trust applauds the Companies' commitment to serving this chronically 

4 uuderserved and traditionally overlooked sector. In general, we support the Companies' proposed low-

5 income multifamily programs, which contain many best practice design elements, though there arc a few 

6 program design improvements that should be made in order to better serve low-income multifamily 

7 customers. This is especially the case if the Companies implement their proposed Rate Stabilization 

8 Mechanism, which should be paired with a vigorous ramp-up of energy efficiency investment. At a 

9 minimum, the Companies should meet their 0.5% of Gross Operating Revenues goals. As noted above, 

10 we recommend low-income multifamily energy efficiency spending of$1.29 to $2.31 million annually vs. 

11 the Companies' current combined annual budget of$791,000 for this sector. 

12 As an advocate for tenants and owners of low-income multifamily housing, we regularly advocate 

13 for well-designed multifamily programs. We also support energy efficiency investments more broadly 

14 because of their ability to lower system-wide energy costs for all customers, including in low-income 

15 multifamily housing. Well-designed energy efficiency programs enable utilities to ease gas transmission 

16 capacity constraints and delay or avoid costly investments in new pipeline infrastructure. 15 These are costs 

17 that would otherwise have been passed on to customers. 

18 Free or low-cost low-income offerings are an essential part of any equitably designed energy 

19 efficiency portfolio. They ensure that low-income households are able to participate in and directly 

20 benefit from a utility's energy efficiency investments. Moreover, offerings that are targeted specifically to 

21 low-income multifamily buildings are necessary to ensure that such buildings are equitably served with 

15 For a more detailed explanation of the system and other benefits of natural gas energy efficiency programs, please 
refer to the following report: Hoffinan, I., Zimring, M., and Schiller, S. R., Assessing Natural Gas Energy E.f}iciency 
Programs in a Low-Price E11viro11me11t, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratmy, 2013. 
https://eta. lb I. gov /sitcs/dcfault/files/publications/lbnl-61 05c.pd f 
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1 energy efficiency offerings. Low-income multifamily buildings have unique barriers and needs, and are 

2 typically underserved by existing energy efficiency programs such as the federal Weatherization 

3 Assistance Program. For more information on the unique needs of low-income multifamily buildings, 

4 please refer to the Energy Efficiency for All Program Design Guide. 16 

5 You indicate that low-income muitifamiiy buildings should be served by targeted programs. 

6 Do you support Laclede and MGE's approach to serving low-income multifamily buildings via 

7 stand-alone Income-Eligible Multi-Family programs administered jointly with the local electric 

8 utilities, Ameren and KCP&L? 

9 A. Yes. The National Housing Trust commends Laclede and MGE for proposing distinct "Income-

10 Eligible Multi-Family" offerings that are specifically targeted to multifamily buildings. And, co-delive1y 

11 with local electric utilities is a key step in simplifying program participation for multifamily buildings. 

12 Targeted programs and co-delivery are two best practices affirmed by NHT's experience as a multifamily 

13 owner of over 3,000 units of multifamily affordable housing and as a housing advocate; by my 

14 conversations with multifamily owners across the Midwest and during cross-sector convenings in 

15 Missouri, several of which Laclede and MGE staff have attended; and by best practice research. 

16 Q. What barriers do low-income multifamily buildings face to implementing energy efficiency 

17 retrofits and how can these barriers be overcome? 

18 A. Low-income multifamily buildings may have difficulty implementing energy efficiency retrofits 

19 because programs are not designed with multifamily needs in mind. For example, a program may be 

20 geared toward participation by individual tenants, even though owners are the decision-makers for 

21 investments in multifamily properties. Or, owners are often asked to apply separately to gas and electric 

22 programs and separately to programs for common area and tenant units: owners may decide the 

16 Energy Efficiency for All, Program Design Guide: Energy Efficiency Programs in M11/t((a111ily Ajfordab/e 
llousitlg, January 2015. http://www.energyefficiencyforall.org/resources/program-desjgn::-guide-energy-efficiency­
programs-multifamily-aftOrdablc-housing 
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1 transaction costs of understanding, applying to, and participating in such disjointed programs are not 

2 worth the incentives being offered. 

3 Other barriers are financial, such as insufficient financial incentives or owners' lack of access to 

4 capital. In some cases, contractors are unfamiliar with the multifamily building type and the potential 

5 savings it presents, leaving savings on the table. ror affordable buildings financed through the state 

6 housing finance agency (the Missouri Housing Development Commission), utility-sponsored energy 

7 efficiency incentives may not be flexible or reliable enough lo account for the long planning and 

8 construction timelines associated with this process, where time from energy audit to rehabilitation 

9 completion may be 24 months or more. Finally, owners often lack access to energy usage data for the 

10 tenant meters in their buildings, which can hamper their ability to make well-informed whole-building 

11 energy efficiency investment decisions and to prioritize such investments across their property portfolios. 

12 While these barriers are significant and complex, there is compelling evidence from the field that 

13 programs can be designed to overcome these barriers, including two key best practice reports I would like 

14 to bring to the Commission's attention. The reports are summarized in Table 4 below along with their 

15 checklists of best practices for overcoming multifamily barriers to participation: 

16 

12 



3 

4 

1 Table 4: Comparison of EEFA and ACEEE Best Practices Reports for Overcoming Barriers to 
2 Paiticipation in Multifamily Efficiency Programs. 

Energy F,lficiency jar All ACEEE 
(http://\V\VW.energycfficiencyforall.org/resol1rces/program- (http://aceee.org/research-report/e 1311) 
design-guide-energy-effk!ency-programs-multifamily- Apartment Hunters: Programs 
affordable-housing) Searching for Energy Savings in 
Program Design Guide; Energy Efficiency Programs in Multifamily Buildings 
Multifamily Affordable Housing Best Practices for Multifamily Energy 
Best Practices Checklist for Policymakers and Program Efficiency Programs 
Administrators 

I. Establish a goal to capture all cost-effective efficiency I. Provide a one-stop shop for 
in multifamily affordable housing (MFAH). program services. 

2. Assure coordination and count savings across 2. Incorporate on-bill repayment or 
electricity, gas, and water utility programs. low-cost financing. 

3. Assure that cost-effectiveness tests work for MFAH 3. Integrate direct installation and 
by accounting for non-energy benefits and applying rebate programs. 
cost-effectiveness tests across portfolio of programs. 4. Streamline rebates and incentivize 

4. Improve building owners' access to energy usage in-unit measures to overcome 
information. split incentives. 

5. Develop programs specifically targeted to MF AH 5. Coordinate programs across 
buildings. electric, gas, and water utilities. 

6. Strncture incentives for whole-building savings. 6. Provide escalating incentives for 
7. Assure incentives are reliable at project outset. achieving greater savings levels. 
8. Support benchmarking, audits, and other assessments. 7. Serve both low-income and 
9. Support a "one-stop-shop" where building owners can market-rate multifamily 

access integrated program services. households. 
I 0. Build partnerships with key local market participants. 8. Align utility and housing finance 
11. Help building owners finance efficiency projects by programs. 

tailoring incentives to fit with conventional purchase 9. Partner with the local multifamily 
and refinancing loans, partnering with lenders active housing industry. 
in the local market, and exploring on-bill payment l 0. Offer multiple pathways for 
arrangements. participation to reach more 

12. Assure robust quality assurance. buildings. 

Q. Arc there any differences between the proposed Laclede "Multi-Family Low Income 

5 Program" and MGE "Income-Eligible Multi-Family Direct Install" program and, ifso, which 

6 program's features more closely follow best practices? 

13 



1 A. There are differences. For the sake of consistency for owners and property managers with 

2 properties across both service territories, the programs should be as uniform as possible across the two 

3 territories. I draw here from tariff documents (Laclede: effective August 18, 2017. MOE: effective May 

4 l l, 2017); after each item I offer my recommendation: 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

I. EDUCATION: Only Laclcde's program description mentions education about energy 

efficiency measures, with this education directed toward residents. Recommendation: 

Education is a positive feature. It should also include education of building operators and 

apply to both multifamily programs, not only Laclede's. 

2. DIRECT INSTALL MEASURE LIST: Both program descriptions list programmable 

thermostats, low-flow faucet aerators, low-flow showerheads, and insulating water-heating 

pipe wrap as eligible direct install measures, but only Laclede's program description 

mentions furnace clean & checks. Recommendation: For consistency, and in order to 

maximize energy savings opportunities, the direct install measure lists should be as uniform 

as possible between the two programs. Thus, MGE's program should also include furnace 

clean & checks. 

3. SAVINGS BEYOND DWELLING UNITS: Only MGE's program description states an 

intent to deliver savings in "shared common areas." Laclede's program description instead 

states only its intent to install measures "within income qualified dwelling units." 

Recommendation: As explored below, both programs should deliver savings in and beyond 

dwelling units, to include common areas. Laclede's tariff should be changed to match MGE's 

language. 

