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MR .

PROCEEDING S

9: 05 A.M.
MONDAY, JUNE 15, 2020
SCAVO: My name i s Jordan Sca
the Project Manager for BUILD Implementation at
Il 6d | ke to theée

the Energy Commi ssi on.

everyone for attending, as well as for your

patience as many of us are still learning th

technical ropes for conducting r

| 0|

note up front

emote workshops.

t hat

slides used in this workshop have been posted to

our program webpage.

Next slide please.

Before we get started, some brief

housekeeping.

This workshop is bei

remotely via

Z

00 m. Thi s me a

ng conducted entirely

t

ns t hat

separate locations and communicating only through

electronic means. We are meeting in this fashion

consistent with Executive Orders N -2

29- 20, and the recommendations from the

California Department of Public Heal

5-20 and N

th, to

encourage physical distancing in order to spread

the COVID

-19.

Thi

S

i s our t eamos
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workshop, as well as the first workshop using

Zoom. Wedbve got mul tiple Staff

help address any tec hnical issues that may arise,
but please bear with us if there are any hiccups.

This meeting is being recorded, as well
as transcribed, by a court reporter.

Everyone will be muted during the
presentation but, after the conclusion of the
presentation, we will have an opportunity for
clarifying questions and to take public comments.

To ask a question or provide a public
comment, please use the raise - hand feature in
your Zoom application to be called on to speak.

When you speak, please provide your na me and
affiliation and the spellin g of your name.

If you called in by phone, you will need
to dial star nine to raise your hand and star six
to un - mute yourself. And please spell your name
for the court reporter.

Please limit your comments to three

minutes to allow all parties to part icipate.

Therebs also a Q&A window

application with which you can type your
gquestions. If you want to provide public comment

but are unable to raise your hand in the Zoom
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application or by phone, then durin g the public

comment portion of th e workshop, you may type

your comment into the Q&A window and we will read

It al oud. We 0 | | call on f ol ks
first, then turn to parties on the phone, and

then read aloud questions from the Q&A window.

We 0Ollgo over these instructions again during the

time for questions and comments.

Please remember to stay muted until

youodve been call ed on to speak.

We also have a chat function available
for logistics of tech questions, which is a
separate function from the Q&A window. Please do
not us e the chat window for Q&A about the content
presented at the workshop or to make public
comments.

Written comments must be submitted by
May -- by Monday, June 29th. We great appreciate
comments submitted early and enco urage you to
submit comments throug h the e -commenting system,
particularly during this time where the majority
of CEC Staff are teleworking.

Next slide please.

SB 1477 outlines several facets of

program guidelines for the Energy Commission to
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develop, including a list of eligible

techno logies, a process for evaluating new
technologies, criteria for scoring and selecting
projects, and a process and set of metrics by

which to evalwuate and track the prograt

results.

Wedve designed the for mat of t hi s
workshop to facilitate those responsi bilities.
We 61| | di scuss incentive structure and

process, equipment eligibility and evaluating new

technologies, the methodology for calculating GHG

emissions reductions and bill savings, technical

assistance a nd outreach, and program evaluation

There will be time for comment during each

section of the public workshop. We 6 v e
aside additional time at the conclusion of the

last presentation for additional public comments.

At this time, | 6d Ilcame €hatro we
Hochschild, Commissione r McAllister, Commissioner
Randolph, and Commissioner Rechtschaffen, and
invite them to provide opening remarks, if they
wish.

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: Great.

Everybody, can you hear me? This is Andrew

McAllister.
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CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: Yeah, we can hea r you.
COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: Great. Well,
welcome everybody. This has got really robust
participation, which is great. My name is Andrew
McAllister, Lead Commissioner on Energy
Efficiency, and also at the Energy Commission,
and also primary respon sibility for this, for the
Energy Commi ssionébds piece of this progt
program administrator.
So | want to thank my colleagues at the

Energy Commission, Chair Hochschild, and

Commissioners Randolph and Rechtschaffen, f or
their sort of leadership and sup port of this
program. l'tdéds really going to be, it é

and is going to, I think, be an example of
collaboration across the agencies in our quest
for zero carbon, zero - carbon buildings and a
zero - carbon economy. An d | just wanted to make a
few point s highlighting that importance.
You know, I think this is actually the
start o f somet hi ng big. Il tds not t he I
program t hat webve ever run i n the st at
relatively modest to start in terms of the
resources that it 0s dedicating to decarboni ze

of our buildings and, in particula r, our heating
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loads, but it is, | think, a structure that we
will find ways to build on going forward for the
coming years and decades.

Staff at both Commissions are working

together rea lly, really well on this. And I

think that collaboration will be k ey to designing

and implementing a successful program, as well,

the stakeholder engagement today and going

forward.

We had a pretty compressed timeline on
this in terms of, you know, stan ding up the
program and starting -- and opening doors for

business and sort of making sure to follow a
process that ends up with a good quality
administrative structure for the program, one
that is transparent and flexible.

So part of, I think, the key
conversations today will be process. You know,
what does the marke tplace need? What things are
we going to learn? How do we adapt and adjust to
those learnings along the way as the market
evolves? You know, the technology of this
program, | think, is r eally important.

But the main, | think, significance of

this prog ram is its equity focus. Multifamily
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buildings, in particular, low
think, one of the hardest nuts to crack and
probably the most essential one to getting where

we need to go.

-income is really, |

doesnot

You know, we have -- roughly a third of
our population is low -i nc o me. |t
| ot of di sposabl e i ncome

expected to pay for a lot of these upgrades
themselves, so we need to put in place structures

that help the marke

go, you know, in a collaborative and ¢ ollective

way. So this program is going to be key to
driving that section of the marketplace and then
broadening down the road as the program
opportunities expand and, particular or

hopefully, as additional funding comes into play.

So with tha t, | just wanted to highlight

a few of the ways that | see this as important.
l't6s really critical for
really important program. And | want to thank all
the stakeholders who have gotten us this far.
Certainly, the original legislation and
collaboration with the PUC in terms of

structuring how to go forward with both the BUILD

Program and the TECH Program.
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So with that, I 61 | pass the baton

Chair Hochschild --

CHAIR HOCHSCHI LD: l 6m happy to s a)
COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: -- or maybe our
colleagues --
CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: -- a few words.
COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: -- atthe PUC?

l dm not sur e.
CHAI R HOCHSCHI LD: Letds go to
Commissioner Randolph or --
COMMSESIONER MCALLISTER: Yeah. There we
go.
CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: -- Commissioner
Rechtschaffen first.
COMMISSIONER RANDOLPH: Good morning
everyone. This is Commissioner Randolph from the
PUC. Thanks so much to CEC Staff and PUC Staff
for putting together this workshop.
I canot really add much more to w
Commissioner  McAllister said because | think he
hit all the important points. | mean, | think
this program presents a huge opportunity to try
to understand how we can decarbonize the building
sector a nd ensure that low -income residents have

the opportunity to partici pate in these programs

12
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and see what the residents are interested in,
what the mar ket iI's Iinterested i n.
excited about the collaboration between the CEC
Staff and the PUC Staf f and excited to get this
program off the ground. So looking forwa rd to
our discussion today.
Thank you.
CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: Commissioner
Rechtschaffen?
Is he on? Okay. If not, then --

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: He shows as

being on.
CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: Are you there, CIliff?
Ok avy. | f not, I 61 | j ust- make a f
COMMISSIONER RECHTSCHAFFEN: Can you hear
me ?
CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: Oh, yeah. Go ahead.
Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: There you are.
CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: Yeah.
COMMISSIONERRECHTSCHAFFEN: You missed
what | just said. It was unbelievable. I
apol ogi ze that I was on mute but
praise for my fellow Commissioners. That was the

main thing.

13
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Good morning. | 6m del i ghted to

Along with Commissioner Randolph , | 60m one of t he
leads at the PUC on the building electrification
and decarbonization proceedings.
| also agree with Commissioner
Mc Al'l i sterodés opening remar ks. Thi s
very, very big. |l t6s one of our maj
energy initiatives. Equity h as to be the focus,
as Commissioner McAllister said. That focus is
even more imperative than every given the
economic dislocation and the economic disparities
laid bare by COVID.
| also very much appreciate the strong
collaboration of the CEC Staff and the CEC
Commissioners. And | look forward to a full day
today of discussion.
Thank you.
CHAIR HOCHSCHILD: Great. Thank you,
Commissioner Rechtschaffen and Commissioner
Randol ph, for your terrific leadership, and
Commissioner McAllister for your ongoi ng work on
this.
You know, I j ust want to say, i
heartbreaking few weeks, heartbreaking few months
for our country. I canot remember a
14
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there was this much ba d news compressed into such
a short period. But | also feel some very, very
good things can be born out of this moment. And
California, in particular, has an opportunity to
lead and create things that | think are going to
change the future in a way that will have lasting
benefits.
And while itds true t hat w e
emiss ions from burning natural gas in our
buildings in California than from our entire

fleet of gas power plants, and that has, you

Know, cli mate change i mpact s, I t nk i
mistake to view this only through the lens of
climate change and the benefits we can get on
that side. | think this is fundamentally, also,
a health issue in homes. Indoor air pollution,
particular in the COVID -19 crisis weodre in
matters a lot, and particular f or low -income
homes.
Wh at webve found in the research
happenedso f ar , I tds very <c¢clear that, of t e

low - income households have very poor ventilation
and the health impacts are greater from indoor
air pollution. And so this is really about

making a positive contribution to make that

15
California Reporting, LLC
(510)31 3-0610

produ



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

problem better and | think we can have a big
impact with this program, all of us together.

So, again, thanks to our colleagues to
the CPUC and to the staff and Commissioner
McAllister, the PUC. | look forward to the
discussion.

MR. SCAVO: Thank you so much, Chair
Hochschild and our Commi ssioners in attendance.
Okay.

The purpose of this workshop is to
discuss framing concepts and requirements for

BUILD implementation, and to solicit stakeholder

feedback to assis t our work in developing the
|l mpl ement ati on Pl an. Wedr e keen
techni cal insights from low -income housing

developers and advocates as those perspectives
will help ensure the program we create best meets
the objectives of SB 1477.
The legislature a uthorized BUILD in 2018
through Senate Bill 1477. Among other things, SB
1477 establishes the authority and funding to
develop the BUILD Pilot Program. SB 1477 also
authorized the TECH Pilot, which is a program
being developed by CPUC that will target up stream

market transformation of residential space and

16
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water heaters. This w orkshop focuses on BUILD
but we 0 | | be happy to direct
to the appropriate staff at CPUC after the

workshop.

The | egislatureds stated

is to em ulate the success of the new Solar Homes
Partnership by providing incentives for new
residential buildings that result in bill savings

and significant reductions of GHG emissions with

a special focus on advancing the market for clean
heating technologies.

SB 1477 tasks the CPUC, in consultation
with the Energy Commission, to de
Program and allocated $200 million of the
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund to the BUILD and
TECH Pilots, requiring that $60 million of that
allocation be spent on new

low - income housing

developments.

Through Decision 20 -03-027, the CPUC laid

the groundwork for BUILD development. Among

other things, that decision identifies the CEC as

the BUILD administrator and assigned program
development to the CEC with CPUC oversi ght.
the decision, CPUC allocated $80 million to

BUILD, of which at leas t $60 million must be used

California Reporting, LLC
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for new low - income residential housing.
The CPUC decision enumerates additional

program requirements and guidanc

e whi cl

address in each relevant section of this
workshop.

I 61 | l ay out some of our key mil e
fordeve | opment of BUI LD. We 06 | | consider
feedback from this workshop as we continue to
dr aft the | mpl ementation Pl an, whi ch we
required to submit to the CPUC on July 24th.

