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Executive Summary

Our answer. not without immediate and significant changes. Senate Bill1 (SB1) which birthed
the California Solar Initiative (CS) was signed into law in August of 2006 and the program
officially began in January 2007.

The objectives set by SB1 for the CSI arelear:

Install 3,000 megawatts of distributed solar PV capacity in California by the end of 2016
Establish a self-sufficient solar industry in which solar energy systems are a viable
mainstream option in 10 years

3. Place solar energy systems on 50 percenpf new homes in 13 years

Building on the solar infrastructure created by Cal i f or ni a0 s fatothemrerof ygar o gr a ms
two, the ten year 3,000MW program should be well on its way to installing 600MW. In fact, by
California Public Utility Commission (CPUC)bookkeeping, the CSIprogram had installed just

136MW  through the  Chartl ¢ Source: Data from the CPUC CSI Staff Report, January 2009

end of 2008 (green line). Cumulative MW Installed in California

While they were active All Former Programs (Now Over) and the CS
600
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Commissiond s (CEC) 300 _
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(blue line). Both former programs stopped taking new applications in 2006 and will likely finish
a few final MWs in 2009. The solar programs created bySB1are now the only statewide PV
programs in California taking new applications for retail customers Other programs may be
developed in the future, but today the success ofthe distributed, net metered photovoltaic (PV)

solar market rests squarely on the shoulders of the California Solar Initiative.

Table 1 shows the accomplishments of t he
except for the CHUtGliegs(IOU)proggasmmt or Owne
Tablel ¢ CPUC Reported CSI MW Installs by Program Component as of Year End 2008
CSI MW CPUC CSI MW
CSilnstalls Reported by Program Component Objective by | Installsthru
Source: CPUC CSI Staff Repatanuary 2009 YE2016 YE2008
CEC New Solar Home Partnership. isfbrdable Housing 360 1.4
Publically Owned Utilities (POU) 700 15
CPUC Low Income Residential 190 No Activity
CPUC Investor Owned Utilities (IOU) Step 1 thru 10 1,750 133
Total 3,000 135.9
On top of this discouraging  chart2-¢ KS /t !/ Q& FyR {dzy/ Sy i NxOQa

CSI

performance, the CPUC has
created and chosen waysto
measure and report activity
that their 10U
pr ogr acdgshments.

inflates

They now report the amount
of MWs installed by the date
they receive a request for an
incentive  payment, not
when the system owner or
the solar business has

received an incentive

Different Definitions- Different Results

CPUC Created "Installed" Definition
We have receiveglour request
for an incentive payment

Solar Industry Completed Definition
We'll call it done in a month or two
when we receive our incentive paymen

133MW Total

102MW Total

CPUC "Installed SunCentric Done

= 2007 = 2008

payment & a month or two or more later. The CPUCmay argue that the system is functionally

installed, however no Expected Performance Based Buydown(EPBB)incentive payment or

Performance Based Incentive PB) monthly payment is made until the project completes the

C P U Onubksi -step incentive payment process. In the first two years this decision results in a

31MW difference when compared to S u n C e n $tandar &fsDone & installed and incentive

paid. Table 2 shows our view of the CSI results through 2008.
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Table2¢¢ KS /t !/ Qa a2 Lyadl ff SR DaAngthauyhNBaREnd 2008{ dzy/ Sy 4 NX 0Qa&

CSI MW CPUC SunCentric

Objective CSI MW CSI MW
CSI Completionsy Program Component by Installs at Done
Source: SunCentric Study YE2016 YE 208 at YE 2008
CEC New Soletome Partnership inéffordable Housing 360 1.4 1.4
Publically Owned Utilities (POU) 700 15 15
CPUC Low Income Residential 190 | No Activity | No Activity
CPUC Investor Owned Utilities (IOU) Step 1 thru 10 1,750 133 102.1
Total 3,000 135.9 105.0

Also, the CPUCprimarily report s demand based on the number of applications received, not the

MWs that receive a confirmed reservation; as show in Charts 8 and 9 later in this report, the two

data sets show little correlation. Using the number of systems when system size varies from
1kW to 1MW makes little sense. Of the 400MW applied for through 2008 only about 300MW,

or 75%, will likely get a confirmed reservation. These CPUC created measuresof number of

applications anmdakeMW<SII®OU pragitara dppeardothave more demand than

it does and shows MWs getting completed much more quickly than they do.

