	
	
	



Questions and Answers
Reliable Electric Charging for Eligible School-bus Sites (RECESS)
GFO-25-605
June 12, 2026
 
The following answers are based on California Energy Commission (CEC) staff’s interpretation of the questions received. It is the Applicant’s responsibility to review the solicitation and to determine whether their proposed project is eligible for funding by reviewing the Eligibility Requirements within the solicitation. The CEC cannot give advice as to whether a particular project is eligible for funding, because not all proposal details are known.

Unless indicated otherwise, all section numbers identified are from the solicitation manual (for example, “Section II.B.” refers to Section II.B. of the solicitation manual) of Addendum 2.
Project Eligibility/Requirements

Q1. 	Can one applicant apply for different funding lanes for different sites in California?

A1. 	No. Applicants may apply for funding in only one of the three funding lanes based on their eligibility. Please refer to Section II.A. for applicant eligibility requirements for each funding lane. An applicant’s application may include multiple eligible project site locations in California. Please see Section II.B. for project location requirements.

Q2. 	What is the estimated timeline for funding approval for this grant funding opportunity? If we purchase and install the chargers before grant approval, will we be eligible for funding?

A2. 	Funding for an Applicant’s RECESS project is secured when the applicant and the CEC execute an agreement, which takes place after the applicant’s proposed award is approved at a CEC Business Meeting. Costs incurred prior to the execution of an agreement between the applicant and the CEC are ineligible for reimbursement. 

Per Addendum 1 of the solicitation manual, the Notice of Proposed Awards (NOPA) for Funding Lane 1 will be posted on an ongoing basis during the application period, and the final NOPA for all funding lanes is anticipated to be posted during the week of October 26, 2026. The CEC anticipates the proposed awards will be considered for approval at its January or February 2027 Business Meetings.

Q3. 	My district has electric school buses that lack the L2 and DCFC chargers for which funding will be provided under this program.  However, these buses are operational because they are charged using other technology that we would like to replace with L2 or DCFC chargers.  Would you please let me know whether our access to other charging technology makes us ineligible for funding under this program?

A3. 	Addendum 2 clarifies that existing electric school buses with access to existing charging technology are eligible for funding as long as the Applicant can demonstrate that those existing electric school buses are underutilized due to existing charging technology being insufficient. Applicants with existing electric school buses that are not in operation or underutilized are required to demonstrate their need for new infrastructure in Attachment 8, Letter Indicating Need for New Infrastructure. Please see Section III.D. of Addendum 2 for the requirements of this attachment.

Q4.	Does this grant program allow for the replacement of existing/older EV chargers that are currently supporting electric school buses. If replacement is eligible, could you please advise where this is addressed in the solicitation manual? 

The district currently has four chargers that have been highly unreliable and have experienced repeated, extended outages since they were installed a couple of years ago. These chargers are now out of warranty, and the manufacturer has been extremely unresponsive, making repairs both difficult and unpredictable. While the chargers may still function intermittently, they are not dependable enough to support daily operations and, in practice, have been available less than 50% of the time since installation. Given that these chargers are essential for operating the district’s existing electric school buses, would the district still be eligible to apply for funding to replace them under this funding opportunity, even if they are not considered fully “non-functional” at this exact moment? 

A4. 	Addendum 2 Section II.A. clarifies that applicants with existing charging ports that are not operational or have not been operational for 50 percent or more of the time since installation are eligible to apply for funding if the charging ports are out of warranty and justification and evidence of the aforementioned requirements is provided in Attachment 8, Letter Indicating Need for New Infrastructure. Please see Section III.D. of Addendum 2 for the requirements of this attachment. 

Q5.	A district eligible under Funding Lane 1 would like to apply for the new charging port(s) they are allotted in Table 4. However, the district’s bus yard has site power limitations that would require the use of a load management system to support both the proposed new charging port(s) and its existing charging port(s). If the existing charging port(s) would need to be replaced to be compatible with the load management system, could RECESS funds cover the cost of replacing the existing charging port(s)? And should the district apply under Funding Lane 1 or Funding Lane 2?