When we submit t he | mpl ementation Pl an,
open a two -week public comment per iod. Based on
feedback we receive during that peri od,

issue an addendum to the Implementation Plan in
August 2020.

Pending approval of budgetary authority,
we will issue a request for proposal for a third -
party technical assistance provider in the third
quarter of 2020.

We will publish draft program guidelines
in the fourth quarter of 2020 and final
guidelines in the first quarter of 2021.

We plan to begin accepting a nd processing
applications under the BUILD Program before July

1st of 2021.

18
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And here | 061 I pass i
Dodson to speak on the application process and
the incentive structure.

MR. DODSON: All right. Thank you,
Jordan, for providing that intro

I j ust want t o make

All right, ever
Dodson and | am a staff member with the BUILD
Team. | will be overviewing a couple important
topics, that 6s the applic
e framework for an incentive

as well as th

structure.

t over t

duction to BUILD.

Smute .

yone, my name is Geoff

ation

0

Geo

process

l 6m going to first c ovoationt he

process in the next f ew s
on to the incentive structure. And then at that
point I 61 | go ahead and a
comments on both topics.

There will also be time towards the end
of the workshop for general comments, |
realize that you have additional feedback on
either of these two topics, so there are multiple
opportunities to speak.

So the application process is an
re in both the effectiveness of

important featu

the program goals, as well as the integrity
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the funding. As far as the logistics of applying

goes, we do anticipate offering a web portal for

electronic submittals. In our new post
world, it may finally be possibl
compl etely el ectroni
A tried and true approac
application process would be a two
much like the New Solar Homes Partne
NSHP, which is in its final stages and
incentivizes solar PV on newly const
residential homes. The program is larg

successful and is specific

- COVID
e to apply
cal l y. We 06 |
h to the

- step process,

rships, or

ructed

ely

ally mentioned in SB

1477 statute. The basic premise involves

applying for and reserving funds prior to

construction. Funding would be set asi

given project. Following b

de for a

uildout, the applicant

would submit verification documentation and be

paid o ut following project completion.

In this two - step process scenario the

reservation process would ideally occur during

the building - design phase in order

to ensure that

program re quirements are incorporated into the

plan. The BUILD Program is required t
technical function of serving interested

applicants, especially for low
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developers. It is our intent that interested
applicants work closely with the tec hnical
assistance provider in order to help guide the
developer through the process and limit
additional burden on developers who already have
plenty to worry about.

If a reservation application is approved
the incentive funding will be set aside
specifi cally for a given project for a reasonable
time period that allows for compl etion of
construction. We are interested in hearing from
developers on what the normal time range is from

building design to building completion.

Following project buildout, the
would then submit their payment claim
application. This primaril y allows program staff

to verify project requirements that are met.

And, at this point, payment would be issued. If

changes to the building design occur or installed

appliances c hange significantly the incentive

could still be adjusted based on new model

long as some of the requirements are still met.
So while this two - step process

application that | overviewed may be feasible to

market rate housing, Staff are aware that this
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may be challenging for low -income building
developers. Our understandi ng is that many low -
income building developers operate o n paper -think
margins and would struggle to implement these

above - code measures without funding readily

available.

We would like to hear from low -income
building developers about their thoughts on t his
two - step application process and what
considerations are important for Staff to be
aware of. We are open to exploring alternative
options if the two - step process poses a
significant barrier for low -income residential
development.

At t his ti me goadhéad and move on
to our outline of the incentive str ucture. And
then there will be time at the end for comments
on both of these topics.

Moving on to the incentive structure for
BUILD. Before presenting a potential approach to
the incentive structu re, it is important to note
that this is an area in whic h the boundary is
somewhat narrow based on SB 1477 statute and
regulatory language.

A couple key items to note.
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We must use a whole building approach,
rather than providing direct rebates for
indi vidual pieces of equipment. Practically
speaking, this will likely manifest itself
through building performance modeling software.
The results of the whole building model will
correspond to an incentive total sum.

The source of the funds require that
I ncentives be tied to expected avoided greenhouse
gas, or GHG, emissions. Therefore, in addition
to requiring all - electric features, measures that
contribute to better performance in GHG reduction

will lead to better incentive totals.

As noted, a big foc us of the program is

on low -income building developers. And if the

program eventually expands applicant eligibility,
the incentive structure will continue to
prioritize low -income residential housing.

And, lastly, we are not the only
downstream customer incentive program related to
building electrification e fforts. As such, we
must account for applicants that participate in
other programs.

In addition to our statute and regulatory

boundaries, there are some overarching principles
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and goals that we ho pe to convey in our program
design. For starters, our i ncentives will only
apply to features that go beyond the prescriptive
standard for mixed - fuel residential buildings in
the California Building Energy Efficiency

Standards.

Projects in areas with REA CH codes passed

by local governments that surpass the
re quirements of the California Energy Code or any
other state requirement may still receive BUILD
Program incentives. So, therefore, this
principle may only apply to statewide
prescriptive standards fo r mixed - fuel residential
buildings.

While this is mere ly a pilot program, an
eventual goal of California is to fully
decarbonize buildings. Therefore, this program
is intended to push the market to be self -
sustaining so that incentives are no longer

needed in the long term.

The whole building approach reco gnizes

that we need to emphasize holistic design
measures that reduce GHG emissions. Building
electrification cannot simply be an energy

efficiency measure or a renewable energy
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technology. Ultimate ly, there are many measures
that complement each other t o0 produce a holistic
approach towards better results in GHG emission

reductions. An analogy that | like to use is

t hat we canot si mply I n c e nelectsci z e
Hummer.

Lastly, a goal of ours is to communicate
the range of incentives that can be achie ved for

various performance measures. We intend to show
examples of generic designs and their potential
incentive so that interested applicants can
assess the approximate incentive amount before
choo sing to apply.

On the note of total incentive amount, an
area that we would like feedback on is the total
funding threshold that could make or break a
decision to even bother applying for the program.
For example, you might be a developer with plans
to construct a 50 - unit multifamily low -income
apartment bui Iding in the Central Valley. What
minimum incentive total would be necessary to
consider applying? Ultimately, we aim to find
the balance between pushing the market without
overpaying using ratepaye r funding.

So to summarize, there are four key

25
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element s that define a likely approach to the

incentive structure.

First, we intend to set some minimum

standards necessary to participate. This

includes no gas hookup to new construction or

capped gas | ines for residential conversions and

retrofits.

It als o includes minimum Building Code

measures, such as minimum appliance standards for

water heating and HVAC systems.

From there, incentives are based on model

building performance, which may vary, ba

climate zone. Items that are not modeled easily

in CBECC but still contribute to whole building

GHG performance may receive a separate kicker

i ncentive to boost adopt i

in the next slide.

And, lastly, we must factor in incen

received from other similar programs. This is a

challenging requirement with no easy solution and

| will touch on this more in a few minutes.

o

One of the key elements of the incentive

structure is what we call a kicker incentive.
what, exactly, do we mean by this?

In the incentive structure approa
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I 6m highlighting, the core of
comes from the results of modeling software that
uses the building design as the input, and the
output includes expected GHG emissions. Since
our funding must tie to avoided GHG emissions,
the soft ware can provide a readily available tool
to convert to an incentive, which most builders
already must complete, making it a seamless
application process. However, at the moment, not
all software inp uts drill down deep enough to
cover all contributing fac tors.

For example, CBECC modeling software only
models for gas or electric cooktop stoves.
However, since induction cooktop stoves perform
better than standard electric cooktops, we need a
way to e ncourage adoption of this feature. To
solve this, one a pproach is to offer an
additional kicker incentive to encourage the
installation of induction stoves.
Hypothetically, this might be a simple flat rate,
such as $100 per installed cooktop on top of th
modeled incentive. The same logic could be
applied to other building design features and

Erica will cover this a little bit more later on.

For now, we just wanted to present the idea.
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So as | mentioned, we need to account for
funding received from ot her programs. We want to
encourage applicants to levera ge other sources of
funding and accommodate those that do. The main
challenge involved is finding a simple solution
that ensures that there is no double dipping of
funds but still minimizes the burde n on the
applicant.

There are a few reasons for this
challenge. There are a variety of programs and
they do not all share identical goals and
requirements. This can sometimes make it
challenging as funding sources may not always be
an apples -to -apples comparison. Additionally,
without a simple solution to account for this, it
could pose administrative challenges if BUILD
staff needs to constantly track existing and
emerging programs, as well as changes to the
requirements within those programs.

To hi ghlight the difficulty in accounting
for funding receive d from similar programs, this
slide shows examples of some potential programs
that may come online and that may overlap in some
areas with BUILD. The potential variety is large

and some programs may or may not be able to
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accommodate incentive layering.

Without getting into the weeds too much,
the point of showing this is to highlight that
there are many programs contributing towards

building electrification end goals but each

individual program may have different underlying

purposes, program rules, marke t targets, and
restrictions on incentive layering.

If a BUILD applicant is also applying to
one of more of these programs, it can quickly
become challenging to assess the degree to which
two pots of funding overlap and, therefore, must
be accounted for t o avoid double dipping.

In situations where there is a direct
overlap with funding from separate programs, here
is one possible approach that could be used to
factor in funding received from the sam e
applicant from multiple programs. The numbers
shown h ere are completely fictional, just for
demonstration purposes. In this approach,
funding received from other programs is simply
shaved off the top of a BUILD incentive resulting
in a net - neutral ince ntive total. This approach
IS by no means fully baked a nd it is simply an

example of looking at how this issue could be
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addressed.
The main benefits to that approach that |

just highlighted are that it ultimately meets our

requirement of accounting for funding from other

programs and it is easily understandable for
applicants.

There are some significant drawbacks,
though, when you dig below the surface. For one,
it is unlikely that funding for multiple programs
will overlap so neatly that it results i n a
simple calculation.

Secondly, it would likely have to be
self -reported by the applicant and could be
administratively burdenso me to verify funding
t hat i snot reported.

Additionally, there could be challenges
in timing since an applicant may not ap ply to
multiple programs at the same time.

Ultimately, there are a lot of flaws but,
fortunately, there is an upcoming workshop
fo cused specifically on this issue.

This is a difficult challenge. And while
we wanted to at least mention this as part of
thinking in the program, we will defer everyone

to a CPUC workshop on June 30th, so in about two
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weeks, specifically to discuss and address this
iIssue since it applies to all programs. So for
those interested in participating in this
discussion, pleas e, mark your calendars and
engage to go deeper into this issue.
So at this time, before we move on to the
next topic by Erica, thi S is a good time to pause
and take some public comments on the two topics
t hat I j ust presented. So | 6m going t
and defer to Jordan to kind of moderate. And as
we mentioned earlier, we oI | first go t
through the raise - hand function.
MR. SCAVO: Thank you, Geoff.
| see a raised hand.
MS. CHAC: Yeah. Hey, this is Erica.
There is one raised hand from Deanna Haines,
D- E- A- N- N- A.
Deanna, you should be able to un - mute
yourself now.
MS. HAINES: | apologize. | must have
hit that rai sed hand inadvertently. I don
a question. Sorry.
MS. CHAC: Okay. No problem.
Thereds anot h-erohonnever mind.

