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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 gk6 1-d Adct-irnember 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, 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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, subcl. (a)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:/It 	tg henexenerationorg/filesfProp39Investin1n California.ydf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advanceca1ifomia.or &wv-contentIuloadsI20 I 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.or &wv-contentluploads/201 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4y  Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.oralwo-contentfuvloads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf 
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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. 5  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

5 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.orr/wp-content'uploads/201  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httix//thenextgeneration.org/filesfProp39  Investing In Califomia.pdf. 
7 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 httn://www.sb39advancecalifornip.orWwp-
contentfuyloadsl2ol 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efflcieacy-Frograrns-in-K-1 2-Schools,ndf. 



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. 9  

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 Erergy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 fluids 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3 

- 

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba. Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future atp. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orgf ,les/Prop39 Investing TnCalifornia.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://w.sb39advancecalifornia.orr/wp-co,uenthiploads/201  3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

httpY'www.sb39advancecalifornja.ora/vp-contcnt,'up]oads/2O I 3.', -esearch-downloads/G!obal-Green-Healtlier-
Wcalthier-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 . 5  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 .6 

 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 . 7  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. 8  

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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/files!Prop39  Invesrin2 In Californiapdf. 

Ibid. 
US. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at hnpiiwwwsb39advancecalitbmia.org/wp . 
contenfluploads'20 l3/research-downIoads/EPA.EnerayJfflcicncv-Programs-in-K_I2-SchoospdL 



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 	foryourco id Li of 

Sincerely, 	 C 

f3DG-)-OCO VUH a 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K—fl 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: docketenergy.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 

jjmember 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 r9airs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
bttp-//thenextgencration.or p:/files/ProD39 Investing In California.ydf. 

Thid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/unloads/20  I 3!research-downloadslGlobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiscr.pdQ California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolsydf 
' l Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wv-contetit 1uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 eases 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 

o Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Pron39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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 httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ortfwn-
contentfuploads/20 13/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 2-Schools.pdfL 



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 . 9  

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, 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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: docketenergy.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 	6rs 	, 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 tc 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 reairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 11 
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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p.9, 

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

Wealthier-Wiserndf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at httn://www.sb39advancecaliforniaomJwp-content/uploads0 I 3/research-
downloads/CD F-Susta i nab]e-Schools.ndf 
4 /Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httpJ/www.sb39advaricecaIifoi-nia.or1wp-content/uploads/2O l3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthi 
Wealth ier-Wiserpdf 



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. 5  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. 6  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. 1  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 
littp://www.sb39advaiicecalifoi  
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenexteeneiation.oreiIiles/Prop39  Investing In Califomia.adf 

Ibid. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K- [2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:/!www.sb39advancecalifornia.ore/wp 



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. 9  

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, 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of20/2 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I 	 , member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully ubmit 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 . 2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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, 
htto•/Ithenextgeneration org/files,Tro 3399 Investing In California.ndf.  
' Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htp:f/www.sbl9advancecalifornia.orR/wn-Content'upload s/20  I  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.orWwv-content'uploadsI2O 13/research- 
do wnlo ads/C  P E S  ust ai nable_School a.Rdf 
4 I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
ht//www.sb39advancecalifomia .org/wn-content'uploads/20  I 3/research-downioads'GlobaI-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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 .5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding 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 find 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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.oralwp-contentjuploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 

Gordon  6 	& Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  11, 
http://thenexteneration.orfjIesfProp39  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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-
contentJuploadsl20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-programs-in-FZ-l2-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. 9  

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,  9101A^—  
Email: 3c9 knethekrcn& 	n-n; 

. 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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i 4AVZZIIJ 3/&OSAz.t- -
, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than I 
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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 

http://thenextueneration.org/fl  les/Prop39 lnvestinsz In California.pdf. 
[bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

hup://www.sb39advancecalifornia.oni"wp-content/tInloads!201 3'research-downloads'Glohal-GreeTl-1 lealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available athttn:Uwwwsb3gadvancecalifomiaora/wP-contentfunloads'2Ol3TeSearth 

downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools .ydf 

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

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. 6  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 .7  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-U 
school buildings. 8  

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. Th.- 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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:'/thenext€!enerationorg/flles/Prop39 lnvestin5z In CaIiFornia.df. 

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 -.4Iwwv.sh39advancecali!hrnia.on"Jwp-
contentiup!oads/201 3!rcscarch-drnvnlonds/EPA-Energy-Ffflciencv-Prozranis-in-K-l2-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. 9  

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 Ac! of2012 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 
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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 M1 ¼ t 1 11,Ak  Tmember 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesTProp39  Investinix In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httj,://www.sh39advancecaliforniaorg/wp-content/unloads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green- Health ier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdl; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.orz/wp-content/unloads/20l3/rescarch- 
down loads/CDE- Sustainable- Sc hoo ls.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/fwww.sb39advancecali fornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.j,df. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htto://thenextgeneration.org/flles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

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

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalfornia.org/wp-
contenVLlploads/2O  I 3/research-down]oads/EPA-Eneray-Efficiency.Proarams-in-K- I 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. 9  

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 fc 

Sincerely, 

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) at p.25. 
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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 M1 ¼ t 1 11,Ak  Tmember 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesTProp39  Investinix In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httj,://www.sh39advancecaliforniaorg/wp-content/unloads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green- Health ier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdl; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.orz/wp-content/unloads/20l3/rescarch- 
down loads/CDE- Sustainable- Sc hoo ls.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/fwww.sb39advancecali fornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.j,df. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htto://thenextgeneration.org/flles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

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

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalfornia.org/wp-
contenVLlploads/2O  I 3/research-down]oads/EPA-Eneray-Efficiency.Proarams-in-K- I 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. 9  

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 fc 

Sincerely, 

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) 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 ^^f 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 . 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 § 2o206, subd. (c). 
' Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http•//thenexteeneration or f/g les/Pron39 Investing In C alifornia. f. 
3  Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httn:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.or&wo-eontent/uploadsf2O 13/research-downloadslGlobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.vdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf  
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:f/www.sb39advancecalifoniia.or/wn-contett/uploads/2O 13/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. 5  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. 6  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 	H 

health .7  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 

5 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orulwn-content/uploads/20  1 3/researth-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoojg.pdf. 
' Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htt:ffthcnext!eneration.ora/fiLes/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 
7 lbid. 
8 11 .5.  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.sb39advancecalifornja.org/wp-
çenttuploads/201  3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efficiency-Prograrns-jn-K- 1 2-Schools.ndL 
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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. 9  

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. 

Sincere 

-C 

9 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  4!5ep'i-t Pt 	t  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 . 2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextseneration.ore/files!Pron39  Investing In California.pdf. 
3  Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:llwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contenj/uploads/20 13 /research-downloads/G lobal-Green-Healthi er-
Wealthier-Wiser.odf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifoniia.org!wp-content/unlc)ads'2013/research- 
down loa ds/C DE-Su stai nable-S chools.pdf 
4 j Global  Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaorgfwp-content/uploads/20  13 /research-downtoadsi'G loba l-Green-Health ier-
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. 5  Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform  to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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. 7  However, these retrofit's 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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http:f/thenextzeneration.orglfi]eslProp39 Investing In Ca!ifornia.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.sb39advancecaliforniag/-
content/uploads/2013/research-dow'nloads/EPA-Enerty-Efficiencv-Programs-in-K-1 2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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 foyour consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

4 pq Aa-L4zD  

thitLAlLbtS LA&1iQq 

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  iirnt drnrrrMk,  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
ham•//thenexteeneration org/files/Pro 3399 Investing In Califomia.pdf.  

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http•/lwww sb39advancecalifomia orpIwr-content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdE  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http:'(u ww eb39advancecalifomia oralav-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-S ustainable-S chools.ndf  
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content'uoloadsl2O  1 3fresearch-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. 5  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.6  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 . 7  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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
htty:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20l  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  11, 
httn://thenextgeneration.o/fiIesIProp39 Investing In Califomia.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-
contentluyloads/20  13/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 2-Schools.ydf. 



the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May 14,2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 of2012 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 411- Gs4 	, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(t); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.or &files/Prop39 Investint In Ca!iforniaodf. 

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

Vealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 	 3/rcsearch- 
downloads/CDE-Sustainahle-Schools. pdf 

!Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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. 6  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. 7  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 building s. 8  

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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
hnp:/!thenexteenerationorgJflles/Prop39 Investin2 In Calilornia.pdf. 
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Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:I/wwwsh39adyancecaliforniaorg!wp-
contentillploadsf20l3!research-downloads/EPA-EnerQy-Efficjencv-Pro2ranls-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. 9  

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 !br 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—i 2 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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fri i cktcL Ct4c!2, 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 finds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include finding 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. 3  

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 
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http;//www.sb39advancecalifprnia.orglwp-contentluploads/20 l3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find related repairs and improvements that contribute 
to improved health and safety cQnditions. 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 find 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 
htt://www.sb39advanceca!ifornia.org/wp-content/uploadsf20l 3/iesearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orglfilesfPron39  Investiiw In Califgrnia.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.sb39advanceca!ifoniia.org/p 
contentJu1D!oads/20l3/research-downloads'EPA-Energy-Efflciency-Prorams-in-K-l2-SchooIs.df. 



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—U 
Project Guidance. 9  

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, 

ncr05'00E rL 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I  )(o,y/t✓ 61r_, ?St'dytnember 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. " t  

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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http•//thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In Californiaixlf. 

lbid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httv:I/www.sb39advancecalifornjaorg/wp-contentjuploads/20 I 3/research-downioads!Global-Green-Healthier-
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Environment, available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifomia  orelwn-content/uploads/2013/research-
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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.8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.orwp-contentJupjoads/2O I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
htm://thenextgeneration.org/files/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.orzlwp-
contentJuploads/2013/rescarch-downloads/EPA-Enery-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-1  2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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. 
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Email: 
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9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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i jArDA t'v I\j 	, 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 rerairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneratjon.or/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  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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.orgJwp-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.or/fiIes/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid. 
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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. 9  

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 of2012 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: docketenergy.ca.gov  
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 

RE: Docket Number 13-CCE.JA-1 - Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean 
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I 	Q,44AS6 	,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 re1airs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving 
a school's health and safet1 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 
bettet 6  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 .7  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-I 2 
school buildings. 8  

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 

5 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb39advaiicecalifornia.orgfwp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustajnabje-Schoolsydf. 

Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenext2eneration.orgfflles/Prop39_  Investing _In Culifomia.pdt 
7 lbid. 
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.or2/wp-
content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Progjams-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. 9  

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 academia performance. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 
	&i 

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean En ergy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
20 13) 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 	 , member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submit.th'ese 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3 	 - 

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:!/thenextgeneration.oiIfiles/Proo39 Investing InCalifornia.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/2O1  3/research-downloadsiGlobal-Green-I-Iealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orthvo-cpptent'uploads/20 13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoots.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htta://www.sb39advancecalifornitor2,twv-eontent/unloads/201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf 



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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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.orwp.contentJuploads/2oI  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  11, 

hWhen
http://thenextgeneratjon.org/files/proy39  Investing In California.tdf. extgeneration.org/files/Prop3 9 

 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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-
contentJuyloads/20  1 3fresearch-downloadslEpA-Energy-Efficiency-programs-jn-K-l2-ScI-iools.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. 9  

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. 

eAa .0)ni 

9 Califomia 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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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 	 ___ , member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submit thdse 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 finds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for 
"related improvements and reçairs 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. 2  
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 clays 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)(}); see also § 262C6, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.9, 
http://lhenexteeneration.orz/files/Prop39  lnvestin In Californiapdf. 

Ibid, see also a lobaf Green USA, healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://wwwsb39advancecaljforni &orci/wn-conteiir/uploads/20l 3/research-downloadsfGlohal-Green-Healthier-
Wealth iei--Wiserpdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at hup://wwwsb39advancecahforniaonr/wp-content/upioads/20 13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf 
4 /Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://wwwsb39advancecal  ifornia.or'wp-content/upIoads/20 I 3/research-downioads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealth ier-Wiserpdf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 
linIx//www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-conteflt/t!ploadsfl0 13/research-downloadsfCDE-Sustainable-Schoolspgf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 

htto://thenextaeneration.ora/ides/Prop39 Investing In CaliIornia.pdf. 
Ibid. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K- 12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Iniplenienting Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (201 I), available athuJIwww.sb39advancecaliforniaora  
content/up loads/201 3/research-down load s/EPA-Energy-Efflciency.proararns-in-K.fl-schools2df 



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-1 2 
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, 	 t%  ^ 

fK 9'O ŷ 1IV r4^ 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39. Clean Energy Jobs Act of 20 1 2 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
20 13) at p. 25. 
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I  N ,'t4h-s Go-&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 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
Z  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http•//thenexteeneration.org/Gles/Prop39  Investing In California..df . 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htto•//www sb39advancecalifomia or  /gPw  -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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wncontent/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-S  chools.ndf  
' I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ors/wn-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green.flealthjer-
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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

o Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextpeneration.org/fi!esfProy39  Investing In California.ndf. 