4. CUSTOM MEASURES: Only MGE's program description outlines procedures for 

participating buildings to access custom measures. Recommendation: As explored below, in 

order to maximize the opportunity when they have an owner's attention, both programs 

14 



1 

2 

3 

4 Q. 

should seek to deliver savings wherever they can be found. Laclede's tariff should be 

changed to match MGE's language. 

Otherwise, the two multifamily program designs appear to be identical. 

Are the proposed Laclede "Multi-Family Low Income Program" and MGE "Income-

5 Eligible J\.1ulti-Family Direct Install" programs designed to overcome U1c barriers experienced in 

6 the low-income multifamily sector? 

7 A. To answer this question, l will draw on the National Housing Trust's experience as well as the 

8 two best practice reports above. Laclede's "Multi-Family Low Income Program" and MGE's "Income-

9 Eligible Multi-Family Direct Install" programs, henceforth "the multifamily programs," represent a solid 

10 start in serving this sector, incorporating several best practices for serving low-income multifamily 

11 buildings, but leaving room for immediate improvement and future growth. 

12 We cannot praise the Companies strongly enough for the following program design decisions, 

13 which we strongly supp01t and consider to be best practice: 

14 I. A program.targeted specifically to low-income multifamily buildings; 

15 2. Joint delivery of electric and gas efficiency offerings; 

16 3. In-unit and common area upgrades provided via a single program (MGE only); 

17 4. Access to custom incentives in order to drive savings regardless of the specific measure 

18 (MGE only); 

19 5. Integration of direct installation and other incentive offerings (MGE offers direct install, 

20 residential, and commercial/custom; per the Companies' response to NHT DR 010 it seems 

21 Laclede only offers direct install plus "residential" incentives). 

22 6. Allowing pm1icipation by mixed-income properties. 

23 Q. In what ways could Laclede and MGE improve low-income multifamily program design to 

24 be more in line with established best practices? 

15 ! 
r 
~ 

I 
I 
I r 



1 A. There are a few areas where we think the Companies could improve on its program design in 

2 order to better achieve established best practices: 

3 I. Commit to a whole-building savings approach-addressing direct install. in-unit/residential and 

4 common area/commercial savings at once-across both the Laclede and MGE programs. 

5 Multifamily buildings arc a unique building type with multiple types of meters and diverse 

6 savings opportunities. It is extremely difficult to get affordable multifamily building owners" attention 

7 and these buildings often operate on periodic financing/re-financing cycles where they arc only able to 

8 make major building upgrades evety 15-20 years. Tlrns. it is imperative to address all possible energy 

9 savings opportunities in an affordable multifamily building at the moment when the utilities have the 

10 owner's attention. It is encouraging to see that MGE"s tariff highlights the multifamily program"s 

11 inclusion of direct install. common area. and custom measures. The Companies· response to NHT Data 

12 Request 011 further clarifies that buildings can access MGE residential rebates. While the Companies' 

13 response to NHT Data Request O IO clarifies that buildings can access Laclede residential rebates, 

14 Laclede's tariff does not indicate that it offers common area or custom rebates. In response to NHT Data 

15 Request O 13 the Companies state: "Laclede is also looking at ways to work with Ameren to let customers 

16 know about our non-direct install incentives." It is important for Laclede to prioritize a whole-building 

17 approach internally and to reach agreement with Ameren on how to make it easy for owners to access all 

18 relevant Laclede rebates via the multifamily program-not only residential. but also commercial and 

19 custom. 

20 2. Expand list ofrebated measures to include specific measures with proven results in low-income 

21 multifamily buildings. 

22 Part ofa whole-building approach is trying to incentivize savings no matter their source. We 

23 applaud the Companies· openness to expanding the list of measures they incentivize: "We are also open 

24 to additional suggestions by NHT and other parties on other energy efficiency measures that we could 
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1 consider for future implementation."17 The Companies should regularly assess potential additions to its 

2 lists ofresidential and commercial rebates (both of which apply to multifamily buildings). Specifically, 

3 the Companies should consider offering rebates for fiberglass pipe wrap, as well as other measures being 

4 incentivized by their peers. For example, Consumers Energy in Michigan believes that furnace tune-ups, 

5 direct hot water boiler tune-ups, and certain envelope measures are cost-effective for muliifmnily, 

6 including ENERGY STAR® doors and windows, airtight can lights, duct sealing, and roof insulation. 18 

7 3. Lift the limits on the number of rebates and on the dollar amount that a commercial customer can 

8 receive during a program year. 

9 Both Companies propose limiting "owners of multiple individually metered dwelling units[ ... ] to 

10 a maximum of250 heating system rebates (furnace or boiler), 250 water heater rebates, or 250 

11 combination unit rebates, and 250 thermostat rebates during one program year." 19 They also state that 

12 "During a program year, a commercial or industrial customer's total rebate is limited to $ 100,000."20 The 

13 250-rebate caps are a vast improvement over previous 50-rebate caps, but we question why these caps are 

14 necessary at all. 

15 Given the difficulty of getting multifamily owners' attention, and the rareness of substantial 

16 rehabilitation projects, we encourage the Companies to maximize the energy savings opportunities within 

17 these buildings, rather than erect barriers to once-eveiy-20-years chances to upgrade efficiency. We 

18 should be encouraging these buildings to expand their energy efficiency scopes of work, not contract 

19 them to stay under arbitrary rebate caps. Eliminating dollar amount caps also becomes more important if 

20 prescriptive incentive levels are increased. 

17 Response to NHTData Request 014. 
18 Consumers Energy, 2017 Mult/{(1111ily Program Catalog. Please note that in 2017 low-income buildings received 
incentives 50% higher than those listed in this catalog. 
https://www.consumersenergy.com/~/media/CE/Documents/Energy%20Efficiency/multifamily-catalog.ashx?la=en 
19 Tariff Revisions YG-2017-0195 (Laclede) p. 105 and YG-2017-0196 (MGE) p. 200. 
20 Tariff Revisions YG-2017-0195 (Laclede) p. 114 and YG-2017-0196 (MGE) p. 209. 
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1 4. Increase low-income multifamily prescriptive incentive levels in order to drive demand for the 

2 multifamily programs. encourage early replacement of inefficient equipment. and achieve deeper 

3 energy savings. 

4 In each of the past three program years. the Companies have only spent 60% to 79% of their 

5 energy efficiency budgets and have done particularly poorly at spending their low-income multifamily 

6 budgets~never spending more than 21 %.21 While some of the multifamily shortcomings can certainly be 

7 attributed to difficulties finalizing co-delivery contracts with Ameren and KCP&L, chronic 

8 underspending of portfolio budgets provides evidence that program design changes are needed as well. 

9 NHT worked with partners to research the total cost, including both equipment and labor, of 

10 seven representative, multifamily-relevant measures from the list of rebates currently offered by the 

11 Companies. Interviews were conducted of six local contracting firms and two Community Development 

12 Corporations that serve affordable multifamily properties to obtain average total cost information from 

13 experts who deliver these efficiency services in the field. The table below compares the average total cost 

14 from this research to the rebates Spire is proposing to offer. 

15 

21 Response to NHT Data Requests 003 and 004. 
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1 Table 5: Companies' Proposed Rebate Levels vs. Total Average Costs, and NHT's Recommended Rebate 
2 Levels 

Com rnnies NHT Research and Recommendations 

Total Cost 
Companies' 

Recommended Rebates 

Equipment Efficiency Proposed Prnposed Average 
Rebate% 

(two alternative strategies) 
Residential Commercial from 

of Total Cover JO% Triple Rebate Rebate Contractors 
Cost of Total Current 

&CDCs 
Cost Rebat_~s ,, __ 

> or equal 
Gas Furnace to92% $200 $200 $2,800 7% $840 $600 

AFUE 
> or equal 

Gas Furnace to96% $300 NIA $3,400 9% $1,020 $900 
AFUE 

Gas Storage 
Ef > or Water I !eater 
equal to $200 NIA $1,500 13% $450 $600 (20-55 

eallons\ 0.67 

Gas Storage 
EF>or Water Heater 
equal to $350 NIA $2,000 18% $600 $1,050 (55-100 

eallonsl 0.77 

Gas 
EF> or Instantaneous 
equal to $300 $300 $2,000 15% $600 $900 Water Heater 

I< 2 Pallons\ 
0,82 

Gas Space 
> or equal Heating/Wate 

to85% NIA $2.50IMBH $55IMBH 5% $16.50/lv!BII $7.50IMBII r Boiler 300- AFUE 5,000 MBH 
Gas Space 

> or equal 
Heating/\Vatc 

to92% NIA $3.00/lv!BH $65/lv!BH 5% $19.50/lv!BH $9.00IMBH r Boiler 300- AFUE 5,000 MBfl 

3 

4 The Companies' rebates cover only a small percentage of the total cost of purchasing and 

5 installing efficient equipment, I 0% on average based on our research, and that is not enough to motivate 

6 affordable multifamily owners to consider early replacement of equipment. Affordable multifamily 

7 owners operate on tight margins and rarely have sufficient cash available to cover the cost of capital 

8 upgrades outside of a major financing events such as taking on a new first mortgage. Those financing 

9 events only occur once every 15-20 years, leaving large spans of time where owners are frequently unable 

10 to invest in cost effective upgrades that generate savings for utilities and lower owner operating expenses, 

11 which helps to maintain the affordability of Missouri's affordable housing stock. 
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1 Raising prescriptive incentives/or the low-income m11/t/fa111ily programs would also help to 

2 ensure that the Companies meet their spending targets. As noted above, in each of the past three program 

3 years, the Companies have failed to spend more than 21% of their low-income multifamily budgets. We 

4 believe that incentive levels have played a role in this by limiting customer demand. 