Ther eods one fromRTIYoy, T
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Troy, you should be able to un - mute
yourself now.
MR. BEVILACQUA: Thank you. Troy
Bevilacqua with SunPower Corporation. Last name
is spelled B-E-V-1-L-A-C-Q-U-A.
A question on the no gas to property, is
that at the lot level or at the tract level? And
| ask that because a builder may acquire a piece
of property where the gas infrast ructure has
already been installed.
MR. DODSON: Hi Troy. Thank you for your
comment.
As far as the specific exact requ irements
for that particul ar guestion go, Il 6m n
that we have an exact definition laid out. The
general intent, however, is t hat wedre ai ming for
just no gas being fed to the building. So
whether this means a capped gas line for
retrofits or things like that, or simply not gas
infrastructure being built out for new
construction, the general intent is not to have
gas fed. Butw e -- |, per sonal |l vy, donoét have
ready answer for you in terms of the exact nature
of how that works.

MR. BEVILACQUA: Tha nk you.

32
California Reporting, LLC
(510)31 3-0610



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. SCAVO: Yeah. This is Jordan.

That 6s an i Ssue w e ar e cons:

think we address it in a later presentation. But
it ds just presented as options f
at this point.

Erica, who do we have next on the raised -
hand queue?

MS. CHAC: We have Nick Young, N -1-C-K,
last name, Y -0O-U-N-G.

You can now un - mute yourself.

MR. YOUNG: Hi. Thanks this is Nic k
Young with the Association for Energy
Affordability.

So itds not a r-duneepd prggeam
but the various funding sour ces that low - income
housing projects have to apply to, to acquire the
majority of the funding for their projects, also
have energy r equirements in their sustainable
building methods portions, primarily the Tax
Credit Allocation Committee and California Deb t
Limit Allocation Committee, TCAC and CDLAC.

So | would just encourage the folks, and
maybe this will be covered later, but to co nsider
coordination with those agencies, as well, with

t he Treasurer o6s Of fi ce t o better

33
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regulations and their su stainable building
methods portions with the goals of
decarbonization. That would help a lot.

MR. SCAVO: Excellent. Thank you for
your comment, Nick.

MS. CHAC: Okay. And then we have
another hand raised from Scott Blunk, S

last name, B - L- U- N- K.

-C-O-T-T,

Scott, you can now un - mute yourself.

MR. BLUNK: Hi. This is Scott Blunk w
SMUD.

And looking at the presentation today,
and | saw the presentation that was posted, |

would just want to encourage trying to make the

ith

program simpl e. nlewd woastructiom

programs throughout the state and worked with
SMUDGs team on this.

Andlgu ess | 6m quest.
modeling requirement is really necessary?
Because we kind of -- or at least, maybe by
or by climate zone or by, you know, ban
house sizes, like 1,000 to 2,000 square feet, we
can run some model homes in a climate zo
know what the carbon savings is going to be, plus

or minus; right? But to have the requirement of
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models for every single home, or even if
y ouodr-€ even every property, it just gets
really burdensome.

And the majority of the savings is the

fa ct t hat t heyodre not doing gas.

much si mpl er to do it t hat way .

really, the carbon savings going from a nine HSPF
to aten HSPF is minu scule compared to going from
gas to electric.

And just trying to make the program --
trying to hope the program can be as simple as
possible, so just some suggestions.

Thanks.

MR. SCAVO: Thank you for your comments,
Scott. We dig into this issue a bit more in the
presentation later this afternoon by Tiffany on

the bill savings methodology.

Erica, who do we have next?

MS. CHAC: We have Ruchi Shah, R -U- C-H-1,
last name, S -H-A-S -- -H, sorry.
Ruchi, you should be able to un - mute

yourself now

MS . SHAH: Yeah. Hi . | O

Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation,

TNDC, in Sa n Francisco.

California Reporting, LLC
(510)31 3-0610

Wi

An d

And

t h

t



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Is the program neutral to what uti

lities

are we getting covered from in our portfolio? We

have both SFPUC and PG&E.

MR. DODSON: Hi. I think

that question

iIs somewhat addressed in the next portion, so |

think that, hopefully, might be ¢ overed.

MS. SHAH: Okay. Thank you.

MS. CHAC: Okay. And we have another
question from Shelly Lyser, S -H-E-L-L-Y, last
name, L -Y-S- E-R.

You should be ab le to un - mute yourself

now.

MS. LYSER: Hi. Thank you. This Shelley

Lyser with the Public Ad vocates Offic

e at CPUC.

I was looking through the slides and |

was wondering 1if t her e
program design to address cost containment
cost effectiveness of the various measures
proposed? I guess t ha
RFP review process to see, you know, whi
applications are most
thinking in terms of sustainability, after the
pilots are completed, whether, you k

using the most expensive mix of technologie

choosing technologies that might b
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forward?

MR . SCAVO: Great . That 6s

consideration for us to have in mind. Thank you,
Shelly.

MS. CHAC: Okay. And we have another
qu estion from Srinidhi Kumar, S -R-1-N-1-D-H-1,
last name, K- U- M- A- R.

You should be able to un - mute yourself
now.

MS. KUMAR: Hi. Name is Srinidhi Sampath
Kumar. | work with the California Housing
Partnership.

| wanted to hear what Nick had said about
coordinating with housing agencies but, also,
specifically highlight one of the programs called
Affordable Housing in Sustainable Communities
Progr am. And itds al so a new
program and it specifically addresses
sustainability issues funded by the
(indiscernible).

To be more specific on one your questions
around building design to complet ion timeline, it
takes anywhere between three and five years. And
on the incentives, the two

- step process, | would

advise you all to look to the Low -Income
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Weatherization Program because the incentives are

more phased in and that actually help affordable

housing providers to have more funding,

especially in a time like this where funding is

of t en

other issues coming th

more | imited, a

nd theyore

rough rental income loss.

So really trying to phase in incentives will be

really helpful.

And one thing thatos

making sure this presentation is

more gener al

--  this

recording is available really early on so we can

have specific comments passed on,

relistening to the recording.

comment.

from Mic hael Colvin, M

MR. DODSON: Thank you.

based on

MR. SCAVO: Great. Thank you for that.

MR. DODSON: Sorry.

MS. CHAC: Okay. And --

MR. SCAVO: Thanks so much for that

MS. CHAC: -- we have another question

-1-C- H- A- E-

O- L-V-1-N.

now.

You should be a ble to un
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MR. COLVIN: Hi.

Colvin for Environmental Defense Fund.

what are your metrics of success

Program?

Good morning. Michael

The question is for you all to consider,

Because when

youor e

of the program design elements, you want the

program

design to get

actually looking for. This goes back to an

y

ou t he

earlier comment on some of the modeling, some of

t he fund stacking, some of the cost containment

issues.

The goal her

that every single last dollar is the most

efficiently spent. The goal is not necessarily

to get every single last modeling to be

absolutely perfect. The go

e is not to, you know, ensure

al is to treat as many

new home constructions and to remove as many

barriers to entry as possible.

de s i

gn

And

el ement s,

SO as youore

real |

y

going back to the root cause of what is it that

youbob

r e

consi deri

ma k e

act uryihd tg actomplish? And then |

think a lot of the program design el

I & m

ma d e

seei

f

o

r

ements that

ng her e --withleldecisiens will be

you and youbol
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nice to have if we have a different metric in

mind.

Thank you.

MR. SCAVO: Thank you for your comment,
Michael.

We have a few prescriptive r equirements
t hat are built I nto the statute.
additional parameters that weodr e

developing program evaluation. That is covered
in the final presentation int his workshop, so
stay tuned.
Al so, | 6d j ust Il T ke t o take
know a lot of these topics overlap. But if you
can, try to focus your comments on the content of
each presentation. We will have time for more
general comments toward the end. But i n terms of
organizing our comments, it would help us to keep
the conv ersation focused on the presentation that
just occurred.
Thank you.
MS . CHAC: And--t hat 0s
MR. SCAVO: Erica, are there --
MS. CHAC: -- all the raised hands.

MR. SCAVO: Oka vy . Letdos turn to

phones.
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MS. CHAC: No raised hands from the
phones either.

MR . SCAVO: Ok ay . Letds go to th
window. We have a question from Rachel
Kuykendal |l , R-hAa G- A-£- L
K- U- Y- K- E- N- D- A- L- L.

Sheds asked if we can copafeirm how
use factors into the program structure?

Tiffany, can you addres s this please?

MS. MATEO: Hi. Jordan, can you hear me?

MR. SCAVO: Yes.

MS. MATEO: Okay. So the program is --

| et me see what youbre asking me. SB
focused on advanci ng the statebds mar k-et f or I
emission space and water heating equipme nt for

new and existing residential and nonresidential
buil di ngs. And it doesnot particul ar.i :
infrastructure fuels. So | think (indiscernible)
more to the technologies that are eligib le for
BUI LD incentives but t hey wonot be tecl
that use fuel.
And, hopefully, that answers that
question.
MR. SCAVO: Thank you, Tiffany.

We have an additional question from Ruchi
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Shah, t hatWwB6 HRS -H-A-H.
And theyodve asked, mattBrdcetke
program if we are getting power from SFPUC or

from PG&E?O0

t

Ti ffany or Geof f , jump i n i
mischaracterizing this, but | think it just
depends on which gas provider you have. So as
l ong as youdre i n oimvestmeft +tokveed gas
utilitie S --

MR. DODSON: Yeah.

MR. SCAVO: -- t hose are the ones
targeting. And it doesndur matt er

electric utility is.
MR . DODSON: Yeah. Hi ,
correct. And | believe Erica will cover that in
her very next portion.
MR. SCAVO: Great. Thank you. That
|l ooks | i ke i1to6s it for comment
So |l etds go to Erica.
MS. CHAC: Great. Thanks everybody. Hi.
My name is Erica Chac and |1 6m
supporting BUILD staff members. Today, I will be
discussing eligible a pplicants that can apply for
BUILD, eligible projects that qualify, and

eligible technologies for incentives.
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Next slide please.

Eligible applicants for the BUILD Program
are building owners or developers of new
resident ial housing. The CPUC decision f urther
requires that the first two years of the program
serve eligible applicants for developing low -
income residential housing. In the future, we
may consider expanding that (indiscernible).

Low- income residential housin g is defined
as either, one, am ultifamily residential
building of at least two rental housing units
that is deed - restricted and is either both
located -- and is either/or both located in a
disadvantaged or low - income community, according
to the statutory definitions, or at least 80
perc ent of the households living in the buildings

have incomes at or below 60 percent of the area

median income, or two, low -income residential
housing can be an individual low -income
residence.

The CPUC decision and BUILD out lines
specific eligibility proje ct criterion. One of

them is eligible projects must be located in one
of the following gas territories, Southern

California Gas Company, PG&E, SDG&E, or Southwest
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Gas Corporation. To comply with the CARB rules
regarding ca p and trade funds, the programs
proportionately direct funds to the gas
corporation service territories where the funds
are derived. After the initial two years of
implementation, the funds may be spent outside
the individual gas corporations territo ry if
there are any unspent fund S.

SB 1477 requires that projects receive
incentives under the program must result in
utility bill savings for the tenants. And
eligible projects will need to follow the all
electric prescriptive pathway or the performanc
pathway to show compliance to
projects are intended to beat the mixed - fuel
homes prescriptive approach.

Eligible projects must be new residential
housing. This is defined in the decision as a
building that has never been occupied, o ran
existing building where at least 50 percent of
the exterior weight - bearing walls are removed, or
an existing building that has been repurposed for
housing and iitdéds original us
residential.

The decision also mandates that eligible
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projec ts must be all - electric and have no hookup
to the gas distribution grid. For new homes that
have not been occupied, having no hookup to the
gas means no gas pipelines from the main pipeline
in the road to the house. And for existing homes
that meet the ne w residential housing definition
and have existing natural gas pipelines, we are
considering whether they must be capped at the
meter or capped to the gas line in the home.