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 htth://www.sb39advancecaliforni&or&wp-
content/uDloads/20 I 3/research-downloadsfEPA-Energy-Efflciencv-Pro&rams-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. 9  

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 stale economy from increased attendance tales, improved 
health and substantially improved academic performance. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 2 _ 

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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School 

 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 flmds 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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenexteneration.org/flIes/Prop39  Investing In Ca!ifornia.ydf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgJwp.contentJuploads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-contentJup1oads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf 

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

I .  



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
hgp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wn-contentJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htty://thenextgeneration.or/flles/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-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research.downloads/EPA-Enery-Efflciency-Prcrams-in-K-12-Schoo1s.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. 9  

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 fo 

Sincerely, L 7 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act q(2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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I ._'N p6 	ncttht 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org!files/Pron39 Investing In California.pdf. 

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

Wealthier-Wiser.df; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 	 13/research- 
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4!  Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advalicecalifomia.org ,'wo-conte 	 on-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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.orn/wp-content'uploads/201 3Iresearch-downoads/CDE-Sustainab1e-Schoo1s.ndf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenexteeneration.ora/files/Pron39lnvestin  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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-
content1upIoads/20l3/research-downloads/EPA-Energyfficiency-Programs-jn-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—i 2 
Project Guidance. 9  

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, 

	

Gtc,L__.- 

'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 	col 	, 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 rcvairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(,l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at P.  9, 

http:/iihenexteneration.ont'fiIes 1 Prop3Q lnvestinsr In California.pdf. 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

lirtp//www.sb39advancecahforniaorg'wpcontent/upingds,20l 3/research-downloadstGlobal-Green-1 lei fthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://wwwsh39advancecalifomiaore .'wp-content!uploads/20l3'iesearcli-

downloads/CD E-Sustainab Ic-Schools .ndf 

i Global Green USA, I lealthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:I'www.sb39advancecalifornia.orc/wn-content/unloadsf2Ol 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Weahhicr-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. 6  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. 7  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.8  

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 
httn'"wwvsb39advancecaIifomin oruJwn-content'unl gads/201 ,'research-downloads'CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf.  
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:/ thenext_eneration orelfiles/Prop39 Investing In Califomia.ndf . 
' 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  ham: //www sb39advancecalifornia.orehcn-
content'unl oads/2013/research-downloads'EPA-Enerev-Ffficiencv-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.od f. 



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. 9  

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, 

b bo!bshu&koa Co'n-7 

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

Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K—I2 Project Guidance (May 14, 

20 13) at p.25. 
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I 	 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 Dm11 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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.8  

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.contentjuyloads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
'Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orglfiles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-I2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
contentlun1oads/20l  3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K. I 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. 9  

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, 

J/(v45 fIto A) O ñ?0f4th90' c 

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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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 finds 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, 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3 	- 

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 lime. 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 

5 California Department of Education: Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.oralwp-content/unloads/201  3lresearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoojs.tjdf. 
' Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/fllesfProp39  Investing In Califoniia.pdf. 
7 Jbid. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-I 2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:Ilwww.sb39advancecalifornia.orgfwp-
content/uploadsl2Ol 3/research-downloads/EPA-Enerv-Efficiencv-Programs-in-K- 12-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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. 

Si: 

9  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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respectfully submit these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act 
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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 reairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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 controllcd for socio-cconomic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 .'w-p-content!uploa(isiOl 3!research-downloads!Ct)E-SustainaNe-Schoolspdf 
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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. 9  

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, 

Gma;1. co M 
9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 

I TincAit j.  V.. 0cty,y 3( ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orWf,les/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.orJwp-content/uploadsf20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-l-lealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orJwp-content/uploads/2Ol  3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wy-contenvuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httix//thenextgeneration.orIfiles/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-
contentiuploads/20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-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. 9  

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, 

CoeQt+isj ç 6i (ki ikótj. CO i 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act oJ2012 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 ton (i(zsg,-rREa , 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. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httn:/ithenexteneration.orp 1fileWProp39 Investing In Call fornia.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, "Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:flwww.sb39advancecalifomi&orglwp-contentjuploadsJ2O I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at httv:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.orWwn-contenttuyloads/20 13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orcjwv-content/uploadsj2o I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
\Vealthier-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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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.orilwp-contentJuploads/2O  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orWfiles/Proø39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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/wo-
contentJuploadsl20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efflciencv-Programs-in-K- I 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. 9  

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, 

4a4^^—  

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. 



October 25, 2013 

California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketenergy.ca.gov  
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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 

IThict#vnu ejv.au, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
tt://thenexteneration.org/files/Pror39  Investing In  
IbM, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orglwp-contentlunloads/20I  3/research-
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httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or&wn-content/uploads./2 0  13/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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health 
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as pad 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.8  

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.sb39advanceca1ifornia.org/w-contentfuploads/2O  1 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/fileslProp39  Investing: In California.ydf. 

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:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
contentluploads/20  I 3fresearch-downloadslEPA-Eneray-Efficiency-Programs-in-K- 12-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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, 

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 DcQ\jOCt' 	 ,member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submit thde 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 

htlp:/!ihcnext2eneration.or&files/Pr0p39 lnvestin2 In California.pdl. 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalilornia.org!wp-content!uyloads/20 I 3/research-downloads!Glohal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthicr-Wiser.p4L California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at httn:/!www.sh39advancecalilornia.or&wn-contenVuploads!201 3/research- 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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.8  

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 
hnni/www.sb39advancecalifomia.onr!wp-content!unloads!20l 31rescirch-dovnloads!CDE-Sustainable-SchooIs.l)df. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
h:/!thenextgeneration.orJfiles/Pro39 Inveminq In California.ydf. 

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 httn:/iwwwsh39advancecalifoniiaonwp-
content!uplond.i2Qfliesearch-down loads !EPA.Enenrv-EfficicncwProszrarns-in-K-l2-Schools.Pdf. 
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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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K—/2 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 	1JP i 	of Sheet Metal Workers' 1eal 104 and conceed citizen 
respectft1l submit th c+er ts 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 hannflul levels of toxins and irritants. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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2 Gordon & Barba. Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
htt://thenext2eneration.orgffiles/Pro39 Investing In Cajifornjapdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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.8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.or2/\v-contentkmloads/20 I 3/research-downloads1CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http:I/thenexteneration.org/flles/Prop39  Investing In Califomia.pdf. 

Ibid. 
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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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety 

Conditions In Public School 

I ..jt7f, , 	 t4 3 , 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(I); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenexteneration.org/files/Prop39  Investine In Californiapdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sh39advancecalifoniia.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.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/unloads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Susta inable-Schools pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

hftp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/w-content/uPloads/20  13/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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.org ,'FiIes,'Prop39 Investing In Californiapdf. 

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/uøloads/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-1 2 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 _tca., j2.._/,rcrn ,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 finding 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
Iittp://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In Californiapdf. 

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

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://wwwsh39advancecalifornia.org/vy-content/upIoads!2O1  3/research-
down loads/C DE-Sustainable-School s. pd f 
4j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaor2/wp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding 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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wy-contentluploads/20l  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/prop39  Investing In Califomia.pdf. 

Jbid. 
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-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
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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 	 ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thene xtge n eration. org/fll es/Pro 39  lnvestin In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaIifornia.or/wp-content'tiploads/2o  1 3/research-downloads/Globaj-Green-[Jealth er-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecal  ibm ia.org'wp-conter,t/uploads/20 13/research- 
down loads/CD [-Sustainable-Schools.pd f 
' I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding 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.8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentjuploads/2o  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf. 
' Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httn://thenextgeneration.org/files/Proy39  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.sb39advanceca1ifornia.org/wp-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloadsfEpA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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 consideratio 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 

j Jca 	00c5'v , 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 \et 
(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 schdols 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/l'j-op39  Investing In Ca: if 

[bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htrpI/wwwsb39advancecalifornia.ou/wp-content/uploads/20 I 3/rcsearch-downloacls/GIobaI-Grcen-Healtliier-
Wllhier-Wiserp4f; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or &wp-contenr/upIoas/20 13/research- 
down loads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
'I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.or/wy-conrent/upIoads/20  13/research-down loads/Global-Green-Healthier-
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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. 5  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. 6  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 systeffis 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.8  

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 
httiy//www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wconrent'uploads/2Ol  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndi 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  II, 
htto://thenext2eneration.orgJIlles/Prgp39lnvestina In California.p4f. 
'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://wwwsb39advancecal  ifornia.or&wp-
conteiit/upinads/20 I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Prozranis-in-K- I 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 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and 
safety benefits or that an economic approach he 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 

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  C—YtC 3 er, NA , 	, member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectf—t- ully 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 . 2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 

t  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, 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 
Iittp:/7wwwsh39advarcccali1orniaoniw12-conlept/upJoads'20I 3!rcsearch-downloads'CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf. 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
hp://thenexteneration.or&fiIes1'ror39 Investing In California df. 
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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 1L!wvws 1b39advancecalifoniiaor/p 
conrcnUuploads!20I3'rcscarch-downIoads!FiPA-Encry-Eff1ciency.Prom-ams-in-K-12-SchooIs.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. 9  

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, 

svovc  

California Department of Education s  California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 20/2 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 

I  JOcepv 	rc&t rl ,  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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(]); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
htto://thenextgeneration.or-files/Prop399 Investine In California.udf. 
' Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Vise: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httn:Hwww sb39advancecalifornia orJw,p-content/unloads/"-013/resevch-downloads/Global-Geen-I-le ^ lthier-
Wealthier-Wiser pd1 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at httu://www.sb39advancecalifornia or 'wn-content/uuloads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools lid 

/ Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
hit))'//www sb39advancecalifornia ore/wn-content/uploads2013/research-downloads/Global-Green-] lealtli er-
Wealthier-Wiser.udf 



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. 5  Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools 
without substandard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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-rclatcd energy expenditures, can directly improve student and teacher performance and 
health. 7  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 fiinct 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 IC-12 
school buildings. 8  

We strongly urge the CommissiQn 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 
hp//www.sb39advanceca]ifrnia.or/wp-conrjn/ulonds/ 2 UJ_3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-SQjjQQlsdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
littn://tlienextaenejation.org/fileslProp39  Investing In Californipgf. 

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!pJ/www.sb39advancecahiornia.orgp 
cot/uloadsi2OL3Iresearch-downloads(EPA-Energy.Efflciencp,pgrams-inKl2schoolspdf1 



the 10 1/o additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May 14,2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K—I 2 
Project Guidance. 9  

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, 

CD 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency IC-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated 
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Conditions In Public School 

isa; D11 7,4/' 1 	,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 

(/ec4 encyy  •io S 
'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://thenext2eneration.org/files/Proy39  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/wø-content'uploadg/23  13/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/wø.content'uloads/2O  13/research. 
down pads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
'I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:J/www.sb39advancecalifornia.orwp-content/upload20 13/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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding 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. 8  

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 
iutpi/www.sb 39advancecalifornia.ora4vv -contentlunloads/201 3fresearch-down1oadstCDE-Sustainable-Schoojp4f. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. ii, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/fiies/Pro39  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-
contentluploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-1  2-Schoo!s.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. 9  

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, Sqi Du1AN 

9  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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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 ThJLzf4. 9tiJ(.4 	,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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesfProp39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
jp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orwp-contentJuploadsf2Ol 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf 
4, Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgjwp-contentluploads/20l  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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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.orIwp.contentJp1oads/2Ø  I 3fresearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenex1generation.orIfilesfProp39  Investing In California.pdf. 
7 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-
contentluploads/20  I 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. 9  

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 

Sincerely 

l // 

our comments. 

c9O 	cS— /5LR 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 	- t -  Ff 	, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextOeneration.org/files/Prop39  lnvestin In Californiapdf. 
' Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www. sb39advancecal  i forn ia.orz/wp-content'up loads/2013 /research-dotim loads/G lobal-Green-1 iea lth ier-
Wealthier-W iser.ndf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.or ,hw-content/uploads/2013/research- 
do wnloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdF  

1 Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecal  i fom ia.or;hvp-content/uploads/2013. research-down loads'G lobal-Green-i iealth ier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

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.sb39advancecalifomia.ora/wp-contentJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextpeneration.orWflles/Prop39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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-
contentJup1oads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energv-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. 9  

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. 

Sin 
,elY,, 

C 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 	0C E5Ji64  , 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 tpairs 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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores.3  

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 
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2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
htttx!/thenext ^eneretion or Ifiles/Prov39 Investing In California rdf . 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 
htrn://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wn-contenUuploads/201  3/research-downloadslCDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/fjles/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.orWwp-
content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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. 

Sin n 

-; r4v-^ 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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I 	0C E5Ji64  , 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 tpairs 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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores.3  

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)(I); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
htttx!/thenext ^eneretion or Ifiles/Prov39 Investing In California rdf . 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifomia .orglwp-contentjuyloads/20  I 3/research-downloadslGlobal-Green-Healthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 	 13%research- 
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf  
'!Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://w 	sb39advancecalifomia or /g wp-content/uploads/20I3'research-downloads!Global-Green Healthier  
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 
htrn://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wn-contenUuploads/201  3/research-downloadslCDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/fjles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 
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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.orWwp-
content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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. 