5 We recommend that the Companies raise prescriptive incentive levels/or the /ow-i11co111c 

6 m11/t/{c1mily programs to cover, at a minimum, 30% of total equipment and labor costs. RS Means can be 

7 used to source costs for some measures and NHT would be happy to help convene contractors and CDCs 

8 to estimate average total costs for the full array of low-income multifamily prescriptive incentives. 

9 Alternately, the Companies could triple incentives across the board to raise the estimated average cost 

10 coverage from 10 to 30%. 

11 5. Provide properties that are undergoing financing/re-financing with a 36-month window for 

12 implementation of measures after pre-approval. 

13 Properties that are applying for tax credit financing must complete an energy audit as part of their 

14 application process with the state. Utility involvement at this juncture is crucial, so that utilities can 

15 influence the rehabilitation design process to include more energy elliciency measures. However, this 

16 starts a clock ticking that will only end when construction has been completed and inspected. The 

17 utilities' current 6-month window for measure implementation after pre-approval is insufficient for 

18 substantial rehabilitation projects of this scale: applying for tax credits, being selected, pulling together 

19 the requisite additional foiancing, and completing construction more typically takes 24 months from the 

20 initial design phase when an energy audit would be completed-and more ifthere are construction delays 

21 or if tax credits are not awarded in the first year during which the owner applies." 

22 "All measures that receive pre-approval must be implemented/ installed within six (6) months of the date of pre 
approval, and all invoice(s) and other required project documentation must be submitted within eight (8) months of 
the date of pre-approval." Tariff Revisions YG-2017-0195 (Laclede) p. 114 and YG-2017-0196 (MGE) p. 209. 
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1 Q. What is your opinion of the Companies' decision to offer their low-income multifamily 

2 energy efficiency programs only in properties jointly served by Ameren or KCP&L----and the 

3 implications this has for the size of the progrnm? 

4 A. We strongly support the Companies' decision to seek energy savings via jointly-delivered 

5 programs: it is preferable to go deep in fewer buildings rather than conduct cream-skimming across a 

6 larger number of buildings. Two things are important in terms of program size. First, for the 

7 aforementioned reasons regarding difficully in gaining owners' attention, the Companies should allocate 

8 sufficient budget to serve efficiency to eveJJ' gas-served building coming through the Ameren and 

9 KCP&L multifamily programs. Second, and for the same reasons, the Companies should allocate 

10 sufficient budget to deliver as deep of savings as possible in each of these properties. This means 

11 delivering not only direct install savings, but in addition regularly awarding rebates for in-unit and 

12 common area prescriptive and custom measures. The potential study cited earlier in this testimony 

13 provides evidence that the savings opportunities are plentiful: while co-delive,y is a great start, the 

14 Companies also need to allocate sufficient budget and improve program design in order to unlock these 

15 savings (see previous section). Later, as the programs mature, we expect the Companies to consider the 

16 best way of expanding beyond the shared Ameren and KCP&L territories. 

17 Q. How do the Companies' proposed/approved energy efficiency budgets compare to those of 

18 other natural gas utilities? 

19 A. As outlined on page 123 of the Companies' Tariff Revisions submitted on April 11, 20 I 7: "The 

20 rates established in Case Nos. GR-2017-0215 and GR-2017-0216 include an allowance in rates of 

21 $2,033,354 for LAC and $1,794,361 for MGE to fund ongoing energy efficiency program expenditures." 

22 The utilities are working toward a goal of annual energy efficiency spending comprising 0.5% of Gross 

23 Operating Revenues for the prior three years averaged. Laclede target funding for the 2016 program year 
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1 was $2,679,910 relative to actual spending of $2,101,920.23 MGE target funding for the 2016 program 

2 year was $2,567,871 relative to actual spending of$1,861,l 18.24 Actual spending represents 0.39% and 

3 0.36% ofGOR for Laclede and MGE, respectively. 

4 Compared to many of their peers, Laclede and MGE are already budgeting less for energy 

5 efficiency as a percenlage of Gross Operating Revenues (GOR). For example, the following four natural 

6 gas utilities, all operating in states without state mandates for gas energy efficiency spending, budgeted 

7 between 1.16% and 3.0% of Gross Operating Revenues for energy efficiency in recent years. 

8 • Columbia Gas of Ohio agreed to spend $26.8 million on demand side programs in 2016, 

9 representing 3% of their GOR for that year." 26 

10 • MidAmerican in South Dakota invested 1.34% ofGOR in demand side programming in 2016 

11 equaling a $1.1 million expenditure.27 28 

12 • NorthWestern of South Dakota committed 1.38% ofGOR to demand side programs in 2016.29 30 

13 • NorthWestern of Montana invested 1.16% ofGOR in demand side programs in 2016.31 

14 • Puget Sound Energy in Washington invested 1.53% of GOR or $13.6 million in energy efficiency 

15 in2016.1233 

16 In states with energy efficiency mandates, gas utilities are spending even more: in the five examples 

17 below, the utilities are spending from 1.2% to 4.24% of gross operating revenues annually. 

23 Response to NHT Data Request 003 - Laclede EEC Quarterly Report-FY20!6-4Q_with 20/6 SummmJ'. 
24 Response to NHT Data Request 004 -MGE EEC Quarterly Report- FY20/6-4Q. 
25 Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc., Columbia Gas q(Ohio 2016Annual Report, p. 64. 
26 Schilling, Matt. /'UCO approves Columbia Gas a/Ohio's energy ~O,ciency programs, Press Release, Ohio Public 
Utilities Commission, 2016. 
27 MidAmerican Energy Company, South Dakota Energy Ejjlciency Plan 2013-2017, Docket GEl5-004, 2015, pg. 
2. . 
28 Berkshire Hathaway Energy, Co., Berkshire Hathaway Energy, Co. 20 I 6 Annnal Report, Form I 0-K, 2017, pp. 
16-247. 
29 NorthWestern Energy, NorthlVestem South Dakota DSM Program Budget Estimates, Attachment 5, Year 2 
Budget, Docket GE 16-005, 2015. http://puc.sd.gov/commission/dockets/gaselectric/2015/ge l 5-002/attach5.pdf 
30 NorthWestern, 2016 Annual Report, 2017, pg. 47. 
http://www. north western energy .com/docs/default-source/documents/invcstor/annualreport20 16.pdf 
31 N011hWestern, 2016 A1111ual Report, 2017, pg. 9. 
32 Puget Sound Energy, 2016 A111111a/ Report qf Energy Conservation Accomplishme11ts, 2017, p. 16. 
https://psc.com/aboutpse/Rates/Documents/ees 2016 annual rpt energy conservation acco1nplishments.pdf 
33 PSE, PSE EnergJ• Company 2016 A1111ual Report, (Form 10-K, 2017), p. 76. 
h!!Jls://www.lastIOk.com/sec-filings/811 00#sE6775C0EC3C070 I 028B050AD8640FC53 
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1 • In Minnesota, CenterPoint Energy will commit 4.01% ofGOR in 2017 to energy efficiency, 
2 increasing to 4.24% ofGOR by 2019.34 

3 • Consumers Energy in Michigan had a planned investment of $47.2 million in 2016, 
4 approximately 2.8% ofGOR.35 

5 • In 2016, Michigan-based DTE's gas segment invested $21.7 million in energy efficiency 
6 programs or 1.6% of GOR.36 

7 • In 20 I 7, Nicor Gas in Illinois has a savings target of 1.12% of sales, reaching 1.2% in 2019.37 

8 This represents approximately 2% of GOR. 38 

9 • In 2016, Peoples Uas and North Shore Uas in lllinois achieved a combined gas savings of5.7 
10 million therms with energy efficiency expenditures totaling $19 million dollars.39 40 In 2017, their 
11 total energy efficiency program budgets represent approximately 1.4% ofGOR.41 

12 We look forward to seeing the Companies' energy efficiency budgets and program participation grow 

13 over the coming years, especially in the low-income sector. We hope the Energy Efficiency Collaborative 

14 will support the Companies in a growth trajectory by gradually raising its percent of GOR goals. 

