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Letter from the Chair 
Dear Supervisors, 

The Energy Efficiency Coordinating Committee (EECC), comprised of members of the San Francisco community, representing affordable 
housing, small business, environmental justice and energy efficiency organizations is pleased to present our report to the BOS. We have 
identified the priorities, best practices and gaps in getting funding and services more effectively to the most disadvantaged consumers in 
San Francisco.  

Sponsored by former Supervisor Eric Mar, the Committee started our work in 2017. In the context of climate change and its increasingly 
negative impacts on disadvantaged communities, it is clear that the first and biggest priority is achieving energy efficiency in the building 
sector. Only after investing in and maximizing building energy efficiency, can we realize our ambitious goals around carbon reduction 
by distributed energy resources, electrification and other decarbonization measures.  

For energy efficiency programs and dollars to be more effective, we believe that a one-stop interface for customers to avail of all the 
incentive and rebates is critical. In the absence of a coordinating entity, we find that rebate programs can be one-off, piecemeal efforts 
rather than whole-building deep retrofits.  

As CleanPowerSF rolls out service to all San Franciscans, it is also incumbent upon our municipal utility providing clean power to us to 
invest in energy efficiency programs. The Committee highly recommends securing CPUC approval to establish customer-facing energy 
efficiency programs. Further, the program design should consider existing programs such as the SF Department of Environment’s BayREN 
and EnergyWatch programs that have engaged in community outreach for small business and multifamily affordable housing for years.  

We hope that the Board considers our recommendations as we plan for a carbon neutral future. 

Sincerely, 

Avni Jamdar 
Director, Emerald Cities San Francisco Bay Area 
Chair, San Francisco Energy Efficiency Coordinating Committee 

3 



4 

Acronyms 

BayREN Bay Area Regional Energy Network 

CCA Community Choice Aggregation 

CEC California Energy Commission 

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission 

DER Distributed Energy Resources 

EE Energy Efficiency 

EOC Economic Opportunity Council 

ESAP Energy Savings and Assistance Program 

OEWD San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development 

PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

SB 350 California State Senate Bill 350 

SER Strategic Energy Resources 

SF Environment San Francisco Department of the Environment 

SFEW San Francisco Energy Watch 

SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

SFUSD San Francisco Unified School District 
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Mission 

The San Francisco Energy Efficiency 
Coordinating Committee was created by the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors to provide the 
Board with guidance on the planning and 
decision making around energy efficiency 
projects in San Francisco, and the spending of 
an allocation of new monies for such purposes. 

The Board of Supervisors requested the 
Committee:  

 Hold hearings and submit recommendations
to the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, and
other City officers and departments on the
equitable spending and allocation of energy
efficiency funds.

 Compile a list of energy efficiency programs
operated by the City.

 Identify policy and programmatic gaps in San
Francisco’s energy efficiency programs and
make recommendations to address them.
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Executive Summary
The Energy Efficiency Coordinating Committee (“the 
Committee”) submits our findings from our year-long 
appointment to advise the Board of Supervisors. 

The Committee strongly recommends that the City of San 
Francisco prioritize funding and programs for energy efficiency 
(EE) combined with other Distributed Energy Resources (DER). 
DERs, which are defined as distribution-connected distributed 
generation resources, energy efficiency, energy storage, electric 
vehicles, and demand response technologies, are supported by 
a wide-ranging suite of California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) policies.1 California State Senate Bill 3502 sets 
ambitious 2030 targets for EE and renewable electricity, among 
other actions aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions. This 
report lays out recommendations and strategies for San 
Francisco to meet the mandates of SB350 and to be a leader in 
EE policy, programs, and outcomes.  

Between February 2016 and February 2017, the Committee 
invited all the current providers of EE services in San Francisco to 
share their programmatic details, successes and constraints. 
After mapping the programs serving the various building sectors, 
including large commercial, market rate and affordable multi-
family housing, single-family housing, and municipal/institutional 
buildings, the Committee sought to focus on programs that serve 

1http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUC_Public_Website/Content/Ab
out_Us/Organization/Commissioners/Michael_J._Picker/2016%20DER%20A
ction%20Plan%20FINAL.pdf 

and impact low-income communities in San Francisco (e.g., 
affordable multi-family housing and small commercial sectors). 
Low-income residents spend a disproportionate percentage of 
their incomes on utility bills, and often are tenants with fewer 
options to improve their rental units for optimizing energy use 
and indoor air quality. Small business owners, including corner-
stores, small grocery stores, and other service-oriented 
businesses face similar challenges of growing energy costs.  

We heard from program implementers and industry experts who 
presented to the Committee. They shared concerns about 
programmatic constraints, knowledge of funding pathways, 
incentive and rebate dissemination best practices, and 
challenges in reaching smaller, hard-to-reach utility customers. 
The Committee focused on both demand-side programs that 
provide EE services, as well as some supply-side programs that 
prepare the workforce for these types of jobs.  

We invited and heard from utility-funded and third party 
implemented programs including the San Francisco Department 
of the Environment’s (SF Environment) SF Energy Watch 
program, a partnership with Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E). The Committee also learned from the Association of Bay 
Area Government’s BayREN Multi Family program, which is also 
implemented by SF Environment. The Committee also invited 

2 Senate Bill 350: Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act established 
California’s 2030 greenhouse gas reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 
levels. 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUC_Public_Website/Content/About_Us/Organization/Commissioners/Michael_J._Picker/2016%20DER%20Action%20Plan%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUC_Public_Website/Content/About_Us/Organization/Commissioners/Michael_J._Picker/2016%20DER%20Action%20Plan%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUC_Public_Website/Content/About_Us/Organization/Commissioners/Michael_J._Picker/2016%20DER%20Action%20Plan%20FINAL.pdf
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affordable-multifamily property owners and advocates to speak 
with us, including Chinatown Community Development Center 
and the California Housing Partnership, to offer their perspective 
on multifamily EE programs.   

Staff from PG&E shared the details of their Energy Savings 
Assistance Program (ESAP), and the San Francisco Public Utility 
Commission’s (SFPUC) provided an overview of municipal EE 
upgrade programs they offer Hetch Hetchy Enterprise 
customers, including the San Francisco Unified School District 
(SFUSD). The Economic Opportunity Council (EOC), which offers 
low-income residential EE programs through state funding, was 
also invited to present to the Committee but did not respond to 
our outreach.  On the supply side, the Committee heard from 
workforce programs run by the SFPUC, including their 
Contractors Assistance Center, and the San Francisco Office of 
Economic and Workforce Development’s (OEWD) CityBuild 
Academy.  

In anticipating new funding pathways for EE programs, staff 
from SFPUC’s CleanPowerSF program spoke with the Committee 
about their plan for EE program development working in 
collaboration with SF Environment. We also heard from another 
local Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) program 
administrator, Marin Clean Energy, who shared their challenges 
as a new CCA with limited EE program development and 
implementation experience, and best practices to date. The 
Committee also reviewed the parameters emerging on 
California’s Cap and Trade program funding, and its impacts on 
San Francisco’s low-income neighborhoods.  

While not exhaustive, this process provided the Committee with 
valuable insights into the policy and program gaps/challenges, 

including ease of customer access, to inform this report. We 
recommend further surveying of small business owners, tenants 
and landlords of multifamily housing to gain deeper insight from 
the customer perspective.  

San Francisco is ahead of the curve in EE policy and has 
historically had access to adequate funding via the State with 
clear established goals for energy savings. However, like many 
municipalities, San Francisco faces near term opportunities and 
challenges due to an ever-changing regulatory environment that 
will reform the services, and incentives, discrete program 
providers offer the community. Achieving the goals set forth in 
SB350 will require deep, comprehensive whole building retrofits 
supported by a significant uptick in financing options that go 
beyond rebates/incentives, while providing more flexibility in 
combining rebates/incentives between different programs and 
better access to data to inform targeted outreach and decision 
making.  

In 2016, budgets of EE programs offered in San Francisco, each 
with unique funding pathways, totaled approximately $12M. 
Appendix A includes a detailed matrix of this funding which 
helped serve all sectors of the built environment. The Committee 
seeks to both expand this number, and to increase the impact of 
these programs in low-income neighborhoods. We submit our 
findings, and related recommendations in this report. 