Sin n 

-; r4v-^ 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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i fdeE L4t& ,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 finds 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
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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. 5  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. 6  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.7  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-1 2 
school buildings. 8  

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.sb39advancecaliforni &or&wp-content/unloads/20 1 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf. 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p.  11, 
httt,:/fthenextgeneration.org/flleslPron39  Investing In California.ydf. 
7 lbid. 

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 ,orgfwn-
contentlunloadsl2O I 3fresearch-downloadslEPA-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. 9  

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, 

La 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Erergy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I 17JcN 	n7oJor , 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 harmfi.il levels of toxins and irritants. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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.8  

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.orgJwp-contentjuyloads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
ht://thenextgeneration.orfiles/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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-
contenttuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K- I 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. 9  

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. 



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 4Noaa-1  F Rt-ic'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 recairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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 . 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 

5  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.or/wp-conetJuyloads/2o  I 3/research-down!oads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf . 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesfprop39  Investing In California pd£  
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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. 9  

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, 

Email: 

AFmflMtS Q &M4 IL. 

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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member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
r/pectfley 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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Associatipn 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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. e  

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 
htty://www sb39advancecalifomia orL/wp-content/uploads'2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools vd£ 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneratiorvoro/IIleeJProo39  investing Iu Califomiav  .. 

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.sb39advancecalifomia.orrnhvo-
contendunloads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Fnergy-Eilicien  cv-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pd£ 



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. 9  

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. 

Sincer y, 
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California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2Q12 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 

t^  1 	 ^  ,.^ ^^D^ / €' 	, 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 recairs 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 . 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenexteeneration  orp'files/Pron39 Investing In California tpddf. 
3  Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wn-contentiuploads/20  l3/research-downloa ds/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifornja.org/wn-contentJuploads/20  13/research-
downloadslCDE-Sustainable-Schools odf  
`I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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-contentJuploads/201  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 

Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
httn://thenextgeneratiori.orgJfiles/prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 7.  
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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-
content1uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-prcjgrams-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. 9  

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 consideratio of our comments. 

Sincere1 Yit_td') 

Email: j&cine_° 	C.OP'1 

"California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I CMCLt MF4€ '_, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http7//thenext ,2eneration.orz/flle&/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 finding 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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 

° Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
thenextgeneration.org  ttp: 	 /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/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,  

Email: othFW' ES6f S 	
Ernaf (. G ' 

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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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 i\'.j  .C. Fono\ 	,member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respeétfully submil 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
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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-cconomic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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.7  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. 8  

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 

'Gordon & F3arba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. Il, 

httjx.4/thenexteneration.or2/files/Prop39 Investina In Ca!ifornia.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:I/vww.sh39advnncecaliforfflaorWwo-
contenVuploads/2013!research-downloads/EPA.Energv-Efticiencv-Pro€irams-in-K12-SChOOlsPdf. 



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 (iuidande. 9  

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, 
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California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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I 	 ,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 rc?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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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  .7  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. 8  

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 
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the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May 14,2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 En ergy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance ( May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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Conditions In Public School 

i f3ô 4Th't. 	,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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://thenextgeneration.ora/files/Prop39  Investing In Califomia.ydf. 

lbid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentJupjpds/2Q  I 3/research-downloads'Global-Green-Ilealthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancccalifornia.orz/wo-contentfuploads/2o  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schodsydf 
4 i Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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.sb39advancecaIifornia.org/wp.contentJupIoads/2O  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orglfileslProp39  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-
contentjuyloads/20  I 3/research.downloadsIEPA-Energy-Efficiency.Prorams-in-K- I 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. 9  

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 c;&:::____- 
Email: U}t3211 €ars\Ai) . tori 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K—fl Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety 
Conditions In Public School 

i C_,_- c% Z7 ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, suM. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:/ithenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing JnCalifornia.ydf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforriia.ortlwp-eontent/uploads/20  I 3/resSrch-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  I 3/research-
downloadsiCDE-Sustainable-Schools.vdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httn://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloaJs/Glpbpl.Green-J-Iealthier-
\Vealthier-Wisetndf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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.or &wp.contentJuyloads/20I 3fresearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thene xt generation.oraJfiiesfp op39  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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-
contentlup1oads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficjency-programs-jn-jc-l2-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. 9  

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, £1J 
CL 

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

i 4-c,yi.viJ.a 3'. (,,A-z,n,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 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/flles/Pro,39  lnvestin In Californiapdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaIifornia.or/wp-content'uploads/201  3/research-downloads/Global-Green-healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecaliforn  ia.org'wp-content.'t,ploads/20 13/research- 
down loads ;CD E-Susta inable-Schools. df 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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.orgJwp-contentJupjoacjs/20l  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/fileslproy39  Investing In Califomia.pdf. 7.  

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-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Progranis-in-K-l2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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 1011 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 	'Y'uioôq 	,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 re1airs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, suM. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:uIthenexteneratjon.ora/f,les/Pro39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifoi -nia.org/wp-ccntentjuploadsj2o  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wea1thier-Wiser.df; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at hup://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wn-contentluploads/201  3/research-
downloads!CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httn://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentJuploads/20  13/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. 5  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. 6  The economic benefit t6the 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. 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 Leaning and the Environment, available at 
bp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contenth,pIoadsf20l  3/research-down1oads/CDE-Sustajnable-Schoo!s.df. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
htty://thenexteneration.orffi]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-
content1uyloads/2013/research-downloadsfEPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-jn-K-1  2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

We strongly recommend that either a qualitative approach be applied to assessing health and 
safety benefits or that an economic approach he 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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Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety 
Conditions In Public School 

i Ceo a1.79SQ6 , 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesfProp39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-content/uploads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orrt/wn-content/uploads/20  13/research-
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 fImding 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. 8  

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.orgjwp-contentluploads/20  13/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenext2eneration.or2/files/Prop39  Investing In California.ydf. 

Ibid. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
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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. 9  

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 consi 

Sincerely, 

	Wments. 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
20 13) at p. 25. 
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Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety 
Conditions In Public School 

I nrn4iet ?a#.L, 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://theneNteneration.orz'flles/Proo39 lnvestinQ In California.pdf. 

Ibid. see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/twww.sb39advancecaliforniaorgfw-contentIuploads!2O l3•'research-downloads/Global-Green-llealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaorg/wp-content'uploads/20  I 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainahle-Schools.pdf 

I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:i/www.sb39advancecalifornia.oru,'wp-content/uploads/201 3fresearch-downloadslGlohal-Grecn-Ilealthier-
Wealth ier-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-cconomic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points 
better .6  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 
heal th. 7  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. 8  

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 

"Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
hnp:i/thenextgeneration.or/files/1'rop39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid. 
8  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-U Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.oreJvp-
content!uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Enerry-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. 9  

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, _/1./t:cL z 	4 
!fl44fly/g/7y0 c? 	Hoo Cot-i 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Enera 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 Ry'ccc C.t'cx/, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
' Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 

Investing In Cali fornia.r,df. 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http:/fwww.sb39advancecaljfornjaorg/wp-content/rjloads/2Ø I 3/research-downloadslGlc,bal.Green-I-Iealthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.r,df; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:/twww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wn-eontent/uploads/20  13/research-
download&'CDE-Sustainable-Schoojs.ycjf 
4j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

I 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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 find 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 planting and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 
school buildings. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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 

o  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orfiIes (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-
contentluploads/2O  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. 9  

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 

i 4,'pegv' vM/ 	, 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
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-contentJuploads/20  I 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/wj,-coritent/uyloads/20  13/research-
downloads/CIDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentJuploacjs/20  I 3/research-downloads/GlobaI-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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 find 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. 8  

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 
httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.oralwp-contentJuploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/files/Proy39  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-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energv-Effjciency.programs.jn.K-1 2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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, 

oe&iL<,*9tIJ yje? 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 hinds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for 
"related improvements and reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)Q); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htto://thenextgenerationjfiles/Prop39 investing In California.pdf. 

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

Weal thier-Wiser.ndf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ont/wp-contentluoloads/20  3/research-
downloads/CD E-Susra inable-Sch oojgf 
4 /Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htto://www.sb39advancecaljfornjaor/wp-content/uloadst2Ql_3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealth ier-Wiserpdf 



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. 5  Even when controlled for soclo-economic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 
hffp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orwp-conment/up1oads/2o] 3/research-downIoads/CDE-Susnainable-SchooIj2jf. 
6 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://mhenextgenerarion.or/fj  Ies/Prop39 Investing In Cali Forniapdf. 

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 htt//wwwsb39advancecalifhrnia.org/p  
conmentfuploads/201_3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efticiency-proca-ams.in-K.12.Schools.pcjf. 



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. 9  

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. 

94'$O 	yahco cot 

California Department of Education, Calilornia 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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,4'ifl4fl (7) 409 ffrrtpember 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htty://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  lnvestinz In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifonhia.or/wp-content/ulloads/20  I 3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-I -Iealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pd1 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.or €/wp-content/uploads/2Ol 3/research-
downloads/C DE-Sustainable-School spd f 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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.sb39advancecal  ifornia.orgIwp-content/uloads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
& Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextpeneration ,org/files/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://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.orglwo-
content/uploads/20  1 3/reearc h.downl oad s1EPA.E nergy-EfflciencyPrograms-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. 9  

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, 

I 
ii 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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I 7,$,nst' d&r.1gw 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(I); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.oru/fiIes/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

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

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or'wp-content/tipIoads/2Q 13/research-
downloads/C DE-S usta i nable-Schools. pdf 

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

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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 find 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.8  

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.sb39advancecalifomia.orIwp-content1uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orffiIes/Proy39  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/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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 

i 512 it/a ja.n,t ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(!); 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 Ca]ifornia.pdf. 

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

Wealthier-\Viser.pdt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecal  ibm ia.org1wp-content/uploads/20 13/research-
down toads/CD [-Sustainahle-Schools.pd f 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifomnia.org/wp-content/uploads/201  3/reseamch-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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 

O  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httn://thenext2eneration.org'files/Prop39 lnvestin In California.pdf. 

7 Thid. 
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.sb39advancecalifoniia.on/wp- 
contcnt/uploads/2013/rescarcfi.downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-jn.K-12-Schocls.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. 9  

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 of2012 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 ,& 8 	A1$_9 ?/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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenexteenerationorz/files/Prop39  lnvestimr In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ors/wp-content/uploadsf2o  I 3/research-downloadslGlobal-Green-Henithiei--
Wealthier-Wiserpdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://wwwsb39advancecal  ifornia.ora/wp-content/uploads/20 13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainab le-Schools pdf 
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http://www.sb39advancecali  fornia.ora/wy-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/C lobal-Green-I-Iealthier-
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 

s  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orJwp-content/uploadst2Q  I  3/reseaith-downloadslC DE-5ustainable-ScliooIs odf . 
6  Gordon & Darba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htto•//thenecteeneration ore/files/Proo39 Investing In California odf . 

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

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (201 I), available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or2/wo-
content/uploads/2 013/research-downloads'EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in -K-12-Schools  ndf 



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-1 2 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 y6u for your consideration of our comments. 

*q- 
/ 01h estuJ (o4,oC 

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. 



October 25, 2013 

California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketenergy.ca.gov  
Docket Number I 3-CCEJA- 1 

RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-1 - Comments on Proposition 39: California Clean 
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Conditions In Public School 

i3kv //pro 	,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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)Q); see also § 26206. subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htto://thenextaeneration.orz/files/Prop39 Investine In Californiapdf. 
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down loads/CD ES usta inable-Schoo lspd f 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 1(42 
school buildings. 8  

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 
hnpJ/www.sb39advancecalifornia.orwp_content/uploadsf2o IJ/rcsearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspçlf 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
hrtp://thenextgenerationorr/flles/Pi-op39 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 httn://www.sh39advancecaliforniaorg/'. 
content/uploaclsl20l 3/research-downloads/EI'A-Energy-[fflciency-proerams-in-Ic-12-Schools.jxjf. 



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-1 2 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 con ' eration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

ll&rej  oSl,,,,^cc^yakoo  .co 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Efficiency K—/2 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I QAflfl HAX&VS 	 ,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 hannful levels of toxins and irritants. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
bttp:/Ithenextgeneration.orifiles(Prop39 Investing In California.rdf. 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7 

 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 finding 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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.or/wp-contentjy1os/2o  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org (fHes/proy39 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.orgyp  
contentluploads/20 I 3/research-downloadslEPA.Energy-Efflcjency-programs-jri.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. 9  

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 	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 (pairs 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 . 2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores . 3  

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). 

2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
hup:/'thenestr>eneration.ora'filesJProo39 Investine In Califomia.odf. 
3  (bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http• !www sb39advancecailifomia orz!wp-conteiNupload - ;'t0I3iresearch-downloads'Global-Green-I -lealthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.vdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning- and the 
Environment, available at httn://www sb39advancecalifomia oru!wp-content imIondsL201 i'research-
downloads'CD 13-Sustainable-Schools.2df 

/ Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htjp:Nwww sh39advancccalifotnia.or^_Iwn-contenduploadsl20I3-research-downloads'GIobal-Green-Healthier-

Wea lth ier-Wi scr.ad f 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 [earning 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 
hftrr/1www.sh39advancecalitbrnia.onilsp-content/uploads.'2O 13/t-esearch-dovrnloads!CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
11tm:i/thcncxttenerationortzfilesfprop39 Investine In Californiapdf. 