15 

16 

Q. 

A. 

Does this concluclc your testimony? 

Yes it does. 

"CenterPoint Energy, 2017-2019 Conservation Improvement Program Triennial Plan Filing, Docket No. 
G008/CIP-16-119, 2016, pp. 6-7. 
https:I/W\v,v.cdockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/cdockets/scarchDocuments.do?method-sho,vPoup&documentld-% 7BD0 
8395C8-A2FB-4701-B8B8- l EB049 l FF29F% 7D&documentTitle-20 I 66-121869-0 I 
35 Consumers Energy, Consumers Energy Annual Report, 2016, p. i. 
http:/ /s2.g4cdn.com/02799728 I /files/doc financials/consumers annual reports/20 16-Consumers-Energy-Annual­
Report.pdf 
36 DTE Energy Company, DTE Energy Company 2016Annual Report (Form 10-K, 2017), pp.IO and 34. 
http://ir.dtcenergy.com/phoenix.zhtml?c~6S233&jFirol-sec MichCon 
37 Nicor Gas, Nicor Gas Er. 1.1, (Energy Efficiency Plan, 2016), Docket no. 16-0421, p. 22. 
https://icc.illinois.gov/docket/CaseDetails.aspx?no~ 16-0421 
38 Public Utilities Bureau Illinois Commerce Commission, ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION Illinois Gas 
Utilities Comparison a/Gas Sales Statistics For Calendar Years 2016 and 2015, 2017, 
https://icc.illinois.gov/repmislreport.aspx?rl~24, p. 15. 
39 North Shore Gas, North Shore Gas Report, 2017, Docket no 13-0550. 
https:/ /ice. i 11 inois.gov /docket/CaseDetai ls.aspx?no~ 13-0550. 
40 Peoples Gas, Peoples Gas Report, 2017, Docket no. 13-0050. 
https:/ /icc.i I Ii nois. gov/docket/CaseDeta i ls.aspx?,,o- I 3-05 50. 
41 Peoples Gas, NS-PG Er 1.3, People's Gas Plan 3, 2016, Docket no.16-0466. 
https:l licc. ii I inois.gov/docket/CaseDetails.aspx'/110-16-0466. 
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SS: 

Annika Lynn Brink, of lawful age and being first duly sworn on heroath, states: 

4. My name is Annika Lynn Brink. I work in the City of Washington, District of 
Columbia and I am employed by The National Housing Trust as Energy Efficiency Advisor. 

5. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all pu1poses is my Direct Testimony 
on behalf of The National Housing Trust, which has been prepared in written fom1 for 
introduction into evidence in the above-referenced docket before the Missouri Public Service 
Commission. 

6. I hereby swear and affirm that my answers contained in the attached testimony to 
the questions therein propounded are true and correct. 

Annika Lynn Brink '---

Subscribed and sworn to me this .7!h day of September, 2017 

My commission expires: ---at-#te-pleaiUftHlf-the--flfes1dent 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the past seven years, utilities in Illinois and Missouri have made significant investments in programs 
designed to help their customers use less energy. The programs were prompted, in large part, by state 
policies seeking to maximize the many benefits of energy efficiency. These investments have improved the 
lives of utility customers by reducing their energy expenses and creating healthier, more comfortable living 
environments that can reduce incidences of illnesses like asthma. Additionally, these investments reduce 
pollution and contribute to local economies by creating jobs. Recent studies have found that energy efficiency 
jobs make up fully 62 percent of clean rrnergy jobs in Illinois and 83 percent in Missouri-60,000 and 32,500 
jobs, respectively.' 

All utility customers benefit from the lower system costs 
f!ssocia.ted with energy efficiency investments. However, 
low~income residents of multifamily affordable housing 
spend a high proportion of their incmne on energy services, 
and therefore, the value of providing effective programs for 
these customers is greater than for the general population. 
Capturing these benefits requires using innovative strategies 
to penetrate persistent market barriers. 

This paper summarizes the outcomes of a seven-n1onth 
dialogue examining ways to capture the benefits of energy 
efficiency for multifamily affordable housing in the St. 
Louis metropolitan area-specifically in the areas served . 
by Ameren Missouri, Laclede Gas, and Ameren Illinois. 
Because the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic 
Opportunity (DCEO) is charged with providing energy 
efficiency programs for low~incmne customers in Illinois, 
DCEO was a key stakeholder in this dialogue as well. 

On April 11, 2014, Missouri Public Service Commission 
Chairman Robert Kenney and St. Louis Mayor Francis Slay, 
with support from Illinois Commerce Commission Chairman 
Douglas Scott, hosted the first in this series of meetings at 
the St. Louis Botanical Garden's Earth Ways Center. The goal 
was to bring together a diverse set of relevant stakeholders 
to discuss the opportunities for maximizing cost-effective 
energy efficiency in the multifamily housing sector and 
the barriers to maximizing those opportunities, and to 
rec01n1nend solutions to ensure that energy efficiency 
programs capture the full potential for cost-effective savings 
in this sector. 

It should be noted that, while not eve,y contributor to the 
dialogue endorsed every reconunendation, this document 
includes only the recommendations that were supported by a 
strong majority of the participants. These recommendations 
include actions that can be carried out by a range of actors 
in the marketplace, including utilities, regulators, legislators, 
executive branch agencies, and the financial sector. 

The National Housing Trust (NHT) and the Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDCJ facilitated the dialogue 
and coordinated the inputs to this summary. We greatly 
appreciate the diverse perspectives of the stakeholders who 
canie together and the enormously valuable contributions 
made by each participant. The intent of this smnmary paper 
is to lay the groundwork for a longer collaboration to turn 
these reconunendations into reality. 

THE OPPORTUNITY: UNLOCl(ING THE 
BEi\iEFiT::; OF 1:NE::HuY EFFICIENCY IN 
MULTIFAMILY AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
As noted above, utilities in Illinois and Missouri have begun 
investing significantly in energy efficiency programs: over 
the course of the past seven years in Illinois (four years for 
gas), and in the past six years (with additional investments 
in the past two) in Missouri. In both states, the utility 
portfolios include program offerings designed to save 
energy in multifamily buildings. However, for a variety of 
reasons described below, a majority of buildings have not yet 
benefited from these programs, and even those buildings that 
have participated can be targeted for additional savings. 

Many of the programs offered are "direct install." These 
programs offer residents or building owners specific 
measures such as energy-efficient light bulbs or faucet 
aerators, which are directly installed by implementation 
contractors or utility staff. Direct install programs deliver 
energy savings and can introduce multifamily buildings 
to the benefits of implementing efficiency upgrades. For 
example, Ameren Missouri offers a free direct install program 
to owners of eligible federally subsidized apartments. More 
than 25,800 households have been served by the program, 
with each saving approximately $125 annually, on average. 

However, direct install program measures are limited and 
miss opportunities for deeper and more persistent savings. 
Further, capturing additional savings opportunities outside 
of direct install programs often requires coordination with 
multiple programs and implementation contractors. This 
can increase complexity and create confusion for building 
0\\"1ers, which suppresses participation in these multiple 
offerings. 

In total, there are 224,569 households in affordable 
multifamily buildings in the Ameren Illinois and Ameren 
Missouri service territories. Of these homes, 70,175, or 31 
percent, are participating in an energy efficiency program, 
but of those participating, 68,775, or 98 percent, are 
benefiting largely from direct install measures, see Appendix. 
Comprehensive or whole-building efficiency programs for 
multifamily buildings are very limited across these service 
territories in both states, and multifamily buildings do not 
currently have access to any targeted one-stop programs. 
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Energy savings ofup to 30 percent are achievable in 
multifamily buildings. There are many examples of effective 
programs to emulate. Studies from 2012 and 2013 by the 
American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE) 
included several case studies and exainples in which effective 
partnerships among utilities, program managers, housing 
finance agencies (HFAs), and building owners were able 
lo break through the persistent barriers to savings in these 
apartment buildings.' Examples of programs highlighted in 
the ACEEE report include Elevate Energy's Comprehensive 
!VIultifamily Prognun, tlu~ C.alifornia Statewide Multifamily 
Energy Efficiency Rebate Program (MEER!'), and multifamily 
programs offered by Efficiency Vermont and the New 
York State Energy Research and Development Authority 
(NYSERDA). 

Clearly, there is a gap between the potential to lower 
energy intensity and energy bills for the residents and owners 
of multifamily affordable buildings, and the extent to which 
those opportunities are being captured by existing programs. 
Of those who have participated in the utility programs, 
most are capturing only the lowest-hanging fruit. Below, the 
barriers to moving past the low-hanging fruit are explained. 

