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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 - Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

| ﬂ,,.rm. fupng , member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re?airs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety Sonditions.”

2
Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.4 These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenextoeneration.ora/files/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf,

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-dovwnloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at hitp://www sb39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
htto://www.sb3%dvancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39°s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
_l’lgp://thenextgeneration.org[ﬁIesfPropB‘) Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
% U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http//www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp- .
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools. pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California

Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

/Qq_ww‘ 8 @ /:V’F“’(Aﬂo/«—\'c'ﬂ"‘"

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013} at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated

Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

IDANMKY CAMEREUmember of Sheet Metal Workers® Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rcFairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to ycars of budgct shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole, The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 262035, subd. (a)}(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: lnvesting in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.ore/files/Prop39 _Investing In California.pdf.

% Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-lealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve I.eaming and the
Environment, available at http:/www,sb39advancecalilornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools. pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems wiil not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.?

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understatcs the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

% California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, avaiizble at
http:/www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p- 11,
?np:!,r’thenextgeneration.orwﬁEesfPro939 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
% U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at hitp://www.sb39advancecaliforniz.org/wp-
content/uplonds/20 13/ research-downfoads/EPA -Energv-Efficicney-Programs-in-K-12-Schools. pdf.




the 10% additional cconomic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K~12
Project Guidance.’ '

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,

Tpviameg G

Ry

ToufneY MAN Szt MeTAc Wedieei. .

? Californis Dcpartment of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—=12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean ' -
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporatéd
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School : ‘

I S
I (’4 vz ( %ag , member of Sheet Metal Workers® Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re?eurs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufﬁcient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noisc levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?

* These conditions have been directly correlated w1th high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenextgeneration org/files/Prop39_Investing In_California.pdf.

* Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
hitp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 f 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

_ Wealthier-Wiser.pdf, California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf
* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/fwwrw.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green- Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf{




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic

- Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, studeats in schools
w1thout sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
sahool-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms,

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to hcalthy and effective learning should be
addressed when plannmg and designing programs to improve energy cfficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39°s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements,

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor cnvironmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

3 California Department of Educaticn, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at

http:/Fwww.sb3%advancecalifornia. org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools. pd

$ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39_Investing In_California.pdf.
7 -
Ibid.
% U.S. Environmenta] Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-t2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhcuse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downlpads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K- 12-Schools. pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Educanon in their May 14, 2013 Recommendatlons for Proposition 39 K~12

Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, 1mprovcd
health and substantially improved academic performance..

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely, 0/) :; -

% California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

1 Mah.. C e, k& , member of Sheet Metal Workers® Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re?airs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.! These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 262085, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.org/files/Prop39 Investing In_California.pdf.

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb3%dvancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform S to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at

http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf,

¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,

http.//thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39_Investing_In_California.pdf.
k] .
Ibid.
# U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-

content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-1 2-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

N ol g ——

Mﬁf&wcl@/f/wye. [ioe | Com

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

I afe D.a, ),JﬁH' , member of Sheet Metal Workers” Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39°s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.?

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future atp. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.ora/files/Prop39 investing In California.pdf,

3 Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/Awww.sb39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content’'uploads/201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sh39%advancecalifornia.oreg/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser; A Report on National Green Schools, available at
hitp://www.sb3%dvancecalifornia.org/wp-content’/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.?

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy cfficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf,
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future atp. 11,
!,mp://thenextgeneration.org/ﬁIes/Prop39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
¥ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (201 1), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

AL fop

® California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

/ = , member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39's mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.? .

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.® These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (2)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

% Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.ore/files/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf.

* Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content’'uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-l{ealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecaliforniz.org/wp-content/uptoads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Scheols.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-IHealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 pomt increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
w1thout sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planmng and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposttion
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

5 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://'www.sb39ad vancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools. pdf.
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
l;nttp://thenextgeneration.orgfﬂlesfPr0039 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
¥ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-

content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

52,4{}53«“@6MM*—-C—0M

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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-
.

I r n member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit theSe comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.>
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.® These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p.9,
http://thenexteeneration.ore/files/Prop39 Investineg In California.pdf.

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www,sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content’uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Leaming and the
Environment, available at http://www.sh3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.ore/wp-content/unloads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 | 3/research-downl oads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
?ttp://thenextaeneration.org,/ﬁlesfProp39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
® U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011}, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013 fresearch-downioads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California

Department of Educatlon in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

® California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013)at p. 25.
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I l 2‘3& A ﬁ]g_,ﬂ@,{ , member of Sheet Metal Workers® Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re{Jairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenextoeneration.ore/files/Prop39 Investine In California.pdf.