So this table lists low - emission
technologies that lead to GHG reductions for
dif ferent energy end uses. These te chnologies
could be eligible for basic incentives as they
can be modeled through CBECC and, therefore,
their performance can be captured and
incorporated into a variable incentive structure.

In order for the equipment to b e

eligible, they must also meet the criteria listed

i n the minimum requirements col umn.

selected these requirements with the
considerations that they set a bar for higher
efficiency and are still feasible for developers
and builders.
The decision also states that there must

be a list of eligible equipment. We recognize
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that there are existing lists that have been

established. And rather than creating a new list

and a new set o f criteria, weodr e
using these existing lists listed in the last
column. These lists have already been well

established and continuously maintained by other
entities or the CEC.

For space conditioning, the eligible
technology is a heat pump that has a heating
seasonal performance factor, or HSPF, or greater
tha nten. The HSPF is used to meas ure the
efficiency of air source heat pumps and is the
ratio of heat output over the entire heating
season to electricity use. The Northeast Energy
Efficiency Partnership, or NEEP, has established
a list of air source heat pumps that can function
in cold climates.

Water heating can also utilize heat pumps
that are at least NEEA Tier 3. These
specifications are established by the Northwest
Energy Efficiency Alliances, or NEEA, with
considerations to performance, comfort,
challenges to installation, and d emand response.
NEEA has posted a qualified products list for

their NEEA Tier 3 and above heat pump water
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heaters.

The other option for water heating can be

solar water heaters that have electric backup.

Onsite PV gener

ation can also be included. And

if so, PV modules and invertor models must be

|l i sted

0]

n

the Energy Commi ssi

List. The PV system will need to be compliant to

Joint Appendix 11 of the Energy Code, which are

qualification requirements f

systems.

or photovoltaic

Onsit e energy storage is another eligible

technology. And the battery or energy storage

device must also be listed on the Solar Equipment

List. The system must meet Joint Appendix 12,

the qualifications requirements for a batte ry

storage system. Keep in mind that J -12, for this

iteration, requires that an energy storage system

be paired with onsite PV systems.

Building envelope efficiency measures may

also be considered and they must be better than

the current prescriptive re

Energy Code.

T

quirement in the

hese could be roof, attic or wall

insulation, and windows. Depending on the

climate zone, the R value for the material will

vary.
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Eligible projects must also utilize heat

pumps for space conditioning, or either heat

pumps or solar water heaters for wate r heating.

These are the targeted technologies for the BUILD
Program. However, other technologies may be
considered if they achieve comparable GHG
emission reductions.

It is important to note, also, that PV
and building envelope efficiencies may also b
required for certain projects to meet the BUILD
requirements that projects have to show bill
savings for tenants.

Kicker incentives will also be offered to
technologies that cannot be easily modeled in
CBECC but still o ffer further GHG reductions.
This table lists out technologies that we are
considering.

Heat pumps that utilize low global
warming potential refrigerants of less than 750
can qualify for a kicker incentive.

Additionall vy, we or e
incentives for load flexibility.

Heat pump water heaters that are JA13
compliant can qualify for kickers.

And other appliances that are CT 2045
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compliant or any other open source modular
interface standard can a Iso qualify for kicker
incentives.
Induction cooktops may be considered.
And heat pump clothes dryers also offer
further energy efficiency than standard electric
dryers but they must be ENERGY STAR certified.
SB 1477 requires that BUILD develops a
pr ocess for evaluating new technologies that were
not l' i sted i n the t ashHownepsevibugly.e
We are taking into consideration existing
processes and possibly incorporating some new

processes. Adopting an existing process would

mean incorporating the n ew technology into CBECC.

And manufacturers would need to go through the
pro cess to get their technology into CBECC.
There is, already, an existing process.
And we would need information on the technology
to add to CBECC, which may require designing
te sting procedures, designing lab setups, and the
actually testing to gather th e data. This
verification process can be timely and costly but
will provide assurance that the new technology is
working as expected.

If performance is not verified, the
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produc t will not earn GHG credit under the BUILD

Programds basic incentasvWemay,r uctur

however, consider these technologies for kicker
incentives. A new process may be developed for

these technologies and other unique technologies

t hat donot g u iinteethefCBECC mold. These

may be evaluated on a case - by - case basis.
will need to understand the GHG reduction
potentials, performance, and possibly safety or
quality of the technology. However, there are
some resource constraints and we may have
on processes developed in that industry to
evaluate the technology.

The TECH Initiative also has a
requirement to develop a process for evaluating
new technologies in space and water heating, so

there may be an opportunity to leverage some of

TECHOs processes under devel

And we

to rely

evaluating. However, we are open to sug gestions
or comments you may have regarding this topic or
anything about eligibility.
Okay. And it looks like we have one
raised hand from Ruchi Shah.
You should be able to u n- mute yourself

now, Ruchi.
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MS. SHAH: Hi. This is Ruchi again from
TNDC. And t hanks, Er i ca, for cl ar i
still a bit confused about in a scenario where we
have all - electric buildings, and if we are
getting funding from the City of San Franc isco,
the first right to serve is from SFPUC. Does
that mean that we are not eligible for this
program?
MS. CHAC: As long as they fall within
one of the gas territories, then they should be
eligible.
And, Geof f, i f you donot m i
up to sli de 27 with the map of the natural gas?
There you go. Yeah.
So you should be able to fall into one of

those categories.

MS . SHAH: Got it So youore

just have to fall in the gas territory, even if
we are not getting gas service on our site?
MS . CHAC: That s correct
MS. SHAH: Okay. Perfect. Thank you.
MR. SCAVO: Are there any other raised
hands? |t doesnot l ook | i ke it

MS. CHAC: No. Itlooks like that was

ol
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MR. SCAVO: Anyone from the phones?

MS. CHAC: No raise

d hand from the

phones.
And just as a reminder, for phones, to

raise your h and, i tds star ni ne.
Oh, there a question from Srinidhi Kumar.
You should be able to un - mute yourself

now.

MS. KUMAR: Hi. Thank you

presentation.

Really just cur i ous

for the

about

planning to calculate the savings, for instance,

as thi

discussion in the background.

S

topi c? I know

t her eds

If you could just

talk more about that part? That would be great.

MS. CHAC: Yeah. So there

will be a bil

saving methodology presentation right after mine

from Ti ffany. | ft mynd

she can cover that in her presentation.

boldthg, maybe

And

there will also be time for questions after HERS.

MS. KUMAR: Um -hmm. Yeah.

MS. CHAC: Great. And then we have a

question from Michael Colvin.

now.

You should be able to un
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MR. COLVIN: Hey, Erica, thank you again

SO much.

Il 6m cur i ous if you considered

alternatives to doing the full modeling into
CBECC for s ome of these new technologies,
especially recognizing that these are pilot
programs and, you know, the time an d intensity
and expense, those words that you used, got me
very nervous. | 6m especiallyy
false perception as to this is really whe re we
want to be spending our time and efforts.

In energy efficiency, we have new
technologies emerge all th e time. And we do sort
of a deemed incentive before we do anything into
the DEER Dat abase. And so | 6m
therebdbs some sort oife pathwayto startt
estimating greenhouse gas emissions reductions
that will get you close enough for the pur poses
of what wedre | ooking for t his
be far less time intensive and expensive for all

involves?

worried

wonder.

program

So | 6m wondering i ifdergdou cons

anything, or if there are other options, or if
getting stuff into CBECC is the only way to do

this?
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Thanks.
MS. CHAC: Thanks for --
MR. SCAVO: Thanks for your comment.

MS. CHAC: Yeah.

MR . SCAVO: This is something

address in more det ai | in Tiffanyoaos
on the bill savings methodology.
Do we have any other raised hands?
MS.CHA C: No. It | ooks |
MR . SCAVO: Ok ay . We 0 v e

guestions in the Q&A window.

w e

0

present a

The first is from Nick Young, N -1-C-KY-

O- U-N-G. They ask, AnUnder el i gi
systems the NEEA Standards are only for in - unit
HPWH systems, not central. How will the BUILD
Program incentivize central HPWH, the best
approach for many low -income multifamily
projects?o0

MS. CHAC: Yeah. Thatodés a good
| was wondering, this might be a little more in
Ti ffanyds wheel house.

By any chan ce, Tiffany, do you have more
insight on this one?

MS. MATEO: Sure. So, yeah, like Erica

said, we are looking at other technologies, as
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1 long a s they have comparable GHG savings as what

2 was outlined in the table.

3 And then |, al so, I think thereos
4 effort right now with NEEA to incorporate central

5 heat pump water heaters into their evaluation

6 process, so wedre also staying tuned t
7 MR. SCAVO: Thank you, Tiffany.

8 Our next question comes from Scott Blunk,

9 that 6sC-6-T-TB-L-U-N-K. They say , ARSIl i de 16

10 says the projects must meet minimum building

11 codes and have no natural gas hookup. Why then
12 in slide 29 does it require beyond code m inimum
13 efficiencies? This adds costs with very little

14 carbon benefit. And if it is a bill savings

15 assurance that would be -- ifitis a bill

16 savings assurance, that would be the reason for a
17 mo d el to verify. o

18 So | think slide 16 lays out minimum

19 requir ements to demonstrate eligibility for the

20 program. And slide 29 identifies what types of

21 equipment or technol ogy would actually qualify

22 for an incentive.

23 Geoff or Tiff any or Erica, feel free to
24 jump in if youod | i ke.
25 MS . CHAC: Yeah. No, t ha%odbs corr

95
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slide 16 would be the minimum requirements that
every project must hit. And then slide 29 is
like for fu rther incentives.

MR. SCAVO: Our next question comes from

Mar shal |l Hunt , tAhR $-d1sA- LML H - U- N- To.

They ask, A wWi | | t her e b al kiaker fard d i

GWPs bel ow 1507?20

MS . CHAC: Ti ffany, correct

toi

wr ong, but for now weOr ekickerafon der i

bel ow 750. But I see where youore

and we may take that into consideration.

MR. SCAVO: Thanks Erica.

MS. CHAC: Um - hmm.

MR. SCAVO: The next question comes from
Samantha Barden, S -A- M A-N-T-H- AB-A-R-D- E-N.
They ask, N Miaiwsplid/ductless heat pumps
or VRF systems be accepted as air source heat
pumps or will they need to be considered as new
technol ogi es ?0

MS. CHAC: | believe mini splits are
still considered for air source heat pumps. They
might already have some li ste d on their Eligible
Technologies List.

MR. SCAVO: Thanks Erica.

And thanks for the question, Samantha.
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That 6s somet hi ng wein mimdnas Wesgetp

further along in designing the program.

We have another question from Nick Dirr,

N-1-C-KD-1-R-R. They ask

AnAsS you

will be important to have a pathway for all

electric measures, in addition to those listed in

the table. For example, some heat pump HVAC

equipment does not receive an HSPF value based on

its appliance classification, s
or PTHP systems, a s--
well as commercial

equipment which do not have

me nt

uch as VRF systems

woehl, | saosror vy , A a

-sized HVAC and water heating

residential

efficiency values. Thank you for keeping these

options open. o

Thank you for your comment, Nick. We

keep it under consideration.

Our next question comes from Randall

Higa, R-A-N-D-A-L-LH-1-G A.

follow up on central syst

They ask,

ems, how will the

program treat a multifamily building that is all

electric but have units served by a central gas

wat er heating system? Will this be eligible for

BUI LD?0

MS. CHAC: So per the decision, all

eligible projects have to be all
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gas water heating system woul
MR. SCAVO: Thanks Erica.
MS. CHAC: Um - hmm.
MR. SCAVO: And the la st question from
Don Price, iGN B-RD-C-E . Al s it

that, in the future, natural gas pipelines may be

dn ot

poss

qu

a l

i bl e

si dered?bo0

used to provide hydro gen for fuel cell vehicles?
Has this possibility been con
MS . CHAC: Yeah. Il 6m sorry.

