AGENDA
PLANNING AND SUSTAINABILITY SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
Meeting Date:
Meeting Time:
Meeting Location:

Tuesday, February 16, 2021
4:00 p.m.
Teleconference

IMPORTANT
THIS MEETING WILL NOT BE PHYSICALLY OPEN TO THE PUBLIC. THE MEETING WILL BE
BROADCASTED VIA TELECONFERENCING
OR OTHER ELECTRONIC MEANS.
In order to minimize the spread of the COVID 19 virus, this Regular Meeting will be conducted
pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20, which suspended certain
requirements of the Brown Act.
All Members of the subcommittee will be participating in the meeting remotely via
teleconferencing or other electronic means consistent with Executive Order N-29-20. If you would
like to provide public comment, we encourage you to submit them via email to the City Clerk:
iwerby@ci.cloverdale.ca.us.
Please refer to the end of the agenda for instructions on how to view the meeting and provide
public comment using the Zoom Link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88444286308
Subcommittee Members:
Chair Melanie Bagby, Councilmember
Vice Chair Marta Cruz, Vice Mayor

Assistant City Manager/CDD Kevin Thompson
City Manager David Kelley

1. Call to Order:
2. Public Comment: Members of the public may comment on any item not on this agenda.
Attendees will be muted until they are called upon for Public Comment. To make a public
comment, use the “raise hand”
icon on your smart device or desktop computer, or dial *9 if
you are using just your telephone. Please listen carefully for the Chair or City Clerk to address you
by name (or phone number) and for the audible Zoom notification that you have been unmuted.
Once you begin your public comment, your three (3) minutes will begin.
3. Communications:
Rob Koslowsky - “All-Electric Reach Codes”
4. Approval of Minutes: October 20, 2020
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5. Current Items for Discussion
a) Small Cell Ordinance
b) Discussion of Oaks Motel H2-A Lodging Program for Agricultural Workers
c) Regional Housing Needs Allocation
d) Review Climate Change and Sustainability Projects/Technologies
e) Update on Six Acres Water Company/South Cloverdale Water Company
f) Dog Park Location
g) Update Community Development Planning Log
h) Follow up information on Reach Codes
6. Information Only Memos
7. Future Agenda Items (subject to change)
8. Pending Items
9. Good of the Order
10. Adjournment: Adjourn to next scheduled meeting April 20, 2021 at 4:00 p.m.
**IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING THIS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING**
PLEASE NOTE
This Meeting will be conducted pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20, which
suspended certain requirements of the Brown Act.
In order to minimize the spread of the COVID 19 virus, please do the following:
•

Attendees may join the meeting through the use of Zoom at: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88444286308
/ Webinar ID: 884 4428 6308 or by dialing US: +1 669 900 6833 and entering Webinar ID: 884 4428 6308

•

Attendees will be muted until they are called upon for Public Comment. To make a public comment, use
the “raise hand”
icon on your smart device or desktop computer, or dial *9 if you are using just your
telephone. Please listen carefully for the Chair or City Clerk to address you by name (or phone number) and
for the audible Zoom notification that you have been unmuted. Once you begin your public comment, your
three (3) minutes will begin.

•

If you would prefer to submit public comment in writing, please email your comments to
iwerby@ci.cloverdale.ca.us. If you are commenting on a specific agenda item or items, please state the
agenda item number(s) in the subject line of the email. All comments received via email will be provided to
the Subcommittee in writing and included as a part of the record of the meeting.

•

The City of Cloverdale thanks you in advance for taking all precautions to prevent spreading the COVID 19
virus.

CERTIFICATION – Pursuant to Government Code § 54954.2, the agenda for this meeting was properly posted on or before 4:00
p.m., 02/12/2021.
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Item No. 3
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Jason Turner; Todd Lands; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
Camacho-Werby; Rafael Miranda; Susie Holmes
Media Coverage of Natural Gas in Residential Homes
Monday, February 1, 2021 6:12:06 AM
Natural Gas flame image_NBBJ Jan 4 2021 cover story.jpg
Kohler generator 100_Chevron Cloverdale_RKK_low res.jpg
Advantages of natural gas cooktops over induction ones_RKK_Jan 2021.jpg

Media Coverage of Natural Gas in Residential Homes
“Democracy requires an active and informed citizenry.”
– President Barack Obama
“The more homeowners were targeted, the more they wanted to
understand what was behind the government decreed, all-electric
mandates and overreaching reach codes. Politicos and green new deal
extremists, opponents of single family homeowners, couldn't have been
more wrong in how to silence those who disagree with them.”
– Sonoma County homeowners and property taxpayers, as relayed by
many readers to author during 2020

Kathryn Reed, a reporter for the North Bay Business Journal interviewed
me on December 28, 2020. She is one of the lucky members of society,
during these times of unprecedented lockdowns, who can perform her job
remotely. Her task at hand: to write “an overall story of the pros/cons of
natural gas; the good/bad of why new construction should/should not have
gas or be all electric.” It’s an ambitious project, but she acquitted herself
well, with a balanced look at the issue of banning natural gas across the
North Bay [1].
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Graphic courtesy NBBJ, January 4, 2021