Avni Jamdar 
Chair, Energy Efficiency Coordination Committee 
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Recommendations 
Performance 
Area 

Recommendation Implementation Strategy 

Expand 
Programs for 
Low Income 
Residents 

1.1 CPUC allows local governments to lower the threshold for the 
Energy Savings and Assistance Program (ESAP). 

1.1a Board of Supervisors directs the City Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC on behalf 
of the City and County of San Francisco. 

1.2 Establish a city-wide, comprehensive approach to DER programs 
(including EE) for low income residents, which has the potential to 
create better service, proper oversight and equitable distribution of 
future dollars from potential funding sources including but not limited 
to grants and cap-and-trade. 

1.2a Ensure that SF Environment and SFPUC, through CleanPowerSF, work together to 
prioritize this process in the 2019-2020 timeframe. 
1.2b Enable SF Environment to perform a feasibility study, supported by funding, on how 
to coordinate the programs serving low-income communities. 

1.3 Support altering program cost-effectiveness evaluations at the 
CPUC to include non-energy savings benefits. 

1.3a Board of Supervisors directs the City Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC on behalf 
of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Bolster 
Workforce 
Development 
Opportunities 

2.1 Support contractor training for small and minority contractors to 
increase their capacity and access to financing in bidding on green 
and public-sector projects. 

2.1a SFPUC establish and fund contractor outreach and capacity training as needed at 
the Contractor Assistance Center. 
2.1b SF Environment to perform a feasibility study on the development of additional 
training modules for DERs including EE, renewables, electric vehicles and energy storage. 

2.2 Training programs in San Francisco related to construction 
should include an upskill training component that creates a baseline 
of DER (including EE) knowledge. 

2.2a Board of Supervisors requests a hearing asking the OEWD, with support from SF 
Environment, how they would incorporate DERs (including EE) in overall workforce 
training programming. 

2.3 Improve coordination among the various local organizations 
providing workforce development trainings and comprehensive DER 
programs. 

2.3a SF Environment should continue to follow future amendments to Assembly Bill 1088 
to ensure program(s) are available that provide financial aid to eligible applicants for 
remedying existing construction and safety defects. 

Increase 
Financing for 
Small 
Businesses 
Upgrades 

3.1 Expand the SF Environment microloan pilot program and / or 
establish an on-bill repayment for small businesses for projects below 
$5,000. 

3.1a Perform a feasibility study to extend the SF Environment microloan pilot project, and 
potentially create an on-bill repayment system, to future CleanPowerSF program 
development.* 

3.2 Support SF Environment’s efforts to implement the multifamily 
BayREN model (e.g., whole building approach) for commercial 
properties via the BayREN Business Plan currently awaiting CPUC 
approval. 

3.2a Board of Supervisors directs the City Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC on behalf 
of the City and County of San Francisco* 

3.3 Support pay for performance program development through 
programs offered by SF Environment and the SFPUC.  

3.3a Perform a feasibility study to analyze if CleanPowerSF should support pay for 
performance model under future EE program development.* 

3.4 Consider development of a model in which businesses of similar 
type can be aggregated in terms of energy upgrade measures to 
reduce cost and complexity. 

3.4a Evaluate SF Energy Watch’s comprehensive refrigeration maintenance pilot project, 
as a successful model for replication. 
3.4b Support SF Environment’s evaluation of opportunities to potentially aggregate similar 
EE customers.  



9 

*These recommendations have been implemented since the recommendations were finalized by the Committee.

Performance 
Area 

Recommendation Implementation Strategy 

Prioritize 
Multifamily 
Housing 

4.1 San Francisco offers a customer-friendly, comprehensive 
program for DERs (including EE) and water efficiency upgrade 
solutions. 

4.1a SF Environment and SFPUC collaborate to offer DERs and water efficiency 
upgrade program services, including on-bill repayment options to multi-family 
affordable properties. 

4.2 Increase outreach to City agencies, apartment owners, 
managers and associations, and vendors, about SF 
Environment’s “one-stop shop” for all local and state DERs 
(including EE) programs and available financing options in San 
Francisco. 

4.2a Request City agencies and other public points of contact to link to a page on the 
SF Environment website that explains the one-stop shop and its offerings; partner with 
other community organizations, especially those that help vulnerable residents, to 
conduct outreach and education. 
4.2b Board of Supervisors ensures that SF Environment has sufficient funding to expand 
outreach and technical support to customers. 

Streamline the 
Process for 
Energy Upgrades 

5.1 Establish a DER (including EE) ombudsman program. 5.1a San Francisco Board of Supervisors allocates General Fund resources to finance a 
DERs (including EE) ombudsman program at SF Environment. 

5.2 Public interfacing City agencies promote DERs (including EE) 
to their clients as part of their department’s Climate Action Plan, 
referring clients to programs like SF Energy Watch and BayREN. 

5.2a San Francisco Board of Supervisors introduces an ordinance requiring this. 

5.3 Increase the flexibility of historic preservation requirements 
so that windows, doors, exterior and interior walls and other 
building elements can be made from more efficient and less 
expensive materials if the finished look maintains the historic 
visual integrity of a building. 

5.3a SF Environment collaborate with the Historic Architectural Review Board to review 
the historic preservation rules to include energy efficient materials. 

5.4 Create shared learning for energy efficiency and workforce 
development (e.g. Richmond Build workforce development 
program, on-bill financing) with other Bay Area CCA programs. 

5.4a Ensure funding is available for SF Environment and SFPUC staff to conduct 
outreach to Bay Area CCAs to collaborate on program development. 

5.5 SF Environment continues to follow CPUC efforts on DERs 
through participation in various regulatory proceedings to ensure 
a comprehensive approach to energy solutions is achieved to 
help cities reach their climate actions goals. 

5.5a As needed, the Board of Supervisors directs the City Attorney to draft a letter to 
the CPUC on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Remove Barriers 
to Data Collection 

6.1 Establish benchmarking for multifamily buildings. 6.1a SF Environment work with stakeholders to develop the policy.* 
6.1b San Francisco Board of Supervisors introduces an ordinance to establish 
benchmarking for multifamily buildings.* 

6.2 State of California change its data consent law to allow 
more access for local governments to identify potential program 
customers, track participation, and track energy use. 

6.2a Board of Supervisors directs the City Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC and 
California Energy Commission (CEC) on behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco.* 

6.3 Survey individuals served by EE programs to learn of their 
challenges. 

6.3a Ensure funding is available for SF Environment to develop and administer a 
survey. 
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1. Expand Programs for Low-Income Residents

Recommendation 1.1 
CPUC allow local governments to lower the 
threshold for the Energy Savings and 
Assistance Program (ESAP). 

ESAP is run by PG&E and provides 
weatherization and energy efficiency 
improvements to low-income homeowners 
and renters. Eligibility requirements for the 
ESAP ($9,000 maximum income per 
household) are the same statewide using 
federal poverty thresholds. This means that 
many low-income San Francisco residents 
who suffer from the high cost of living may 
not be eligible for this low threshold. 

Implementation 1.1a 
Board of Supervisors directs the City 
Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC on 
behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco. 

Recommendation 1.2 
Establish a city-wide, comprehensive 
approach to DER (including EE) programs for 

low-income residents which has the potential 
to create better service, proper oversight and 
equitable distribution of future dollars from 
potential funding sources including but not 
limited to grants and cap-and-trade funding. 

DER (including EE) programs in San 
Francisco for low-income residents are 
segmented among various third-parties 
including PG&E and the San Francisco 
Economic Opportunity Council.   

Implementation 1.2a 
Ensure that SF Environment and SFPUC, 
through CleanPowerSF, work together to 
prioritize this process in the 2017-2019 
timeframe. 

Implementation 1.2b 
Enable SF Environment to perform a 
feasibility study, supported by funding, on 
how to coordinate the programs serving low-
income communities. 

Recommendation 1.3 
Support altering program cost-effectiveness 
evaluations at the CPUC to include non-
energy benefits. 

Implementation 1.3a 
Board of Supervisors directs the City 
Attorney to Draft a letter to the CPUC on 
behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco. 