MR . SCAVOmMmsorny.0 Go ahead.
MS. CHAC: Go ahead, Jordan.

Yeah, so for this one, again, per the

CPUC decisi on, weodOre required
must be all - electric at the moment. But thank
you for t he comment . We 6 | | k

consideration.

MR. SCAVO: And interms of considering
these alternative fuel s, y eah
weodOve | ooked at this in part.
something we can ke ep in mind. Thank you.

We have a question from Zainab Badi,

Z- A-1-N-A-B B-A-D-1 Theyob6bve asked,
buildings lo cated in low -income communities, is

there a requirement for how many units within

that building must be affordable units reserved
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forlow -income househol ds?2o0

There are -- thereds a statut
definition for what qualifies as a low -income
community loca ted in SB 1477. We use
CalEnviroScreen to identify those communities. |
canot speak in detail/l about t h
have a working statut ory definition for how to
define these communities. Thank you for your
question.

Do we have any other comments or

guestions? Okay.

Letds pause here for f ol
their | egs and weol | come back
Thank you.
(Off the record at 10:10 a.m.)
(On the record at 10:20 a.m.)
MR . SCAVO: Ok ay . We 6r e
The next presentation is by Tiffany Mateo
on the bill savings methodology.
Tiffany, go ahead and take it away.
MS. MATEO: Thank you. Hi. My name is
Ti ffany Mateo and |BUYMD deam.t Ilhwerk
in the Efficiency Division at the Energy
Commission. And today | will present the bill
saving s methodology section.
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SB 1477 directs the CPUC to ensure that
incentives reserved for low -income residential
housing does not result in hig her utility bills
for the building occupant. Proving bills will
not increase is challenging during to
uncertainti es in how occupants will use a
building, varying weather conditions, et cetera.

In SB 1477, one of the intents of the
legislature of the BU ILD Program is bill savings
for the building occupants. It will be up to the
program implementor to define how an dby how

mu c h . I n St af f 6 s w e wi | | need

sufficient savings as a safety factor to ensure

t

the resulting projects comply with the law. Some

estimated bill savings is logical to ensure that
there is no bill increase.

In order to ensure that incen tiv es that
are reserved for new low -income housing do not
result in higher utility bills for the building
occupant, the CPUC is directing the CEC to
develop or adopt a tool on methodology to measure
bill savings. This bill s avings tool or
methodology will be reviewed by the program
evaluator and CEC will make changes based on the

evaluators recommendations. | will refer to the
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bill savings tool as the bill savings
methodology.

Staff believes that the methodology, and

not n ecessarily a distinctive separa te tool, is

sufficient to calculate bill savings for building
occupants.

An important part in developing a bill
savings methodology will be defining exactly what
constitutes bill savings. Does this mean that
there will be no utility bill increase on a
mont hly energy utility bill or no utility bill
increase quarterly or annually, meaning the
energy utility bill may increase in one month, so
long as it decreases by at least the same amount

in another month?

Also, how many y ears should be analyzed

for bil | s avings? Is 15 years an appropriate
time frame to assess bill savings? Usually,
after the initial 15 years of occupancy, deed
restricted affordable housing projects undergo

the tax credit re - certification (phonetic)

proce ss. And multifamily owners clo sel y examine

and evaluate necessary major building
improvements. We are asking for input on these

options.
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Once those questions are answered, we
need to decide what utility rates to use. The
California Alternative Rates f or Energy Program,
or CARE Prog ram, offers discounts on electric and
natural gas rates to qualifying low - income
(indiscernible) customers. Since the bill
savings methodology will be used specifically for
low - income housing, should we use CARE rate or
stan dard rate? And within those ra tes there m
be different rate tiers. Is it appropriate to
use the lowest tier rate?

Also, utility rates change. How often
should the utility rates be updated for use in
this bill savings methodology, quarterly,
annually ? Would updating the rates wit h
pr ovi si ons to the bill ds | mpl
which will be every two years, be appropriate?
We 6re seeking in put on t hese
bill savings methodology.

And, right, the utility rate is
important, so using accurate rate projections
will be important for the long - term bill savings
analysis. The rate projection shown here will
use the Utility Integrated Resource Plan. The

short -term rate projections are based on

California Reporting, LLC
(510)31 3-0610

ay

ement ati on

paramet el

62



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

currently filed general rate cases. And furthe
rate projections are based on hi storic rate
increases and estimates provided by electric
utilities. We are open to looking at other
suggestions for utility rate change projections
that may be more appropriate to use for the bill
savings analysis under t he BUILD Program.
Now, onto e sta blishing baselines. The
focus of the BUILD Program will be on new low
income housing and mainly newly constructed
housing. Since these buildings will be newly
constructed, there will be no historic data of
utility bills. In order to calculate bill
savin gs, we will need to set a baseline for these
projects. Staff prefers us to use the mixed
building meeting the 2019 Title 24 prescriptive
standards as a baseline. This is consistent with
the requirements for setting a GHG emissions
baseline within th e BUILD Program.
In order to make the baseline scalable
for projects with a range of sizes, we have
identified an option to set the bill savings
baseline on a unit or bedroom level. By setting
the baseline this way, pro

jects of any size can

be compar ed to a single baseline, instead of
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having to set an individual specific baseline for
each project.

The main goal of the bill savings
methodology is to accurately estimate utility
bills for building occupants. This means t
should project - specific. The main pathway for
doing this is to estimate the energy use of the
designed building and use results with the
applicable utility rates to determine utility
bills.

Staff has identified the following
methodology options. One, Staff evaluates many
of d ecarbonization measure packages to show bill
savings and carbon savings, or applicants prepare
detailed modeling of each project to document
bill and carbon savings.

Under the first option, CEC Staff will do
analysis with C BECC and set performance
requir ements to achieve bill savings. CBECC is
the California Building Energy Code Compliance
software and takes input on building envelopes
and mechanical system design and calculates
energy usage of a building.

CEC Staff can d o up - front analysis to

determin e w hat building performance criteria must
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be met by climate zone to show utility bills

savings. This could include performance

efficiency of mechanical systems, additional PV

generation beyond what is required in code and/or

building envelope performance. These performance
criteria may differ in different climate zones.

This would eliminate the need for the applicant

to do model runs and submit their own bill

savings analysis.

Under the second option the BUILD Program
appl icant will use building modelin g s oftware and
utility rates to determine bill savings of their
proposed all - electric building, compared to a
mixed - fuel baseline. This may include using the
California Utility Allowance Calculator, or the
CUAC. The CUAC is used by the affordable housing
in dustry and the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee, or TCAC, to determine utility
allowances for deed - restricted properties.

However, major updates to CUAC software are

needed to satisfactorily maintain it. And an y
changes to or utilization of the CUAC should be
approved by TCAC.

And now | will invite participants to

comment or ask clarifying questions.
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MS. CHAC: We have two raised hands. One

of them is from M erri an.

You should be able to un - mute your self
now.

MS. BORGESON: Hi. This is Merrian with
NRDC.

| wonder if you could describe how or if,

when a building goes through the modeling process

with CBECCOG6s currentl vy, i f rates are |
al | 2 l 6m st il | no-t understanding i f t
be an ormal part of going through the perfo rmance

path of Title 24 or like how much additional work
would be required for the building owner
themselves or the building designer/developer?
Could you just outline that a bit more so we
understand that?

MS. MATEO:. Sure. So, currently, the
rates ar e n otincluded in CBECC. But what we
would use are the hourly energy consumption
output. And then we have rates, hourly rate
tables, available --

MS. BORGESON: Um- hmm.

MS. MATEO: -- to us, so we would
apply -- ités called the AD 760 (phonetic)
pro fil e -- to rates.

66
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MS. BORGESON: Got it.
MS. CHAC: Thanks Tiffany.
We have another question from Michael
Colvin.
Michael, you should be able to un - mute
yourself now.
MR. COLVIN: Tiffany, can you go back to
sl ide 38? | just have a clarifying qu est ion on
something on that slide.
MS. MATEO: Um - hmm.
MR. COLVIN: So for the CARE rates, the
low-i ncome customers progr am, | 6m conf us
you have these discount rates here. By statute,
the natural gas discount rate for CARE is 20
percent. And f or the large investor - owned
utilities, right now the current discount rate is
30 to 35 percent , for the small ut i it
percent.
So I 6m trying to figure out I f y O
proposing something different for bill savings
parameters or what yotdaceomplislyi ng
here? And i tbds not cl ear to me why t he
just what the actual CARE discount rates are.
MS. MATEO: Oh, okay. Ye ah. This --

webre not proposing a new rate or anyt|
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must be a typo. Apologies.
MR. COLVIN: Okay. | have one other,

since | have the microphone, one other clarifying

comment , which i s when youodre consi

savings, t herebds bioltdhi ndpes back,
also the expected useful life of the product.

And that might be a far easier way to do a
compari son on bi | | savings.
other factors of the life of the building, that

15- year time horizon, that you might want to be
thi nki ng about t he product . Wh at
gas use versus the amount of electric use? And

then just look at the de Ita s and you can limit
that to the average expected life of the gas

product. And that way you can, you know, contain
your bill savings t 0 a much narrower set of

factors.

MS. MATEO: Okay. Great. Thanks for the
suggestion. And any comments or specific data
you have, we would really appreciate sending our
way during the comment period.

MR. SCAVO: Do we have any other raised
hands?

MS. CHAC: No more raised hands.

MR. SCAVO: Anyone on the phone?
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MS. CHAC: No one on the phone.

MR. SCAVO: And no questions in the Q&A
chat app.

We are pretty well ahead of schedule, so

| think we will just advance to the next

presentation, if you woul dnot mind movi

slide deck forward, Geoff?
MS . CHAC: Oh, Jordan,
question in the Q&A that j ust popped up.
MR . SCAVO:

Great Let 6s

This question is from Samantha Barden,

S-A-M A-N-T-H-A B-A-R-D-E-N. Her quest ion is:

AWould existing home energy model

allowed to demonstrate bill savings? For
example, REM rate o

MS . MATEO: So I 6m not
familiar with the softwares. But as long as the
modeling capability is at t he same level as CBECC
and other Energy Code - compliant software, that
should be okay.

MR. SCAVO: Thanks Tiffany.

Samantha, this may be one where it would
benefit to go into a bit more detail in written

comments to help us consider these. Thank you.

Are there any other questions on the last
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presentation? Okay.

We 61 | mov e i nt o t he next

which on the t

echnical assistance provider and

the outreach plan. This section will provide an

update on technical assistance and outreach in

support of BUILD.

We

donot have prescriptd.i

regulatory requirements pertaining to technical

assistance, other t han that the BUILD Program

must offer such assistance to prospective

applicants and that details for technical

assistance must be include

Plan.

d in the Implementation

The underlying purpose of the technical

assistance is to increase program participation

and funding among residential projects located in

disadvantaged communities or low -income

communities.

As the BUILD administrator, the Energy

Commission will issue an RFP that specifies

technical and programmatic forms of assistance

for the third

- party contractor to provide. As we

noted earlier this morning, however, the Energy

Commission must receive budgetary approval to

issue an RFP

for a technical assistance provider.
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We expect to hear back on our budgetary request
sometime this summer. Should we rec eive approval
to issue a request for proposal from a third -
party technical assistance provider, we will
issue it in the third quarter of 2020.