A5. 	Addendum 2 clarifies that proposed charging ports may replace existing charging ports that are not under warranty AND either are not operational or have not been operational for 50 percent or more of the time since installation with adequate justification and evidence provided in Letter Indicating Need for New Infrastructure (Attachment 8), which is required attachment by Funding Lane 2 and Funding Lane 3. Please see Section III.D. of Addendum 2 for the requirements of this attachment. 

An eligible Funding Lane 1 applicant has the option to apply to Funding Lane 1 or Funding Lane 2, depending on the applicant’s charging port needs. An applicant can only apply to one funding lane. Under Funding Lane 1, an applicant can propose to install new charging port(s) up to maximum number of charging port(s) allotted to them in Table 4. Funding for the maximum number of charging port(s) per applicant has been reserved for eligible Funding Lane 1 applicants if a complete application is received before the end of the application deadline (See Section I.D. Key Activities and Dates). Replacement charging port(s) are not eligible under Funding Lane 1. If the existing charging port(s) that are proposed to be replaced meet the eligibility requirements, then the district could apply for both the new charging port(s) and the replacement charging port(s) under Funding Lane 2 where their application will be scored and ranked against other applicants in Funding Lane 2. 

Q6. 	Are there draft terms and conditions that can be referenced? 

A6. 	Each grant agreement resulting from this solicitation will include terms and conditions that set forth the grant recipient’s rights and responsibilities. There are sample terms and conditions that can be referenced on Funding Resources (https://www.energy.ca.gov/funding-opportunities/funding-resources) under the “Fuels and Transportation Funding Information” dropdown. The CEC reserves the right to modify the terms and conditions prior to executing grant agreements.  
 
Q7.	The Scope of Work template outlines monthly calls in Task 1.4. Are these calls expected to continue throughout the full six-year period after the charging ports become operational, or are they only until the chargers are installed and operational? 

A7. 	The Recipient is required to complete monthly calls, and all administrative reporting deliverables in Task 1, until the end of the agreement term. Agreement terms are expected to be 36 months from the time of agreement execution, which includes installation of the charging ports and at least 12 months of data collection. 

Q8.	The Scope of Work template states that the Recipient must ensure charging port uptime of at least 97% annually for six years after operations begin. In practice, charger uptime is often dependent on vendor responsiveness and service timelines, which are largely outside of a school district’s direct control. Even when chargers are under warranty, districts may experience extended downtime if repairs are delayed by the manufacturer or service provider. In cases where a vendor is not servicing equipment in a timely manner, or repairs require more than 3% annual downtime, how does CEC recommend districts remain compliant with this requirement? As written, the 97% uptime threshold may be difficult for districts to realistically guarantee. 
A8. 	CEC staff are actively considering how to better align grant agreement requirements in the Scope of Work with the newly established EV Charger Data and Reliability Standards Regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title. 20, Div. 2, Chap. 12, Article 2) with regard to the uptime standards. Updates to the Scope of Work are anticipated to be available in the coming weeks and the Scope of Work template (Attachment 4) included in the RECESS solicitation will be revised accordingly through a future addendum. Addendums are posted on CEC’s solicitation information website at www.energy.ca.gov/funding-opportunities/solicitations.

Q9.	The solicitation defines third-party transportation providers as entities that “own and maintain school buses and provide transportation services to K–12 students.” Can CEC clarify whether an entity that provides transportation services via contract (e.g., through a managed services model where the provider owns the vehicle) qualifies under this definition?  

A9.	No, an entity that provides transportation services via contract without owning and maintaining buses does not qualify under Funding Lane 3’s applicant eligibility criteria. Funding Lane 3 is intended to make RECESS funds available to transportation providers that own their school buses and proposed charging infrastructure, and contract with local educational agencies to provide school bus transportation services. 