3 Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser; A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/Awww.sh3l9advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content’/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Leaming and the
Eavironment, available at htip://www.sh39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
hitp://www.sh3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2Q1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthicr-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools. pdf,
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
g’mp://thenextgeneration.or,q/ﬁlesfProp39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
% U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb3%advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely, @\

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities

Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K~12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

1 /e Mo rés O member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
{(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re?airs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.org/files/Prop39 I[nvestine In_California.pdf.

3 1bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Glohal-Green-l1ealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sh39advanceczlifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

4 | Global Green USA, Healthier, Weaithier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http:// www.sb39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/20 | 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.,” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
schoo! building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of '
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http.//www,sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf.
8 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
!f]ttp:/!thenextgeneration.org/ﬁles/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf.

Ibid.
8 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

[)edoret p2a et s
Vst Morenwtd e Toxhoo.com

? California Department of Education, California Energy Cornmission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
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I M L HAs ﬂ/ 564/, member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.>

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1): see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.ore/files/Prop39 Investine In California.pdf.

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/20 [ 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available a1 hitp://wwyw .sh39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

4 I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
hitp://www.sb3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead tv a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.?

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools ir addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schoels Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia,org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
?ttp://thenextgeneration.orafﬁlcs/PropB9 Investing In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
* U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
[mplementing Greenhouse Gas Reductien Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

SincerM Z/

Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
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I MMember of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concemed citizen-
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: Califomia Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re?an's that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.’

Across the state, Califomia schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvemecnts due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39 TInvesting In_California.pdf.

3 Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3 /research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http:/fwww.sb3%advancecalifornia. org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

I Global Green USA, Hca]tlucr Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on Nationa! Green Schools, available at
i loads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Heal thier

Wealthler-Wlser pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 7 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

. Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective leaming should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sh3%advancecalifornia.org/wp—content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf,
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
hitp:/fthenextgencration.org/files/Prop3®_Investing In California.pdf.

7 Ibid.

# U.S. Environmenta) Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011}, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia org/wp-
content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/EP A-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K -12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K—12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,
Z/ﬂarmé_eﬂaﬁd/f‘ftk

® California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) atp. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

I \ \(Xffember of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePalrs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have msufﬁc:lent
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.?

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http:/fthenexteeneration.ora/files/Prop39 Investine In_California.pdf.

¥ Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
kitp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-lHealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

4 I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.> Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sbj9advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools. pdf.
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future atp. 11,
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

7 s
Ibid.
$ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (201 1), available at http://www.sb3%advancecaliformia.org/wp-
content/uptoads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the Califomia
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K~12
Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments,

Sincerely, /W

mcﬁﬂ’fmiﬂ@@( @ 6mc@| -co™)

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 - Comments on Pfopositiou 39: Californiﬁ Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety

Conditions In Public School

I M&J‘\- P,‘i c\l\.aiCl, member of Sheet Metal Workers” Local 104 and concemed citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.” :

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.®

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long termn effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,

hutp:/ithenextpeneration. org/files/Prop39_lnvesting_In_California pdf, 7

3 Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contéent/uploads/2013/rescarch-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Leaming and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

4 I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthicr, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
hitp://www.sb3%advancecalifornia. org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safctgr standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.,” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performarnce and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in

classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency

upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute

to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when plannmg and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.? ,

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition -

39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
cnergy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accuratel-y reflect the benefit of improving the |

indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health.
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of

measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than -

§ California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orp/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf.
¢ Gordon & DBarba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future atp. 11,
: gxttn:lfthenextgeneration.org/ﬁles/PmnS9 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid,

% {J.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Encrgy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011}, available at hitp://www.sb39advancecaliforpia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EP A-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools. pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

% California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K~12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) atp. 25,
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

| a@ 7, , member of Sheet Metal Workers® Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines”). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re?alrs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have 1nsufﬁC1ent
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.”

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality. These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

77

! pub, Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39_Investing In California.pdf,

® Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http:/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

4 1 Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
hitp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to 2 36 pomt increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
w1thout sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.’ The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school- related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school butlding performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when plannmg and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measurw&ess these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

-
* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www .sb39advancecalifornia.or -content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
l_}gp://thenex!generation.org /files/Prop39 Investing_In_Californja.pdf.

Ibid.
¥ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Enerpy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K- 12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the Califomia
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

ﬂ/ag//’y 2s& Voftorcoons

e

i
? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 ~ Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Iealth and Safety
Conditions In Public School

1.$ qlvaTetc [l 7c{s member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act -
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved ’
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufﬁcicnt
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.”
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absentecism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

% Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
bttp://thenextgencration.org/files/Prop39_Investing In California.pdf. :

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at '
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloade/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Departroent of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the

Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contenthuploads/2013/research-

downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

4 ] Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

hitp:/fvrww . sh39advancecalifornia.o ontent/uploads/201] 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser. pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 pomt increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
w1thout sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points |
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school- re]ated energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planmng and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39°s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools ir addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

S California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Leaming and the Environment, available at
http/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentiuploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf.
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p, 11,
?t_tp://thencxtgeneration.oggzﬁlcsfPropS9 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid. .
¥ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
[mplementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-

content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/EPA-Fnergy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K~12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety henefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
henefits hoth to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

/M)*W‘

% California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilitics
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K~12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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1WA SRR AT , member of Sheet Metal Workers” Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines”). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“refated improvements and I‘CP&II‘S that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.’