Issue Spotlight: Climate 
Change and the Bayview 
Hunters Point Neighborhood 
By: James Bryant, Committee Member 

One of the major goals of making San 
Francisco more energy efficient is to reduce 
and mitigate the impacts of climate change. 
As we have seen in San Francisco and 
throughout the world, the effects of climate 
change disproportionately impact vulnerable 
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populations and low-income communities. 
Around the world, climate change is pushing 
millions of families into poverty.3  

With the changing climate, we see an 
increase in the risks of flooding, and several 
local neighborhoods in San Francisco are 
vulnerable to extreme heat waves including 
the Bayview-Hunters Point community.4 

Bayview Hunters Point is also recognized as 
a disadvantaged community burdened by 
environmental degradation and multiple 
sources of pollution including industrial 
facilities, toxic sites and freeways. 
Historically, the southeast area of the City 
had two major power plants operating – one 
in the Potrero Hill neighborhood and the 
former PG&E Hunters Point Power Plant. No 
longer in operation, the Mirant Potrero 
Power Plant closed and the PG&E Hunters 
Point Power Plant was decommissioned and 
demolished. When PG&E’s Hunters Point 
Power Plant operated, it produced over 
1,600 tons of pollutant emissions per year.5 

3 World Bank Group report, “Shock Waves – 
Managing the Impacts of Climate Change on Poverty” 
(2015)  
4 SF Department of Public Health (DPH), Climate and 
Health, Understanding the Risk:  An Assessment of San 
Francisco’s Vulnerability to Flooding and Extreme 
Storms (http://www.sfphes.org/elements/climate). 
See also, DPH Heat Vulnerability maps at 
http://sfgov.maps.arcgis.com/apps/StorytellingTextLe

Challenges 

The Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood has 
4% of the City’s population and is a diverse, 
multicultural community experiencing 
significant redevelopment and demographic 
changes. There are approximately 35,000 
residents who live in Bayview, including 
35.1% African-American, 28.9% Asian, 
24.8% Hispanic or Latino and 19.5% 
White.6  With 10,500 housing units, an 
estimated half of the Bayview residents live 
in owner-occupied homes and half of the 
residents are renters. Over 40% of Bayview 
residents are considered poor, living below 
the federal poverty level (income of $22,300 
or less for a family of four) and 12% of 
Bayview’s population are extremely poor, 
and receive public assistance income.   

According to a State Low-Income Barriers 
Study recently completed by the CEC 
pursuant to SB 350,7 low-income 
disadvantaged communities, such as 
Bayview-Hunters Point, face multiple barriers 

gend/index.html?appid=87e184e8ee7e47e6a21379
c85b149aed 

5

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/dives
t-pge-two/eirtc/tables/4-3-1.pdf.

6 US Census, ACS Demographic and Housing 
Estimates, 2009-2013. 

and challenges to realizing the benefits of 
energy efficiency and renewable energy.  

Some structural barriers for low-income 
families to energy efficiency include: 

• Low home ownership rates
• Complex needs, ownership, and

financial arrangements for low-income
multifamily housing

• Insufficient access to capital
• Building age
• Remote or underserved communities

The SB 350 report on low-Income barriers 
also identified several policy and program 
barriers which limit access to clean energy 
for low-income customers. Policy and 
program barriers to energy efficiency 
include:   

• Market delivery challenges

Effective market delivery can be hampered 
by differing definitions of low-income or 
disadvantaged communities, insufficient or 
poorly calibrated outreach and delivery, 
high transaction costs imposed on low-

7 California Energy Commission, Docket Number 16-
OIR-02, Low-Income Barriers Study, Part A:  
Overcoming Barriers to Energy Efficiency and 
Renewables for Low-Income Customers and Small 
Business Contracting Opportunities in Disadvantaged 
Communities (December 2016) 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/22787/9781464806735.pdf
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/22787/9781464806735.pdf
http://www.sfphes.org/elements/climate)
http://sfgov.maps.arcgis.com/apps/StorytellingTextLegend/index.html?appid=87e184e8ee7e47e6a21379c85b149aed
http://sfgov.maps.arcgis.com/apps/StorytellingTextLegend/index.html?appid=87e184e8ee7e47e6a21379c85b149aed
http://sfgov.maps.arcgis.com/apps/StorytellingTextLegend/index.html?appid=87e184e8ee7e47e6a21379c85b149aed
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/16-OIR-02/TN214830_20161215T184655_SB_350_LowIncome_Barriers_Study_Part_A__Commission_Final_Report.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/16-OIR-02/TN214830_20161215T184655_SB_350_LowIncome_Barriers_Study_Part_A__Commission_Final_Report.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/divest-pge-two/eirtc/tables/4-3-1.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/divest-pge-two/eirtc/tables/4-3-1.pdf
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Bayview Hunters Point Neighborhood Vulnerability to Extreme Weather and Flooding 

income residents with limited time and 
resources, and slow rebate disbursals. For 
multifamily building owners, a lack of 
information about whole-building energy 
usage, energy upgrade potential, and a lack 
of program coordination across multiple 
services can contribute to limited 
participation. 

• Programs are fragmented and not well
integrated.

Barriers to program integration, 
collaboration, and leveraging limit 
opportunities to streamline services and lock 
complementary funding sources into silos. 
Rate-setting and regulatory challenges can 
create uncertainty and new possibilities. 
Insecure, inadequate, or inequitable 
program funding can limit the transformative 
effect of low-income programs. 

• Data limitations.

Data limitations impede innovative and 
adaptive approaches to reaching low-income 
residents and stymie collaborative efforts. 

• Unrecognized non-energy benefits.

Non-energy benefits are often not considered 
in cost-effectiveness tests, which devalues 
some of the most important factors that 
motivate investment in clean energy 
upgrades, such as family health and safety, 
comfort, tenant retention, improved indoor 

air quality, energy savings reinvested into 
community, reduction in energy use which, in 
turn, reduces the impacts of climate change, 
etc. 
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Performance 
Area 

Recommendation Implementation Strategy 

Prioritize 
Multifamily 
Housing 

4.1 San Francisco offers a customer-friendly, comprehensive 
program for distributed energy resources and water efficiency 
upgrade solutions. 

4.1a SFPUC offers on-bill repayment for DER solutions and water efficiency 
upgrades to multi-family affordable properties. 

4.2 Increase outreach to City agencies, apartment owners, 
managers and associations and vendors about SF Environment’s 
“one-stop shop” for all local and state distributed energy 
resources and energy efficiency programs and financing 
available in San Francisco. 

4.2a Request City agencies and other public points of contact link to a 
page on the SF Environment website that explains the one-stop shop and 
its offerings. 

4.2b Board of Supervisors ensure that SF Environment has sufficient 
funding to expand outreach and technical support to customers. 

Streamline the 
Process for 
Energy Upgrades 

5.1 Establish a distributed energy resources and energy 
efficiency ombudsman program. 

5.1a San Francisco Board of Supervisors allocates General Fund 
resources to finance a DER and EE ombudsman program at SF 
Environment. 

5.2 Public interfacing City agencies promote distributed energy 
resources and energy efficiency to their clients as part of their 
department’s Climate Action Plan, referring clients to programs 
like SF Energy Watch and BayREN. 

5.2a San Francisco Board of Supervisors introduce an ordinance requiring 
this. 

5.3 Increase the flexibility of historic preservation requirements 
so that windows, doors, exterior and interior walls and other 
building elements can be made from more efficient and less 
expensive materials if the finished look maintains the historic 
visual integrity of a building. 

5.3a Amend the historic preservation rules to include energy efficient 
materials. 

5.4 Create shared learning for energy efficiency and workforce 
development (e.g. Richmond Build workforce development 
program, on-bill financing) with other Bay Area CCA programs. 

5.4a Ensure funding is available for SFPUC and SF Environment staff to 
conduct outreach to other Bay Area CCAs to collaborate on program 
development. 

5.5 Support the CPUC efforts on DER through various 
proceedings to ensure a comprehensive approach to energy 
solutions to help cities reach their climate action goals. 

5.5a Board of Supervisors direct the City Attorney to draft a letter to the 
CPUC on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Remove Barriers 
to Data Collection 

6.1 Establish benchmarking for multifamily buildings. 6.1a SF Environment work with stakeholders to develop the policy. 

6.1b San Francisco Board of Supervisors introduce an ordinance to 
establish benchmarking for multifamily buildings. 

6.2 State of California change its data consent law to allow 
more access for local governments to identify potential program 
customers, track participation, and track energy use. 

6.2a Board of Supervisors direct the City Attorney to draft a letter to the 
CPUC and California Energy Commission (CEC) on behalf of the City and 
County of San Francisco. 