In mid 2007 we published a forecast for the CSI through 2008 and this outcome is in line with
our projections. For the past two plus years we have openly discussed our concerns about the
CSlI, inpublished reports, interviews, webinarsand at CSI quarterlyforums. We have suggested
many modifications that would help the program accelerate. Due to inaction by the CPUC and
the CEC, there is no evidence now, nor do we foresee the potential of an upwardMW 6 bat h t ub

curveo. Gi ven cur r eahave pa reagon #orthinkctbhenCsli ptogranmcsuld w
geton track and meetits  chart3c{ dzy / Sy i Nk O ardf€ teieBNE { 02 NB
SB1 objectives. However SunCentric's CSI "Trendline for Success"
as shown in Chart 3 we Reach 3,000 MW Installed aridcentive Paicdby Year End 2016
3,000 7
have created SunCentric's trendline for .
. 2 400 3,000MW installed anihcentive paid /
| i ne for suc ' by Year End 2016 P
d
1 4
on MWs installed and MW 1.800 \\ e
- . . . - I t” d 7
Incentive pald which will nsasde CPUC reports 136MW installed L7
| ive 1,200 | through 2008 z
serve as our scorecard n(;ear;gve SunCentric reports 105MW installed ///
. andincentive paidhrough 2008 P
for the CSI program in 600 \ —
coming years. It will be \« -
. . O U T T T T T T T T T 1
interesting to plot the 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
actual results.
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The CPUC® s p iisnmdw having an impact Worldwide MWs of PV Installed in 2007 and 2008
and CSI MW Completed

around the world. Annual PV demand reports
for the United States and the world include the
CPUCO s idemard and endtalled numbers.
From these inflated numbers come projections
for California and the United States. Businesses
investors and others who are in the solar

industry or are considering entering the industry
give considerable weight to these projections. Source: SunCentric 1%

The few MWs contributed by the CSI have hadlittle impact on global PV module or other solar
equipment costs. California has benefited from the solar market growth and manufacturing
expansion of other countries, principally Germany, Spain, Japan and ChinaMany other countries
(and soon some U.S. Statespffer solar system ownersbetter financial returns and manufacturers
and installers better profits. The solar PVenergy industry has been and will be an industry where
countries and states compete to develop their markets, meet their energy requirements and
their environmental objectives. In these terms, the CSI programis not competitive .

The CSI is not helping the solar industry become self sufficient. Recent layoffs by Akeena,
Optisolar, SunPower and others who patrticipate in the California market indicate a decline in

industry health and show the fragility of Ca |l i f aeveldpiagds®lar businesses. Many are
suffering from lack of access to capital and are starved from lack of profits. We hear the word
oconsol i dat i ovhich isfcode prucentractiog. The CSI ds incentive s

complex program requirements have negatively impacted the industry and stunted it s growth.

The C P dderdiwe Sep p|an Chartdc¢ KS 1/t : / Qa LYOSY[]?\@S { as

Incentive Type

resulted in a program where PBI  EPBB MW

incentives declined very quickly over ~ $60/$3.50 350

a relatively few MWs. Thiscaused a  sas{s3.00 | .o Goverment&

S L\lon—proflt incentive

300

solar gold rush that saw applications ¢,/ .

submitted at a furious rate. MWSs 45% “~e. .
$.30( $2.00 - l Commercial & ~« .

250

. o S 200
Residential incentive ®_
~

through Step 3 and into Step 4 were

510MW

$.25| $1.50 - 150

snapped up in the first nine months
of 2007. Solar businesses krew that $.15( $1.00 1

the incentive rates offered in these $.05| $0.50

100

50

early Steps were the only ones that

$.00| $0.00

made any financial sense for them toz 8 4 s 6 T8 e 10
Incentive Step Leve
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and for their customers based on
the expected deployed system
The MW fallout from this
gold rush continues. Chart 5 shows

costs.

our estimate of how many MWs will
be completed in the first four Steps.