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:/iwww.sh39advancecaHIornia.or&wy-
content!uploads120l3/research-dovnloads!EPA.Enerey-Ffficiencv-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. 9  

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, 

^c- 
6W0,!- 75(9 

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

Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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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 . 5  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. 6  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 
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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.8  

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 

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

° Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
htto!/thenexteeneration o files/Proti39 Investing In California ndf . 
7  Ibid. 
s  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 sb39advancecalifomia or /wo-  
content/uploads/2013/research-downloads/EPA-Enerev-Efficiency-Proerams-in-K-I2-Schools ndf . 



the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
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safety benefits or that an economic approach be developed that take 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, 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 
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health .7  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 
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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 
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Proposition 39 recognizes this and thus expressly mandates that funding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to hind 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 
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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 
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California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgJwp-contentJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.or &files/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-
content1uploads/2O  13/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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 
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9  California De artme t of Ed ation, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, PrdpsuuioiTPTClean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contenrJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/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 htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content!uøloads/20  I 3Iresearch-downloadsfEPA-Energy-Efficjency-Prorarns-jn-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. 9 	 - 

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, 	

W42'1̂  Ot 

3D.'4ectoctha ii a 	Lb t'-( 

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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school buildings. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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 
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Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12 
Project Guidance. 9 	 - 

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, 	

W42'1̂  Ot 

3D.'4ectoctha ii a 	Lb t'-( 

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 I Public School 

i 	\ocs.j 	Y'fl0,CicI1IEer of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfulO 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 fhnding for 
"related improvements and re vairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.9, 
ht://thenextgeneration.org!files/Prop39lnvestingInCaIifornia.ydf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httry//www.sbl9advancecaljfomja.org/wp-contenthjploadsl2O  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.Ddf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at bstp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wn-content/uvloads/20 I 3/research-
downloadsJCDE-Sustainable-Schg.df 
'I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
h//www.sb39advanceealifornia.org/wp-contenthiploads/20  1 3/research-downloadslQlobal-Qreen-Healthier-
Wealthier- is er. p df 



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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 hind 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  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
ht://thenextgeneration.org/files1Prop39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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.orWwn-
content/uploads/20  13/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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 ft 

Sincerely, 

of our comments. 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 i%th'#y' ,%9/ 	, 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 hinds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for 
"related improvements and reFairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 1 
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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orfiles/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.or/wp-contentjupJoads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgIwp-coritentJuploaJs/2O  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgJwp-content/uploacjs/20  13/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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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.8  

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-contentJuploads/20l  3(research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
hp:fIthenextaeneration.org/fiIesIProo39 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-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efficiency-Prograrns-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. 9  

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, 	 ,4k ,AI 	F6 ,n Ai /• (O #'i 

' California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 	 , 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenexteneration.or/f,l es /Prop39  lnvestin In California.pdf. 

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

\Vealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecal  I fornia.org/wp-conter,t!uploads/20  13/research-
down loads/CDE-Sustainahle-School s.ødf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaljfornja.org/wp-content'uploads/201  3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-I-lealthier-
Wealth icr-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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 find 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. 8  

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.orWwp.contentluploads/201  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.orgffileslprop39  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.sb39advanceca1ifornia.org/wp-
contentJuploads/2O1  3/research-downloadsfEPA-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 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 consideratiop of our comments. 

sincereiJ 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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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 

Wijpn 	, member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully subtht 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p.9, 

htip://thenexteneration.org/fiIesfProp39  lnvestint In California pd 
]bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or &wp-cornent'uploads/20 I 3lresearch_downloads!Glohal_Green_Healthier_ 
Wealihier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.or'ny-content/uloads!20l 3/research- 
down loads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 /Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
lnm://www.sb39advancecaIifornia.or/wp-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Glohal-Green-Healthier-
Wealth ier-Wiscr.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 .6  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 .7  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 find 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:/!tllenext2eneralion.ora/fllesJProD39 Invesliniz In Californiapdf 

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.sb39advancecalifoniiaora'wp-

content'un!oadsf20l3fresearchdownloads/EPA-Fnentv-Et1iciencvProrarns-in-K-12-Schoots.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. 9  

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 X-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
20 13) 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 744,1  44 	, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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

hM
/thenextgeneration.orIfiles/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 

d, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforni &org!wp-content'uloads/20 13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orwp-coritent/uploads/20  13/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/20  I 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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 lime. 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 finding 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
gp://www.sb39advancecaIifornia.orgJwp-contentJuploads/2Ol 3tresearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoopjf. 

6 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
htp://thenextgeneration.orIfiles/Pron39 Investing In california.pdf. 
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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-
contenthiploads/20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efflciency.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. 9  

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, 

ef& 7  

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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I  A4,-w-  j-7/e  ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.or  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.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-Flealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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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. 5  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 .6  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 . 7  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 finding 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.8  

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 
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contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efficiency-programs-in-jc- 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. 9  

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, 

0 
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California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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respectfully 4abmiftese 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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.8  

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-contentJuploads/20l  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
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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. 9  

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,  

Email: M0.rjq Goy N t O 44 0a • c a ►^ 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25, 
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I 	 U t' 14tt.Eciember 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 
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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. 9  

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 	 U-'2r 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 revairs  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. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 
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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. 9  

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, 

Email: 
 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 reçairs 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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 find 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 .8 

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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentjuyloads/2o  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & l3arba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgenention.orfiles/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 htti.x//www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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, 

Email: i'-i 76:.&-1 L4 
 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Ac: q(2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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/ 	—I  
I (Jn1 \o\s'Sor 	,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 finding for 
"related improvements and reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orti/flles.PPron39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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Environment, available at hnp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  13/research-
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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. 5  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 .6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http:/!thenextgeneration.org'fi!es/Prop39 Investing In Californiapdf. 

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 jp://www.sb39advanceca!i fornia.org/wp- 

content/tinloads!20l3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efliciency-Progranis-in-K-l2-Schoolspdf. 



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. 9  

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 Jo,jnss V'c,,-c—, 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 .2 

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores .3 

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgenerationorWfiles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 
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http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaoit/wp-contenv'uploadsl2o  I 3/research-downloads!Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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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 .5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding 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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornja.orIwp-contentJuploads/2o I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http:u/thenextgeneration.org/filesfProp39  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.sb39advancecaIifornia.orwp-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-dowriloadslEPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.pdf. 
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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. 9  

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, 

Email: 	 q ,^t^ owI 	l  
Sk gYJ  

9  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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44,13 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 ifinds 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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.orgJwp.contentJuyloadsf2o  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httn://thenexteeneration.ora/files/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.orIwp-
contentluploads/20  I 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. 9  

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, 

9  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  Pan 	e (ter 	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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 leaning should be 
addressed when planning and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 
school buildings. 8  

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 
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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. 9  

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 of20J2 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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'?, ttnj 12 /4 , 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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.8  

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-contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
htm://thenextgeneration.orgJfiles/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-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloadsIEPA-Energy-Efflciency-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. 9  

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 20/2 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) alp. 25. 
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California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketenergy.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 

j 	QC 	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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:/fthenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htty://www.sh39advancecaliforniaorg/wp-contentluploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecali  Iorniaorg/wø-content/tiøloads/20 13/research-
downloads/CDE-S ustainable-Schools.pd I 
4 

  Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orc/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 health and safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic 
Performance Index scores. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 

5  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sh39advancecalifornia.or/wp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/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.sb39advancecalifomia.orz/wp-
content/uploads/2 0l 3/research-down l oads!E PA-Energy-E ftic iencv-Programs-in-K-12-Sch ool s.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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 	I 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 reairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c) 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htt:/!thenextgeneration.or'filestProp39 lnvestin2 In California.pdf. 

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

Wea!thier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at hqp:L'www.sh39advancecaliforniaonilwp-content'uploads/201 3/research-

downloads.'CDE-Sustairahle-Schools.4f 

'i Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/hvww.sh39advancecaliforniaonz/wp-content/unloadsI2Ol 3iresearch-downloadslGlobal-Green-Ilealthier-

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. 6  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 . 7  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 
ham: (/wwwsh39advancecali fom ia.ont/wn-content/up loads/ 2013!research-down loads/ CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf 
Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 

httn:"thenext ^eneration.orQ'files:'Pron39 lnvestin ^ In Califomia.odf. 
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 hnp://wwv.sh39advanceca1ifornia.org/wri-
contcntiuploadsl2o  I 3 'rcsearch-down1 oads'EPA-Enerav-EfIicienev-Programs-i n-K- 12-Schools. odf. 



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. 9  

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, 

t4eeoç\. CO 
California Department of Education, California Energy Commission a d the California Public Utilities 

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



October 25, 2013 

California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketenergy.ca.gov  
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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 
Condition! In Public School 

i 	9 Zee/e1jernber 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 finds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include finding 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores .3 

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 

pj3 Resources Code § 26205, subd. (aXl) see also § 26206, suW. (c). 
Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p.9. 

fcirni:i jdf. 
3 tbid, see also Global Green USA. Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

Wc;ilihicr41cc pd1 California Department of Education., Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Envirnnmcnt. available at Hip Pj^L% %% 0h19;IJancecafi[QrrIinorg5p.con!r1tnpTeidCI)I 'rcc:rch- 
d.s rl lo : ,d cX'DFcI,t:htn hlc..SchnoJcpf 
4 J Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools. available at 

nlo:hlcGIlt -Crcn4ta?(tc 
1 yeah hi icr-'.Vi ccr pd I 



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. 6  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. 7  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 find 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. 8  

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 
I 	 pdf. 
'Gordon & Barba, Propositi 	White on 39 	Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. II. 

pdl. 
mid. 

'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 Ii p] u ';t';incccaliforn,:i cra'p: 
çnen'npinidc/701 3/rcccarcli-dm nIOaMTPA-Fncrr%-Filiciencv-Proi'rarnc-ifl-K-1 ?-Rclinô?cmiI. 



the lO% 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. 9  

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, 

Tony Ledoux 
Email: tonysmw@sbcglobal.net  

'California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy Ljflciency 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 iih Let , 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 finds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include finding for 
"related improvements and reairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
11ttp://thenext2eneration.or/uiles/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaor!wp-content'uploads/2O1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-content/t,ploads/2O  13/research- 
down loads/C DE-S ustainable-Schools.pd f 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-content'uploads/20  13/research-downloads/a lobal-Green-1 lealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pd f 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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-contentluploads/201  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/flles/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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-
content'uploads/20  I 3/research-downloadsfEPA-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 . 9  

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. 

Sincere C<%

^^^ 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of1012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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,member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfl.illy 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 finding 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(fl; see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgenerationorg/files/Prop39  lnvestn In California.pdf. 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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.orgJwp-content/uyloads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
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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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I Me^ k L4,cz_b 	, 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 finds 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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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, suM. (a)(1); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 mote 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 
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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. 9  

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, 

V1cn 3'3 6  icvtchIc, .4,v\ 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
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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 1airs 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 .2 

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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 hind 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 
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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. 9  

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, 

9 Califomia Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act q(2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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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 1airs 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 .2 

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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 hind 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 
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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. 9  

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, 

9 Califomia Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act q(2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 6  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 .7  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.3  

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 
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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. 9  

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,  
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9 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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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)(l); see also § 26206, subd, (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htto:/I'theiicxtg-iie,ation.org/f,, IeVProl)39  Investina In Califgminjdf 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htto://www.sb39advancecaliforniaor/w-contentJuploads/20 13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiserpdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at htto:/!www.sb39advancecalifornia.orrr/wp-content/uploads/201 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-5chools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser; A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

httpIhvwwsb39advancecalifornia.orwp-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
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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. 5  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 .6  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. 7  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 thnding 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to Find 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 
ht:f/www.sh39advancecalifornia.orejwp-content/upIoads'201 3/research-do\loads/CDE-SustainabIe-Schoolsflf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
jj/ithenext2eneration.orgJfiles/Prop39 Investing In CalifQmia.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 athtjL/\vww.sb39advancec&ifomia.Q[2/wp-
conten'Juploadsi20 I 3!research-downloads/EPA-Engyffflciencv-Prograrns-in-K- I 2-Schoo1spdf. 



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. 9  

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. 

Sincere1y _______ - 

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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i 1'AX.hce\ N\cu 	, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orfilesIProp39  Investing In Califon,ia.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentuploadsf20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  I 3/research- 
do wnlo a ds/CDE-Sustain ab Ic-S choo Is pdf 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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.8  

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 
httn://www.sb39advancecalifonfia.olttWn-cofltefltlunloads/20  1  3/researcli-downloads.ICDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf.  