6.3 Survey individuals served by energy efficiency programs to 
learn of their challenges. 

6.3a Ensure funding is available for SF Environment to develop and 
administer a survey. 
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2. Bolster Workforce Development Opportunities

Recommendation 2.1 
Support contractor training for small and 
minority contractors to increase their 
capacity and access to financing in bidding 
on green and public-sector projects. 

To promote diversity among small local 
contractors, the City should engage with the 
contractor community which faces barriers in 
accessing emerging green sector work. This 
is due to small business owners’ capacity 
barriers, lack of resources, bonding, and 
lack of access to finance.  

Creating training curriculum and connection 
to employers and projects is crucial to 
supporting low income communities of color. 
Contractors that do business with the City 
must have a working knowledge of 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) as well as state and local 
Green Building Codes.  

Implementation 2.1a 
SFPUC establish and fund contractor 
outreach and capacity training as needed at 
the Contractor Assistance Center. 

Implementation 2.1b 
SF Environment to perform a feasibility study 
on the development of additional training 
modules for DERS including EE, renewables, 
electric vehicles and energy storage. 

Recommendation 2.2 
Training programs in San Francisco related 
to construction should include an upskill 
training component that creates a baseline of 
DERs (including EE) knowledge. 

Sometimes, the most necessary upgrade isn’t 
the light-bulbs or furnace, but  the building 
itself. Before EE-upgrades are complete, the 
City must address existing structural 
deficiencies. Existing DER (including EE) 
programs should have budget appropriated 
to help struggling property owners address 
health and safety issues, followed by energy. 

While addressing safety and structural 
deficiencies, many trades (carpentry, 
plumbing, electrical, abatement, etc.) could 
be involved. At the same time, these 
properties provide opportune, real-life 
training for apprentices and students.  
Thus, including basic DER curriculum in 
training programs will allow workers to be 
competitive in the green economy. 

Implementation 2.2a 
Board of Supervisors requests a hearing 
asking the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development, in collaboration 
with SF Environment, how they would 
incorporate DERs (including EE) in broader 
workforce training programming. 

Recommendation 2.3 
Improve coordination among various local 
organizations providing workforce 
development training and comprehensive 
DER (including EE) programs.   

Align the goals of apprentices from labor 
unions and curriculum of students from 
existing, local workforce development 
programs, such as Asian Neighborhood 
Designs (AND), Rising Sun, and City College 
of San Francisco Construction Technology 
Program, to those of comprehensive DER 
(including EE) programs.  

Implementation 2.3a 

SF Environment should continue to follow 
state legislation focused on achieving the 
goals of SB350 including but not limited to 
future amendments to Assembly Bill 1088. 
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3. Increase Financing for Small Business Upgrades

Recommendation 3.1 
Expand the SF Environment microloan pilot 
program and / or establish an on-bill 
repayment for small businesses for projects 
below $5,000. 

Small business owners pursuing EE upgrades 
are responsible for paying whatever is not 
covered by rebates, which is 
approximately22% of the project cost. 
Currently on-bill repayment options via PG&E 
have a $5,000 loan amount minimum. This 
in turn precludes small businesses from 
completing projects as many do not have the 
cash to pay the co-pay up front. To address 
this gap, SF Environment developed a 
microloan pilot project to help small 
businesses move forward with their EE 
upgrades 
Currently an existing partnership between SF 
Environment and Mission Asset Fund 
provides the microloan. Further partnerships 
should be explored with platforms for 
businesses that cannot access federally 
sponsored programs, which include 
additional lending circles and online lenders 
like Funding Circle. The Celtic Bank, another 
SF Environment partner, has made their small 
and medium size business product line 
available on an online credit marketplace, 

which also bypasses extensive loan 
applications and pre-qualification timelines. 

Small businesses should not be limited to 
PG&E sponsored on-bill financing, main 
street banks and microloan programs 
through existing City partnerships since these 
programs will not cover the amount (typically 
$100,000 +) for a small retail like a corner 
market to get up to code. It is recommended 
that SF Environment work with the OEWD to 
explore increasing exposure of other City 
partnerships connected to Small Business 
Administration (SBA) funding. For example, 
the Revolving Loan Fund through Main Street 
Launch, could provide capital to finance 
equipment replacements in their entirety.  

Implementation 3.1a 
Perform a feasibility study to extend the SF 
Environment microloan pilot project, and 
potentially create an on-bill repayment 
system, to future CleanPowerSF program 
development. 

Recommendation 3.2 
Support SF Environment’s efforts to 
implement the multifamily BayREN model 
(e.g., whole building approach) for 
commercial properties via the BayREN 
Business Plan currently awaiting CPUC 
approval. 

Under the BayREN model, there is more 
flexibility for SF Environment to provide 
energy efficiency upgrades versus the Energy 
Watch program, which has more stringent 
restrictions that prevent consideration of 
comprehensive upgrades for the customer.   

Implementation 3.2a 
Board of Supervisors directs the City 
Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC on 
behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco. 

Recommendation 3.3 
Support pay-for-performance program 
development at SF Environment and the 
SFPUC.  

The rebate amount available to the 
commercial sector for EE upgrades only 
applies to changes made that surpass current 
building energy code requirements. This 
means that businesses who find themselves 
far behind code are not eligible to receive 
incentives for the energy savings that could 
help them reach compliance with the current 
code. Therefore, the incentives available are 
relatively small compared to the total cost of 
EE upgrades. 

There is also currently a movement away 
from paying incentives for each EE measure, 
such as a lighting retrofit, to creating EE 
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incentives based on actual energy savings, 
which may solve for the previously noted 
barriers.  It is recommended that PG&E allow 
SF Energy Watch clients to receive actual, 
not claimable, savings through a pay-for-
performance model. Meaning, the City must 
advocate for market mechanism that enable 
incentives based on actual performance of a 
building after EE upgrades, rather than the 
legacy widget implemented based  incentive 
structure. In its Business Plan submittal to the 
CPUC, the BayREN program proposed to 
add commercial customers to its portfolio of 
services, compliminted by a pay-for-
performance incentive structure. As the 
implementer of the SF BayREN program, SF 
Environment wrote this section of the 
Business Plan and is closely following CPUC 
review (and pending decision). It is 
recommended that the Board of Supervisors 
advocate for approval of the BayREN 
Business Plan to the CPUC in Q1 2018 
should a public comment opportunity 
become available..    

Implementation 3.3a 
Perform a feasibility study to analyze if 
CleanPowerSF should support a pay-for-
performance model under future EE program 
development. 

Recommendation 3.4 
Consider development of a model in which 
independent businesses of similar type can 
be aggregated in terms of EE upgrade 
measure to reduce the cost and complexity. 

Implementation 3.4a 
Evaluate SF Energy Watch’s comprehensive 
refrigeration maintenance pilot project as a 
successful model for replication. 

Implementation 3.4b 
Support SF Environment’s evaluation of 
opportunities to potentially aggregate similar 
EE customers.  

Issue Spotlight: Successful 
Small Business Pilot Programs 
By: Miriam Zouzounis, Committee Member 

As we have learned, a comprehensive 
approach to EE is necessary to achieve the 
City and state’s climate action goals. One-
time incentives for equipment upgrades must 
be paired with technical support, education, 
and training that ensures long-term energy 
savings. 

In 2015, SF Environment’s Energy Watch 
program conducted a street-level campaign 
targeting small businesses in the food and 
beverage sector. The intent of this campaign 
was to help businesses take advantage of EE 
upgrade incentives. During the campaign, 
staff noted that the refrigeration equipment at 
numerous businesses throughout the city was 
in poor operating condition. In some stores, 
equipment was in such disrepair that 
contractors were not willing to install rebated 
component parts.  

Regular maintenance of refrigeration 
equipment is essential for reliability over its 
lifetime and cost savings through reduced 
energy use. It is also critical to ensuring the 
community has access to safe food products. 
SF Environment found that improper  
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maintenance was attributed to business 
owners’ limited time, misperception of cost, 
and lack of awareness and technical 
expertise to conduct regular equipment 
maintenance.  

Based on lessons learned in 2015, SF 
Environment developed a project using 
Strategic Energy Resources funding through 
the SF Energy Watch program. The 
Comprehensive Refrigeration Maintenance 
for Small and Medium Businesses pilot 
project targeted the food and beverage 
sector, aiming to not only upgrade 
equipment but also provide essential 
education and training to business owners 
on the importance of maintaining 
refrigeration equipment.  