The entity may be a project partner or subcontractor (subrecipient) to an eligible Funding Lane 1 or Funding Lane 2 applicant. If a local educational agency owns the school buses to be supported by the proposed charging infrastructure and contracts with a transportation service provider, the local educational agency is eligible to apply under Funding Lane 2 or Funding Lane 1 (if they are listed on Table 4) with the transportation service provider listed as a key project partner on Attachment 1, Application Form and as a subrecipient on Attachment 6, Budget Forms. 

Operation and maintenance costs outside a charging port’s operation and maintenance service agreement, like driver compensation or electric school bus maintenance, are not eligible project costs. Please see Section II.E.

Q10.  Would a provider that offers a comprehensive transportation services agreement (including vehicle ownership, maintenance, and daily operational oversight) but where the LEA retains driver employment still be considered an eligible third-party transportation provider? Other programs, such as the California Air Resources Board’s HVIP program and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Clean School Bus program provide broad definitions to enable greater flexibility in how LEAs would like to contract out their transportation services.

A10. 	An entity that owns and maintains the school buses to be supported by the proposed charging infrastructure, owns and maintains all of the proposed charging infrastructure, and has an existing service contract to provide transportation services with a local educational agency is eligible to apply under Funding Lane 3. The driver employment will not affect the applicant’s eligibility, unless the local educational agency submits a separate application under Funding Lane 1 or Funding Lane 2. A local educational agency applying in Funding Lane 1 or Funding Lane 2 cannot also be a local educational agency served in Funding Lane 3. Please see Section II.A.

Q11.	The solicitation explicitly states that “charging as a service is not eligible.” Does this restriction apply only to ownership structures, or also to operational/contracting models (e.g., electrification-as-a-service)? Whether a project where the LEA owns the infrastructure, but a third party operates and maintains the charging system under contract, would be eligible? Can grant funds support hybrid ownership models, where infrastructure is publicly owned but operational costs are contracted out?

A11.	In all funding lanes, the applicant is required to be the owner of the electric school buses and all proposed charging infrastructure. Addendum 2 clarifies that charging-as-a-service is an eligible cost if the Applicant owns all proposed charging infrastructure and all subscription or associated costs can be broken out in Attachment 6 Budget Forms and are not ineligible costs per Section II.E.

If the proposed charging infrastructure is to be owned by a local educational agency, the local educational agency is eligible to apply under Funding Lane 2 or Funding Lane 1 (if they are listed on Table 4) with the third-party listed as a key project partner on Attachment 1, Application Form and as a subrecipient on Attachment 6, Budget Forms.

An operation and maintenance service agreement for the proposed charging ports is an eligible cost. Operation and maintenance costs outside a charging port’s operation and maintenance service agreement, like driver compensation or electric school bus maintenance, are not eligible project costs. Please see Section II.E.

Q12.  The solicitation requires third-party transportation providers to demonstrate an existing transportation services contract with the LEA prior to application. Would a conditional or contingent agreement (e.g., subject to grant award) satisfy this requirement? Does a signed Transportation Equipment Services Agreement (TESA) or similar long-term service agreement qualify?

A12. 	A third-party transportation provider applying under Funding Lane 3 must provide letters from each local educational agency the project will support. Addendum 2 clarifies letters must verify that an existing transportation service agreement is in place with the local educational agency or there is a contingent transportation service agreement with the local educational agency that will be executed within six (6) months following approval of the grant agreement resulting from this solicitation at a CEC Business Meeting. The Applicant must submit supporting documentation confirming this requirement is met within the timeline and before an agreement with the CEC will be executed. If this deadline is missed, the CEC reserves the right to cancel the proposed award and recommend funding for the next eligible proposal on the NOPA for the same funding lane, or another funding lane if passing applications are exhausted. The letter must also state that the transportation service agreement will be in place for at least six years after a charging port becomes operational. The letter must contain a telephone number and email address to allow the CEC to contact the local educational agency. 