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
tt//thenextgeneration.orIfilesIPron39p39 Investing In Califomia.ndf.  
[bid. 

e  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  bttp://www.sb39advancecalifomia.ore/wn- 
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. 9  

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, 
A 

rA"'. V € Me.cOV" 

'California Dcpartment of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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i 	I IV' 4R4-IAS, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentJuyloads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/fjles/Prop39  Investing In California.ydf. ,,72henextgeneration.org/files/Prop3 9 

 Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
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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. 9  

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, i2./,2fhiy 

Email: r 6,A(Ihnl 4tr V\.e- Q y hDO -CO' 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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A /VLtL, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httcnextgation.orgIfiIes/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 
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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 .5  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. 6  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. 7  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.8  

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 
hupJ/www.sb39advancecali1orniaorJwp-content/upload/2o1 3/research-downloads/CDE-Susta inab]e-Schools.odf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
littp://rhenexfteneration.org/fi]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 . 
contentJuploads/2Oj 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficieiicy-Ptogranis-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 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 

^ edj^^ 
A2 54t W . o?—c ,  

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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CCht, member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submit thee 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 reairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filcs/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 
7 lbid. 

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.orz/wp-
content/uploads/20  I 3/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.9  

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, 
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California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 

J 	 , 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
Gordon & Barba. Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 

http://thenextgenerationor/fi1es/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

Wealthier-Wiserpdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://vw.sb39advancecaIiforoia.ore/y-contentJuoloads/20l  3/research-
4Qwnloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 i Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifoniia.org/wp-conient/ujoads/2Ql  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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 rclated 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 

6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:/fthenexteneration.org/fiIes(Prop39  Investing In Calithrnia.pdf. 
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the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May 14, 201' Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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. 

Sin 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Ener' Efficiency A'-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I (E"ictig,.i 1A6ck(I.. ,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 re1airs 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 hannflul levels of toxins and irritants. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
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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. 9  

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, 

4e;/ C(, 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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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 	&) L\cu f- ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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htt://thenext2enerationorg/files/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 

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

Wea!t'nier-Vv'iser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 	//vw,sb39advancccaljThrnia.orn/-contentfuploadsI2013fresearch- 
downloads(CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspd.f 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforrija.org/wp-contentluploads/20  13/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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
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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. 9  

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, 

5e.o.& W¼4,(f 3- 

'C-on1 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission. Proposition 39: Glean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14. 
2013) at p. 25. 
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i B. AD ,&1 C(.1f7'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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); 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 
littp://www.sb39advancecalifomia.orWw p-content/uploads/20 13/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 

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

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In California pdf. 
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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. 9  

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. 

Sincer taJQ (if) 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 

2013) at p. 25. 
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Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety 
Conditions In Public School 

I ion /fleyc..rs , 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 .2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
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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—I 2 
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, 

91-77 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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: docketenergy.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 \#z.c NS.)C', member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submit'th'ese 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgenerationorg/files/Prop39  lnvestin In California.df. 

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

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecal  ifornia.org'wp-contentJijploads/20 13/research-
down loads/CDE-Su stainable-School s.pdf 

IGlobal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ore/wp-content'uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-I{ealthjer_ 
Wealth icr-Vi ser.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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 hind 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. 8  

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 
httø:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentjupIoas/2o1  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/ffles/proy39  Investing In Califomia.ydf. 

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.orwp-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-programs-jn-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. 9  

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 of2012 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 PçuA ¶ 'iY4\\a,c , 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 ref 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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. (ax I); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:."thenext2eneralion.orr.L/flles'Prop39 Investing In Calitbrniapdf 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
3!research-downloads/GlobaI-Green-l-lealthjer-- 

Wealthier-Wiser.pdt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 	 ifornia or&wp-contern'uploaclsf'Ol 3!rcscarch. 
down loads!CDE-Sustainablc-Schools.odf 

/ Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htto:/fwww.sh39advancecalifornia.cr2,!wp-content/uploads'201 3!research-downloath'Global-Green4-{ealthjer-
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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. 6  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 .7  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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htTp:"thenextarneration.ortfiIes'Pro39 lnvestin In Californiapdf. 

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,ora'wp-
content!uploads/201 3 11 esearch-downloads'EPA-Energv-Efflcicncv-Proaranis-in-K-12-Schoolspdf. 



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. 9  

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. 

SincerelC 

'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. 



October 25, 2013 

California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketenergy.ca.gov  
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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 2fln 	,WILIS , 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); 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 Californiapdf. 

Ibid. see 
al'001 

 obal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or2fwp-contentluploadsf2Ol  3/research-
downloadsiCDE-Sustainable-Schools.pclf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http:!/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentiuploads/20  I 3tresearch-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealtliier-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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.oreJfiles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 
'Ibid. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-U Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at hnp:/!ww.sb39advancecaIiforniaori ,Jwp-
contentfuploads(20 I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficicncy-Pro,aran,s-in-K-I 2-Schoolspdf. 



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. 9  

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, 

f 	 / 
f 1̂ 

Tfrn 	Z  (ĉ3  yR1 70.CaCn1 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of20/2 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: docketenergy.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 15L1 	,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(J); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:I/thenexteneration.org!fiiesipro39 Investing In California.pdf. 

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

Wealt!iier-Wiseridf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://wwkr.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp_content/upIoads/20l  3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf 
4 i Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://vwwsb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uloads/23  l3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Heafthier-
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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 
htm://www.sb39advancecahforrnaora/wp-content!up!oadsI2Ol 3freseai-ch-downloads/CDE-Sustainab1e-Schoolpdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  11, 
htty:/!thenexteenerationor(files/Pron39 1nvestincçjijjjifm.ia4f. 

Ibid. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-I2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at httpY/www.sb39advancecalifornin.oro/wp-
content/uploads!2013/research-downloadsIEPA-Eneruv.Efficicncv-Prograrns-in-K12-Schopls.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. 9  

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, Froposizion 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy E/JiciencyK—I2Froject 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 

ciezto ,IV1PV4CI  vt, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orfiles/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-cornentluploads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.odf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgjwp-content/uploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/.contenVuploads/2oJ  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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 fimding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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.orwi ,-contentJuploads/2Ol 3/research-down1oads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolsp4f 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orglfiles/Prop39  Investing InCalifornia.ydf. 

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/ 
content'uploads/201 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy.Efficiency.programs-in-K- I 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. 9  

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, 

csaj(e€ sh4c fain 	. co 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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: docketenergy.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 ZJ(PF two$LC.# , 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/1iIes/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

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

\Vealthier-Wiser.pdt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.on/wp-content/uploads/20  13/research-
downloads/C DE-Susta i nab] e-Schools.pd f 
4( Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
hup://www.sb39advancecal ifornia.orw'wp-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-I Iealthicr-
Wealth er-Wi ser.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. 5  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. 6  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.7  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 finding 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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'u1,loads/20  I 3/research-down!oads/CDE-Sustajnahle.Schoo]s.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenext €zeneration.or/flIes/prop39 InvestinEz 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 httø://www.sb39advancecaIifornia.ori/wp-
contcnt/uploads/2013/research-downloadsfEPA-Eneray-Efflcjency-Programs-jn-K-l2-Schoolspdf. 



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. 9  

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, 
20 13) at p. 25. 
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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 pR7/6ttmember 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenexteneration.oraIfiles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htttx//www.sb39advancecalifornia.orz/wo-content,'upioads/201 3/research-downloads/GlqQreen-jjeaiffiier-
Wealthier-Wiser.Ddf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at ipJ/wwsv.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp.contentIup1oadsf201  3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable.Schools.pdf 
4  Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htt://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.org/wpcontentJupIoads/20  I 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. 5  Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels performs to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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. 7  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:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.onJwmcontent/up!oadsf2ol 3/research-downloadsfCDE-Sustainable-Schoc!s.ndf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Pro39  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 htto://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orglwp-
content!uploads/20l3/research-down!oads/EPA-Energyfljenc-Progranis-in-K-12-Schoo!spdf. 



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. 

Since  

California Deparftient 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 Srtic Motu&cao 	, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
hrtp://thenextuenerauon.org (fiesIProp39 Investin2 In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
littp://www.sb39aclvancecaliforniaorJwp-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-down loadslG Iobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealtliier-Wiser.oclf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study round that improving 
a school's health and safely standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic 
Performance Index scores. 5  Even when controlled for socio-cconomic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform S to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 
hrt://www.sb39advancecaljfornia.onzfwp-content/uploads/20 I 3fresearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
hit pJ/thenextaenei -ationore/flles/Prop39 Investing In Cal iforniaj24f. 

Ibid. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-I2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at htwJ/www.sb39advancecalifoniia.ore/wp 
content,'uploads/201_3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Ef1ic.iency-Progams-in-K-I2-schools.pff 



the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May l4, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K—l2 
Project Guidance. 9  

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, 

gTfAA 8 8@ AOL,CztA 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Aci of 20/2 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 

I5 	flpti,member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submit theje 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 finds 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
httø://thenextgeneration.or/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.sb39advancecaljfornjaorg/wp-contentjuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/GIobaI-Green.}Jealthier-
WeaIthier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/t,ploads/20  I 3/research- 
down loads IC IDE-S usta i nable-Schools.pd f 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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-contentJuploads/2013/research-download  s/CD E-S ustainable-School s. pd  
6 

Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httix//thenextgeneration.orfiTes/Proy39 Investing In Califomia.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-
contentluploads/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 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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,,,' //'2c::cf:;2_______-_ 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 Ls 	, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 fond 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. 8  

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 

6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://rhenext. enerado n.o rnJfl l es/p ro 39  Investine In Califo'rnia.pdtl 

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 hrtpi/www.sb39advancecali ioniia.org/wp-
content/upjads/20l  3/researcllownloads/EPA-Enejgyflficiencv-Pro2ranis.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. 9  

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 lobs 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 Sc ool 

I 4sqJtirt ember of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully subnt these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act 
2013 Program Inlplementation 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 2 
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
Z  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenext ,eneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In Califomia.pdf. 

3  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 I 3 /research-down loads/Global-Green-Ilea Ith ier-
Wealthier-W iser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orglwp-contenUuploads/2013'research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf  

° I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://Nvww.sb39advancecal  ifom i a.or ^hvp-content,'uploads/2013hesearch-down loads/G lobal-G reen-Health ier-
Wealth ier-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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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.orz/wp-contentJuloads/2o  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenext &neration.or/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 (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
contentJuploads/2OI  3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efflciency-Programs-in.K- 12-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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 our co sideration 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 

Ln(y2esDer of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectful 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 finds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include finding 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly con -elated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 1  

htt i) :iitliciiextgencratioil.orQ/files/Prol)39 lnvestinr In California.pdf. 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

Weaithier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:i/\v.sb39advancccaliforni&org; -content/uplondsf20l 3/research-
downioads/CDE-Sustainable-Scliools.pdf 
4 i Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
litt,o://wwv.sb39ad %,aiicccili ror.iia.or2/ik,p-co:iter,t/ui)loads'2013/reseF.rcii-dom ,iilcads.'Global-Green-I-lealtliier-
Wcaltliier-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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 flind'ng for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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 find 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 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  lnvestirw In çJjfornia.df. 

Ibid. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in }C-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:Hwwv.sb39advanceca]ifomiaore/wp-
cntent/uploads/2013/research-downhads/EPA-Eneruv-Efficiency-Progrnrns-in-K-12-Schoolsoclf. 



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. 9  

We strongly recommend that tither 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, 

,iJJ 
pit  0// -t e5o fld,covt 

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. 
220 13) 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 Er; n (Lc  r,,.-,  ,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." 

 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 . 2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores . 3  

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, 
htto:!Ithenexteeneration.orgy'files'Proo39 Investing In California ndf . 
' Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecali  fomia.orglwp-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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wo content/uploads/2013/research_ 
dovnloads/CDE-Sustainable-S chools.odf  
4 I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www. sb39advancecali  fomia.ore  Jwp-content/uoloads!2013 /research-downloads/G lobal-Green-Hea lthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 hind 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 planting and designing programs to improve energy efficiency in existing K-12 
school buildings. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orWfilesProp39  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.orJwp-
content!uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Enerzv-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.ydf. 



the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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 1_ 9 
Email: 

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 TTh&i-a O'iUeai_-, 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 re1airs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3 	 - 

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
httn://thenextgeneration.orgllilegfPropl9 Investing In California.pdf. 
3 thid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htto://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-iJealthier 
Wealthier-Wiser.pde California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content/uploadsf2ol 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgJwo-content/utjloacjs/20  l3/research-downloads/Qlobal-Green-llealthjer-
Wealthier-Wiserx,df 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 

5 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
htt://www.sb39advancecalifomia.orIwn-contentIup!oadsI2O 13/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdL 
6 	& Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenexteneration.or2/fIles/Prop39  Investing JnCalifornia.ndf. 
7 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.sb39advancecalifornja.ora/wp-
conent/uploads/201  3/research-downloadsfEPA-Enerty-Efficiency-Pj -ograms-jn-K-1 2-Schoo!s.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. 9  

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 consideqion of o 	mments. 

