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Hello,

Please find the attached letter from Powertree Services Inc. supporting the same level of EV
charging access for residents of multi-family buildings as residents of single-family homes
with recommendations on ensuring Cost Effectiveness and Equity in such deployments.

Stacey Reineccius
CEO, Founder
Powertree Services Inc.

www.electrictrees.com
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POWERG»REE

October 29, 2021

To: California Building Standards Commission
cbsc@dgs.ca.gov
http://dgs.ca.gov/BSC/e-comments

RE: Final 2022 Residential CalGreen, EV Infrastructure

Powertree Services Inc. is one of several companies based in the State of California which focus exclusively on
providing EV Charging, Solar and Storage for residents and owners of Multi-family properties. Powertree is
writing today to comment upon the Commission’s proposed changes to Title 24, Part 11 of the CalGreen 2022
Building Code specifically relating to electric vehicle infrastructure.

State sponsored or directed investment mandates and incentives have proven quite successful in activating
certain segments of private capital to date but much less efficiently than they might have in terms of State S per
achievement needed.

Examining two segments, Solar Renewable Power and Electric Vehicles, we know that the areas of traction have
been in those segments where the benefit of value and the ability to control the investment decision have been
aligned and/or concentrated in a single party.

For example, single family and many Commercial properties have the benefit of a single beneficiary AND
decision maker in the property owner. They can activate their real estate capital and benefit from reduced
energy costs, increased resilience and lower fuel costs for driving. Similarly, individual drivers with access to
infrastructure can make the purchase decision of an EV AND directly derive the benefits.

However, Multi-Family properties have been a neglected as a difficult segment for the delivery of Solar and EV
Charging services and has to date proven very difficult for utilities and many others to successfully deploy and
see actual utilization. With less than 5% of total rooftop Solar PV being deployed in Multi-Family settings and
that amount being predominantly to serve the Common loads of properties. Numerous failures to scale in Solar,
Energy Efficiency, and low uptake in the recent EV infrastructure programs by utilities and semi-private players
such as NRG/EVGO and product vendors such Chargepoint attest to this challenge.

These failures have specifically been due inter-related characteristics of a “Split Incentive” between beneficiaries
of investment and the owner of the property, Investment Timing vs Returns, especially in EV ownership as
infrastructure is required in advance of EV ownership, and undersized electric capacity with inappropriate and
counterproductive Utility infrastructure rules.

Yet Multi-family property in California holds vast potential for capital activation. Key features being:

60% of Solar Rooftop potential for Low-Medium Income lies in Renter Occupied and multi-family

properties.
[NREL Rooftop Solar Technical Potential for Low-to-Moderate Income Households in the United States, NREL/TP-6A20-70901 April 2018]

42% of Californians reside in Rental and Multi-Family properties per US Census.
Vehicle Ownership/Miles and energy consumption are correlated to this population.





Unique financial opportunity exists in Multi-Family due to its financial valuation structure as a
form of Commercial Real Estate.

Owners of Multi-Family have access to large amounts of capital and strong incentives for use of
that capital if it can be applied to their property value.

EV Potential.

The EV case is one for fueling of electric vehicles at home. The value here is multi-fold and a 2015 Study by
Strategen Consulting “Impact Analysis: Governor Brown’s 2030 Energy Goals” concluded that a 50% reduction in
Gasoline/Diesel consumption would create $51 billion per year in new in-state cash spending simultaneously
boosting California’s economy, saving California Drivers money ANFD reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

The current approach under Title 24 is that a certain % of parking spots be enabled for EV Charging. This
approach is both inequitable and inefficient since Title 24 allows for a cost effectiveness exception when
considering a project.

Inequity in Multi-family:

Requiring a % of parking does not reflect the likelihood of EV ownership or interest but does not assure that the
resident with an EV will have access to the charging location.

In many if not most apartment complexes parkin is dedicated with an apartment or limited in scope. Picking
which parking locations to equip results excluding other locations. The following chart shows data from Marcus
& Millichap on rental turnover vs the current CARB vehicles sales projections and the resulting likelihood of
access in a multi-family for a charger dedicated to a given apartment:

Comparative Probability of Use for EVSE over Time by Type of Property and Sharing Case
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This shows it is CRITICAL that access to charging be a shared access in order to assure that all likely EV
drivers will have access.

Shared Access is more cost effective and more efficient:

Some argue that equipping EVERY stall with low power charging can solve the equity issue except that
this approach is actually MORE costly in most circumstances than installing a shared access higher
power charger.

For example if we compare 10x L1 vs 1 50 Amp L2 for same # KWH and vehicles serviceable we can
see typical costs of:

L1: L2:
Outlets 10 @ $550 1@ $550
Conduit 10 @ $700 1@ $700
SvcAmps 10x12=120a 1 @ 50a Note L1 may be placed across a 240V circuit so be
60A@240v.
Stalls 10 1
Signage 10x @100 1 @%$100
KWH/day  ~144kwh ~144KWH
EVSE incl $3000
Vehicles
Enabled: 10 21+
CostEst:  $13,500 $4350
Cost per
Vehicle: $1,350 Under $210

We see that a higher power SHARED charger not only serves more vehicles, at lower cost per vehicle
and less grid infrastructure it also eliminates the equity of access issue by assuring ANY driver can use
the charger.

Recommendations for more Equity and Cost Effectiveness:

We also note the comments of October 28, 2021 from the members of the California Legislature on
this matter and as such we suggest the following policy adjustments to meet the goals of Title 24 and
to satisfy the needs of tenants and drivers and address the Equity concerns in EV infrastructure
expressed by the Legislators and in the recent AB2127 EV Infrastructure report.

a) Clarify definition of Title 24 EV requirements to be a percentage of VEHICLES served vs
percentage of parking spaces.
This will enable a lower cost of implementation and encourage shared use of infrastructure
and both increase the average rate of charge and the rate of adoption. This can reduce the






electric ampere capacity required to serve a given number of vehicles by a factor of 6:1 to
10:1 and in many cases completely avoid utility side upgrades which add costs and delay
project implementation.

b) Clarify Title 24 EV requirements to require actual activated EVSE at properties and not just
make readies.
Current rules allow a property to provide make ready capacity at time of construction but
do not require that the capacity actually be used for EVSE. This allows a motivated
developer to avoid the actual installation of the EVSE as they can build the capacity and
designate it at time of construction and T24 approval for EVSE but then, after approval
redirect that capacity for some other purpose. Further, since the later redirect is then
considered a retrofit no further T24 compliance requirement is applicable. This loophole
should be adjusted for sharing as above and closed to require actual operable EVSE
installation.

c) Apply current mandates and requirements more aggressively to retrofits.
The vast majority of multi-family opportunity lies in existing properties. Work out
mechanisms for more extensive requirements of retrofits. For example, define retrofit
criteria under which Title24 requirements must apply.

Thank you for your time and attention to this critical part of reducing GHG in an Equitable and Cost-
Effective manner.

Sincerely,

Stacey Reineccius
CEO, Founder
Powertree Services Inc.

www.electrictrees.com
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