BARRIERS TO CAPTURING SAVINGS IN 
MULTIFAMILY AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
A number of barriers have been recognized as posing 
challenges to both utility program administrators and 
building owners trying to access the potential energy savings 
in multifamily residential buildings. These include the 
general lack of reliable information on the costs and benefits 
of retrofits and the split incentive between landlords and 
tenants, where the cost of implementing energy efficiency 
improvements is borne by the landlord but the savings from 
reduced energy bills are realized by the tenants and vice 
versa. 

Our dialogue focused specifically on the challenges 
faced by stakeholders in Illinois and Missouri, which are 
sumn1arized as follows: 

11 Insufficient funds and incentive levels to capture the full 
cost-effective potential. Overall energy efficiency budgets 
are often insufficient to capture the potential across all 
customer and building types, and there is a significant 
disparity between gas and electric funding. 

11 Owners' lack of access to capital, which may require higher 
incentive levels or more creative financing options for 
programs targeted to multifamily affordable housing than 
are needed for other sectors. 

11 Underestimation of cost-effective potential. Contractors 
who perform efficiency potential analyses are often 
unfamiliar with 111ore recent breakthroughs in program 
delivery to unique market segments like multifarnily, so 
they underestimate the "program achievable" potential. 
Further, they may use cost-effectiveness assumptions that 

undervalue or fail to incorporate or measure the benefits 
of energy efficiency to affordable housing residents, and 
therefore underestimate the full economic potential. 

111 Regulatory incentives to maximize first-year rather than 
lifetime energy savings. A predominant focus on first-
year (or "annual") savings can limit support of deeper 
retrofits that provide persistent savings. If utility program 
managers must hit annual savings targets with constrained 
overall budgets, they may rationally shift funds away from 
programs like deep retrofits of multifamily buildings that 
would produce cost-effective savings, but over longer time 
frames. 

111 Undervaluation of, or inability to capture, the non-energy 
benefits to tenants and building owners from energy 
improvements, such as reduced maintenance costs and 
improved health. Some multifamily programs may fail 
the cost-effectiveness tests that serve as a threshold 
for inclusion in a utility portfolio simply because the 
regulatory regime fails to recognize the higher non-energy 
benefits of efficiency to the residents and owners of 
multifamily buildings, as well as to society. 

11 Regulatory barriers to combining gas and electric utility 
budgets to get maximum fuel savings. Gas and electric 
program managers often have too little flexibility in their 
ability to combine their revenue streams to fund programs 
that capture both gas and electricity savings. 

11 Market confusion created by failure to coordinate 
programs and marketing. Building owners often face a 
complicated web of uncoordinated program offerings. 
While efforts have been made to co-deliver gas and electric 
programs, the provision of multiple programs both within 
and by different utilities and state agencies can create 
confusion, which discourages participation. 

11 Lack of access to financial products that would 
supplement utility incentives to enable retrofits. Unlike 
owners of commercial buildings, owners of multifmnily 
affordable housing often cannot easily access capital. 
Specialized loan products are needed that would allow the 
buildings to finance a retrofit, in combination with a utility 
incentive to buy down the first costs. 

11 Lack of coordination between utilities and the state 
housing finance agency in each state to ensure that 
building owners have efficiency opportunities during 
periodic funding and refinancing cycles. 

" Inadequate access by building owners to energy usage data 
and reliable assessments of energy savings potential. 

11 Split program paths for general energy efficiency and 
low-income programs, which can create an1biguity and 
complexity. 

" Single versus master rn:etered buildings, and split 
incentives that hamper demand for energy efficiency 
improve1nents. 
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SOLUTIONS: RECOMMENDATIONS GAINING 
SIGNIFICANT STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT 
Over the course of five half-day meetings held between 
April and October 2014, participants collectively identified 
a series of actions that can be taken to ensure that existing 
multifamily affordable housing becomes more energy 
efficient. The dialogue culminated in several broad sets of 
consensus recommendations, including the following: 

1. Develop comprehensive energy efficiency programs 
targeted to affordable multifamily building owners and 
residents that provide incentives for all cost-effective 
energy saVing measures and that are easy for owners to~ 
access and navigate. 

2. Eliminate barriers to financing energy efficiency projects, 
and provide access to financing products to fill energy 
efficiency funding gaps. 

3. Increase building owners' ability to measure energy 
consumption and assess the financial benefits of energy 
efficiency investn1ents. 

4. Improve coordination and collaboration among energy 
efficiency and housing program administrators in order 
to leverage resources and align policy and program 
requirements. 

Each of these recommendations requires the participation 
and cooperation of a range of stakeholders. For example, if 
comprehensive, whole-building energy efficiency programs 
are to be developed, regulators will need to act to ensure that 
cost-effectiveness tests account for the full range of benefits 
that result from efficiency improve1nents, including non­
energy benefits. For their part, utilities will need to develop 
unified programs that provide incentives for both common­
area and resident-area efficiency measures via a single point 
of contact. Housing finance agencies can help by making 
timely connections between utilities and eligible multifamily 
properties. 

RECOMMENDATION #1: 
DEVELOP COMPREHENSIVE, EASV-TO-
USE PROGRAMS TO CAPTURE ALL 
COST-EFFECTIVE ENERGY SAVINGS 
Multifamily owners experience substantial difficulty 
accessing existing energy efficiency programs. For a 
single building, owners may be asked to fill out multiple 
applications for gas, electric, residential, and commercial/ 
common-area incentives; meet differing eligibility guidelines; 
or painstakingly gather information from tenants, such 
as household income level or energy consumption data. 
Because programs do not generally offer deeper, whole­
building savings, the transaction costs of participating in 
complicated programs can outweigh the benefits received. 
By working together, stakeholders can ensure that energy 
efficiency programs become not only easier to use, but 
also more comprehensive, capturing all cost-effective 
energy savings. The deeper savings, delivered through more 
comprehensive programs, have a 111eaningful impact on 
owners' operational expenses and residents' energy bills. 

Sub-recommendation 1.1: Improve cost­
effectiveness tests to fully count substantial 
non-energy benefits such as health, comfort, 
economic, and environmental impacts. 

Why? Cost-effectiveness tests that undervalue or fail to 
incorporate non-energy benefits (NEBS) result in programs 
that are undersized relative to the achievable, cost-effective 
energy savings potential. Non-energy benefits are especially 
significant in the case of affordable multifamily housing, 
which often has deferred maintenance and fewer energy 
efficiency features than other housing types. Stakeholders 
identified the small scale of existing programs relative to need 
as one barrier to serving the multifamily market. Reforming 
cost-effectiveness tests so that they fully capture non-energy 
benefits can help improve utility programs, enabling utilities 
to pursue more comprehensive, whole-building progrmns 
that yield deeper energy and bill savings. 
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How? Regulators or legislators can work to institute reforms 
such as directing utilities to quantify non-energy benefits or, 
as is becoming more con1mon, to use a non-energy benefits 
" dd " ( a er some states use up to a 25 percent multiplier, for 
example) in cost-effectiveness calculations.' Missouri does 
not currently include non-energy benefits in its calculations. 
While low-incmne programs are not required to meet 
cost-effectiveness tests, they contribute to portfolio-level 
cost-effectiveness determinations; thus, a more accurate 
accounting of the benefits of multifamily energy efficiency 
improvements will ensure that programs in this area are 
valued more highly and can grow. Although Illinois does 
allow for non-energy benefits via adders that vary by utility, 
there is room for improven1ent. 

Sub-recommendation 1.2: Ensure that multifamily 
measures are fully captured by utility potential 
studies and technical reference manuals. 

Why7 Potential studies (which estimate the achievable 
energy savings in a given sector) and technical reference 
manuals (lists of measures and the energy savings that 
regulators and/ or utilities agree can be attributed to each) are 
critical tools in helping utilities detennine which n1easures 
to include in their program portfolios. If the multifamily 
sector is not accurately and adequately addressed in these 
resources, utilities face greater uncertainty when crafting 
their portfolios. On the other hand, if these resources fully 
address this sector, utilities will be better able to expand their 
portfolios to include a larger list of more comprehensive, 
whole-building measures for multifamily properties. 

How? Regulators can issue guidance and/or utilities can 
commit to carrying out high-quality potential studies for 
multifamily housing. Regulators can convene stakeholders 
from multiple sectors and/or direct existing stakeholder 
groups to ensure multifamily measures are adequately 
addressed in a high-quality statewide technical reference 
manual (TRM). Such a solution, suggested by current statute 
in Missouri, could address additional topics beyond a 
statewide TRM. While an individual Missouri utility may have 
its own TRM, Missouri does not currently have a statewide 
TRM. While Illinois does have a statewide TRM, there is room 
for improve1nent on multifamily measures ,vith an expanded 
list. 

