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program on their website, or finalized their guidelines to funding agencies.  It is difficult to comment on 
specific criteria when Phase 2 comments on this GFO are due today and the ARB document is still draft.     
 

3. What grant award amounts would be most appropriate and what percentage of the project cost would this 
represent? 

 
We strongly recommend a grant cap of $5 Million for industrial projects under Phase 2 with a 50% cost share, 
or GFO language that clearly provides the Energy Commission with flexibility to increase the grant award cap.  
Possibly, this flexibility is intended on page 7 of the first bullet under item 4, stating that the “Energy 
Commission reserves the right to increase …the maximum award amounts and percentage of overall project 
cost described in this section…”   Other sections of the draft GFO state that the maximum award is capped at 
$1 Million.  We recommend a higher grant cap or explicit flexibility to increase the cap in order to meet 
funding needs for innovative industrial projects.   
 
Raising the grant cap from $1 M to $5 M does not obligate awards in this amount, but it does give the Energy 
Commission flexibility to provide adequate grant funds for innovative industrial projects that may cost 
significantly more than $ 2 M, and can be deployed across California and meet the Governor’s intent.   This is 
especially critical for the new WET program given draft GFO language that prevents a project from receiving 
any other grant awards from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF).  The $1 M grant cap without the 
ability to apply any other GGRF awards may severely limit the intent to accelerate deployment of innovative 
industrial water and energy saving technologies.  We do not want a duplication of funding programs, but since 
this new program is intended to fund innovative technology that is commercially available yet not widely 
deployed, higher grant caps and funding levels are needed.   
 
As stated in our previous comment letter of June 12, 2015, innovative technologies that have not yet been 
commercially deployed often need significant financial investment to move forward. In order for these 
innovative technologies to be deployed commercially across California, they must successfully cross the 
“valley of death” phase of technology investment, which requires significant capital investment.  For many 
innovative industrial technologies, a $1 M grant is not even adequate for a successful pilot or demonstration 
facility, let alone broad commercialization.  As stated in our May 28, 2015 comment letter to the State Water 
Resources Control Board on their adoption of the State Fiscal Year 2015-2016 CWSRF Intended Use Plan 
(attached), we frequently see a desire by funding agencies to try to spread limited grant funds to many projects, 
which may be admirable from an equitable allocation perspective, but possibly ineffective for actually 
achieving implementation of the desired innovative water and energy saving technologies.  While this initial 
round of funding is limited to $30 M for the entire program, it is hoped that future rounds will receive larger 
program budget allocations through the GGRF, as the cap-and-trade program is anticipated to provide Billions 
of dollars in state revenue over the coming years.  Again, we ask that the Energy Commission consider a higher 
grant cap or the flexibility to award a higher grant cap, preferably up to $5 M with a 50% cost share.   
 

4. How can this phase of the WET Program best bring benefits to disadvantaged communities? 
 

While we understand that SB 535 required CalEPA to identify disadvantaged communities (DACs), we are 
concerned about the use of CalEnviroScreen 2.0 as the tool for determining DACs and allocation of funds.  The 
Bay Area is home to 17% of the state’s residents living in poverty and yet, according to CalEnviroScreen, less 
than 3% of its residents live in disadvantaged communities.  We see a different picture when other State 
guidelines and DAC definitions are used, such as the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
definition of DAC from the 2015 Proposition 84 IRWM Guidelines.  This specifies DACs with an annual 
median household income (MHI) that is less than 80 percent of the Statewide annual MHI (PRC Section 
75005(g)).  This information is provided in an on-line DAC mapping tool showing data layers by census place, 
census tract, and census block group http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/resources_dac.cfm  
 
We understand that CalEnviroScreen encompasses more than just income, but are concerned that it may be 
underrepresenting disadvantaged communities in the Bay Area.  Will this GFO also add the ARB criteria from 
the Step 2 process for determining benefits to DACs?  Specifically, should this GFO also include or allow 
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