Sincerely, 

J941  

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities - 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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: dockèt®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 fl4txr(aS Qri-vv 	,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 harmfhl levels of toxins and irritants. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgenerationor/fllesIPron39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:I/www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-contentJu,,loads/20l 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wisenpdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or2/w-content/uloads/20l  3/research-
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I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-content/upioadsf2O  I 3/research-down1oads/CDE-SustainabIe-Schoojpjf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htio://thenextgeneration.org/files 1proy39  Investing In Califprnia.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 httn:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wo-
content1uploadsI2013!research-downIoads/EPA-Energv-Efflciency-Prorams-jn-K-j  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. 9  

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 imprbved academic performance. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

arn' Sj/ 
California Department ofducation, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 

Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submiflhese 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.ort'filesIPron39_Investin InCalifomia.ydf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/fwww.sb39advancecalifomia.oitlwn-contentlunloadsf201 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ode California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.or2/wD-content 1unloads/201  3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-contentluvloads/20  1 3/repearch-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 
htth://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orWwn-contentiuplOads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Papen Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenexteeneration.orWfiles/Proo39  Investing In California.ndf. 
7 lbid. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in JC-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ornlwu. 
contentluploadsl2o  1 3/reseamch-downloadsfEPA-Enenv-Efficiencv-Froerams-in-K-1 2-Schools.ydf 



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. 9  

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, 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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40 
I 7Sczgh' C/oc_.ccerethber 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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, suM. (a)( 1); sec also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:tfthenextgeneration.orgffiles/Prop39 Investing In Californiapdf 
'Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaoit/wp.-contentluplpads/20  I 3fresearch-downloads/Global-Greeti-I-lealthier-
Wealthier.Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.orz'wn-content/upioadQi3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orIwp-content/uploadsI20 13/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. 5  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. 6  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 healing, 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. 7  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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to fluid 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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orglwp-contentluploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orWfiles/Prop39  Investina In California.ndf. 

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.sb39advanceca1ifomia.org/wp-
contentluploads/2O  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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 39K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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. 

Sincerel 

Io 
Email: 

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I 	yhen ('2e4Q1, 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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

Fttnmt1enext2eneratio11.orQmfl 1 esPro 39  lnvestin2 In California.pdf. 

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

Wealthier-Wiserjt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:llwwwsb39advancecaliforniaonz!wp-content!uploadsf2O 13/research-

downloads/CDF-Sustairahle-Schoolsndf 
/ Global Green USA, I lealthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

htip://wwwsb39advancecalifomia.onilwp-content'uploads/20 I3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-Heallhier-

Wealthier-Wiser2df 



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.6  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.7  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. 8  

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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 

huip:i'thenextteneration.org!files!Pro39 Investing In C'aliforniardf. 
Ibid. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-i 2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at htto://www.sh39advancecaIiforniaor'wp-
content!uploadsi2Ol 3/research-down!oads/EPA-EnerEy.EIflciency-Proo.rams-ifl-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 . 9  

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, 

corn 

9  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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Lfl / ^nTPaoJ Ri&- 
I 	 .2-rtnember of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
resp tfully sub it these comments on the Proposition 39: California Clean Energy Jobs Act 
2013 Progr 	mplementation 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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than LI 
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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orgffileslProp39  Investing In California.odf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
13/research-downloadslGlobal-Green-Healthier- 

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://vw.sb39advancecalifornia.or!wp-content/upIoads/20 13/research-
doiloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 

/ Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornja.org/wp-content./upjoads/20  13/research-downloads/G11 obal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.'jdf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 find 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
jp:/!wwwsb39advancecalifornia.ojg/w'p-cantent/upIoads/2O I3!research-downIoads!CDE-Sustainab!e-Schools.df. 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper; Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http:/ithenextgeneration.org/flles!Prori39  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:J/www.sb39advancecaIiforniaor2/ 
coqtent/uploads/201 3/research-dovn1oads/EPA-Enerny-Fifflciency-Prograrns-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. 9  

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, 

jfl52/S'-) /4ta4 

SA 	rt 

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 	 ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 1 
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, suM. (a)(l); see also § 26206, suM. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgenerationorg (files/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
hjq,:/fwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploadsl2O  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthiei-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:f/www.sb39advancecaljfornia.or/wo-contcnt/uploads/2O 13/research-
downk,ads!CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4, Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htty://www.sb39advancecplifornia.or2/wp-contentuploads/20 1 3/research-downloads/Global-Green.11ealthier. 
Wealthier- Wiser. vdf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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.8  

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.sb39advancccalifomia.orwp-content/uyloads/201  3fresearch-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orilfiles/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 7 Whenext.generation.org/files[Prov3 9 

 Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at htty://www.sb39advancecalifomia.orzlwn-
contentluploads/20 I 3/research-downloadslEPA-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. 9  

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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California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
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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 'Tb'o ts Priz- f 
, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files1Pro39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
jitt://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content'uploads/20  I 3/research-downloadsGlobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at htt://www.sh39advancccaIi1ornia.org/w,-content/up!oads120  13/research. 
downloads/CDE-S ustai nahie-School s.pd f 

lGlobal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/w-content/uloads/2O  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealihier-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. 5  Even when controlled for socio-economic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform  to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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, ventilatior 
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 .7  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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or9Jwp-content'uploadS/20 1 3/research-down1oads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoojjf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.or2/flles/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- 
contentIuloads/20 I 3/research-down1oadsiEPA.Enery-Efficiency-Prorams-in-K- I 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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-I - 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 	 , 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
' Gordon  & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesfPrnn39  Investing: rn_Califomia.ndf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-dowtiloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiscr.pdf: California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.oraJwp-content/uploads/20  13/research-
downloads./CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

httn:/Rvww.sbl9advancecalifornia.orWwp-content/uploadsl2Q I 3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-Ijealthjer-
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. 5  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 .6  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 .7  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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-contentluploadsf2O 1 3/reseach4ownloads/CDE-Sustimable-Schoolg.ydf 
6 Gordon & Batha, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http:1/thenextgeneratipn.org/files!Prov39  Investing InCalifornia.odf. 
7 lbid. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Redubtion Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or2fwp-
content/uploads/201  3/research.downloadsfEPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schoolg.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. 9  

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,  

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) alp. 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 I/iife I 1Q&41,75 ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:f/thenextgeneratiori.org/flles/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  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
' I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orwy-contentIuploads/2O  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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.8  

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.sb39adyancecalifornja.org/wp-contentJuyloads/20l  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
ip://thenextaeneration.ora/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 (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.or ,ilwp-
contentluploads/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. 9  

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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California Energy Commission 
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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 I'flC1(rsJ4, PnitLj 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); 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 
gp]/www.sb39advancecaIifornia.org/wp.content'uploads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecaTifornia.ora's-contenUuyloads/20 13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 

I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orojwp.content/uploads/20  I 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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 //w :ww.sb39advancecalifornia.orgfwp-contentluploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextieneration.onz/files/Proø39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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!unloads/20  I 3/research-downloads(EPA-Energy-Efficiencv-Programs-in-K-I 2-Schc,ols.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. 9  

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, 

0 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 jAX>r4 g.grp-'a- 	, 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 yairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htm:flthenextzeneration.ozt/uiles/Prop39 Investing In California.ndf. 

see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/!www.sbl9advancecalifornia.orgiwp-content/ut,loads/201 3/research-downloadslGlobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at htiplLwww.sb39advancecalifornia.orz'wn-contentfupioads/20 I 3lresearch-
downloadsIClDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 

1 Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www. sb39advancecalifomia.ore/wp-contentluploadgi2O  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/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.oralwp-
contentluploadsl2Ol  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. 9  

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, 

Email: 	
. 

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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AjCvA l?Qt/VW, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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. (aX I); see also § 26206, suM. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httph/thenext2eneratiorora'files/Prop39 lnvestintz In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htt://www.sb39advancecaliforniaorg/wp-content/uploads!20 I 3!research-downloads'Global-Green-Healthier-

Wealthier-Wiscr.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at htin:'!www.sb39advancecalifornia.org'wp-content?uplouds.'2013'research- 
down loads;'CDE-S ustainable-Schools pdf 
4 /Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://wxvw.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploacisi0l  3/rcscarch-downloads!Glohal-Grccn-Hcalthicr-
Wealth icr-Wi ser.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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:8thenextaeneration.ora'filcs'Prop39 Investing In Californiapdf 
'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 httn://www.sb39advancecalifoniiaorg/wp-

conientkiploacls!20 I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Encray-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Schoolspdf. 



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. 9  

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, 

IT CA 02.0 \/6o .Co VII 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act q(2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
20 13) at p. 25. 
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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 AZ?cNJ Zc2cNiTCZmember 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 finds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include finding for 
"related improvements and re vairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httn://thenext2eneration.on4/filestProp39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ornlwp-contentluoloads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/unloads/20  13/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-contentluyloads/20  13/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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

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-contcnt/uyloads/201  3/research-dowriloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 	 & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  11, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/filesTProp39  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/20  I 3/research-downloadstEPA.Energv-Efficicncy-Programs-in-K-12-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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. 

A44OJ 	 6r /v1L. CftAA 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Ac: of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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Proposition 39 Mandate to Fund Repairs that Contribute to Related Health and Safety 

Conditions In Public School 

ijui,E 1'2 (6t.6 	, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.9, 
ipUthenextgeneration.org/tiles/Prop39  Investine In California.pdf. 

[bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
hup://www.sb39advancecabfornja.orgfwo-cont/tjloads0 13/researcli-downloads/G]obal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-WiseLpdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available athtttx//www.sb39advancecalifornia.ortilwp-contcnt/uploads/20l3/research-
downloads/CD E-S usIa in able-Sc boo Is. pdf 

I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htto://www.sb39advancecali1ornia.orJwp-coiireni/iloads0l3/research-downloads/Qlobal-Green-1 Iealthier-
WeaIthier-Wiscijgf 



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 performs to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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 .7  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 iS5ILCS 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 IC-12 
school buildings. 8  

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 

6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
hitn://thenextneneiation.ora/files/Prop39 Investing In Califonia.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://wwwsb391dvancecalifoniiaorJwp-
cojitentluploads'201 3/rcsearch-downIoads/EI'A-Ener2y-EffkjçyPrqgrams-iijj2-Schoolspdf. 



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. 9  

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: G/ean Energy Jobs Act of 20/2 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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i jq 	R1 cke1 ,member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectKxlly submit thesd 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 

http:t'thenexigeneration.orclfiles/Prop39 lnvestinz In Californiapdf. 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

httpi/www.sh39advancecalifoiniaortilwp-content/uploads!201 3lresearch-downloads!C,lobal-Green-Healthier-
Wea1thier-Wiserpdt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://nvw.sb39advanceca1ifornia.orqtwp-conlcnt'trnloads/2O I iresearch-

downloadslCDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health 
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as pail 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. 8  

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 
hrtiy//www.sb39advancecalilorniaorq!wp-content/tirloads/20I 3lresearch-downloads.'CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf. 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 

http±thenextgenerationorg!files!Prop39 lnvestin 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 athtrp://www.sh39advancecalifoniiaorg!wp-
conjent/uploads!201 3fresearch-downloadsEPA.Enenzy-Efficiencv-Proerams-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. 9  

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 re_ 2 0'L 2,Gke y 76tiL^` , Cow 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 20/2 Energy Efficiency K—/2 Project Guidance (May 14, 

2013) at p. 25. 
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RE: Docket Number 13-CCEJA-t - Conrriterits 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 	 , 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 hinds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for 
"related improvements and rerairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at P. 9, 
hltp://thenexteneration,orjj/Pr9j39 Investine In CajJfrniajdf. 

bid, see also Global Green USA, F-lealthicr, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
I 3/researcli-clownloacls/Global-G,-eeri-Flealthier- 

Wealthier-Wiser,pclf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at httjLLwww.sb39advancecalifbrnia.or-e4wp-contenr/uploads/20 13/research-
downloads/CD 2-Si' stainable-Schools. od I 
4 /Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
hItp://www.sb39advancecaliiornia.org/wp-ccnrent/irploads/20  13/research-clown loads/Glohal -Green- Flealthier-
Wethicserclf 



these conditions on school performance is even more dramatic. One study found that improving 
a school's health anct safety standards can lead to a 36 point increase in California Academic 
Performance Index scores. 5  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. 6  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 .7  However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary bcnefit in performance and health 
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as part oFthe 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. 8  

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 acid/lion 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 

6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
hnp://thenextaeneiation.ornJfl les/Prop39 lnvestin2 Ill Cali fornia.pdf 

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

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (20 1 I), available at bpJ/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org ( 
c011tent/upload5/20 I 3/reseaicli-downloads/EPA -Pnergy-RuficieneyProaranis-in-K- I 2-SchoolspdE 



the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 [(-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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, 

Cf  ;7 ̂-- 

° ,yAct iL 

California Department of Education, Califonija 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* 

j E2YV/WD 	 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httw//thenextgeneration.ory'files/Proø39 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-contenttuploads/20  l3/research.downloads/Global-Green4lealthier-
Wealth jer-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or2twp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-
dowiIoads/CDE-SustainabIe-Schools.pdf 
'I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
ht://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-contentIuptoads/20 I 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. 5  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. 6  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 . 8  

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 

S  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wn-content/unloads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools  ndf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http,!/thenextoeneration.org/files/Pron39  Investing In Califomia.ydf. 