Sub-recommendation 1.3: Provide "one-stop 
shop" programs that deliver access to incentives 
for multiple fuels and meter types via a single 
access point 

Why7 Owners and managers of affordable multifamily 
properties are often asked to navigate a complicated maze 
of programs and requirements in order to access energy 
efficiency incentives for their properties. Electric and gas 

progran1s may require separate applications and processes. 
Utilities often provide incentives for common-area spaces 
through participation in commercial programs, while 
incentives for adjacent apartments are available only through 
separate residential programs. :Moreover, residential and 
commercial programs are typically administered by different 
utility program managers, making coordination of incentives 
difficult. These program design barriers and silos in delivery 
unnecessarily discourage participation in energy efficiency 
pro~rams, are more burdensome than necessary for owners, 
managers, and residents, and can negatively affect program 
cost-effectiveness. 

How7 Gas and electric utilities should collaborate more 
closely in order to offer access to incentives from multiple 
utilities via a single point of contact and application process. 
Regulators can aid this process by directing utilities to 
collaborate, synchronizing progran1 design calendars across 
utilities (potentially by region), encouraging the sharing of 
leads between the gas and electric programs, or enabling 
utilities to count cross-fuel sa,~ngs. Additionally, regulators 
can institute changes to incentivize efficiency activities by gas 
utilities. Regulators could choose to encourage a statewide 
one-stop-shop collaboration, which would create econornies 
of scale for utilities and further simplify participation, since 
owners often have properties across multiple utility service 
territories. 

As a first step, utilities should collaborate on 
comprehensive one-stop-shop pilots, similar to Elevate 
Energy's multifamily program in Illinois, ·which makes owner 
participation easy. The one-stop-shop model addresses 
energy savings opportunities at a whole-building level (across 
meters and fuel types) in order to generate deeper energy 
savings in each property it touches. It integrates into a single 
process all stages of an energy efficiency ilnprovement 
project, including conducting an energy assessment, 
selecting measures, choosing contractors, securing low-cost 
financing if needed, applying for incentives, making the 
improvements themselves, and quality assurance. Resident 
and building operator education can also be integrated into 
such a 1nodel, in order to ensure that energy savings persist. 

PAGE 5 j Scaling up Energy Efficiency in Missouri and Illinois Multifamily Affordable Housing 



In order to successfully carry out comprehensive retrofits 
under the one-stop-shop approach, utilities should assess the 
knowledge and capacity of the local contractor population, 
including n1inority contractors, providing structured training 
progra1ns as warranted. 

Sub-recommendation 1.4: Eliminate barriers that 
unnecessarily prevent affordable multifamily 
properties from participating in utility programs 

Why? In Missouri, various barriers have unnecessarily 
restricted the eligible pool of multifamily properties. Recent 
statutory revisions opened up Missouri Energy Efficiency 
Investment Act (MEEIA) program participation for low­
income customers in properties that have received Missouri 
state tax credits for historic rehabilitation (Missouri Revised 
Statutes 253.545 to 253,559) or Missouri state low-income 
housing tax credits (Missouri Revised Statutes 135.350 to 
135,362). However, it is not clear that these revisions have 
eliminated all MEEIA eligibility barriers for customers 
(owners) seeking to improve common areas and building 
systems in these low-income properties. Another barrier 
is the overly restrictive definition of "low income" used in 
Missouri to determine eligibility for some programs. Also, 
in both Missouri and Illinois, structural conditions such 
as mold or a hole in the roof can prevent utilities from 
carrying out measures in certain buildings: Since energy 
efficiency program dollars cannot be spent on such repairs, 
utilities must walk away from the potential energy efficiency 
project. As a result, utilities must work harder to find 
eligible properties, interested owners are prevented from 
participating, deserving residents do not receive the many 
benefits of energy efficiency retrofits, and energy savings 
opportunities are left on the table. 

How? Several actions can be taken to address these barriers 
and extend program eligibility to households in need of 
energy efficiency services, including: 

111 Any remaining statutory restrictions (Missouri Revised 
Statutes 393.1075.14) that prevent buildings that 
have received Missouri state tax credits for historic 
rehabilitation or state low-incmne housing tax credits from 
participating in utility programs should be eliminated. 

Iii i\ilissouri utilities and regulators should propose and 
approve tariff changes ihai allow properties containing 
both affordable and market-rate units to participate in 
low-income multifamily programs, and should expand the 
current, overly conservative definition of "low income" to 
include a greater portion of the lmv-income population. 
Ameren Missouri's recent filing of a new tariff that allows 
the utility to offer its low-income program to buildings 
with 51 percent or greater low-income residents is a 
successful example that should be replicated. 

" In both Missouri and Illinois, stakeholders should work 
together to identify funding that can resolve walk-away 
issues so that utilities can undertake improvements. 
State community-action agencies should take a lead in 
coordinating these activities. 

RECOMMENDATION #2: 
ELIMINATE FINANCING BARRIERS AND 
PROVIDE FINANCING PRODUCTS TO FILL 
FUNDING GAPS 

Owners of multifamily affordable housing in Missouri and 
Illinois often lack access to the up-front capital necessary 
to finance high-dollar energy efficiency improvements. This 
capital may simply not exist, or, in the case of subsidized 
affordable housing, its use may be restricted. There are 
numerous entities that place restrictions on how owners 
of subsidized properties may use their capital reserves and 
operating income; these may include a property's investors, 
its lenders, the state housing finance agency (the Missouri 
Housing Development Commission IMHDC] in Missouri 
and the Illinois Housing Development Authority I IHDA] 
in Illinois), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), or the Rural Development office of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). Owners must 
often obtain consent from multiple parties before investing 
in upgrades and/ or taking out a loan for energy upgrades. 
Innovative financing products that accommodate such 
challenges are needed to fill the funding gaps owners face 
when making energy efficiency upgrades. 
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Sub-recommendation 2.1: Eliminate barriers 
to funding energy efficiency improvements 

Why7 Cost-effective energy efficiency improvements often 
have short paybacks and can greatly improve residents' 
qualityoflife. However, even in the presence ofwell­
designed efficiency programs, owners niay decline to 
make improvements to their properties due to misaligned 
incentives, a lack of information (including energy use data; 
see more under Recommendation #3 below). and the consent 
requirements of their funders. 

For example, when owners of subsidized properties with 
individually-metered utilities invest in energy efficiency, 
they are not able to recover the cost of the improvements via 
lower energy bills unless they are able to adjust the utility 
allowances that arc in place for the building's residenls. This 
takes away a large part of the owner's incentive to invest 
in the property. In other cases, owners 111ay not want to 
invest because they are unaware of the positive payback of 
energy efficiency improvements, or they do not trust that the 
projected savings will materialize. 

How7 State housing finance agencies (MHDC and IHDA) can 
realign owners' incentives to invest by prmnoting or requiring 
energy-efficiency-friendly utility allowance calculation 
methodologies, such as the Internal Revenue Service's 
Energy-Based Consumption Model or the use of actual 
energy usage information. They can also enable owners 
to obtain front-end consent for future energy efficiency 
improve1nents in their limited partnership agreements with 
investors and lenders. This would introduce the idea of future 
improvements to these stakeholders and clear the way for 
smoother approval processes down the line. 

Both state housing finance agencies (MHDC and IHDA) 
and utilities can work to better inform owners about 
the payback and other benefits-such as lower turnover 
and health benefits-of efficiency investments. These 
parties should jointly develop case studies and in-person 
opportunities to deliver this message from peers and other 
trusted messengers, in order to increase owner confidence in 
energy efficiency investments. 

Sub-recommendation 2.2: Provide access to 
innovative financing products to fill energy 
efficiency funding gaps 

Why7Without access to capital to fill funding gaps, owners 
may not be able to participate in utility programs. Owners 
of affordable housing can face specific barriers to accessing 
energy efficiency financing. for example, existing investors 
might be unwilling to agree to additional debt on the 
property if the loan must be secured by the value of the asset. 

How7 Utilities can partner with lenders to develop 
appropriate financing products, such as on-bill financing, 
low-interest loans with flexible underwriting criteria, loan 
products that are structured as leases to avoid triggering 
consent requirernents, property-assessed clean energy 
financing, or the establishment of loan loss reserves. Other 
stakeholders, such as local governments, state housing 
finance agencies, other state agencies, or governors can also 
work to develop or encourage innovative financing products. 

RECOMMENDATION #3: 
HELP OWNERS MEASURE ENERGY USE 
AND ASSESS THE FINANCIAL CASE FOR 
EFFICIENCY RETROFITS 
Property owners are more likely to invest in energy efficiency 
if they are confident that a sufficient level of energy savings 
will result. To help make that calculation, owners need 
access to data on energy use in their properties. This can 
be very challenging, and even owners \Vho can access this 
information may lack the analytical tools to draw meaningful 
conclusions from it. 
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Sub-recommendation 3.1: Provide owners with 
the aggregate whole-building energy use data 
needed to assess the financial benefits of energy 
efficiency investments 

Why? Affordable multifamily properties often have multiple 
meters billed across common areas and resident units, so 
owners often lack access to crucial energy use data. Despite 
recognized approaches for maintaining customer privacy 
and a compelling case for owner access in order to assess 
the financial benefits of energy effir:iency investments; 
utilities do not always provide easy access to these data. 
It is extremely laborious (if not impossible) for owners to 
manually collect utility consumption data from tenants. 