The pilot reached 40 corner stores, offering 
basic best practices training to these small 
business owners to prolong equipment life 
and ensure reliability. The training included 
the following: 

• Schedule a walk through with business
owners to identify and understand the
functionality of components of their
refrigeration systems

• Discuss ongoing maintenance needs of
refrigeration equipment to ensure optimal
operation and avoid unnecessary energy use
to keep products cold,

• Demonstrate safe, accessible best practices
to enable regular cleaning techniques that
can prevent both costly equipment failures,
and mold, rust, and other safety hazards that
neglected systems may produce that are near
food products,

• Equipping business owners with support
materials that support regular equipment
maintenance to prevent unnecessary
financial costs (i.e., list of cleaning supplies,
thermometers, maintenance checklist, and
temperature logs).

The pilot also measured actual energy 
savings through continuous monitoring and 
real-time data collection of several 
interventions developed by SF Environment. 
Overall, the pilot found energy usage was 
reduced up to36% based on the 
combination of interventions that were 
applied at an individual business. The intent 
of collecting this data was to try to 
standardize the savings associated from 
proper maintenance, which could influence 
future policy measures and rebate programs. 

However, due to varying conditions of 
existing refrigeration equipment and 
maintenance practices in small grocery 
stores, SF Environment found is wasn’t 
feasible to standardize energy savings 
broadly for this sector to influence changes 
in existing rebate programs.   

In addition to refrigeration equipment 
services, SF Energy Watch provided no cost 
EE assessments for other upgrade measures 
like lighting and paired those with available 

rebates. SF Energy Watch also connected 
business owners to its microloan program. 
Administered in partnership with local 
nonprofit Mission Asset Fund (MAF), SF 
Environment’s microloan program makes 0% 
loans (up to $2,500) available to fund these 
hard-to-reach businesses’ co-pays for rebate-
eligible energy efficiency projects. 

The funding used to implement this pilot was 
made available through SF Environment’s 
Energy Watch program with PG&E. PG&E 
had to review and approve a proposal 
request from SF Environment for the pilot. 
The 2016 pilot’s scope was expanded in 
2017 and implementation will extend 
through 2019.  
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4. Prioritize Multifamily Housing

Recommendation 4.1 
San Francisco to offer a customer-friendly, 
comprehensive program for DER solutions 
and water efficiency upgrades. 

A comprehensive DER program does not 
currently exist for the multifamily sector, as 
programs for electric vehicles and energy 
storage are new, as is CleanPowerSF. There 
is tremendous potential to serve hard to 
reach populations by designing innovative 
programs that make it easier for customers to 
undertake EE upgrades, in addition to other 
DER solutions. For non-profit managed 
affordable multi-family housing, this is 
especially useful outside of the 10-15-year 
financing lifecycle of the buildings. SF 
Environment currently operates multiple 
private sector EE programs providing 
services to thousands of businesses, property 
managers, building owners, and tenants in 
multiple languages throughout San Francisco 
and has done so since 2001 (through 
various funding pathways including PG&E, 
ABAG (BayREN) and grants from the CEC 
and U.S. Department of Energy).  SF 
Environment has the knowledge, 
infrastructure, and track record to develop  

and implement new DER (including EE) 
programs under CleanPowerSF.  The 
Committee therefore recommends that SF 
Environment and the SFPUC continue to work 
together on the development and 
implementation of DER (including EE) 
programs.   

Implementation 4.1a 
SF Environment and SFPUC collaborate to 
offer DERs and water efficiency upgrade 
program services, including on-bill 
repayment options to multi-family affordable 
properties. 

Recommendation 4.2 
Increase outreach to City agencies, 
apartment owners, managers and 
associations and vendors about SF 
Environment’s “one-stop shop” for all local 
and state DER (including EE) programs and 
financing available in San Francisco. 

A one-stop shop will make it simpler for the 
community to find information on incentives, 
financing options and available technical  

support services offered by the City. In turn, 
this will assist property owners / managers  
in pursuing outstanding/deferred EE 
upgrades and other potential DER projects  
that could improve the economics of the 
property for both owner/manager and 
tenant.  

Implementation 4.2a 
Request City agencies and other public 
points of contact link to a page on the SF 
Environment website that explains the one-
stop shop and its offerings and partner with 
other community organizations, especially 
those that help the vulnerable, to conduct 
residential outreach and education. 

Implementation 4.2b 
Board of Supervisors ensures that SF 
Environment has sufficient funding to expand 
outreach and technical support to customers. 



21 

Issue Spotlight: Mission 
Affordable Housing 
By: Sam Moss, Committee Member 

San Francisco has more than 200 multi-
family affordable housing (MAH) sites 
providing over 20,000 units of affordable 
housing to the City’s low-income & working-
class communities. In this instance, MAHs in 
San Francisco are defined as 100 percent 
affordable housing for low-income and very 
low-income tenants that make no more than 
60% of the Area Median Income. This 
project was developed specifically by and 
for Mission Housing Development Company  

MAHs continue to be underserved and have 
significant unrealized benefits with regards 
to energy efficiency. MAHs in San Francisco 
face barriers that make it difficult for energy 
efficiency measures to be adopted:  

• There is the challenge of split incentives,
where tenants pay utility bills through a
“utility subsidy” while property owners
are responsible for capital improvements
to the building.

• There is also a challenge with financing
capital improvements for energy
efficiency measures because the savings
are often difficult to capture to help
repay the loans.

• Many MAH sites pre-date Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) and essential
life safety codes. Because of this, EE
work has the potential to trigger
extremely expensive upgrades and is
therefore not pursued.

Implementing energy efficiency at MAH sites 
will help both the building owner and 
residents save money on utility bills, improve 
comfort and quality of life, and promote 
resilient housing for low-income families. 
Mission Housing Development Corporation 
has actively pursued a variety of different 
strategies to make these improvements and 
overcome the barriers previously noted. By 
partnering with stakeholders such as the 
Association for Energy Affordability (AEA) 
and SF Environment, Mission Housing 
Development Corporation has completed 
several energy efficiency projects in recent 
years. Here is one case study: 

The Betel Apartments houses fifty (50) 
residential units of affordable multi-family 
housing that was originally built in 1976. 
Residents were relocated and their 
furnishings put in storage as construction 
crews moved from floor to floor of each 
building. Units were fully modernized with 
new appliances, LED lighting, new 
bathrooms and kitchens, modern heating 
systems, durable and low-emitting flooring, 
water saving plumbing fixtures, and 

improved mechanical ventilation. Common 
area upgrades were also installed, including 
LED lighting, high-efficiency combination 
heating and domestic hot water boilers, and 
a new solar hot water system. 

Like the Esperanza and Colosimo 
Apartments, Mission Housing worked closely 
with an SF Environment project manager, to 
secure a $37,500 rebate for the projects. 
Again, the rebate helped with the purchase 
of higher quality, higher efficiency 
equipment to achieve aggressive energy 
saving goals. 

Finally, in addition to the efficiency, 
durability, and indoor air quality benefits, 
Mission Housing wanted to go above and 
beyond code and funding requirements for 
the project to achieve higher standards. To 
this end, they worked with AEA to third-party 
verify and certify the project under the 
GreenPoint Rated certification program. 
Third-party verification of all construction 
materials and practices is required to 
accomplish a GreenPoint Rating. The project 
is projected to achieve 96 points, which 
earns a Silver category designation.  

http://greenpointrated.com/
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Issue Spotlight: Challenges 
to Renovating Multifamily 
Properties 
By: Holly Kaufman, Committee Member 

In San Francisco’s multi-family apartment 
buildings, owners often have little incentive 
to make energy efficiency upgrades as 
tenants typically pay energy bills for their 
individual units. Unless a building has high 
bills for common spaces shared by all 
tenants, such as lobbies and laundry rooms, 
owners have high investment costs compared 
to potential savings from upgrades. 
Landlords who care about environmental 
stewardship can find it difficult to pay for 
ongoing necessary maintenance and 
compliance with mandates (such as seismic 
retrofits), as well as to pay for energy 
efficiency upgrades. 

Landlords can pass on a portion of the cost 
of major efficiency improvements through 
very small increases if approved by the 
City’s Rent Board.  However, petitioning the 
Rent Board is a lengthy and expensive 
process, and the payback is period is over 
many years.  