Q13.  The solicitation requires a fully executed transportation services agreement prior to application submission. Does this requirement apply to all applicants or only third-party transportation providers? Can this requirement be relaxed for new partnerships or first-time electrification projects?
A13. 	Third-party transportation providers must provide service agreement documentation from each local educational agency the project will support as part of Attachment 7, Letters of Commitment. Please see Section III.D. 

Q14. 	Is there any flexibility in the requirement that the Applicant must own both buses and charging infrastructure, particularly in cases where ownership may transfer after a defined period (e.g., post-project term)?

A14.	In all funding lanes, the applicant is required to be the owner of the electric school buses and all proposed charging infrastructure. Title to equipment acquired by the Recipient with grant funds shall vest in the Recipient. The Recipient shall use the equipment in the project or program for which it was acquired as long as needed, whether or not the project or program continues to be supported by grant funds, and the Recipient shall not encumber the property without CEC approval. When no longer needed for the original project or program, the Recipient shall contact the CEC for disposition instructions. Please refer to Section 12 of the Clean Transportation Program Terms and Conditions, located on CEC's funding resources website  (https://www.energy.ca.gov/funding-opportunities/funding-resources).

Q15. 	Can CEC confirm the expected project term (e.g., 6 years) and whether there are restrictions on post-term asset use or ownership changes, such as ownership or financial control transfers after the project term (e.g. after 6 years)

A15. 	An agreement term includes the installation of charging ports and at least 12 months of data collection, and is expected to be 36 months from the time of agreement execution. An applicant is also required to collect data from the project and perform recordkeeping and reporting on operations and reliability as specified in Attachment 4 Scope of Work for at least six years after each charging port becomes operational. 

Title to equipment acquired by the Recipient with grant funds shall vest in the Recipient. The Recipient shall use the equipment in the project or program for which it was acquired as long as needed, whether or not the project or program continues to be supported by grant funds, and the Recipient shall not encumber the property without CAM approval. When no longer needed for the original project or program, the Recipient shall contact the CAM for disposition instructions. For post-term asset use or ownership changes, please refer to Section 12 of the Clean Transportation Program Terms and Conditions, located on CEC's funding resources website at https://www.energy.ca.gov/funding-opportunities/funding-resources.  

Q16. 	The solicitation appears to require dual-port chargers. Is this a strict requirement or a preference? How does this requirement account for uptime, redundancy, and operational reliability, particularly in fleet environments?

A16. 	Addendum 2 no longer requires proposed direct current fast chargers (DCFCs) to be dual port. Level 2 chargers, DCFCs, and bidirectional DCFCs are eligible for maximum award amounts on a per port basis. This has been clarified in Section I.H. and Section II.C of Addendum 2. Please see Table 3 for updated maximum award amounts per port. Each proposed charging port is subject to the requirements in Section II.B. and Section II.C., and the uptime and reliability standards and reporting requirements outlined in Attachment 4, Scope of Work.

Q17.	For charging infrastructure, is there flexibility in charger mix (L2 vs. DC fast charging) based on fleet operational needs? Are applicants expected to justify charger selection based on duty cycle and vehicle type modeling?

A17.	An applicant can propose to install a mix of charging ports in their application. Applicants are expected to demonstrate their need for proposed charging ports and justify their charging port proposals based on duty cycle and other requirements, which are outlined in Section III.D. 

Q18.	Are there additional requirements or scoring considerations for sites without existing utility capacity?

A18. 	Per Section II.B, the proposed charging infrastructure must be located at existing structures or facilities and involve negligible or no expansion of existing or former use. The Project Implementation and Readiness criterion in Section IV. E. evaluates how ready and prepared the proposed project is for implementation. Applicants will be scored to the degree to which “The estimated timeline to energize the site(s) is realistic and minimized.” Both Funding Lane 2 and Funding Lane 3 are required to obtain a minimum score of 70 percent in this evaluation criterion to be eligible for funding. 