-

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have msufﬁ(:lent
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmfu] levels of toxins and irritants.”
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and -
depressed test scores.’ '

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These.
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a){1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

% Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: [nvesting in California’s Future atp. 9,
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

3 Ibid, sec also Global Green US A, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http://www.sb3%9advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/ rescarch-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the

Environment, available at http://www sh39advancecalifornia.orp/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-

downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf
* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http:/fwww.sb3%advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013 /research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform S to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air -
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection A gency that indoor air quality and other aspects of -
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.?

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

3 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http:/f'www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
. % Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
gntp://thcnextgencration.orgfﬂ]es/Prop39 Investing_In_ California pdf.

Ibid.
® U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/FPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California

Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K—12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our ments.
Sincerely,

% California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Froposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.




October 25, 2013

California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Submitted by E-mail to: docket@energy.ca.gov
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1

RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation: Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

1 6‘0% SWEG c\fy'member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concemed citizen:
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act -
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines”). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act.

(Proposition 39} Program. . We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the. .. .. ...

Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re{)alrs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilitics maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have msufﬁcwnt
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.”

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss rmore than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub, Resources Code § 26205, subd, (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. {c).

2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future atp. 9,
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39_Investing In_California.pdf.

% Ibid, see also Globai Green USA, Healthicr, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http-/www. sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Glohal-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainahle Schools Improve Leaming and the

Environment, available at http://www.sb3%advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-

downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s heaith and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targcted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy cfficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation 1ssues, and 1n some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidclincs must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbiirary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures-
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available a1
http:/fwww sh3%advancecalifornia. org/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downlpads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
gltzg://thencxtgeneration.orglﬁles/Pron39 Investing_In California.pdf.

Ibid.

® U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (201 1), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia. org/wp-
content/uploads/2Q 13/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools. pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Educatlon in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposmon 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, 1mproved
health and substantially improved academic performancc

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) atp. 25. '




October 25, 2013

California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Submitted by E-rnail to: docket@energy.ca.gov
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1

RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

I } _)C:]QQ} d eca re? , mernber of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully subrnit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Irnplernentation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to irnplernent the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related irnprovements and re?airs that contribute to reduced operating costs and irnproved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities rmaintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, rnost classroorns have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.’
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores,’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http:/thenextgeneration.ora/fites/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf,

% Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content’uploads/201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/20 | 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health,” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.?

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downtoads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.,
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
?ttp://thenextgeneration.0r2/f1]es/Pron39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
8 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/20 13/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K—12

Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

bk

DO s Seo\ucwg @ Li)mq‘\\ Com

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities

Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Submitted by E-mail to: docket@energy.ca.gov
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1

RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

IT}'\\(’( S oy , member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully subrhit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.?

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (2)(1); see also § 26206, suhd, (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
hitp://thenextoeneration.ore/files/Prop39 Investine In California.pdf,

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at hitp://www.sh39advancecalifornia.oreAvp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downtoads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthiet, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective leaming should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 .
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

% California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013 /research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoots. pdf.
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
glttp:.’/thenextgeneration.or,gj files/Prop39 I[nvesting In California.pdf.

Ibid.
# U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) atp. 25.
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California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Submitted by E-mail to: docket@energy.ca.gov
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1

RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

1
I é’(ﬂ A gM d%ember of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines”). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePalrs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.’

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have msufﬁment
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
hitp://thenexteeneration.org/files/Prop39 _Investing In_California.pdf.

3 1bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
hitp://www.sh3%advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20] 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* 1 Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
htp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
thhout sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school- related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when plannmg and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.?

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety, This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
¢ Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. I,
171tm://thenextgeneration.org/ﬁ]esfPropZiC) Investing In California.pdf.

Ibid.
3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

(L=

lennd RSMW 1o ofj

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Profect Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Submitted by E-mail to: docket@energy.ca.gov
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1

RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 - Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

I Tan Sweherlond |, member of Sheet Metal Workers® Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines”). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.’
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.>

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.4 These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http:#/thenexteeneration.ore/files/Prop39 Investine In California.pdf,

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39%dvancecalifornia.org/wp-content’'uploads/20 | 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Envirenment, available at hitp://www.sb39advancecalifomia.ora/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* { Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/Awww sb3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2 0 13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthiet-
Wealthier-Wiser. pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms. '

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

% California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia. org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf,
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
?ttp://thenextgeneration.orwﬁlesfPropBQ Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
¥ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http;//www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Iéu’\ 569'44{’ Sud’hd’.flané
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? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013} at p. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 3%: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Centribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

I /4"7’40""7 M"!f/""\ , member of Sheet Metal Workers® Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfull¥ submit these comments on the Proposition 39; California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines”). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and re?airs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have msufﬁcxent
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.?
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.’

