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Executive Director Mia Marvelli, 

I'm writing to you today as a concerned citizen, multi-family real estate investor, and electric 
vehicle owner. It's so important that we get to work on making EV charging infrastructure work 
for our renters and condo owners. We can't go on with EV ownership only being practical for 
single-family homeowners like myself. The transition to electric vehicles only works if we make 
it work for everyone. While some of our real estate developers will tell you that we just can't 
afford these changes, I as an investor would be happy to see a lower return in the short term in 
exchange for new multi-family buildings that actually make sense for their residents 5-10 years 
from now. In fact, I expect that such buildings will be even more valuable down the line exactly 
because they have this infrastructure in place. 

So, I am writing in strong support of the EV Charging for All Coalition (EVCAC)’s feedback on 
Items 5, 12, and 14 of the draft language for the CALGreen Intervening Code Cycle. These 
thoughtful recommendations will provide essential clarity, allow builders to choose lower-cost 
building options, and increase the number of newly built apartments and condos with access to 
EV Ready charging. 

Most importantly, I ask that, in Item 5, a sentence be added to clarify that a developer may 
follow the voluntary Tier 1 or Tier 2 standards in lieu of the standards included in the mandatory 
section. This simple clarification will avoid confusion and increase flexibility for builders. It also 
has the potential, in some cases, to decrease the compliance cost of new multifamily housing 
while simultaneously expanding access to EV charging for multifamily residents. 

In addition, please revise the wording of Item 12 to provide consistency with the other 
residential EV charging amendments that have eliminated the use of “EV Capable” spaces as a 
compliance option (requiring EV Ready or EVSE instead). 

Finally, in Item 14, please remove the Exception language stating “or parking facilities 
otherwise incapable of supporting electric vehicle charging” to avoid undermining the intended 
purpose of the code. 

These three well-considered recommendations are in the best interests of residents of new 
multi-family homes, staff of state and local enforcing agencies, and builders and developers as 
well. Please act upon the public’s feedback during this Public Comment Period so that it’s as 
robust a public process as possible. Thank you for listening. 
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