How? Utilities should provide owners access to summed 
(or "aggregate") building-level energy usage data in an 
easy-to-use format. An emerging industry best practice is to 
recognize owners as a special party with a legitimate in~erest 
in such data and provide web access via a "landlord portal." 
Owners should begin including standard data release forms 
in their lease agreements. 

Sub-recommendation 3.2: Help owners 
benchmark the energy (and water) usage 
of their properties 

Why? It can be difficult for owners to get a clear picture of 
relative energy and water usage across multiple properties, 
Jet alone in comparison with a peer group. Thus, they may 
not be sure how their properties are objectively performing or 
where to focus their limited investment dollars. 

How? The state housing finance agencies, MHDC and IHDA, 
should launch a benchmarking pilot for some or all of their 
multifamily properties using a web-based platform (such 
as Wegowise, Energy Scorecards, or EnergyStar Portfolio 
Manager), possibly in collaboration with utilities. Free or 
reduced-cost audits and additional technical support can 
be provided as appropriate to assist with implementation 
of energy reduction opportunities. Utilities could also 
undertake this effort on their own, including both subsidized 
and unsubsidized buildings. As 1vith other efforts, the state 
housing finance agencies and/or utilities should market this 
project using trusted messengers, case studies, testimonials, 
and/or peer outreach. The benchmarking pilot should 
include an effort to link participants to energy and water 
efficiency resources, such as utility incentives and third­
party financing products. Utilities should use the resulting 
benchmarking data to target the most energy inefficient 
buildings among participating properties. 

RECOMMENDATION #4: 
IMPROVE COLLABORATION AMONG ENERGY 
EFFICIENCY AND HOUSING PROGRAM 
PROVIDERS 

Better coordination and collaboration among energy 
efficiency and housing program administrators can leverage 
resources and align policy and program requirements. 
Despite having comn1on interests, there has been limited 
collaboration among these stakeholders in the St. Louis 
area to date. This has resulted in duplication of efforts and 
1nissed opportunities for energy efficiency improvements, 
with program timing and design features that are not always 
matched to owner schedules and needs. 

Sub-recommendation 4.1: Better align low­
income/affordability definitions and program 
eligibility criteria across entities 

Why7 When utilities and housing program administrators 
(e.g., MHDC and IHDA) differ in their definitions of"low­
income," affordability standards, and program eligibility 
criteria, then multifamily building owners face the complex 
and time-consuming task of translating among the various 
definitions, which can discourage participation. For example, 
eligibility or affordability criteria might refer to household 
income as a percentage of the poverty level or, alternatively, 
as a percentage of the local median income. 

For subsidized buildings, owners already must comply 
1vith specific affordability requirements and, therefore, must 
regularly certify the income level of their residents. However, 
utilities may still require owners to verify their tenants' 
incomes according to different definitions, even though 
owners and state housing finance agencies can easily verify 
which buildings are affordable ,vithout having to recertify 
tenant incmne information. 

How? Utilities and housing program administrators (e.g., 
MHDC and II-IDA) should initiate a state-level dialogue on 
the income/affordability definitions used by their programs 
and identify opportunities to align definitions and/ or provide 
multiple pathways for owners to establish building eligibility. 
Utility regulators can help by issuing guidance identifying 
acceptable proofs of eligibility, such as existing affordability 
covenants; a building's participation in a HUD, USDA, or 
other affordable housing program; tenant income as a 
percentage of poverty level or alternatively as a percentage of 
area median income; or a building's prior participation in the 
federal Weatherization Assistance Program. 
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Sub-recommendation 4.2: Find better ways to 
match programs to multifamily owner needs and 
to meaningfully connect utilities to multifamily 
owners 

Why? Owners of subsidized multifamily properties have a 
close relationship with their state housing finance agency 
(MHDC or IHDA) and operate according to timelines 
and requirements set by this agency, including annual 
funding cycles and periodic (e.g. every 15 years) refinancing 
processes. A building's progress through these processes 
affects the type of investments an owner is able to make and 
whether the owner will have access to capital reserves. For 
example, a direct install or measure-based program could be 
appropriate for a building that is in the midst of operations 
and not facing an opportunity for refinancing. On the other 
hand, a building undergoing refinancing or an unsubsidized 
property is in a better position to take advantage of incentives 
and financing that support moderate or major energy 
efficiency improve1nents. 

Current utility programs are not tailored or flexible enough 
to match owners' capacity for different types of improvement 
projects as their buildings proceed through defined funding 
life cycles. Utilities' annual or multiyear program plans 
may not match up with the timelines for MHDC and IHDA 
funding. Moreover, while utilities and the state housing 
finance agencies have made limited efforts to collaborate to 
connect multifamily owners to utility programs, they have 
found that owners have trouble understanding the value 
proposition offered by current utility programs. 

How? Utilities and housing program administrators (e.g., 
MHDC and IHDA) should initiate state-level or utility-level 
dialogues on utility program designs that are tailored to fit 
the different stages of a building's life cycle, for example 
by targeting direct install, moderate retrofit, or major 
rehabilitation measures according to an mvner's ability to 
invest during the current stage in the building's funding 
life cycle. In order to prevent owners from having to record 
operating income, utilities should consider directing 
incentives to contractors rather than owners during businessv 
as-usual retrofits. During recapitalization, utilities should 
consider providing up-front dollars (perhaps in the HFA­
managed capital stack) so that owners do not need to bridge 
rebate dollars. 

Utilities, regulators, and the state housing finance agencies 
should also consider how they can align their timelines 
to maximize owners' ability to take advantage of utility 
programs. At a minimum, state HFAs should pro,~de owners 
with information on the relevant utility programs for their 
properties and integrate utilities into information sessions 
and agency processes where it makes sense. 

These utility-I-IPA dialogues should also include cross­
sector education so that both sets of stakeholders can more 
accurately convey the value proposition of energy efficiency 
ilnprovements to multifamily owners using language and 
arguments that owners will find clear and compelling. This 
might include jointly-developed case studies as well as peer 
testimonials. Utilities may find they need to change their 
messaging in order to better appeal to owners of multifamily 
affordable housing. 

CONCLUSION 
Energy efficiency is an incredible resource that can address 
much more than just the burden of high energy costs. It can 
provide a more comfortable, affordable living space, reduce 
pollution, create healthier living environn1ents, and maintain 
affordable housing~particularly meaningful for those living 
in multifamily affordable housing, who pay a high proportion 
of their incomes for energy services. Though meeting the 
needs of this group has traditionally been difficult, by 
continuing to collaborate and to adapt and improve program 
design and financing mechanisms, we can reach the vast 
untapped potential and bring meaningful benefits to tenants, 
building owners, and utilities alike. 

PAGE 9 j Scaling up Energy Efficiency in Missouri and Illinois Multifamily Affordable Housing 



APPENDIX: 

;·•;,' 

rvr• Qv.;;··· 
i;J~rvlce 

·.· TerrJt~ry 

Illinois (Statewide total-not a sum of items below) 

Illinois Electric Ameren IL 

Illinois Gas Ameren IL 

Ameren IL Electric-
Illinois Gas Electric Gas overlap 

Missouri (Statewide lolal-noi a surn of iierns below) 

Missouri Electric 

Missouri Gas 

Missouri Gas 

Missouri Gas Electric 

Missouri Gas Electric 

Electric only 

Gas only 17,483 

Gas and 
Electric 96,124 
Overlap 

Total Gas and 
124,956 Electric 

Electric only 79,398 

Gas only 2,849 

Gas and 
Electric 12,134 
Overlap 

Total Gas and 
94,381 

Electric 

224,569 

Ameren MO 

Ameren MO 

Laclede 

Ameren Laclede 
overlap 

Ameren Gas-Electric 
overlap 

Ameren Direct 
Install 

Ameren 
Common Area 
Lighting 

Ameren Major 
Measures 

Total 

Ameren 
Residential 
Low-Income 
Program 

Laclede/ 
Ameren 
Community 
Savers 

Total 

107,491 46,172 42,970 

118,857 50,433 49,596 

96,142 43,073 37,260 

91,532 34,767 48,387 

14,983 6,778 6,260 

75,763 30,391 40,221 

74,049 30,214 38,745 

12,134 4,991 5,917 

39,000 Total MO Direct 
Install 

275 Total IL and MO 
Direct Install 

1,400 

39,275 1,400 40,675 

25,800 

3,700 

29,500 

70,175 
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18,349 

18,828 

15,809 

8,378 

1,945 

5,151 

5,090 

1,226 

39,275 

29,500 

68,775 

98% 



Project partners Elevate Energy and the National Housing 
Trust provided estimates of multifamily housing unit counts 
by state, electric utility service territory, building size, and 
subsidy type. The affordable housing market was subdivided 
in two ways: by the number of units in the building (i.e., 
5-49 units and 50 or more units) and its affordability (i.e., 
unsubsidized affordable, subsidized, and public housing 
authority-owned). This allows for six possible combinations. 
Figure 4 below presents the unit counts by state and subsidy 
type. 