In addition to helping applicants with
BUILD documentation requirements, the technical
assistance provider w ill assist interested
stakeholders in navigating industry and
regulatory barriers to low -income housing
devel opment . We 6r e i nhearr est ed
recommendations from stakeholders of what

specific forms of technical assistance might best

serve the program?

As wi t h technical assistance,

required to provide details on outreach in the
Implementation Plan. Outreach is necessary to

fa cilitate a program awareness campaign to target
audiences as needed. The outreach plan shall
encourage applicants -- shal | encourage
applications from low -income residential housing
located in disadvantaged or low -income
communities, as well as provide ba sic information

to interested parties on related programs that

may be of interest to the applicant.
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To approaches are
We can either combine outreach and technical
assistance, creating a sort of one
information and prog
applicants, or we can retain outreach activities
in - house, leveraging Energy Commission Sta

expertise to reach out to the developer

communi ty. Wedbd appreciat e

stakeholders whether one approach or the other
would be more beneficial?

So now we will open the floor to public
comments. Please restrict comments to three
minutes. An d u se the raise
youdbdbre on Zoom, t hen wedl

then the Q&A window.

- hand feature if

under consideration.

- stop - shop for

ram support for prospective

ff

get

Are there any comments or que stions?

MS. CHAC: We have a question from Sean

Armstrong.
Sean, you should be able to un

yourself now.

- mute

MR. ARMBTRONG: Good morning. Thank you.

So affordabl e housi
rebates after a projectos

been closed, which is usually the case with
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rebates. In affordable housing, the consequence

of that is that the development company its elf
accepts the rebate. But becaus e itbéds too
i tds generally not influenti al

because all the design happens at, you know, the

application stage, draft design stage. The

| at e,

i n the

rebates donot arrive during that per

So this is tr ue f or Peopl e s-dHelp &ldubing.
Their rebates do not go to the developments.

This is true for Danker (phonetic) Communities.

This is true for the Pacific Compani

seen this consistentl vy, t hat t her e

for the developments.

And th e f unding, the funding,
functionally, goes to the developer. Like the
really, really, really rich person gets the
rebate as opposed to low -income housing
development gets it, or maybe the nonprofit gets
It but t her eds | oprefitsahat doo r
affordab le housing.

So when | made comments, | suggested that
you spl it up the rebate so that
given at the commitment to go all - electric stage,
which would allow the money to actually help the

affordable housing development.
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Did | not

only providing reb

-- did l hea rt hatyou guys are

ates at the very end, after

proof of the project? And if so, can you justify

why you would not give the rebate earlier in the

development to actually help the low

housing?

MR. SCAVO: Yeah. Geoff, you spoke

this in your presentation. Would y

respond

t

o

Seands inquiry?

MR. DODSON: Yeah. Hi. Thanks Sean.

So the outline of the application process

that | did earlier was just an approach that we

could use. And what | was presenting was, you

know, pretty much based off of kind of

true approach from a previous program. | did,

however, specifically note in one of my slides

that we are aware that this can pose an issue for

low - income building developers. And so we do

you know, part

of

this intent on this workshop is

spe cifically to get feedback on alternative

approaches that would better suit our low

building developers.

-income

ou like to

tried and

-income

And so your comment is something that we

do want

taking into consi

t

o

hear and i t 6s somet hi

der ation strongly. And we do
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want to explore opportunities that are helpful to
our participants and not a burden, so --

MR . ARMSTRONG: That 6s

MR. DODSON: Yeah.

MR. ARMSTRONG: | appreciate it because,
functionally, it ends up undermining th e
sustainability consultants. This is a very
frequent situation where the sustainability
consultants try to advocate for the efficiency

measures but thereds no money

And the devel opers donot mak e

terrif.i

t hat o6

deci s

S

c .

d

[

0N ¢

I

speculative fundi ng t hat shows up. As youodre
alsosayi ng, itds too | ate. |t actual y
problems with the financing to have additional
money, l' i ke $100, 000 show into devel op.
ki nd of I I I egal Youdre supposed to a
funding that comes into a developmen t b ecause
thereds a | ot of I mowerdg toclaisn the
money.

So the current situation is just making
affordable housing developers do workarounds that
donot favor t he devel opment and donot

electrification. So thanks for taking that
comment.

MR. DODSON: Yeah. And thank you for
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providing that comment. And like | said, you

know, those are the types of things that we do

want to hear so that we can, you know, take this

fully into consideration and make sure that, you

know, weobdr e buidrodgramghatasatisfies

concerns from a Il levels.

MR. ARMSTRONG: Thanks

MR. DODSON: Yes. Definitely.

MR. SCAVO: Do we have any other raised

hands?

MS. CHAC: We do. We have another one

from Merrian.

Merrian, you should be able to un

yours elf now.

MS. BORGESON: Great. T

think that this is going to be one of the most

- mute

hank you. Sol

important elements of getting this right for low

i ncome devel oper s.

t

hink that

elements that are going to be really important.

Ther eds indtly, what you mentioned, like the

regulatory barriers, helping people through the

paper wor k, getting

actually know about

t her e 0 ¢

peopleds attent.

t

That 6s

huge part of just making this program successful.

But the other part is goin
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actual technical assistanc e where thereos
provided directly to the mechanical engineers,
designers, and architects who are actually
working on the design of these buildings early
on.
And | 6d encourage the CEC t
joint RFP t 0 a n organization, or perhaps it might
be more than one organization that works
together, that, A, already knows the affordable
housing development community and knows who to
get the word out to, already has those
relationships and connection, working in
part nership with the CEC, because | kno W you guys
have many of those relationships too. But |
think it will be important to have an advocate
that is really charged with this, along with the
technical expertise. That is really going to be
what enables many of the developers who may or
may not have experience with all - electric
developments to do it more quickly.
One of the things that NRDC worked with a
number of organizations to host a few weeks ago
was a listening session that highlighted just
four devel opers in the state, all of whom are

doing all - electric buildings. And it was a

77
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conversation that focused on new buildings.

We 0 | |

put this on the

record

accessible to everyone. We have it recorded.

But it was really emphasizing that conver

that many of those developers a

t hi s.

j ust

all -el ectric yet

t 6s new f or th

sat

re just starting

em.

The first time is often more expensive,

because

t heyoére n

Theyor e

o]

ion

ot f ami | i

technologies. Their mechanical engineers may

hav e never done this before. So there

this direct technical, and by technical | mean

like engineering side of the building that will

be really important to provide direct support for

to make sure that they have the right sorts of

skills and expe

rti se and guidance from folks who

have done this in other buildings, and not just

on t he

outreach si de.

detail on this in our comments.

And S

The other thing that came up through that

conversation that we had with developers was the

need for a coordinator, at least for t

few projects, and maybe more.

he first

An employee of the

Fresno Housing Authority had a really wonderful

ex ampl

e

where theyove
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than most developers in the state and have been

able to have sor t of a coordinator role within --
t hat they hire for their projects that allow them

to put all the pieces together in a way that

really made a difference for them to do these

fast and affordably.

So there may be even support for like a

coordinator rol e, maybe even for the first
project or two for each developer that has not
doneall -el ectric yet. I think thereds a

of ways you can structure it. But talking to
developers and getting their advice on,
specifically, what targeted investments, targe ted
technical assistance will make the most
difference for them, | think is going to be vital
to making this work for the audience Yy«
seeking to serve.
Thanks.
MR. SCAVO: Thank you so much for those
insights, Merrian.
We have a raised hand from the dais.
Commissioner Rechtschaffen, would you
like to speak?
COMMISSIONER RANDOLPH: Thank you,

Jordan. This may follow up on what Merrian just

79
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said.

I donot know i f you wer e

to do that, but | would suggest, in crafting the

outrea ch plan,y

ou consult with the CEC

- CPUC

Disadvantaged Communities Advisory Group and get

t heir i npu

t and advice.

Friday, in fact, but you can also just direct

inquiries to them off
MR. SCA

t hat guidance.

Do we have any other raised hands?

MS. CHAC: No other raised hands.

MR. SCA

that would like to raise their hand? Okay. And

we --

meeting cycle as well.

VO: Excellent. Thank

a l

Theyor e

you for

VO: Is there anyone on the phone

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: Hey, Jordan,

this is Andrew McAII

comment here.

MR. SCA

ist er . dlilike to make a

VO: Please do.

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: Hey. So

thanks, everybody, for those comments and for

your engagement.

| definite

the same thing about the DCAG, so glad to hear

Commissio ner

ly wanted to -- | was thinking

Recht schaff en
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a resource that we need to use, not just in this
forum but in others. And, you know, whenever we
reach out to them and get that put on the agenda,
you know, an item like this, they really

appreciate it. A
are plugged into the local communities and the
CBOs that actually work locally, and those are
going to be critical, along with the developers,
as well, to make something big out of this
initial effort.

And then | wanted t 0 a ctually
the question right after the prior presentation
about utilizing the HERS softwares to possibly do
the savings calculations. So without coming down
on whet her , you Kknow, I t
or not, | want to just suggest that any
can do to get compliance efforts done within the
workflow of projects is going to be --
iIs going to lower costs for everybody, lower
transaction costs, make it easier to apply if we
can sort of, you know, make compliance or, you
know, ap pli cation to this program, justin the
regul ar wor kfl ow as much
not an added burden.

So | want to just suggest to the
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stakeholders and everybody on the phone, you
know, think about that, particularly those that
are in the low
the delicate financing structures that are needed
to get these projects done, that you sort of, you

know, look in your bag of tricks, you know, along

-inc ome housin g community, and get

the way. Li ke whatdés the project
different steps, all the dif ferent criteria that

have to be met along the way when a project --
(clears throat) excuse me -- is being formulated

and see how we can leverage that process without

adding new requirements to, you know, check the

right boxes for the program, make sure the

statut e is being complied with, but do it in a

way thatds organic and integral t

MR. SCAVO: Thank you so much for that,
Commissioner McAllister.

MS . CHAC: Hey,
raised from Srinidhi Kumar.

Srinidhi, you shoul d b e able to un
yourself now.

MS. KUMAR: Hi. | just had a question
about why the CEC is drafting the outreach plan

without having an outreach expert or a technical

assistance provider onboard?
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MR . SCAVO: I think thatos someth
we O6r e t hi naboubmow. So we mentioned that
wedre debating whether to include outr e
part of the scope of activities from a technical
assistance provider, but these are issues we
havenot , you Kknow, fully baked yet. W
considering a variety of options but | a ppr eciate
the comment. Thank you.
MS. KUMAR: Yeah. | wanted to highlight
was Merrian said. | think there are two reasons
why 1 tds really important t hat t hese pi
get targeted at the onsite.
So one is they pay a lot for the --  most
affordable housing p roviders pay a lot for the
designers they higher. And a lot of designers
and engineer s, and Merrian pointed out,
have expertise in all - electric construction, so
it is important that this outreach happens early
on. And those contacts are a vai lable a nd readily
available. And, also, the technical assistance
provider is able to get in when the project
starts so they are able to coordinate between the
CEC, maybe even the local city agency that has
the (indiscernible) t hat 6s evdntually ¢

electric and coordinating with the design staff

83
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within the property construction site.
| just want to highlight how important
both the outreach and the role of the technical
assistance provider is and how it will be
important to input them when we are pla nning the
outreach plan.
MR. SCAVO: Thanks so much for that
perspective. That s very helpful
| think Natalie Lee, the Director for
Renewables Division at the Energy Commission,
would like to speak.
Natalie *?
MS. LEE: | just wanted, really quic kly ,
to ad dress that last comment because we certainly
do recognize the importance of public input and
our outreach and technical assistance provider
roles.
I just wanted to mention that, largely,
why wedre moving forward at t hi s
requirement of th e decis ion, of the CPUC
decision, for the timing. And as Jordan spoke
to, we are awaiting budget authorization for us
to be able to implement certain elements of this
program, including bringing an outreach and

technical assistance provider onboard.
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So right n ow, moving forward, is largely
j ust a timing requirement, but
minimize our absolute intent to hear that input
from an outreach consultant in the final program
design and as we move forward, beyond the
Implementation Plan.
MR. SCAVO: Sorry, Na talie, I lost a
little bit of that audio. Was there -- was that
a question or just a comment at the end there?
MS. LEE: No, that was just -- |l just
wanted to speak to that last question and comment
we received.
MR. SCAVO: Okay. Thanks so much.
Do we have any other questions or
comments?