Some property owners may qualify for 
BayREN, the local program that provides up 

to a $750 per unit rebate if there is a 
minimum 15% energy savings throughout the 
building. In a small building, especially one 
where simple and low-cost efficiency 
measures have already been implemented, 
the total rebate is low compared to the cost 
of required measures. Likewise, Property 
Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) financing 
may be a way for homeowners or owners of 
large multifamily buildings to fund major 
projects. PACE financing can pay for a 
project minus any rebates, but many owners 
find it challenging to find a lender willing to 
loan less than $100,000, or loan to 
someone who already has a mortgage. 

Owners, particularly of small buildings, must 
not only have the funds available or be 
willing to take on debt for a significant 
period of time, but also be highly motivated 
to seek out, understand and implement 
energy efficiency measures beyond the easy, 
inexpensive and non-intrusive ones like 
switching light bulbs. SF Environment’s “one-
stop shop” can assist owners in identifying 
which energy efficiency measures are 
appropriate for their building and which of 
the various financing programs an owner 
qualifies for, including through state and 
federal agencies, utilities and non-profits. 
The comprehensive “one-stop shop” feature 
should be clearly spelled out on SF 
Environment’s website, and known and 
advertised at all the other contact points that 

owners are in frequent touch, including other 
City agencies. 

Even with the availability of clear and correct 
information, owners may not undertake 
major efficiency projects without increased 
communication and information on existing 
programs and significant increase in the 
financial incentives. 

5. Streamline the Process for Energy Upgrades

Recommendation 5.1 
Establish a DER (including EE) ombudsman 
program. 

SF Environment is constrained by its funding 
sources which determine the types of EE 
measures and incentives that can be offered 
by the City. These policies for how funding 
can be used are developed at the state level.  
For SF Environment to provide 
comprehensive DER (including EE) services to 
San Francisco residents, there should be 
General Fund dollars to allow SF 
Environment the flexibility to act as the DER 
ombudsmen to the community. The 
ombudsman would fill the gap of what can 
be incentivized by the state with a layer of 
funding to meet the needs of San Francisco. 
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SF Environment EE auditors in the BayREN 
and SF Energy Watch programs successfully 
work with specific target audiences on EE 
upgrades. An ombudsman program will help 
SF Environment with providing additional 
DER services not currently allowed in existing 
programs (e.g., EVs, storage, renewables) 
while in the field. 

Implementation 5.1a 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors allocates 
General Fund resources to finance a DER 
(including EE) ombudsman program at SF 
Environment. 

Recommendation 5.2 
Public interfacing City agencies promote 
DERs (including EE) to their clients as part of 
their department’s Climate Action Plan, 
referring clients to programs implemented by 
SF Environment including but not limited to 
SF Energy Watch and BayREN. 

There are many opportunities for 
encouraging EE upgrades when individuals 
engage with City agencies. To reach San 
Francisco’s climate action goals, City 
departments track their greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG) and create reduction plans 
in an annual report called the departmental 
Climate Action Plan. The Committee 
recommends that EE planning extend beyond 
the activity of an individual department to 

how interactions with the community and that 
department can help the City achieve 
substantial EE savings and in turn meet its 
GHG reduction goals.  

Implementation 5.2a 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
introduces an ordinance requiring this. 

Recommendation 5.3 
Increase the flexibility of historic preservation 
requirements so that windows, doors, 
exterior and interior walls and other building 
elements can be made from more efficient 
and less expensive materials if the finished 
look maintains the historic visual integrity of 
a building. 

San Francisco’s historic preservation 
requirements often prevent altering the look 
of building exteriors, which can make 
replacing windows and doors—key elements 
for an energy-efficient building envelope—
difficult.  For example, San Francisco 
requires that older buildings have wood 
frame windows, which prevents the 
installation of windows using more energy 
efficiency materials. The City has a policy 
opposing the use of vinyl; however, there are 
other options for windows that are paintable, 
require little maintenance, and are 
significantly less expensive. 

Implementation 5.3a 
SF Environment collaborate with the Historic 
Architectural Review Board to review the 
historic preservation rules to include energy 
efficient materials. 

Recommendation 5.4 
Create shared learning for energy efficiency 
and workforce development (e.g. Richmond 
Build workforce development program, on-
bill financing) with other Bay Area CCA 
programs. 

Marin Clean Energy and Sonoma Clean 
Power have established programs on 
providing energy efficiency incentives 
including on-bill repayment and workforce 
development. It would be useful for San 
Francisco to learn from their successes and 
challenges as we develop programs for 
CleanPowerSF. 

Implementation 5.4a 
Ensure funding is available for SF 
Environment and SFPUC staff to conduct 
outreach together to other Bay Area CCAs. 

Recommendation 5.5 
SF Environment continues to follow CPUC 
efforts on DERs through participation in 
various regulatory proceedings to ensure a 
comprehensive approach to energy solutions 
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is achieved to help cities reach their climate 
action goals. 

Implementation 5.5a 
As needed, the Board of Supervisors directs 
the City Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC 
on behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco. 

6. Remove Barriers to Data Collection

Recommendation 6.1 
Establish energy benchmarking requirements 
for multifamily buildings. 

Energy benchmarking is the process of 
summarizing the energy used by an entire 
building, which enables tracking of trends 
and comparison to similar buildings under 
similar conditions across the nation. San 
Francisco was among the first cities in the 
U.S. to approve a benchmarking Ordinance. 
The City’s Environment Code Chapter 
20 requires that each whole non-residential 
building larger than 10,000 square feet must 
be benchmarked and building owners or 
their representatives must annually 
electronically share a brief report of key 
benchmarking results with SF Environment, 
and tenants. The mandatory “Annual Energy 

[1] https://sfenvironment.org/energy/energy-
efficiency/commercial-and-multifamily-

Benchmark Summary” encapsulates energy 
usage for one building for one calendar 
year.[1]  

Assembly Bill 802 (2015) was informed by 
San Francisco’s experience; AB802 requires 
benchmarking commercial and multifamily 
buildings of 50,000 square feet or larger 
statewide, and requires utilities to provide 
property owners with the whole-building 
energy usage history that is needed for 
benchmarking. San Francisco Environment 
Code Chapter 20 applies to a broader 
group of commercial buildings (10,000 
square feet or greater), but multifamily is 
exempt because when the ordinance was 
adopted in 2011 it was onerous for a 
multifamily building owner to obtain energy 
usage data for benchmarking. Benchmarking 
ordinances in cities outside of California, as 
well as ordinances adopted by Los Angeles 
and Berkeley after AB802, all require both 
commercial and multifamily benchmarking of 
both energy and water use. Since the 
Legislature has directed utilities to provide 
whole-building energy data, San Francisco’s 
Ordinance should be updated to bring the 
benefits of benchmarking to the multifamily 
sector, so that the City is the single consistent 
point of contact, engagement, and support 
for energy benchmarking. The data collected 
under an amended Ordinance would help 
the City target EE incentives, financing, and 

properties/existing-commercial-buildings-energy-
performance-ordinance/benchmarking 

technical assistance to buildings in San 
Francisco.  

Implementation 6.1a 
SF Environment work with stakeholders to 
develop the policy. 

Implementation 6.1b 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
introduces an ordinance to establish 
benchmarking for multifamily buildings. 

Recommendation 6.2 
State of California change its data consent 
law to allow more access for local 
governments to identify potential program 
customers, track participation, and track 
energy use. 

To obtain customer specific energy usage 
data, utility customers must provide consent 
(via authentication via PG&E Share My Data) 
to allow the City’s EE programs to access 
detailed historic energy usage, such as 15-
minute “interval” data. Such 15-minute 
“interval” data could be analyzed at low 
cost to determine the best opportunities for 
follow up, such as assistance adjusting 
thermostats or other operating conditions vs. 
identifying inefficient equipment. Requiring 
consent from each customer is a barrier for 

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/environment/chapter20existingcommercialbuildingsener?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/environment/chapter20existingcommercialbuildingsener?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/environment/chapter20existingcommercialbuildingsener?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/environment/chapter20existingcommercialbuildingsener?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/environment/chapter20existingcommercialbuildingsener?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
https://www.nrdc.org/blogs/mstamas/california_legislature_provide.html
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EE program implementers, making it difficult 
to conduct research to target customers, to 
evaluate the success of assistance provided, 
and to monitor for potential follow-up if 
savings are different than expected. While 
detailed energy usage history is confidential, 
local government EE programs should be 
able to use the information with appropriate 
safeguards.  

Implementation 6.2a 
Board of Supervisors directs the City 
Attorney to draft a letter to the CPUC and 
California Energy Commission (CEC) on 
behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco. 