All applicants proposed for award must also submit correspondence from the project site’s(s’) utility provider(s) that confirms the utility(s) will provide necessary power at the project site(s) for the proposed charging infrastructure within the applicant’s project timeline and that there is no existing contract in place that would obstruct the proposed installations or lead to extended project timelines. This correspondence must be provided within three months of the release date of the Notice of Proposed Awards (NOPA) to the CEC Commission Agreement Manager who will contact the Applicant proposed for award. The CEC reserves the right to cancel proposed awards that do not meet this deadline. Please see Section II.B. for more information.

Q19.	What are the bus scrappage requirements when a district receives funding under two different funding programs? Specifically, could you please confirm: If one bus can be used for scrappage across both funding awards, or if the district is required to scrap separate buses (e.g., two buses) to meet each program’s requirements independently.

A19. 	The purpose of the RECESS solicitation is to install charging infrastructure for electric school buses. This solicitation does not provide funding for electric school bus expenses, and there are no scrappage requirements. Proposed charging ports must support new electric school buses being procured within the agreement term or existing electric school buses (including recent electric school bus purchase orders prior to agreement execution) that are not in operation or underutilized due to a lack of charging infrastructure. Applicants must demonstrate need for all charging ports in Attachment 8, Letter of Intent to Place a Purchase Order or Letter of Indicating Need for New Infrastructure. Please see Section II.B. for the electric school bus deployment requirements.

Eligible Costs

Q20. 	The solicitation requirements state that proposed bidirectional DCFC must be dual port. However, it is our understanding that there is may be only one manufacturer that makes a dual port bidirectional charger. Can you further explain this requirement? Does that mean school districts who are interested in participating in bidirectional programs would be eliminated from applying for this funding? 

A20.	Addendum 2 no longer requires proposed DCFC chargers to be dual port. If an Applicant would like to install a bidirectional charging port, they may request up to the award amount in Table 3 of the Solicitation Manual that correlates with the number of bidirectional ports they propose to install. Addendum 2 updated Table 3 to include an award amount for a single port bidirectional DCFC.

Q21.	Do you have an approved product list for bidirectional chargers? 

A21.	The V2GEL Public System - CA Energy Commission (https://v2gel.energy.ca.gov/) can be used as a reference for bidirectional charging equipment certified to UL1741 (including any subsequent supplements). UL 1741 is a national safety standard used with distributed energy resources, and some utilities may require this certification and additional supplements for equipment interconnection. 

It is the responsibility of the applicant to verify the charging port(s) proposed, purchased, and installed meet all the solicitation’s minimum technical requirements outlined in Section II.C and that the charging equipment meets its local utility’s requirements. 

Q22. 	The solicitation indicates that warranties and battery energy storage systems (BESS) may be eligible costs. Are third-party extended warranties (non-OEM) eligible? Do warranty costs need to be tied directly to OEM offerings?

A22. 	All proposed charging ports must have a product warranty that covers both parts and labor and lasts at least six years after the charging port becomes operational. This may be an extended warranty or an existing product warranty, depending on the service provider. Please see Section II.B. 

Warranties that are related to the charging infrastructure (not the electric school bus) and extend no longer than six years after the charging port becomes operational are eligible costs if they are incurred within the agreement term. Please see Section II.D. Extended warranties outside this timeframe can be match-funded. There is no requirement for the warranties to be tied to the charging infrastructure’s original equipment manufacturer (OEM), but all warranties must be sold at a fair market price.

Q23. 	If the LEA is required to own assets, can grant funds be used to cover service contracts for operations and maintenance provided by third parties? Can grant funds also cover software, charge management, or fleet management platforms?

A23. 	An operation and maintenance service agreement, software, and demand management equipment related to the proposed charging ports are eligible project costs. Platforms that predominantly manage the electric school buses rather than support the charging ports are not eligible costs. Please see Section II.D. and Section II.E.

Q24. 	If a third party is not allowed to own infrastructure, can they still provide full lifecycle O&M services, including uptime guarantees and/or implement charge management strategies and software optimization?