The CP U Cdesision early on to
place MWs from projects that drop
out into the current incentive Step
further exacerbated the downward
pressure on incentives and slowed
the market. The policy is couched as
a
allowing the MWs that dropout to

way to Ostret

be re-reserved and completed at a

Chart5-{ dzy/ Sy G4 NA OQa

SadAaYlrisS 2

ultimately end. Of the 350MW in these Steps we now expect ¢
246MW, 70%, to actually be completed. 104MW will be m¢
into Step 5 or peater as projects from the first four Steps drop ¢
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lower inventive rate. So far this policy has not had the desired effect; it has simply prevented
MWs from being completed because the economics in the later Steps are less satisfactory and
the pool of potential solar projects is smaller. The policy also changed the agreement with the

rate payers and the solar industry. Both reasonably expected all the MWs in a Sep to be

completed at the specified incentive level.

The programmatics of the CSI remain problematic. There is abundant evidence that the complex
requirements created and caused by the CSI have added to system cost and the time required
t h e instaltatiofi ttmes running days for residential

to complete projects. With actual o n

systems and weeks for commercialsystems the CSI needs to radically reduce thetime it takes to

complete projects from the current 6 months for residential projects and the 12 months for non-

residential projects (Charts 11-16). Thi s

businesses for yearsput CSI project times are now even longer,mu ¢ h

sl ow process has

to our and

financial detriment. Germany, whose business and customer friendlyFeed-in-Tariff program has
created a 1500MW plus annual market and developed a streamlined program that allows

projects to be completed in weeks, an examplethat offers many potential solutions for the CSI.

It is entirely possible that the costs and time delays associated with capturing the rapidly

decreasing CSI incentive will create the real end point for the program.

For solar businesses,

high CSladministrative costs and long project cycles are generating discussions about business
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models that avoid the CSlaltogether. We are quite sure that this is not the way the legislative
parents of SB1 imagined a self-sufficient solar industry would be created.

To have any hope of installing 3,000MW of distributed solar PV capacity in California by the end
of 2016 and creating a self-sufficient solar industry where solar is amainstream option, the CSI
needs a new progressive incentive plan designed to create reasonable payback for eachretail
customer class in each utility territory, using current electricity prices. The incentive levels
should be set to recognize real deployed system costs including the costs associated with long
project times and the administrative burdens placed on installers. And to create a self-sufficient
and sustainable solar industry, businesses need to make a bottom line profit. Other countries
have developed ways to balance customer payback requirements and react to changes in PV
module, system cost and solar business profit requirements. All have reduced their incentives at
a much slower rate than the CS|, one matched closely to the industryd s c¢ha&ngek in cost.

Despite this dim outlook, t here are a few bright spots. As a real potential positive, but not as a
result of California solar policy, we should soon start seeing a meaningful decline in deployed
system cost, led by a significantreduction in PV module cost and other commaodity costs. World
economic conditions and a major policy change in Spain have resulted in atemporary glut of PV
modules. This downward system cost change, on the order of 15%, is leading many to consider
a solar system for the first time and causing former projects to be revisited; they may now be

financially viable . Based on our industryds history of

it is too early to call this downward price spike a long term trend, however some customers will
definitely benefit from the current price conditions.

While individuals did not get access to federal grants in the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA)passed in February, residential solar buyers still have a 30%
uncapped federal tax credit that could provide over $12,000 of federal incentive to a 4,500 watt
system @ great for a California consumer that has federal tax liability and cash or access to credit

to pay for the system. Aswe r eported i n d&ew Federal Sémulusd Baor or c |

Boondoggle for the U.S. Solar Photovoltaic Marketd , t h e n 80& grarg willeprolbably not
increase the rate of real deployed MWs in the U.S. or California commercial market near term.
Based on the struggles of the banking system, we are still hampered by the lack of readily
available project financing and this has stopped many viable projects from going forward.

We wonder whether there is the political will or CPUC/CEC interest to correct the CSI. The

current activity around Feed-in-Tariffs (FIT) in Californiamay signal recognition of the problems
with the CSI and a change inthinking. So far FITs have been the only mechanism shown to

© SunCentridnc. Page |6
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substantially and consistently grow real MWs in residential and commercial solar markets. As
FIT policy is developed wefeel strongly that all customer classes should be able tochoose aFIT
d as they can now choose anet metering system. Placing restrictions on potential FIT customers
by system size orother criteria that protect existing business models will limit solar growth at a
time when we need every kWh possible.