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 httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
contentlunloads/2013/research-downloads!EPA-Enen ,v-Efficiency-Programs-in -K-12-Schools  odf. 



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. 9  

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 Coniniission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy çjflciency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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* 

j E2YV/WD 	 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httw//thenextgeneration.ory'files/Proø39 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-contenttuploads/20  l3/research.downloads/Global-Green4lealthier-
Wealth jer-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or2twp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-
dowiIoads/CDE-SustainabIe-Schools.pdf 
'I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
ht://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-contentIuptoads/20 I 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. 5  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. 6  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 . 8  

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 

S  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wn-content/unloads/2013/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools  ndf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http,!/thenextoeneration.org/files/Pron39  Investing In Califomia.ydf. 

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 httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
contentlunloads/2013/research-downloads!EPA-Enen ,v-Efficiency-Programs-in -K-12-Schools  odf. 



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. 9  

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 Coniniission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 2012 Energy çjflciency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I GM Ic/ '5A " 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 fImds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for 
"related improvements and reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores . 3  

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)(l); see also * 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htty://thenextpenerationorglfilesfProy39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/,-contentjuploadsI2Ol  3/research-downlcyads/Gtobal-Cjreen-Healthier-
Wealthicr-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifomiaorWwp-contentj'ijnJoadsJ2ol 3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-School&pdf 
4 IGlobal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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 .5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 
I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
httj://thenextgeneratjon.org/flIes/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.orwp-
content/uploads/20  13/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K- 12-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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,  'C)'^ Z"^9'  
Email: 	 ff6e 

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 TJk ePL, c '-ulq i4 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http:f/thenext2eneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing lnCalifornia.pdf. 

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

Wealihier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:f/www.shj9advancecal i Iornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainahle.Schppi5jdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifornja.or/w-content/uploads/2Ol  3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealth icr-Wiser. ridf 



October 25, 2013 

California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketenergy.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 

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 finding 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp.content1uploads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.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. 9  

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, 

/ "A -f 'a"^ 
California Department of Ldication, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 

Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K — fl 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: docketenergy.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 (t4rhs &A 1,0n ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenext2e  

Glo
neration.org/files/Prop39  lnvestin In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also 	bal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content'uploads/201  3/research-downloads/Gloljal-Green-llealthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecaliforn  ia.o,t/wp-conter,thiploads/20 13/research-
downloads/C DE-S usta inahl c-Schools. pd £ 
[ Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifornja.or/wp-content'uploads/2O  l3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Ilealthier-
Wealthier-Wi ser.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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.oralwp-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainab!e-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orglfilesfProp39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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-
contenttuploads/20  I 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. 9  

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 cons 	tion of our comments. 

Sincerely, ;4L-- - 

Lon (2  

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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California Energy Commission 
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Sacramento, CA 95814-5512 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketcncrgy.ea.gov  
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-I 

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 \..ap 	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 vairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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, suM. (a)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.oraIfiles/Prot39  Investing In_California.vdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contenttuvloads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser,ndt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at httn://www.sb39advanceealifomia.org/wP-content'uploads/201  3/research-
downloadslCDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wD-COntelltlUnloads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier- Wiser. p df 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding 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. 8  

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 

"Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11 
htt0://thenextgeneration.org/fiteslProp39  Investing In Califomi&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 htt://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wn-
contentluploads!20 I 3lresearch-downloadsfEPA-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. 9  

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, ^ Ĉ%'^ 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Effi ciency 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: docketenergy.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 	 -SnnAQ ,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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, suhd. (a)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.9, 
http://thenextgenerationorw'flles/Pro})39 Investing In Californiai,df. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
hflø:J/www.sb39advancecaliforniaoreiwp-contentIuploadsflo I 3 1research-downloads/Glohal-Green-l-Jealthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 	 I 3/research- 
do;vnloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
"I Global Green USA, llealthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

I 3/research-downloads/Globa]-Green-Healthier- 
Wealthier-Wiserpdf 



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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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:/Iwww.sh39advancecalifornia.or/wp-conten'upIoads/70 I3!research-downToads/CDE-Sustainable-Sch0oIsdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
hnp:L'thenextgeneration.or/fiIes'['rop39 Investin In Calilornia.pdf. 
'Ibid. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in }C-12 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:i/www.sb39advancecaIifornia.orc'wp-
content/uploads/2013tresearch-downloads/EPA.Energv-Efficiency.prorams-jn-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, 	jyf $, 

&ErTtJ1GTE 3e  Qtk\ipo -  

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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: docketenergy.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 3 vs So IA 	, 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 finds for energy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include finding for 
"related improvements and reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httn://thenextgeneration.oittf,lesfPron39 Investing In Californiardf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.or'wp-content/uploadsf2o 1 3/research-downloadsiGlobal.Green-I-jealthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

13/mesearch-dpwnloacls/Global-t3reen-flealthjer- 
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. 5  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.6 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 .7  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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentjuyloads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustairiable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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.sb39advanceca1ifornia.org/wn-
content1uyloads/20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efficiency-Progranis-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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) alp. 25. 
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California Energy Commission 
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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 JR SAi-vo7D 	,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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 tetm effects for school district budgets as a whole. The effect of 

Pub. Resources Code § 26205, suM. (a)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:/!thenextpeneration.orfllesfProp39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orglwj ,-content'uploadst2o I 3/research-downloadsIGlobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdt California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentJuploadsl2ol  3/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
'1 Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornja.orgJwp-content/ijyloadst2o  I 3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-fleafthier-
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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 fimd 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-U 
school buildings. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
httix//www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content'uploadsl2o I 3/research-downloadsiCDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http:itthenextgeneration.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.sb39advancecaliforniaorfwp-
contentluploadsf2O  I 3/research-downloads!EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-jn-K- I 2-Schoolspdf. 



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 .9  

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. 

Si cerely 

JSALVO1T c! GoftLL.Com  

'California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated 
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Conditions In Public School 

I  }—Sr I tSa, )z  ,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 . 2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 

t  Pub. Resources Code § 26205, subd. (a)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
ht(p:/,' henextoeneration.or¢/files/Prop39 Investing In California Qdf . 
3  Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia owJwp-contentjuploads/2 0 

 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  httn://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainab  le-Schools.od f  
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httix//www . sb39advancecalifornia .o&wp-content/uploads/20 



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. 5  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. 6  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.7  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. 8  

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.orzlwp-content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf . 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextzeneration.ore/FllesfProp39  Investing In California.pdf . 

Ibid. 
B  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  htttxf/www.sb39advancecalifornia.oralwn-
contentluploads/201 3/research.down loads/EPA-Enerev-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-12-Sch ool s.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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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M%snet-'f SAcs' Di L L.O 
I 	 _____,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. 2  
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, suM. (a)(i); see also § 26206, suM. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htt/fthenext2enerationorgJfiles/Prop39 Investing in Californiaf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httoJ/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/w-contentIuploadsI20  l3/research-downloads/Global-Green-J-Jeajthier-
Wealthier-Wiserpdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at 	 -content'uploads/20 13/research- 
downloads/CDE-Sustainabte-Schoolspdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  I 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. 5  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 .6 

 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. 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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 

6 W=Trha, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httx//thenextgeneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing jQ_Ca!ifornia.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.orn' 
contentkvploads/20 l3fresearch-downloads/FPA-Energy-Efficiencv-Prorams-in-K-l2-Schoo!spdf. 



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. 9  

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. 

Sincere , 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) atp. 25. 
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Energy Jobs Act 2013 Program Implementation Draft Guidelines - Failure to Incorporated 
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Conditions In Public School 

I \r)cL. SEtI 	,member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respectfully submit thes6 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
httpi!thenextgeneration.orglfilesIProp39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htto://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/w-contentIuploads/2O  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthjer 
Wealthier-Wjser.pdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-conteniluploacls/20  13/research-
downloads,'CDE-Sustainable-Schools.Ddf 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
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 Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Efficiency Programs in K-I2 Schools: A Guide to Developing and 
Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
contentJuploads/2OI  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. 9  

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 b P. &r 	 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, 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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://thenextgeneration.org/filesiProp39  Investing In California.pdf. 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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/wn-contentluploads/201  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files/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/wr,-
content/uploads/201  3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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 
?rnt* 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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J4 '-, 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 1 
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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 

o Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenexteneration.org/files/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/201  3/research-down1oads/EPA.Energy-Efficiency-Prorams-in-K- I 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. 9  

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 of2012 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  Mp&k 3 Sn+1} 	, 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 .2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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. (ax]); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
Z  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
htto://thenexteeneration.orglfles/Prop39 Investing In Califomia.pdf . 
3  Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora'wn-content'unloads'20 I 3/research-downloadsjGlobat-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf; 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.ndf  
4 I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httn://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orthvv-content'uploads/20 13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.odf 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 
htlp://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentJuøloads/201  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orWfiles/Prop39  Investing In California.ydf. 

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-
contentluyIoads/2O  I 3/research-down!oads/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. 9  

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, 

Email: 

Nn 5eyman/ Q Cqnmt ,G6'7 

9 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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Conditions In Public School 

I fficLc. 	5i hic ,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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orJfiles/Proy39  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-contentjuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-I-Jealthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-contentjunloads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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. 5  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 .6  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 . 7  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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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-contentJuøloads/20l  3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextpeneration.org/fllestProp39  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/wn-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-l2-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. 9  

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, 

-4 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 	ni , 	ember of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
respect ully tbmtt 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 . 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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, 
littp://thenext ^eneration.orZ/files/Prop39 Investing In Califomia.pdf . 

' Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecal  i fom ia.or^/wp-content uploads/2013!research-down loads/Global-Green-I lealth ier-
Wealthier-W iser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/ p-content/uploads/2013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf  

Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.oru/wD.content/uploads/201  3/research-down loads/Global-Green-flealthier-
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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. 8  

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 

O  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. Ii, 
htt/./thenextgeneration.o r /fll 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 flp://www.sb39advancecaIiforn ia.org/wp-
content/up!oads!2013!research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efticiency-Prograrns-in-K-12-Scliools.pcjf.  



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. 9  

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, 	

:ffEEE; i,tZVflc,7?R.. 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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i 	 t4 	nnFu6(rmber 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 reçairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than 1 
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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:/!thenexteneration.org/fiIes/Prop39 Investing In Californiapdf. 

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

Vealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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down loads /CDE-Sustainahle-Schools. pdf 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding 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 

o  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:.7/lhenext2eneration.org/fi!es/Prop39  Investing In Californiapdf. 

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 httr,://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp- 
content!uøloads!2013/research-downloads/EPA.Energy-Efficiency.Progranis.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. 9  

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, 

9  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 1ao 1kno(rct ç 	, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 6  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 . 7  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 Rind 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:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp.contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainab!e-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http://thenextgeneratjortorg/files/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 
7 Thid. 

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:f/www.sb39advancecalifornia.oralwp-
contentluploads/20 I 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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.  25. 
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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 tJ i I LtA & II , 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.9, 
http:f!thenextgeneration.ore/flles/Prop39 lnvestinz In Calitbrnia.pdf 

lbid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-content/uploadsi2Q1  3/research-downloads!Glohal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at hftp:/!www.sb39advancecaliforniaorawp_contenttuploads;20l 3/research-
downloads!CDE-Strsla i nab le-Schools.pdf 
4 1 Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

Wealthier-Wiser. pd f 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  However, these retrofits will only have this ancillary benefit in performance and health 
if indoor environmental conditions are addressed as pail 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. 8  

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 
lrnp://www.sh39advancecaliforniaor2jwp-conjent/uploads/201 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainahle-Schools.pdf. 
6 

Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:f/thenextaenerationonz/files'Prop39 lnvestin In Californiapdf. 
'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.orglwp-
contentfuploads!2Ol3ftesearch-downloadsiEPAEnergyEfficiencv.Prooramsin.Kl 2-Schoolspdf 



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. 9  

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, 

,-qLje-zC Octo 
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California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance ( May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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I 14'é/91 4iember  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. 2 

 These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
' Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenext-_eneration.or-files/Prop39 Investing In Californiarddf. 

3  [bid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
hgp://www.sb39advancecalifomia.ore,', wp-content/uoloadsO-013/research-downioadt ^Global-Green-Ilealthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ndf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
http:/flhenextuenerationorgffilesProp39 Investing In California.pdf. 

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

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http:Iiwwwsb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-
content1uloads(2O I 3!rescarch-downloads!EPA-Energv-Efficiencv-Proarams-in-K- I 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. 9  

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, 

fo9jm'c. c2rj. 

a 

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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J),t4A 4J, 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http:/Ithenextgeneration.orglfileslProp39 Investing In California.pdf. 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

http://www.sb39advaiicecalifornia.org/wp-content/uploads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb3  9advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://wwwsb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-content/upload/2O  13/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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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.8  

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 
httn:/Jwwwsb39advancecalifornia.org/w-content/utoads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httv://thenexteneration.orfflles/Prop39 Investing In California.ydf. 