MS. CHAC: No other raised hands and none

from Q&A.

MR . SCAVO: Ok ay. We 6re sti
on the schedul e, so | etds proceed
presentation, which is a pret ty short one, like
my one was.

Abhi, are you ready to present?

MS. WADHWA: Can you here me?

MR. SCAVO: | can.

MS. WADHWA: Okay. Great. Good morning

85
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everyone. My name is Abhi Wa d h wa . I 61
California Public Utilities Commission. And | am
the BUILD Project Lead from the CPUC side. So my
slides will be very minimal. And | just wanted
to give you an overview of how we are thinking of
evaluating the 1477 programs. For this workshop,
| 6m going to focus on BUI LD, but just (
give you a n overview of timing and what t he
decision lays out for evaluation, and spitball
some ideas with you regarding how we should be
thinking about this.
Next slide please.
So the decision, after a lot of good
i nput from our stakehol der s, deci ded tl
best to have a single evaluator for both TECH and
BUILD, both for program simplicity and ease of
coordination. Thereds a combined $5 mi
budget over the duration of both programs, $2
million out of that comes from the BUILD budget
and $3 million from the TECH budget.
The way itw  oul d work contractually is
that CPUC would be leaning on SCE as the
contracting agent. That means SCE will be the
one doing the request for proposal for the

evaluator with CPUC oversight. And what we do

86
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ask in the decision is that the data collection
be coordinated between the TECH implementor and
the program administrator for BUILD, which is

CEC. So there is already an emphasis in the

decision that there should be some seamlessness

and some best practices to be followed wi th
regard to how program design works, along with
evaluation.

The decision, as Tiffany pointed out in a
previous slide, also requires that the evaluator
look at the bill savings tool or methodology,
wherever that lands, and recommend changes, if
any are needed.

Next slide please.

Sonme of the recommendations we would have
for the evaluator and that we would stress in the
RFP process is to follow best practices for

market transformation initiatives. We are very

cognizant that 1477 is envisioned as a ma rket
transformation program and has a longer -term
goal, longer - term vision than just these pilots,

so what are those best practices, looking at some
of -- you know, outside of California, examples
like NEEA, and using those approaches as we get

into the ev aluation framework?
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Some of t

hes e means that you

have to work

hand in hand with the program designer so that

the evaluator is designing their metrics logic

model and program goals to be completely in line

with what the program designer may have thought

of and vice versa. Sometimes th

feed into the program design.

e e valuator can

And we want to

make sure that relationship is established and

prioritized from the get - go.

The evaluator would also be in charge of

establishing program baselines. And one of

things, again, the decision

the

emphasizes is to use

embedded measurement and evaluation approaches

within the programs.

Learning from our lessons

in EE, we understand that the better embedded

these approaches are the sooner programs are able

to react to

any changes that may be needed for

improvement.

We also recommend, of course, that the

evaluator propose any program design

modifications and, again, just be as robust and

real -time feedback as possible, as opposed to,

you know, longer two

cycles.

Next sli

- year or three

de please.
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So far as the program metrics go, there
are three metrics that are required by statute.
So either way, these are definitely top of our
list to track the number of low

installed in each building type, projected

- emission systems

utility bill sa vin gs, and the cost per metric ton

of avoi ded GHG emissions.
off the bat from the statute. That is something
that the evaluator absolutely has to track. And
both the TECH implementor and CEC are aware
would be at least basing th
these.

In addition to that, we just wanted to
brainstorm some ideas with you at the workshop
today. As Michael Colvin mentioned earlier,
program metrics help us kind of quantify what are
the program g oals? And so we wanted to invi
your feedback on what do you think these metrics
should be? We are only presenting a few sketch
ideas here but look forward to hearing more from
you in the comments.

Next slide please.

So, for example, the total avoid
emissions, perhaps that IS a pretty straight

deviation of the statutory metrics that have been
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provided. Probably a good idea to track based on

the natural gas

hookups being clipped, how much

do we think we would be saving in emissions

because of t

his program effort?

Another o ne could be -- and, again, maybe

this is a bad idea but we want to hear from you.

Do you 't

hink itbdés i mportant t o

of new technologies funded?

| s

about all - electric, but

it i mportant to us that

we are trying to also

push the market for heat pump dryers and

i nducti o

n st oves because t hat o6s

new technology, other than just space and water

heating, or is that not important to us? Is this

first two years not the time period where we

sh ould be counting that, counting

th e number of

new technologies we are promoting in the market?

Another one could be the number of low -

income electric

-- all -electric projects funded.

So if, say, for example, 8,000 total units get

constructed in a year, whi ch account s t

just  making up numbers here, if it accounts to

400 projects in a year, do we -- is our metric

that 60 percent

should be all

of those or 70 percent of those

- electric from the time the project
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gets launched? Is that an important m etric for
us?

So in line with th at, we appreciate your
feedback and how you feel the program should be
shaped around these metrics.

And thatos it from me.

MR. SCAVO: Thank you, Abhi.

Do we have any comments or questions?

MS. CHAC: No raised hands at the moment.

Oh, we have one raised hand from Nick Young.

Nick, you should be able un - mute yourself

now.
MR. YOUNG: Hi. Just on the metrics, |
think it would be good to track the number of

low - income units served by lo w- GWP systems, so

served by low - GWP water heating systems or served

by low - GWP heating systems, or vice versa. That
could sort of neutralize the -- like if you have
a central plant, is that just one piece of

equipment, versus a water heater in every

apart ment? Would that be like 50 pieces of
equipment? Wherea s, real | vy, what 6s
the number of homes that are served by this low

GWP equipment.

MS. WADHWA: Great. Thank you, Nick.
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That 6s a great comment . Pl easce
your written co mments. Appreciate it.
MR. SCAVO: Are there other rai sed hands?

MS. CHAC: No other raised hands at the

moment.

MR. SCAVO: Is there anyone on the phone

who would like to raise their hand to speak?
Okay.

We have a question in the Q&A. Its from
Scott Bl unk, t-IC-a0t T6 § B SL.- U- N- K .
commented t hat , AThe number of
also be a good metric to track, using bedrooms as
a proxy.o

Thank you for that comment, Scott.

Are there any other comments or
questions? Okay.

We 06 r @lose to the end of the workshop.
Are there any general comments or questions?

MS. CHAC: We have a question from
Michael Colvin.

Michael, you should be able to un

yourself now.

al

so |

Theyove

peopl

- mute

MR. COLVIN: Thank you again so much for

organizing a really impo

Program.
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| guess my overall co mmaet is to go back,
is to take a step back and say, what is it that

wedre trying to accomplish wi
years in this pot of money? And is it to get a

certain number of units built? Is it to get a

certain number of decarbonized units built that

ar e more cost effective than before? Is itto

help get lessons learned within the developer

community?

You know, | have to admit that | am very
concerned, from what | 6ve hea
are going to overengineer this problem and we are
going to sp end too much time on modeling and too
much time on doing some false precision of, well,
what would this have been in this modeling, in
this database, and in this effort?

And | think we need to, esp ecially in the

t h

r d

economi c sSsituati on t hat we 0 rwhere n

new construction is going to be very difficult
regardless, we have to start framing the question
of how do we actually, you know, remove as many
barriers as possible to getting all - electric an
decarbonized homes available, you know, and get

that bu ild ing stock out into, you know, out

there? And if we can focus on that as our
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primary objective, then | think some of the

pr ogram

desi gn el ement s

against today will then be put

context.

t hat

into the proper

MR. SCAVO: Thank you so much

comment

grappling with.

CPUC decision that interprets and builds on SB

And t hat o6

s, you

| would recommend reading the

for that

1477 because we have put some thought into this

and that may help shape any written comments you

want to submit.

comment.

But, again, thank you for the

We have another raised hand.

Ariel, would you -- or, | mean, Erica,

would you please tee that up?

MS . CHAC:

Turnb ull, T

- U-R- N-B-U-L-L.

Y eah.

Peter, you should be able to un

yourself now.

Thi s

- mute

MR. TURNBULL: Okay. Thanks for taking

my question.
I

And it

multifamily units starte

recent years.

0

Excuse me.
m | ust | oo ki

| ook s t o me

About the same numb
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family wunits. Over the next four year:
| guess, 200,000 of each. And maybe a third of
those, something like that, would be low - income,
which would be $60,000 or $70,000.
Do you guys have an estimate of how many
units youor e tog servie with this program?
And then maybe the other part of my

guestion/comment is over the next four years,

t hat 6s, you Kknow, about 16 or 18 perceil
time between now and 2045, which is whe n the
goals are really -- well, have been stated.

So in te rms of scale, how much of this
are you going to impact?

MR . SCAVO: I think thatoés a good
guestion. |l tds not one that weodve ref.i
analysis sufficiently to answer at this point but
i t 6 s nsething we are definitely keeping in the
backs of our min ds.

Ti ffany or Geof f | i f youbve got m
say on this, feel free to do so. Okay. | think
this is one that is definitely useful feedback.
|t ds something wedre considering but W ¢
drille d down to that level of specificity as
we 0r e

MR. TURNBWL: Well, just with all
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respect her e, I think that i tdéds pretty
for you to have a quantitative picture of what

will be accomplished here. And is that making

any kind of a dent in getting these buildings to

full electric?

MR. SCAVO: Yeah. Sorr y . I di dnot me a n
to i mply that | 60m pushing back on the
I t hink i--t&s

MR. TURNBULL: Okay.

MR. SCAVO: -- well, we need to do that,
we just havenot gotten there yet. We 61
framing some conceptual approaches to the p rogram

butwe havenot refined out anal ysis suff
to dril | down on how many wedre target.
but we will.

MR. TURNBULL: Okay. Thank you.

MR. SCAVO: Thank you.

MS. WADHWA: This is Abhi, Jordan. If
you donot mi nd, Il 6d | i ke atdastr eact to tl
gquestion?

I think, in just looking at the dollars
and cents here on the table, at least from our
perspective as CPUC Staff, we donot h a\
di sill usions that we o | | be able to capt

know, 100 percent of the market. | think in our

96

California Reporting, LLC
(510)31 3-0610



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

thinkin g and wri tin g the decision, our biggest
concern or vision, so to speak, has been that the
initial barriers, and even the lack of awareness
that builders may have in the marketplace
currently, needs to be removed and to get that
snowball effect started.

As Commiss ion er McAllister mentioned in
his opening remarks, you know, if we show those
incremental successes now, there may be a better
opportunity for us to seek additional funding
from the legislature as we try to scale this up
to the 2045 goals. But so far as t he pilots
themselves go, | think there is a general
understanding that the technical assistance and
removing the barriers for builders, and on the
other hand, using TECH to make the case for these
products being viable as much as they are, you
know, more G HG intensive counterparts, is
probably the core goal.

MR. SCAVO: Thank you, Abhi.