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! Pub, Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. {c).

? Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.org/files/Prop39_Investing In_California.pdf.

? Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http:/rwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf: California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environmert, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http:/fwww,sh39advancecalifornia,org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.s

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

% California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf.
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
gzttp://thenextgeneration.org/ﬁles/Prop39 Investing_In_California pdf.

Ibid.
% U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:/Awvww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K- 1 2-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

% m\v\

Mré”'h‘\ [0‘(@7 .y ZC'ﬂM

? California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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1516 Ninth Street
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety
Conditions In Public School

I dAd=i0 ~z4n , member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concemed citizen
respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines™). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for
“related improvements and rePairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.”

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have insufficient
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.’
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.?

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

! pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. {a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. {c).

* Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenextgeneration.ore/files/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf.

3 Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www.sh3%advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://www.sb3%advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at
http://www sh3%advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
school buildings.?

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

* California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/C DE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf,
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
l_;\ttp://thenexlgeneration.orgiﬁlesr’Prop39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Ibid.
# U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12
Project Guidance.’

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments,

Sincerely, ) !
’Z&/’) -~
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® California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013} atp. 25.
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 — Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean
Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated
Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety

Conditions In Public School

I [ZL_?Q()F :[rQ L(é’!% , member of Sheet Metal Workers’ Local 104 and concerned citizen
respectfully submit thése comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act
2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines (“Draft Guidelines”). The Draft Guidelines
define how the State of California intends to implement the California Clean Energy Jobs Act
(Proposition 39) Program. We appreciate the hard work that staff has put into developing the
Draft Guidelines. Unfortunately, the Draft Guidelines currently neglect to include Proposition
39’s mandate that funds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for

“related improvements and I‘CP&II‘S that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved
health and safety conditions.’ ‘

Across the state, California schools have been forced to delay facilities maintenance and
improvements due to years of budget shortfalls. As a result, most classrooms have 1nsufﬁcwnt
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants.”
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and
depressed test scores.

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 14
million school days a year because of asthma worsened by poor indoor air quality.* These
student absences have long term effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of

1 Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c).

2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 9,
http://thenexteeneration.org/files/Prop39 Investing In_California.pdf.

3 Ibid, see also Globa! Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on Nationa! Green Schools, available at
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20! 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the
Environment, available at http://'www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf

* I Globa! Green USA, Healthicr, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at

http: /www.sb39advancecalifornia.or -content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf




these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving
a school’s health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic
Performance Index scores.” Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points
better.® The economic benefit to the state from increased attendance and better educated
graduates cannot be overstated.

Targeted retrofits can help solve this problem. In particular, improvements in heating, ventilation
and cooling systems and lighting systems, which together account for more than two-thirds of all
school-related energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and
health.” However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part of the retrofit.

Energy efficiency upgrades to heating and cooling systems will not adequately address
ventilation issues, and in some cases could exacerbate existing problems, unless indoor air
quality is evaluated and addressed at the same time. Similarly, installing more efficient
advanced lighting control systems in schools will provide no benefit to students and teachers
unless inadequate lighting conditions are addressed at the same time. Energy efficiency
upgrades must also be assessed to ensure that they improve, rather than degrade, noise issues in
classrooms.

Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency
upgrades in public schools also be used to fund related repairs and improvements that contribute
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the
United States Environmental Protection Agency that indoor air quality and other aspects of
school building performance that are critical to healthy and effective learning should be
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12
schoo! buildings.®

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition
39’s mandate to fund related health and safety improvements in public schools in addition to
energy efficiency improvements.

The Draft Guidelines must also be revised to more accurately reflect the benefit of improving the
indoor environmental quality of classrooms. The Draft Guidelines currently assign an arbitrary
3% additional economic benefit for non-energy related benefits such as improvements in health
and safety. This arbitrary percentage both overstates the benefits of energy efficiency measures
that do not address poor indoor environmental conditions and understates the benefits of
measures that directly address these conditions. In addition, this percentage is much lower than

% California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at
http:/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf,
® Gordon & Barba, Proposition 3¢ White Paper: Investing in California’s Future at p. 11,
?ttn://thenextgeneration.org/ﬁles/Pron39 Investing_In_California.pdf.

Tbid.
8 UU.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EP A-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools. pdf.




the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K~12
Project Guidance.”

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and
safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that takes into account the economic
benefits both to the school and the state economy from increased attendance rates, improved
health and substantially improved academic performance.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

87
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® California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—12 Project Guidance (May 14,
2013) at p. 25.
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