All information on subsidy type was pulled from the 
National Housing Preservation Database (NHPD) from the 
Public and Affordable Housing Research Corporation and 
the National Low Income Housing Coalition. This includes 
any property that has received at least one subsidy of any 
sort, including HUD, USDA Rural, Lll-lTC, PHA, and FHA. 
The "unsubsidized affordable" units are any units on low/ 
moderate incmne census tracts, designated by the New 
Market Tax Credits, which do not have subsidies. These 
are calculated based on a combination of ACS 2012 5-year 
esthnate total unit counts and the tract-level unit counts 
from NHPD. In smne areas, the census estimates credited 
fewer units in total on a tract than were represented by NHPD 
subsidized unit records. In these cases, geocoded NHPD 
counts were trusted as reliable and used as total counts, so 
final unit estimates were slightly higher in some areas than 
the census data. 

After unit counts were determined at the census tract 
level, they were aggregated up to electric utility territories 
with 2013 Platts Geospatial Data for any sen1ce territory with 
100,000 or more residential custmners. 

Participants included: 

Tom Applebaum, Energy Equity Funding, LLC, 
President and COO 

James S. Armstrong, Lockheed Martin, 
Senior Manager of Business Development 

Toby Ast, Preservation of Affordable Housing, 
Director of Energy !vlanage1nent 

David Baker, Illinois Department of Commerce and 
Economic Development, Energy Division ~1anagcr 

Kim Ballard, Ameren Illinois, Energy Efficiency Advisor 

Kory Boustead, Missouri Public Services Commission, 
Rate and Tariff Examiner II 

Sonya Brown, National Churches Residences, 
Regional Vice President 

Melissa Davenport, St. Louis Urban League, 
Assistant Program Jvlanager of\rVeatherization 

Byron DeLear, Energy Equity Funding, LLC, CEO/Chairman 

Jeff Dodd, City of St. Louis Design and Construction Manager 

Cara Dolly,' Ameren Missouri, 
Managing Supervisor for Residential Energy Efficiency 

Justin Dorsey, Missouri Housing Develop1nent C01111nission, 
Underwriter 

Shantae Flueten-Hays, St. Louis Department of Health, 
Program Manager 

Julia Friedman, Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance, 
Senior Policy Manager 

Claudia Gabay-Jones, Lockheed Martin, 
Business Development Lead 

Cliff Garrett, Laclede Gas Company, Manager of Sales 

Keith Goerss, * An1eren Illinois, 
Assistant Manager ofEnergy Efficiency 

April Ford Griffin, City of St. Louis Affordable I-lousing 
Commission, Executive Director 

Loretta I-liner, City of St. Louis Affordable Housing 
Cmnmission, Senior Housing Analyst 

Rob Kelter, Environmental Law and Policy Center, 
Senior Attorney 

Robert S. Kenney, Missouri Public Service Commission, 
Chairman 

Sid Koltun, Laclede Gas Company, Marketing Representative 

Don Koster, ,iVashington University in St. Louis, 
Senior Lecturer/Professor 

Andrew Linhares, Renew Missouri, Staff Attorney 

Cheryl Lovell, St. Louis Housing Authority, Executive Director 

PAGE 11 I Scaling up Energy Efficiency in Missouri and Illinois Multifamily Affordable Housing 



Glenda Abney, Director, Earth Ways Center, 
Missouri Botanical Garden 

Peter Ludwig, Elevate Energy, Director of Building Retrofits 

Kristy Manning, Office of the Governor, 
Division ofEnergy, Director of Policy 

Geoff Marke, Missouri Office of Public Counsel, Economist 

Keith Martin,* Ameren Illinois, 
Manager of Customer Service and Energy Efficiency 

Bryan McDaniel, Citizens Utility Board, 
Director of Legislative Affairs 

Anne McKibbin, Elevate Energy, Director of Policy 

Alan Mileti, National Church Residences, 
Utility and Procurement Specialist 

Nicki Pecori, Illinois Housing Development Authority, 
Director of Community Affairs 

Richard Reilly, Energy Programs Manager, 
Missouri Botanical Garden 

Louise Sharrow, Elevate Energy, New Markets Initiative 
Associate 

Connie Taylor, Urban League, Energy Assistance 
and Weatherization Administration, Director 

Goldie Tompkins, Missouri Public Services Commission, 
Legal Advisor and Chief of Staff 

Jim Travis, Laclede Gas Company, 
Energy Efficiency Program Specialist 

James Trout, Community Action Agency of St. Louis County, 
Associate Weatherization Director 

Timothy Via,* Anieren Missouri, 
Multifamily Low Income Program Manager 

Catherine Werner, City of St. Louis Mayor's Office, 
Sustainability Director 

PJ Wilson, Renew Missouri, Director 

Aminah Wright, St. Louis Development Corporation, 
Commercial Development Specialist 

Bryan Zises, Illinois Housing Development Authority, 
Chief of Staff 

Hosts i11c/11rlerl: 

Annika Brink, National Housing Trust, 
Energy Efficiency Advisor 

Ariana Gonzalez, Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Energy Policy Analyst 

Tiffany Ingran1, Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Midwest Advocacy Director 

Todd Nedwick, National Housing Trust, 
Housing and Energy Efficiency Policy Director 

Khalil Shahyd, Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Partnerships Manager 

Rebecca Stanfield, Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Deputy Director for Policy in the Midwest Program 

*Ameren Missouri and Ameren Illinois each participated only as an observer and the cmnpany cannot endorse these 
recom1nendations at this time. 

Endnotes 
1 Clean Energy Trust, "Clean Jobs Illinois: An In-Depth Look at Clean Energy Employment in Illinois," 2014, info.cleanenergytrust.org/clean-jobs­
illinois-full-length-report. Environmental Entrepreneurs, "Clean Jobs Missouri," February 2015. 

2 ACEEE, "Engaging as Partners in Energy Efficiency: Multifamily Housing and Utilities," January 26, 2012. ACE EE, "Apartment Hunters: Programs 
Searching for Energy Savings in Multifamily Housing," December 2, 2013. 

3 Malgrem, Ingrid and Skumatz, Lisa, "Lessons from the Field: Practical Applications for Incorporating Non-Energy Benefits into Cost-Effectiveness 
Screening," ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, 2014. 
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Appendix 2: Detailed Affordable Multifamily Unit Counts for Laclede and MGE Territories 

NOTE: The 3+ number is the 5+ number to the left. plus units in buildings of 3-4 units. Do not add the 3+ and the 5+ numbers. as the 5+ 
numbers are already included in the 3+ numbers. 

Utili 

Laclede I 903,304 158.183 82,420 75,763 30,391 40,221 5, 151 212,618 109,104 103,514 58,253 I 40,398 I 5.1 5) 

MGE I 784,434 122,441 41,087 81,354 38,101 38,678 4,575 152,384 56,840 95,544 52,375 I 38.802 I 4.575 
Spire = 
Laclede 1 1,687.738 I 280,624 I 123,507 I 
+MGE 

151.111 I 68,492 I 18.899 I 9.126 I 365,002 I 165.944 1 199_os8 1 110,628 1 79,200 I 9,726 

Sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2008-2012), National Housing Preservation Database (NHPD) from the Public and Affordable Housing 
Research Corporation and the National Low Income Housing Coalition, New Market Tax Credits Census tract data, 2014 Platts Geospatial Data. Analysis by Elevate Energy and 
the National Housing Trust. 
All subsidized infonnation was pulled from the National Housing Preservation Database (NHPD): www.prcservationdatahasc.com. This includes any property that has received 
at least one subsidy, including HUD, USDA Rural, LIHTC, PHA, and FHA. The ' 'unsubsidized affordable'' units are any units in low/moderate income census tracts, designated 
by the New Market Tax Credits, which do not have subsidies. These are calculated based on a combination of ACS 2012 5-year estimate total unit counts and the tract-level unit 
counts from NHPD. In some areas, the census estimates credited fewer units in total on a tract than were represented by NHPD subsidized unit records. In these cases. geocoded 
NHPD counts were trusted as reliable and used as total counts, so final unit estimates were slightly higher in some areas than census data. After unit counts were determined at 
the census tract level. they were aggregated up to utility territories with 2014 Platts Geospatial Data. 