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:ffwww.sb39advancecaIifoniia.org/ 
contentkmloads!20 I 3/research-downloac!s/EPA-Eneruy-Efficiencv-Programs-in-K-1 2-Schop1sydf. 



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. 9  

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. 

pei.i 

st 	 cô 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I 30 .,y J. S0 1t YL  "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 1airs 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 .2 

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than LI 
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 
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2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
htto:/ithenext2enerationorifiles,Proo39 Investing In California.pdf. 
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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 .5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 
httD://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orgjwp-contentJuyloads/2ol 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orgJfjles/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.sb39advanceca1ifornia.org/wp-
content/uploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K. 12-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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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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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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Environment, available at http:.//vwsb39advancecatifomiaor/wp-contenttutoads/20l 3/research-
downioads/CDE-Sustainable-Schoolspdf 

lGlobal Green USA, Healthier. Wealthicr, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/Iwww.sb39advancccalifomia.or2/wp-conient/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Globa!-Green-Ilealthier-
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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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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 Tmprove  Learning and the Environment, available at 
http://www.sb3 9 advancecahfoia.or!wp-contentfupIoads/20l3/research-dowrioads/CDF-Sustair.able-Schookp4f 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htJ/thenextenerationorn/files/Prop39 Investing In Calitbrnia.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.sb39advancecalifomia.orn!wn- 



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. 9  

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. 

Cinr>rP v 

'Jtc,@srnwloytd.
- 9  

' 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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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 _____ ,member of Sheet Metal Workers' Local 104 and concerned citizen 
resjectfi.zlly 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htt://thenextgeneration.orgItiles/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 
3 Jbid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.s39advancecalifortha.org/wp-contentJuyloads/2O  I 3/research-downloads/Cflobal-Green-Healthjer. 
Wealthier-Wiser.edf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornja.orgfwp-cornent/uploads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable.-$chopls.pdf 
4 IGlobal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httnj/www.sb39advancecalifornia.or&wn-content/uploads/20 13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Ijealffi let-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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.5  

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 

5 California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
httn:/fwww.sb39advancecaljfomia.ora/wp-contenjJuyloads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 	& Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesfProp39  Investing In California.ydf. 
7 lbid. 
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 httv.//www.sb39advanceealifornia.orvJwp-
contentiuploads/201 3/research.downlopdsfEPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-jri-K- I 2-Schools.udf. 



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. 9  

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 peiformance. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sin  

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities  
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy JobsAct of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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i )prryn 1 [)re.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 insufficient 
ventilation and lighting, disruptive noise levels, and harmful levels of toxins and irritants. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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Environment, 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://www.sb39advancecalifornja.org/wp-contentJuploads/20l  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. 5  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. 6  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.7  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. 8  

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 
'M//www.sb39advancecalifornia.orglwp-content!uploadsf2ol 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
^  Gordon—& Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneratjon.org/files/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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-
content./uIoads/201  3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-I 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. 9  

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 considera' n of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I 	 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 recairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 

t  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, 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find related repairs and improvements that contribute 
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the 
United States Environmental Piotection 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-I 2 
school buildings! 

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
htttx/fwww.sb39advancecalifomia.or2/wo-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
bttp:/fthenextgeneration.or&filesfProp39 Investing In California.pdf. 
7 lbid. 
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.prgfwp-
content/uplpads/20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-Enerav-Efflciency-Proprams-in-K.1 2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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, 	 / 

9 California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 revairs  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. 2  
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 
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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. 5  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. 6  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.7  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 find related repairs and improvements that contribute 
to improved health and safety conditions. This mandate is consistent with guidance from the 
lJñited 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to find 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 
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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—I 2 
Project Guidance. 9  

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) at p. 25. 
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"related improvements and repairs that contribute to reduced operating costs and improved 
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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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htt://thenextgeneration.or/fl1es/Pro39 Investing In California.pdf. 

lbid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaorg/wø-content/uploadst2o  I 3fresearch-downloads/Global-Green-Heafthier-
Wea!thier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalilornia.orzlwo-contentluploads/20  13/research- 

- I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httj,://www.sb39advancecalifornia.ora/wp-content/uploads/20 _3/research-downloads/GIobal-Green-ilealth er-
Wealthier-Wiser. df 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 
hrtp://www.sb39advanceca!ifornia.oj -g/wn-content/uploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. II, 
htrp://thenextgenerationorWfi kslProp39 lnvestin 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 httD://www.sb39advancecaliforniaora/wD-
ç9çpUIIoad/20 I 3fresearch-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efflciency-Proarams-in-K-1 2-ScIiools.df. 



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 . 9  

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, 

)cevrn Vt'4 5ww to j, o(ft 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K—/2 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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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 Y1 	.b4ruud, 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 reairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at P.  9, 
http:/ithenextaenerationora'files/Proo39 Investin2 In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http:/Iwww.sb39advancecalifornia.org!wp-content/ur'loads/20 I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-Flealthier-
Wealthier-Wisr !pjfi California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http:/!wwwsb39advancecaliforniaor&wp-content/ur'loads/20 13/research-
dowiiloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
I Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

httix/iwwwsb39advancecalifornia.or&wP-contentluploads/20I 3/research-downloads/Global-Green-l-lealthier-
Wealthier-Wisepf 



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 performs to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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 

o  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextaeneration.orgffiIesiProp39  Investing Iii 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.sb39advancecaliforniaornlwp-
contentiuploadst2O  I 3/research-downloads!EPA-Enerny-Ffficiency-Programs-in-K-  1 2-Schoolspdf. 



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. 9  

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, 

e--c ctento  !tLOCG, 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy .Jobs Act of2012 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 ,4Lvi \J' v) (- e,-) ,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 reairs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files,Proy39  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/wn-content/uploads/20  l3fresearch-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/unloads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf 

IGlobal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  13/research-downloads/Global-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.ydf 



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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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 hind 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. 8  

We strongly urge the Commission to revise the Draft Guidelines in order to address Proposition 
39's mandate to hind 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.or &wp-content'uploadsl2Ol 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ndf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
httn://thenextpenention.or&fileslProp39 Investing In California.ndf. 

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-1 2.Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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, 	1 7 /, / ✓ 

Vi ^ CenL cj&n c ^ 

9  California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 	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 eflergy efficiency retrofits for public schools also include funding for 
"related improvements and re1airs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

The American Lung Association has found that American school children miss more than H 
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, suM. (a)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
- Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
jt://thenex1generation.org!fllesi'Prop39 Investing in California.pdf 
Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 

Wealthier-Wiserpdf California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at h1tpJRivwsb39advancecalifornia.ojgL -contcnt'uploads/201 3/research-
downioads/CDE-Susiainable-Schoo1pjf 
4 j Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
httl)j//w%v,A, . sb39advanceca',ifaniia.or-a/xk ,v-coiitent/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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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 finding for energy efficiency 
upgrades in public schools also be used to find 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. 8  

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:/Iwww.sh39advancecalifornia.orn/wp-content!uploads'20l 3/research-downloads!CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/files!Prop39  Investing In çflfomia&. 

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 htmitwww.sb39advancecalifomia.orgfw12-
content/uploads/2013Iresearch-do\;mloads/EPA-Energy-Eiencv-Programs-inK-1 2-Schoo!s.ndf. 



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. 9  

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 considera on of our comments. 

Sincerely.  

_S 
)11ce /b€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 (fay 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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I 	 . 4 .4m nber 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores . 3  

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). 
2  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper. Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http•/I henexteeneration ore/files/Prop39 Investing In California pdf.  
3 lbid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser. A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advanceca!jfornia.c,ralwv-content/uploads/201 3/research.downloads/GlobaJ-Green.Healthjer-
Wealthier-Wiser.vdf  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http:I/www.sb39advancecalifolnia.orQ/wp-contentJuploa(js/20 I 3/research-
downloadsiCDE-Sustainable-Schools pdf  
4 JGlobal Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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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. 5  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. 6  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 . 7  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.8  

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 
httIxf/www.sb39advancecalifornia.orWwi>contentjuploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orgJflles/Prop39  Investing In California.ydf. 
'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-
contentJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloadslEPA-Energy-Efficjency-progranis-in-K-I2-Schools.pdf. 



the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in theft May 14,2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 K-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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, 

Email: 	cc7)e///11an 7fr)% Jco. Corn 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 















October 25, 2013 

California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-55 12 
Submitted by E-mail to: docketenergy.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 ('4 c4e Mi Ac k1 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 re1airs 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
' Gordon & Barb; Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
http://thenextgeneration.org/filesiProp39  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.contentjuploads/20l  3/research-downloadslGlobal-Green-Healthier-
Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.orIwp-content/uyloads/20  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
4 1 Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-content/up1oads/2O  I 3/research-downloads/Global-Greèn-flealthier-
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. 5  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. 6  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 .7  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. 8  

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-contentJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads!CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  11, 
http://thenextgeneration.or/fIles/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.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wj,-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-Programs-in-K-1 2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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, 
/tC/  

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p.25. 
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i 	 5 emer 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 finding 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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 . 5  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. 6  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.7  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. 8  

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 

5  California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the Environment, available at 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentluploads/20  I 3/research-down loads/C DE-Susta inable-schools. ydf . 
'Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenexteeneration.ore/files/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/upl  oads/2013 /research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Effic i en cv-Programs-in-K-12-School s. 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. 9  

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 	consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 

9  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 Jot 	 , 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p.  9, 
htty://thenexteneration.org/files/Prop39  Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
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Wealthier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
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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. 5  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. 6  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. 7  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. 8  

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.sb39advancecali  fornia.oreJwø-contentluploads/20 I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http://thenextgeneration.orglfiles/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.sh39advancecaIifornia.org/yp  
content/uploadsf2013/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiencv-Programs-in-K-l2Schools.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. 9  

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 of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 

2013)atp.25. 
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L.A -' S t' J , 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 revairs  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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)(l); see also § 26206, subd. (e). 
2 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
http://thenextgeneration.orglf,les/Prop39 Investing In California.pdf. 

Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecalifomia.org/wp-contentiuploads/20  I 3fresearch-downloads/Global-Green-I-lealthier-
Wealth ier-Wiser.pdf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.or/wp-contentJuploads/2O  13/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.pdf 
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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. 5  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 .6 

 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 . 7  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. 8  

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 
htty://www.sb39advancecalifornia.org/wp-conteniJuploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.ydf. 
6 Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 11, 
http;//thenext&eneratjon.or/fjles/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-
contentJuploads/2O  I 3/rcsearch-downloads/EPA-Encrgy-Efficiency-prograrns-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. 9  

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, 

416- 	Z,Zzj Gt (1  

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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i :401 k;evf? , 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 flinding 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. 2  
These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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 
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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. 5  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 .6  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. 7  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 skill 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. 8  

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 
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http://thenextgeneration.orWfiles/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-
contentluploads/20  I 3/research-downloads/EPA-Energy-Efficiency-programs-in-K-I 2-Schools.ydf. 



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. 9  

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, 

it.uf 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39 Clean Energy Jobs Act of2012 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 tr energy.ca.gov  
Docket Number 13-CCEJA-I 

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 	 , 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 recairs 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 .2  

These conditions have been directly correlated with high levels of illness and absenteeism and 
depressed test scores. 3  

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)([); see also § 26206, subd. (c). 
Z  Gordon & t3arba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p. 9, 
hrtu://theneatgenetation.orJfiles/Proo3 9 In vesting I n Ca lifornia .pdf. 
' Ibid, see also Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
htrol/www.sb39advancecali rornil orJwp-content/uulonds f?013/research-downloads/G Iobal-Green-Health 
Wealthier-Wiser.udf; California Department of Education, Sustainable Schools Improve Learning and the 
Environment, available at  http://www.sb39advancecalifornia.orJwo-content/uploadsC3013/research-
downloads/CDE-Sustainable-Schools.odf  
4 /Global Green USA, Healthier, Wealthier, Wiser: A Report on National Green Schools, available at 
http://www.sb39advancecaliforniaor/wp-content/t,ploads/20  13/rescarch-downloads/Global-Green-Elealthier-
Wealth ier-Wiser.pclf 



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. 5  Even when controlled for socio-cconomic status, students in schools 
without sub-standard ventilation, lighting and noise levels perform 5 to 17 percentage points 
better. 6  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 .7 

 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 eases 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 

6  Gordon & Barba, Proposition 39 White Paper: Investing in California's Future at p II, 
htta://thenexleeneiation.ornjfiles/pro039 Investing In Californiandf. 

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

Implementing Greenhouse Gas Reduction Programs (2011), available at http://www.sb39advancecalitbniia.or2iwp:  
content/uPIoads/2Ol3/research-dowffloads/EPAEfleroyEfficiencyproars.4),I(_l2QisQgf 



the 10% additional economic benefit number that was recommended by the California 
Department of Education in their May 14, 2013 Recommendations for Proposition 39 1C-12 
Project Guidance. 9  

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, 

Ctr 

California Department of Education, California Energy Commission and the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Proposition 39: Clean Energy Jobs Act of 20/2 Energy Efficiency K-12 Project Guidance (May 14, 
2013) at p. 25. 
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