One can ar gue tH580MW Sige dast ygarsdemonstraties what happens when an
FIT program is too rich, but it also shows the rate that solar can grow, infrastructure can be built

and jobs can be createdi f we really want to tackle energy and

initially rapid and now more controlled growth may be more palatable. In both cases, Spain and
Germany accelerated quickly and installed real grid connected MWs because their solar
programs delivered solid financial returns to investors that are somewhat better than other
investments. California should learn from these countries and from their own experience with
the CSI program and make sure solar system owners get financial returns that really motivate
them to bring systems on to the grid .

Now for some details

The remainder of this paper shows the activity for the C P U C@&S6I0U program and some
exampl es o f optiniisgc rePdretiogC 6This year SB1 requires gormal review of the CSI
progam and wedre hopef ul t hat t h e fadditibnalwformgtioni

and a clear picture of the CPUC program results. Wew@ studied and reported on a number of

areasthat should be of interest to legislators, policy makers, rate payer advocates and of course
the solar industry. The many charts and tables along with our brief comments are worth review.
Information on utility activity, project time, the non -residential and residential programs, pricing

and system size trends,installers, PV and inverter manufacturers, program forecasts and other
data is included.

nf or ma

The results for this report come primarily from ProgramData20090304.xlsandt he CREBICOJ s

Staff Report, January 2009 We have posted both on the SunCentric site for download. The
program data file contains project activity though the end of February 2009. You will see that
we frequently report results through February 2009. This is intentional. We have been
interested in the truing up of year end 2008 activity , the addition of CSI projects that had been
included in the SGIP database, systems pricing and demand changes potentially caused bynew
Federal programs. Looking at the first few months of 2009 also gives us some ability to project
through year end 2009, but with the current industry and economic turmoil our educated
guesses are just that.
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As noted in our former CSlreports, there are still significant errors in the C P U GO®lslatabase.
As an example we removed two projects that combined for over $200 million in system price
errors. Both projects were pending payment, in other words they are far along in the process.
Our simple excel macros and lookups finds errors like these in seconds. We wonder why the
Program Admini str at o take the timettch devel@pRh¢<e todl®, rarfdtthen
correct the data regardless of where the error is generated. Of the over 20,700 projects listed in
the database we find significant errors and anomalies in about 900 projects.

Results of the CPUCSH mvestor Owned Utilities Program

The CPUCSt af f 6 s CS |JanRaeyR2@08combinas thenactivity from Cal i f &«8land a 6 s

former solar programs, (pg 3) and claims, 0 Ae largest solar program in California, the California

Solar Initiative (CSl), saw explosivegrowth in 2008 and it installed the majority of solar projects

in the state.6 At best the CSI has tepid growth. It is now the only substantive retail customer

solar PV program in California. Both the SGIP and the ERP stopped taking applications in 2006.

The CPUC Staffstatement (pg5) t hat their | nvest cgamair@wnoghlgonUt i | ity
target t o meged of1, @MV ihstlteey 20176 is a fabrication o the program is

not now and has not been on target.

In our view, the CPUC continues to calculate and reportCSlprogram activity unrealistically. We
wish that the CPUCwould discontinue the use of the number of applications as a proxy for
demand and curtail the liberal use of percentages to describe progress. SBL1 sets the objective
in MWs, and MWs should be used to measure progress. Our MW measures are simple:

1. Done (or completed) means the MWs are complete and an Expected Performance Based
Buydown (EPBB) incentive check can be sent or a Performance Based Incentive (PBI)
payment can be made.

2. Wond Get Done means that the MWs were canceled or withdrawn at any time for any
reason.

3. In Process means the MWs are still active. MWSs in process may get done or may not get
done.

4. Confirmed Reservation means the MWs that are approved into the program . All MWs that
could possibly reach Done come from this category.

5. Program Requests means that MWs of applications were submitted to the utility
administrators for review. The MWs may or may not receive a Confirmed Reservation

© SunCentridnc. Page |8



These simple measures make i tCSlipregram &svgy off acks e e

Using MWs, Chart6 shows the cumulativeact i vi t y o 1,750MWetenG@atJptogram.
There are not enough MWs making program requests (blue line), to overcome the MWs that
wonodot g éddling)o MWSs in process (yellow line) should be above the gay dashed trend
line. There are not enough confirmed reservations (aqua line). The rate that projects get done
(green line) is too slow and is trending away, not toward, the dashed gray trend line.