A24. 	An operation and management service agreement and the purchase and installation of commercially available demand management equipment or software related to the proposed charging ports are eligible project costs. Research and development and software development are not eligible costs. Please see Section II.D. and Section II.E. Note, a third-party transportation provider is allowed to own proposed charging ports and apply for funding under Funding Lane 3.

Q25.  I understand that funds provided under this program will be provided as reimbursement (rather than in advance).  What will CEC require from the award recipient in order to trigger reimbursement (an invoice, proof of payment, or evidence that the charging infrastructure has been placed in service)?

A25.   Funds will be disbursed for eligible costs incurred during the agreement term when the incurred costs are supported by a vendor invoice. Invoices can be submitted upon incurring eligible costs. 

If an applicant proposes to install commercially available zero-emission mobile and off-grid chargers and distributed energy resources, invoices that request reimbursement for the purchase and installation of the proposed grid-connected charging port(s) must be submitted before reimbursement of commercially available zero-emission mobile and off-grid chargers and distributed energy resources will be considered by the CEC. If an applicant proposes to install charging port(s) to support electric school buses procured within the agreement term, purchase orders for all new electric school buses must be submitted before reimbursement for eligible project costs will be considered by the CEC.

Stacking 

Q26. 	Is RECESS funding stackable with other CEC funding opportunities, such as but not limited to EnergIIZE, ZESBI, and GFOs?

A26. 	An applicant cannot apply funding from other active CEC-funded projects to the scope of the RECESS project. An “active CEC project” is considered anything prior to the charging port becoming operational.

An applicant can have multiple active agreements that utilize CEC funding if the CEC-funded project scopes do not overlap and the CEC funding sources are not “stacked” or combined on a singular project scope. For example, an Applicant may have proposed in a ZESBI application to install two charging ports to support two electric school buses at its bus depot. The Applicant cannot apply for RECESS funds to stack or combine to the aforementioned project scope. However, the Applicant could apply to RECESS with a new distinct project scope. For example, the Applicant could apply to fund an additional three charging ports to support an additional three electric school buses at its bus depot. 

Eligible Applicants must have fifty (50) or fewer active projects across all CEC-funded zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) infrastructure grant agreements, including block grants, at the time of agreement execution. Please see Section II.A. and Section II.B.

Q27. 	Is RECESS funding stackable with other non-CEC funding sources such as Carl Moyer, EPA grants, utility incentive programs, and/or local or air district funding opportunities?

A27. 	An applicant can utilize non-CEC funding sources, such as but not limited to state, federal, or local air district funding, as match share for the project. Applicants utilizing non-CEC funding sources must identify the sources and demonstrate a clear separation of funding sources when applying them to the project. RECESS funds must be applied to the purchase of the proposed grid-connected charging ports in their application. Please see Section II.B. and Section II.E. and consult the other funding programs for stacking eligibility with RECESS.

Q28.  My district has applied for 20 electric school buses from ZESBI and 30 electric school buses from EPA. Could the district use ZESBI funding for infrastructure with the 20 ZESBI-funded buses and then apply to RECESS for infrastructure funding to support the 30 federally funded buses if they are at the same site? Is it considered a single project because they are at one site even if along different timelines.

A28. 	Eligibility for stacking RECESS funds with other CEC-funding sources is determined by distinct project scopes, not distinct project sites.  An applicant can have multiple active agreements that utilize CEC funding if the CEC-funded project scopes do not overlap and the CEC funding sources are not “stacked” or combined on a singular project scope. 

In the proposed scenario, the district could apply for RECESS funding to cover the purchase and associated costs of up to 30 charging ports to support the 30 federally funded buses if the district can demonstrate need in Attachment 8 and there are no other CEC-funding sources applied to the project scope. RECESS funds must be applied to the purchase of the proposed grid-connected charging ports in their application. RECESS funding could not be applied to the charging ports and associated costs used to support the 20 ZESBI electric school buses if the district is already receiving ZESBI infrastructure incentives for those buses. 
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