Recommendation 6.3 
Survey individuals served by energy 
efficiency programs to learn of their 
challenges. 

The Committee heard presentations from 
energy efficiency program administrators 
and implementers, however it was beyond 
the scope of the Committee to survey the 
sentiments of constituents and recipients of 
EE program services. 

8 California Climate Investments: 2015 Implemented 
GGRF Projects by Region, Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, County, and Legislative District. 

Implementation 6.3a 
Ensure funding is available for SF 
Environment to develop and administer a 
survey.

Retrieved at: 
www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/auctionproceeds/2
016_cci_geographic_breakdown.pdf 

Issue Spotlight: Cap-and-
Trade, CalEnviroScreen, and 
San Francisco 
By: Antonio Diaz, Committee Member 

Among the Energy Efficiency Coordinating 
Committee’s responsibilities, according to the 
enabling legislation, is to advise the Board 
of Supervisors on the “spending and 
allocation of new monies, including revenue 
received from the State cap-and-trade 
program.” The Committee did not engage 
much in this issue. Although San Francisco 
has received climate investments,8 the City 
does not rank highly using the methodology 
adopted by the state of California in 
identifying communities eligible for a portion 
of the cap-and-trade funds specifically 
targeted for disadvantaged communities. 

AB 32 & SB 535 

California’s cap-and–trade program was 
created with the adoption of AB 32, the 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, a 
market-based approach to reduce the state’s 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020. As stated by the California 
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Air Resources Board, “Under cap-and-trade, 
an overall limit on GHG emissions from 
capped sectors will be established by the 
cap-and-trade program and facilities subject 
to the cap will be able to trade permits 
(allowances) to emit GHGs.”9  

Thus, GHG emitting facilities such as power 
plants and oil refineries, among other 
sources, can buy, sell and trade carbon 
allowances during auctions which are held 
quarterly. The revenues from the auctions are 
deposited into the Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund (GGRF). 

In 2012, the Legislature passed, and 
Governor Jerry Brown signed into law, 
Senate Bill 535 (de León). Under the 
provisions of SB 535, at least 25% of the 
funds that go to the GGRF must go to 
projects that benefit disadvantaged 
communities most impacted by climate 
change, with a minimum of 10% of 
investment projects located within these 
communities. 

These investments are meant to benefit 
disadvantaged communities by providing 
funds for emissions reduction programs such 
as energy efficiency upgrades, clean freight 
transportation, and local clean energy 

9 California Air Resources Board website. Cap-and-
Trade Program. Background Information. Retrieved 
from 

sources as well as to improve a community’s 
quality of life through jobs, transit 
improvements, affordable transit-oriented 
housing, and other benefits. 

The bill also directs California Environmental 
Protection Agency (CalEPA) to identify these 
neighborhoods via a public process utilizing 
a tool that considers the combination of 
environmental pollution and socioeconomic 
indicators. 

CalEnviroScreen 

For many years, the environmental justice 
movement in California, and across the 
nation, have advocated for the development 
of scientifically sound tools to identify 
environmental justice communities, i.e., low-
income communities and communities of 
color disproportionately burdened by 
multiple sources of pollution and 
socioeconomic impacts. 

In 2014, after years of input from community 
organizers, advocates and other 
stakeholders and an extensive peer review 
process, CalEPA and the Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) released the first ever cumulative 
impact screening tool, the California 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtra
de.htm

Communities Environmental Health 
Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen or CES). 

CES is a tool that identifies the presence of 
both pollution burdens and population 
vulnerabilities throughout California’s 
approximately 8,000 census tracts. The 
current proposed iteration of the tool uses 20 
statewide indicators that cover pollution 
burdens including but not limited to ozone, 
Particulate Matter 2.5, and hazardous waste 
facilities. Additionally, important population 
characteristics include asthma emergency 
room visits, cardiovascular disease, poverty 
and unemployment, among others. 

CES uses the indicators to provide a 
statewide ranking of the census tracts in 
California. High total scores indicate high 
cumulative amounts of pollution and 
vulnerable population characteristics.  

San Francisco Ranking 

As stated previously, SB 535 mandated that 
a portion of GGRF funds be directed to the 
state’s “disadvantaged communities” (DACs) 
CalEPA selected CES as the tool to identify 
DACs for certain GGRF investments. 

As a result, in the recently finalized updated 
version, CES 3.0, there are 11 census tracts 
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in San Francisco that meet the threshold for 
being in the top 25% of California’s most 
disadvantaged communities. In the previous 
iteration of the tool, CES 2.0, there were 3 
census tracts in San Francisco that were in 
the 25%. Thanks to the advocacy of several 
agencies, cities, and a coalition of 
community organizations dedicated to 
serving San Francisco’s low-income 
communities, the finalized version 3.0 
increased the number of tracts in both San 
Francisco and the greater Bay Area 
considered DACs. 

San Francisco has received climate 
investments. For example, three affordable 
housing projects have been funded through 
the Affordable Housing and Sustainable 
Communities program, which utilizes GGRF 
funds. Other programs that have benefited 
San Francisco include the Clean Vehicle 
Rebate Project, the Hybrid and Zero-Emission 
Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project, the 
Public Fleet Vehicle Rebate, the Low Carbon 
Transit Operations Program and the Single-
Family/Small Multi-Family Energy Efficiency 
and Solar Water Heating program. The City 
has also benefitted from investments from the 
Energy Program Investment Charge. 

Advocates and environmental justice 
organizers continue to work with the CalEPA 
and OEHHA to strengthen the tool. 
Additionally, they have supported 

legislation, such as AB 1550 (Gomez) the 
Climate Investments in Disadvantaged 
Communities and to Low-Income Households 
(which sets aside 10% of the funding for low-
income households outside a designated 
disadvantaged community), to increase 
climate investments in overburdened 
communities.  



 

APPENDIX A: San Francisco Energy Efficiency Program Descriptions and Average Annual Budgets

Program  Summary  Estimated Annual 
Budget 

Estimated Annual 
Properties or Populations 

Served 

Estimated Annual Utility 
Savings to Constituents   Financing 

Energy Efficiency Services Division: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Municipal 

Energy Efficiency team has helped City departments enhance energy performance in San Francisco’s 
municipal facilities building‐by‐building. Services include energy audits of existing buildings to 
identify savings opportunities, energy retrofits performed by specialized contractors, Green Building 
commissioning and design assistance for construction and renovation projects and energy 
performance benchmarking for San Francisco’s municipal buildings. 

$1 Million  

(FY 2016) 

Seven buildings were served 
last year with an average cost 
of $87,000 per project. 

$116,000  

$0.11 per kWh average saved 
across projects completed 
through the direct install 
programs. 

Electricity Reduced: 807 
MWh/yr 

Natural Gas Reduced: 43,000 
therms 

No 

Shared Savings Program: San Francisco Unified School District 

Municipal 
Schools that can reduce their utility bill by 5% or more compared to their baseline are rewarded 
with up to 50% of the savings to use however they wish at their school.  

$79,805  

(FY 2016) 

48 schools were served with 
an average savings of $6,551 
per school. 

$314,439  

Electricity Reduced: 258,234 
kWh saved / 5,380 per school 

$17,419 in electricity saved / 
$363 per school 

Natural Gas Reduced: 154,815 
therms saved / 3,225 per school 

$188,510 therms saved / $3,927 
per school 

No 

PACE Financing (San Francisco‐based): San Francisco Department of the Environment

GreenFinanceSF 
San Francisco’s own commercial PACE program, GreenFinanceSF, was authorized in 2011 and can 
provide property owners upfront funding for energy efficiency, renewable energy, electric vehicle 
charging equipment, energy storage, and water conservation improvements, and related costs, and 
repay the financed amount on their property tax bill over the course of up to 25 years. 

$0  2 commercial projects: 

‐ $1.4 million 

‐ $1.8 million 

Unknown  Yes. Capital provided by 
private investors  

Residential PACE 
In 2014, the Board passed resolutions opting the City into 3 joint powers authority‐sponsored 
residential PACE programs: Alliance NRG, HERO, and CaliforniaFIRST. They funding and 
administration for these programs are handled by the JPA’s and their PACE partners. 