Chart6

Cumulative Activity of CPUC CSI Projects in CEC PTC
September 2006 thru February 2009
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the rate required to complete 1,750MW by year end 2016.

There are momentary surges and sags in demand that are driven byyearend tax requirements,
changes in the CSI incentive level or Federal programs. Since January 2008 there are no
significant changes in the MW trends. We had been watching and hoping for an upward surge
in Confirmed Reservationsin late 2008 and early in 2009, but none is yet evident. The uptick in
All Program Requests and In Processin February 2009 relates to a number of large projects,
some of which have already been cancelledor withdrawn .
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Another view of this data clearly showsthe i mpact of proj ect basdanthat O won
CSI. Historically in California about 50% of non-residential projects and just a few percent of

residential projects drop out over time. Now a few years after the start of the CSI, these well

known trends are re-emerging. The program will need many more MWs In Process,to overcome

the MW that wonodét get done and meet the program o

Chart 7 simply shows the total done, total in processand t ot al t hat Drapoont®t get
and completions will come from the orange In Process and the trend is for more drop outs, not
less
Chart7
Cumulative Activity of CSI Projects in CEC PTC V
September 2006 thru February 2009
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= = = Lineartrendline to reach 1,750MW of completed projects by YE 2016
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Table 3 shows a big picture view of the CPU® seported results. We have a fundamental
bookkeeping disagreement with the CPUC The CSI database has a project status category
called complete, which means the program administrator can send an incentive check to the
system owner or installer, or make a payment to a performance based system. This is certainly a
measure that owners and businesses relate to. The CPUC has created an alternative definition

called oinstalledod. Looking at 2008 you can
report the CSI oinstall edd 133MWncenfé8lMWe mmaourt
view,the CPUCO6s definition falsely increases the

Table3 ¢ Comparison of results between January 2009 CPUC Staff RepdahisSdnCentric Report

Source: California Solar Initiative, CPUC Staff Report - January 2009 Completed MW - SunCentric CSI Study Results
Table 1. Grid Installed PV Capacity in California, 1981 through 2008 From ProgramData20090304.xls and Other Sources
Solar Programs 198 C otal 2007 thru2008 SunCentric Comment
California Solar Initiative (CSI) oMW 19 MW 133 MW 13 MW | 102.1 MW |Installed does not equal Complete
Seli-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) goMW | 33mw| 21Mw Na Na [Pt fom the former SGIP program is
New Solar Homes Partnership (NSHP) 0 MW 0 Mw 1.4 MW oMW 1.4 MW | From California Energy Commission
Emerging Renewables Program (ERF) 91 MW 26 MW 3.0 MW NA NA ?:e:imw::::::;]:;:c program is

Investor-Owned Utility territory subtotal 78 MW 158 MW 13 MW | 103.5 MW |Subtotal Completed 10U CSI MW

3 MW 1.5 MW 1.5 MW | CSl POU Programs Started in 2008
1.5 MW 1.5 MW |Subtotal Completed POU CSI MW
; 13 MW 105 MW |Total Completed CSI MW

Publicly-Owned Utilities (POUs)
Non-1OU territory subtotal

Sources: See notes for Figure 1. * POU data for 2008 is incomplete.
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The installed definition is particularly troublesome because it typically takes 30 to 70 days for a

project

t o

moyv e

t hrough

t he
Table 4 shows Applications by Status through the end of 2008 f r o m

CPUC defin
t h e Sta@ Rpo@.0 s

ed steps

Step 3 projects, which start with Incentive Claim Request Review (ICF Review), a category in the

CSl database,ar e

rectangle) that 88.3MW are complete and in payment, our definition Done.

Table4 - CPUC CSI Staff Report, Page 11
Table 4. CSl applications by PowerClerk Database status, January 1, 2007, through December 31, 2008