MS. CHAC: We have another question from

Merrian.

Merrian, you should be able to un - mute

yourself now.

MS. BORGESON: Hi. | just wanted to make
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a comment.

are spot on. | do think that especially the low

And Abh i 6 scomments just now | think

income housing market is sort of on the cusp of

being ready to do those themselves going forward

and they sort of need that initial push and

support. And, you know, th ey need t

experience with a new way of building, at least

for some of the systems in their buildings.

o h ave that

Another metric that will be important to

look at was sort of hinted at by Peter, as well,

that when you look back and see what percentage

of those 50, 000 units a year, or at least the

low - income portion of those 50,000 units were

all - electric versus going forward, that will be a

really important metric, just in terms of are you

transforming the market? Is there experience out

there? Are we st arting to

the central and unitary hot water systems, for

example, that go in those buildings?

But another really important metric

thatds a bit di f ferent
distinction is really important, is which of the
developers that have never built all
before, or maybe have one building, are now

trying it or doing it more regularly?
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So theredés both vol ume, but
want just three top developers to have all the
volume; right? You want to also look at how many
new develop ers ? How many developers are trying
this for the first time or are in the first few
years of trying all - electric?

Wh at weobdve heard, j ust a | i
our initial conversations, and again, NRDC is not
a leader in affordable housing, there ar e so many
ot her organizations that have deep experience in
this, but just from the initial conversations

weobdbve had i s that doing this the

hard or complicated, j ust because

your mechanical engineers and others to do

different thi ngs. So it will be really important
to think about, especially, how you target the

technical assistance to folks who are doing this

newly that need support for those first few

projects.

And | think then, if you look at the
metrics of both total units th at werel ike ly
going to be mixed fuel and now are all - electric,

and then also the numbers of developers who are
trying projects for the first time, those will be

really important metrics for market

99

California Reporting, LLC
(510)31 3-0610

tt

f

i r st

youort



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

transformation. And | believe many developers,
at least, are looki ng forward. And they sort of
see this as the future; right?
So iIitds going t osuktainirsge | f
Once they try it, they like it, they experience
N they realize that itdéds the same
cost, the same or lower bills, which is what some
of the init lal  folks have found.
So | think using both those metrics and
thinking about it, really, as Abhi, | think, and
a few others mentioned, as a market
transformation piece around, essentially, you
know, spurring this market to get ready for the
futu re that m any of them already see is where the
stateds going.
So thanks to everyone for this workshop
today. |l t6s been really helpful
MR. SCAVO: Great. Thank you, Merrian.
MS. CHAC: We have another comment from
Nick Young.
Nick Young, you shou Id be abl et oun - mute
yourself now. Sorry. Now you should.
MR. YOUNG: Hi. This is Nick Young with
AEA.

Just buil ding off of Merri anos

100
California Reporting, LLC
(510)31 3-0610

o

c

r



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

this is, like she said and like others have said
and sort of built into the program, this is for
market t ransforma tio n . And the mar ket we Or e
maybe think about the like components of the
mar ket t hat wedr e transf o+ mwvenwant We br e
to transform the market for, in many ways, how
these projects are designed. So the design teams
are a critical -- liket heyor eeareswhoare
designing it, and it is based off of their
designs that the projects pencil as cost
effective or not or financeable or not.
And so tracking, sort o f t o Merri
point, the developers who are doing this for the
first time, but It hink also ar chitects who are
involved in all - electric projects, and plumbing
engineers, so the actual design engineers, you
know, mechanical engineers on the heating and
cooling side, plumbing engineers on the water
heating side, so you can really track li ke who is
-- who are the design firms?
Because, ultimately, when an affordable
housing developer is developing a project,
theyodre not the ones designing theirtr h «
system. They ask for a hot water system, they

may have design gui del i ndtisnatelp u't itdos wu
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th eir consultants who design the systems. And so
making sure that this sort of tracking which
consultants that are working in this space in
California, are involved and participating in

this program, will be really important.

MR. SCAVO: Thank you for tha t comment,
Nick.

Do we have any other raised hands?

MS. CHAC: No more raised hands.

MR. SCAVO: And how about our
participants on the phone, would anyone like to
raise their hand there?

MS. CHAC: No raised hands on the phone
either.

Just as ar eminder, folks on the phone,
you can raise your hand by pressing star nine.

MR. SCAVO: Thanks Erica.

MS. CHAC: Um - hmm.

MR. SCAVO: We do have some questions in
the Q&A window.

The first iI's from Scot't Bl unk, t h
S-C-O-T-TB-L-U-N-K. ThewdGv tten, il agr ee
with Michael Colvin. This is seeming to be a very
complex program. Fort he pilot, at least, the

only requirements should be no gas hookup to the
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property and to be legally constructed and code

compliant. We have to get the ball rollin ganda

S i

mpl e program would help the most

Scott, thank you for your comment.

Simplicity and accessibility are important. And

we,

| think, are trying to prioritize that as

much as we can while balancing other program

needs. But we definitely take th at comment to

heart and are striving to make this as simple and

accessible as we can. Thank you.

Our next comment is a follow - up point
from Scott Bl unk ,-Cth BT 8BsL-9 N-K.
Theyove written, AThi s may beco-me a
focused program becaus ei t focuses on low income

and low income focuses on multifamily, and in

multifamily, there i

s very little gas used

currently, except in water heating. Just

something to consider when designing the

pr

ogram. 0
Scott, thank you for that comment.

We have another comment from Srinidhi

Kumar , t h a-tRolsN-8-D-H-1 K -U-M A-R.

wr

i tt en, wbuldtbe greatto track developers

for whom a BUILD - funded project is their first

all

- electric building or for whom this is the
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first time hearing about these tech nol ogies.

ATracking first cost di fferential s w

be great if there is -- if there ar e any, and
specificatlly®d®m sorry, | et me start t hat
over. ATracking first cost di f ferent.i i

also be great, if there are any. And
specifically seeing h ow BUILD helps reduce those
first costs will be helpful.
AFirst costs could al do be rel ate
soft costs associated with building and all -
electric construction and may not just be about
the equipment costs.
AThis is probably harder, but any
measurement around health, comfort, and safety
wi | | al so be hel pful . o
Thank you so much for that com ment.
Those are good things for us to bear in mind.
Do we have any other comments? Okay.
Well, | thank everyone for the feedback
webve received s o ditaionalafmedbackd
that we will receive during written comments.
At this point, | would like to invite
Chair Hochschild and our Commissioners in
attendance to provide closing remarks.

COMMISSIONER MCALLISTER: Hey, Justin
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[sic], this is Andrew McAlliste r. | 61 | defer

our -- | guess | o0l | take up the rear

our colleagues at the CPU C to start if they would

like.

COMMISSIONER RANDOLPH: This is
Commi ssioner Rechtschaffen. I
anything specific to say. | very much appreciate

the co mmets. They raised a lot of good

guestions that go to the core of

trying to do, keep things workable, simple,
attract new participants, make it easy for people
meeting the statutory criteria. We will take
those -- all take -- take all of thos e a nd others
into account.
I very much appreciate the great
efficiency of the CEC Staff in presenting the
materials and getting us through so quickly. And
we look forward to continued collaboration with
you.

COMMISSIONER RANDOLPH: And this is

Commission e r Randol ph from the PUC.

thanks to Staff for a great, organized, and

techni cally well run workshop.

|l 6m appreciative of the comment s

of the stakeholders. And | understand that
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simplicity is always a goal, but recognizing
that,y ou know, we do have a pretty specific
statutory program, so we need to make sure that
we foll ow all of the statutory framework as best
we can.
And | appreciated the discussion about
sort of the scope of the program. | think we all
recognize that these t wo BUILD and TECH Programs
al one arenot goi ng to get us where we
but they will pro vide a jumpstart and provide an
opportunity for learning what the best ways to
make builders aware of these opportunities and
technologies and potential savings.
So thank you everyone for all of your
comments and thoughts. And | look forward to the
writ ten comments as well.

Thanks.

COMMI SSI ONER MCALLI STER:  6m won

if, Chair Hochschild, do you want to make any
final comments?
Al | right, wel lust,l 6l Ij wrap up

as well.

So, y ea h, t hanks. Il tds a rare wo

where we actually are significantly early, so |

think everybody gets some free time on their
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schedul e that they di dnot anticipate,

good. But thanks for all of the stakeholder
co mmaents.
And | want to als o acknowledge, well,
acknowledge Staff, first of all, Jordan and the
whole team, Geoff and Abhi, Eric, Tiffany, across

both Commissions. Thanks for organizing a great

day.

And, you know, | think the balance we
have to find is -- itds going to haough some
issues to work through because we do have -- you

know, if you look at the PUC decision, look at
the statute, there are some requirements. |
agree with, generally, the tenor that we want to,
you know, not overengineer the p rog ram if we can
avoid it, make it easy to participate, and find a
right balance, you know, the sort of program
expediency, easy to apply, but also keeping the
statute in mind.
And also focusing on, you know, the long
ter m, weodor e t-allkhink ghere 0 s some tough
issues to wor k through in terms of what does it
take to -- you know, if we want to get on early
into a given project, you know, | think the

comments were right spot on, that at the design
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phase is the time you need to really build this
stuff in and potentially even, yo u know, provide
some up - front rebate, as Sean Armstrong said.

But then thatodés a whole proje
three to four years or more to develop the

project.

And so we want to push the marketplace as
quickly as possible. As Peter Turnbull said, yo
Know, t herebdbs urgency and we
that as well. So we need to find that balance
and really try to move the market in a very
intentional way with this program. And,
hopefully, build on a little more resources do
the road but, certainly, weobdbve got t o
low income and bring as many resources to that as
we can in this and other arenas.

So | really think this is an area where
learning by doing is going to solve a lot of the
mar ket barri ers and tnfakeétds wh
transformation is al | about. So that back and
forth that wedre having today
iteration can be really quick with, you know,
fast interaction between stakeholders, Commission

Staff, CPUC, and really getting the process moved

forwar d a nd the program guideline s and opening
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doors for business to work directly with the
marketplace and provide those incentives.

So | 6m | ooking forward
process. And thanks a lot, everybody, again, for
your attention.

MR. SCAVO: Tha nks so much for those
concl uding remarks, Commissioners Rechtschaffen,
Randolph, and McAllister.

| have a few last pieces of business to

cover and t hen we wi | | cl ose

reiterate our next steps before we wrap today.
Public comments are
will  submit the Implementation Plan to CPUC on
July 24t h. And at t hat p O i
two - week public comment period for folks to
provide feedback on the Implementation Plan.
Based on that feedback, we may issue an addendum
t hat addresses or incorporat es stakeholder
perspectives. And that would be August 2020,
maybe September 2020.
Upon receiving budgetary approval, we
will issue an RFP for a third - party technical
assistance provider in the third quarter of 2020.

We 6|1 | blp sh draft program guideli nes in the

final quarter of 2020 and final guidelines in the
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first quarter of 2021. And we plan to begin
accepting and processing applications under the
BUILD Program on or before July 1st of 2021.

As | said, the public commen ts
workshop are due on June 29th. This slide
provides a link to submit them through the e
commenting system. You can also find additional
information on our program webpage. And |
provided contact information for myself and for

Abhi at the CPUC.

on this

And this concludes the w orkshop. | want
to thank our Commissioners who joined us today.
And | want to thank all of the participants for
the comments and the feedback that we received.

|l 6d also | i ke to thank
CPUC for joining us and for their assistance in

dev eloping this workshop.
Stay safe out there and thank you for
helping California pursue its clean energy and

low - income housing goals.

(The workshop concluded at 1 1:25 a.m.)
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