$100,000  As of 1/31/17: 

78 projects (homes)  

$3,785,621 financed 

Unknown  Yes. Capital provided by 
JPA’s and their PACE 
partners 

 Total PACE 
Budget 

Total energy efficiency program costs and savings.  $100,000 Unknown 



 

Bay Area Regional Energy Network (BayREN): SF Department of the Environment on behalf of the Association of Bay Area Governments

Single Family 

Home Upgrade is an Energy Upgrade California® program specifically for Bay Area homeowners and 
implemented by local county governments. Home Upgrade is available to homeowners in the nine 
(9) Bay Area counties.

Home Upgrade helps homeowners identify energy efficiency improvements through a Home 
Advisor. Home Advisor’s assist homeowners in creating an energy efficiency improvement plan to 
tune up homes to operate as efficiently as possible.   

Rebates and incentives are available for home improvements including air and duct sealing, attic 
and wall insulation, high‐efficiency furnaces, cooling and water systems,and more. 

SF Environment’s primary responsibility is to market Home Upgrade to the City’s single‐family 
homeowners (ex. no cost workshops, social media).  

$69,658   Unknown  Residential PACE, 
currently offered by three 
separate providers (see 
above) 

Multifamily 

Bay Area Multifamily Building Enhancements (BAMBE) offers $750 per unit in rebate to help 
multifamily property owners (5+ units) lower the cost of energy efficiency upgrades and provides 
the support, advice and technical assistance needed to implement upgrade improvements. This 
program gives owners the flexibility to choose their own installation contractors and receive the 
rebate once upgrades are completed. 

$375,600 annually  

$1,245,000 in 
incentives  

1,500 + units annually (5,863 
units cumulative from 2013‐
2016), 72 total buildings, 22% 
of which are affordable 
housing properties. 

~1,000,000‐kWh and 60,000 
therms reduced in 2016 

Yes.  

PACE or BayREN 
Multifamily Capital 
Advance Program 
(BAMCAP) 

BayREN C‐PACE 
Initiative 

This initiative is designed to increase uptake in commercial PACE (C‐PACE) financing available 
through a variety of PACE programs in the Bay Area. BayREN provides advanced contractor training 
and project development support that is responsive to the priorities of building owners, mortgage 
lenders, PACE administrators, and perhaps most importantly, contractors.  

$215,000 (majority to 
consultants to assist 
contractors, and a 
“success‐fee” for 
projects that close 
funding). 

 Over the past year, BayREN 
has delivered 24 trainings in 4 
Bay Area counties to over 110 
individuals representing 90 
unique contractor firms, and is 
now working with a project 
pipeline valued at over $10 
million. 

No C‐PACE projects closed yet.  Yes, private capital is 
provided by a number of 
PACE administrators 
active in the 9 county Bay 
Area region 

PAYS 

The BayREN PAYS® (Pay As You Save®) program is a joint effort of Bay Area cities and counties and 
their water agencies to partner in the implementation of a unique on‐bill program that allows 
municipal water utility customers to pay for efficiency improvements through a monthly charge 
attached to their meter, with no up‐front costs and the assurance that their utility bill savings will 
exceed the program charge.   

SF Environment’s primary responsibility is to coordinate with the SFPUC and to participate in region‐
wide activity. 

$5,800  N/A   N/A  No 

Codes and 
Standards 

The Codes and Standards program promotes an integrated, measurement‐driven management 
process for enhancing energy‐code compliance. SF Environment achieves this objective by hosting 
regional forums and workshops for stakeholders, such as building inspectors, consultants, 
designers, and contractors. 

$32,000  N/A  N/A  N/A 

Zero Net Energy 
Plan 

Research the feasibility of Zero Net Energy elements in building codes.  $5,000  N/A  N/A  N/A 

 Total BayREN 
Budget 

Total energy efficiency program costs and savings. 

$1,943,558  $180,000 @ $0.18/kWh 

$60,000 @ $1/therm  

Electricity Reduced: about 
1,000,00‐kWh  

Natural Gas Reduced: about 
60,000 Therms 



  

San Francisco Energy Watch: San Francisco Department of the Environment on behalf of Pacific Gas and Electric 

Administration 
Implement activities to continue compliance with contractual goals, objectives, conditions and 
terms as described in the current Implementation Plan. Also, prepare and plan for next program 
cycle based on measured progress and forecasts. 

$225,000  N/A  N/A  N/A 

Strategic Energy 
Resources (SER) 

Strategic Energy Resources (SER) is unique to Government and Community Partnerships (via PG&E) 
to fund specific non‐resource expansion activities as approved by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC). Non‐resource activities are those without a direct, claimable energy savings 
equivalent SER activities are meant to compliment but not duplicate administrative, marketing, and 
direct implementation activities such as SF Energy Watch. 2016 project examples of approved SER 
projects include: 

Revolving Microloan Fund for Small Business– The SF Environment Small Business EE Microloan 
Program (microloans) is a pilot program designed to enhance current energy efficiency program 
offerings by assisting the City’s small business owners to reduce energy use while lowering their 
operating costs through energy‐saving upgrades. Together, SF Environment and Mission Asset Fund 
(MAF) are using funds from PG&E, the San Francisco Carbon Fund, and other sources to seed the 
microloans. The microloans will be used to help businesses pay for the co‐pay (or net payment, less 
incentives) that the business must contribute to complete a SF Energy Watch project. Borrower 
repayments are expected to be less than $150 per month for the maximum term of 18‐months at 
0% interest. Staff from SF Environment, including the SF Energy Watch team, serve as program 
administrators. MAF serves as the lending agent. 
Comprehensive Maintenance Program for SMB in Food & Beverage Sector – SF Energy Watch is 
serving forty (40) small businesses by helping them learn the importance and value of equipment 
maintenance, analyze recent energy usage data (up to 24 months). Through this project, SF Energy 
Watch is conducting surveys to gain more insight into existing maintenance practices, if any, and 
coordinate with a licensed refrigeration contractor to conduct comprehensive equipment 
evaluations. 
Investigating and Improving the Distribution of Energy Performance Outcomes from the Existing 
Commercial Building Ordinance – SF Energy Watch is working with other areas of the SF 
Environment Energy Team to determine the effectiveness of benchmarking and energy auditing on 
energy savings for buildings subject to the requirements of the City’s Existing Commercial Building 
Benchmarking Ordinance.  

$900,000   NA  NA  Yes,  

Microloan  

Marketing 
SF Energy Watch provides direct outreach and support to businesses and through programs such as 
Step Up Power Down to help identify and implement energy upgrade improvements. 

$325,000  N/A  N/A  N/A 

SF Energy 
Watch: Program 
Implementation 
and Incentives  

SF Energy Watch provides comprehensive energy assessments, technical assistance and financial 
incentives for energy upgrades to qualifying commercial and multifamily building owners as well as 
small and medium size business owners.  Incentives are available to all customers receiving PG&E 
power in San Francisco, with enhanced incentives for hard to reach sectors. 

$2,480,000 for staff 
time  

$1,240,277 paid out in 
incentives 

114 Commercial 

262 Small Business 

21 Multifamily 

3 Affordable 

2016 savings:  

6,000,00‐kWh and 1,100 Peak 
kW in 2016 

Yes, through PG&E’s On‐
Bill‐Financing (OBF). In 
2016, of 397 projects 
receiving incentives, 6 of 
those received financing 
totaling $215,118. The 
OBF loan covered 71% of 
project costs, with 
incentives covering the 
rest. There is no fixed 
budget for OBF financing.  

Total Energy 
Watch Budget 

Total energy efficiency program costs and savings.  $5,170,277  $1,240,277 @ $0.21/kWh 
Electricity Reduced: 5,902,173‐
kWh 



Energy Savings Assistance Program (ESAP): Pacific Gas and Electric 

Residential 
Provides free energy retrofits to income‐qualified single‐family, multi‐family and mobile home 
owners and renters to reduce their energy use and costs. 

$2,100,000 

Estimated for 2016. 

From July presentation – 
number of ESA enrollees in 
2015‐16 is listed as 6,137 – is 
this the number of people that 
received benefits from the 
program. 

N/A 

Weatherization Assistance Program: San Francisco Economic Opportunity Council 

Residential 
The Weatherization Program provides free weatherization services to improve the energy efficiency 
of homes, including attic insulation, weather stripping, minor housing repairs, and related energy 
conservation measures. 

$1,600,000 (estimated)     292 Units.  N/A  N/A 

TOTAL PUBLIC DOLLARS SPENT ON ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS STUDIED BY THE COMMITTEE:  

$11,993,640 
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