- Application Status CCSE

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Reservation Request
Review

Suspended-Reservation
Review

Reservation Reserved

Confirmed Reservation

Subtotal, Step 1

PPM Review

Suspended-Milestone
Review

Pending RFP
Subtotal, Step 2

ICF Review
Suspended, ICFReview
ICF Submitted

Pending Payment
Completed

PBl-In Payment
Subtotal, Step 3

34

598

655

27

22
38
023
47
1,063

Number of Applications
PG&E

115 115
29 24
3677 1,366
4,079 1,584
15 2

7 12

31 4
53 18
230 47
201 185
197 27
169 125
7,047 2,315
87 17
7,931 2,816

c al | e dandototah 438MW. | Wed Rave noted on the chart (green

Total MW Total Incentive
Totals

246

a7

5,641

6,318
17

19

35

71
283
413
246
332

10,285
251

11,810

9.3 MW $ 15,681,156
5.5 MW $ 11,214,866
18.8 MW $ 43,501,530
104.8 MW $ 244,748,632
138.4 MW $ 315,146,183
3.1 MW $ 7,235,352
6.2 MW $ 17,656,016
121 MW $ 25,206,926
21.5 MW $ 50,098,293
14.6 MW
20.7 MW
2.6 MW
11.8 MW
51.2 MW $ 111,219,201
37.1 MW $ 113,508,939
138.0 MW $ 352,014,213
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Chart 8 shows the number of applications per month (top chart) and MWs of applications per

month (bottom chart) from the CPUC report A month to month comparison confirms | ittle
relationship between these two measures Yetpage 3 of t he Sflrefrate off eport
installations is expected to remain strong in 2009 because demand for incentives under the

California Solar Initiative surged in the fourth quarter of 2008, breaking the previous records for

most applications in a single quarter and most applications in a single month.6 Since mid 2007

500 to 1,200 residential applications result in 3 to 6 MW per month and 30 to 80 non-residential
applications result in 4 to 17MW per month. The huge variety of system sizes, from 1kW to

1MW makes the use of the number of applications to measure demand almost meaningless.

Chart8
Page 4 CPUC Staff Report
Figure 2. Total number of applications per month by customer sector, January 2007 - December 2008
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Appendix, Figure 1CPUC Staff Report

Total Capacity of Applications - By Customer Segment
January 01, 2007 - December 31, 2008
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S u n Ce nmeaasure fos the intake of MWs is Confirmed Reservations a category in the CSI
database (Chart 9 and 10). All projects that could possibly reach Done come from this category.

Neither the residential or non-residential segments show acceleration. The spike in residential
activity in December 2008 relates to an incentive reduction at PG&E, Step 4, $1.90/W to Step 5,

$1.55/W and the Federal change to a 30% uncappedincentive available to individual tax payers.
Early 2009 results show a reduction in confirmed MWs compared to previous months.

Chart10
CEC PTC MW of Confirmed Reservations by Mo
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Time to Complete Projects 8 A Nightmare for Solar Businesses

The time to complete b oth Non-Residential and Residential projectshas risen alarmingly. Due
to factors out of theircontrol t he s ol artime Imd hesntincrgadirsy Long permitting
processes, fire code issues, solar equipment availability,inspections, interconnections times,
finance issues and laundry list of other requirements over burden solar businesses. We
sometimes wonder what keeps many of these dedicated teams going. Imagine one in twenty of
your potential solar customerssay 0 y e ¥du put in a CSlapplication, wait a few weeks to a few
months for a confirmed reservation, then manage the project for four to eight months, submit
your incentive paperwork and wait another month or two or more for the EPBB incentive
payment to be sent or the monthly PBIto begin. And the time spent installing the system is
measured in days or weeksé.

It takes 300 to 400 hundred days to complete a Non-Residential project and about 180 days to
complete a Residential project. In Chart11l, Non-Residential and Chart12, Residential the days
in the blue, green and violet bars can be allocated primarily to the utility program
administrators. The days in thered bars can be allocated primarily to solar businesses.

Chart11l

Average Total Days in Process for NResidential Projects
Completed in the Month of...
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Chart12

Average Total Days in Process for Residential Projec
Completed in the Month of...
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The Utility administrators have worked on their process and reduced their number of days, a
trend that is particularly evident in Residential. This said their processing times could and
should be cut in half. This improvement would reduce cash requirements and improve cash flow
for solar businesses

A thorough study and a complete rethinking should be undertaken with the objective of
reducing solar industry project days. Solar businesses can easily identify the pain points and
root causes for delays. Redesigning the process is a major opportunity for the CPUC, the CSI
program administrators and the solar industry. It should be started now.
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Time to Complete Projects (continued)

Chart13
Days in Process by Category for NBesidential Projects
Completed in the Month of...
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Time to Complete Projects (continued)

Chart15 ¢ Number of Completed NeResidential Projects in 30 Day Increments
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