During our interview, I offered the following as a homeowner who rebuilt
in 2018:
1. The Big Picture: A poster I had previously shared with Sonoma County
municipalities advocating NO natural gas bans and avoiding bad public
policy in the form of residential rooftop solar systems. Residents should
expect choice in their energy supply, cost-effective housing unburdened by
all-electric mandates, and resiliency. Natural gas bans would destroy all of
these basic needs.
2. Devil in the details: I highlighted the California Energy Commission’s
incorrect gas appliance savings of $6,171 for new home construction,
touted by both Sonoma Clean Power and the Sierra Club, for example.
There is no gas appliance cost savings for new home construction, but
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rather, a higher cost by at least $29,529 for all-electric appliances inside
an all-electric house. Even so, reporter Reed included a Sierra Club quote,
touting the discredited savings figure. Keith Wood, NCBE’s CEO is less
aggressive than me, citing a more moderate cost increase of $5,000 to
$10,000 to build an all-electric house.
3. Bad Public Policy Forced on Homeowners by Unelected State Bodies:
Mandating rooftop solar is the epitome of bad public policy. John Lowry, a
member of the Sonoma County Planning Commission and a retired
executive director of Burbank Housing, in his November 2019 paper,
argued that in terms of renewable energy deployment, utility-scale solar is
the way to go, not rooftop solar. Reporter Reed avoided getting into
government policy issues in her piece.
4. Resiliency is the watchword: Sustainability is not resiliency.
Sustainability is not reliability. Sonoma County touts resilience, which I
agree with. One of the better ways to achieve this is employing back-up
natural gas generators, which can be deployed at lower cost and provide
superior, long-term resiliency over the much-touted solar+battery backup
option. There are significant cost-savings for homeowners, practical
benefits for using natural gas backup that support resiliency, and no
sacrifice of garage space, which would be required for solar plus battery
systems. It’s disappointing that Sonoma County refuses to provide
homeowner credits for resiliency related to natural gas backup solutions
[2].
5. Widespread solar raises electricity prices for everyone: Economists
present the whole picture [3], that the higher cost of electricity should
reflect “the costs that renewables impose on the generation system,
including those associated with their intermittency, higher transmission
costs, and any stranded asset costs assigned to ratepayers.” For California
ratepayers, additional costs are being assigned in a continuous stream of
rate hikes for wildfire mitigation, vegetation management, weather
stations, a helicopter and drone inspection fleet, and more. Reporter Reed
avoided getting into the cost to deliver electricity issues in her piece, other
than highlight that “going all-electric today is likely to be an expensive
proposition” for new home buyers.
6. Promotion of all-electric technology based on faulty data: I challenged
the New Buildings Institute and its promotional campaign regarding the
cost of heat pump water heaters (HPWHs). Their data is suspect and
they’ve gone silent on the challenges made. I talked with one of their
directors on a number of occasions to secure updated information for
California residents. I’m still waiting. The bottom line, the operating cost of
an all-electric water heater or HPWH is typically $542, more than double
the cost of operating a natural gas water heater ($252), according to NBI’s
own table-based calculations, not the touted and actively promoted value
of $227. Both initial first cost and operating costs, using natural gas-based
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water heaters (tanked or tankless), are more cost-effective to heat water
in the home than being forced to install an HPWH.
7. California’s compliance and conversion climate: A four-page detailed
analysis of the costs for most homeowners of already built homes to
convert to all-electric was provided, “Incremental Single Family Residence
Costs–During a Forced Implementation of a Natural Gas Ban.” I believe
that most homeowners are unawares of such policies coming down the
pipeline from the State and its unelected commissioners pushing for
compliance and conversion. They literally argue that they know better than
anyone else.
8. The state’s unelected “experts” want every homeowner to invest in only
all-electric construction: All-electric construction demands under-sized
rooftop solar systems to be installed on all new homes built. This
technology only operates part time. For electrical generation, in general,
these variable renewable resources only work for a short percentage of the
time. Geothermal production (also renewable), natural gas plants, and
nuclear power plants operate “continuously.” On average, there are only
260 sunny days per year in Sonoma County. The U.S. average is less, only
205 sunny days. Sonoma County receives some form of precipitation, on
average, 75 of the other 105 days per year. This means that rooftop Solar
PV power generation occurs only 28 percent of the time. The remaining 72
percent is idle downtime, where no energy production occurs. This best
case number, 28%, excludes localized losses of solar production due to
wildfire smoke and falling ash, which in Sonoma County took out almost
two months of solar production during August, September, and October
2020.
Reporter Reed asked me, “Why are you doing this advocacy work? What
group are you with?”
I’m not with any group. I’m a private citizen who has never worked for a
government entity. I believe my children and grandchildren should be able
to afford housing. California may not be the place for them. One has
already left the Golden State for Virginia where housing costs are
significantly better. My other two children are also looking to leave the
state and they’re studying the costs of living in both Georgia and Florida.
Resiliency is another reason to fight these onerous mandates. After losing
our home in the Tubbs fire, we decided to install a cost-effective, wholehouse, natural gas backup generator to overcome multi-day PSPS electric
shutdowns, electric grid failures, and rotating blackouts. It has worked like
a charm to date and our natural gas generator proved invaluable during
those multi-day PSPSs.
It’s also the right thing to do. People want to live their lives and not have
their liberties or property rights absconded by overpaid bureaucrats
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unaware of what it takes to raise a family or pay their own way in life.
“My concern is that I will be under attack by those who would like to
maintain group think by demonizing dissent . . . and go still further by
compromising science in favor of identity politics.”
– One conservative viewpoint, circa 2020
Gas is a Better Commodity than Electricity . . .
“Gas could be stored, which made it possible to produce in an orderly,
rational basis like other manufactured products. It could maintain
reserves to meet peak requirements and level out demand over a
twenty-four-hour period. Not so electricity. It had to be produced, sold,
delivered, and used all at once, which meant that the plant supplying it
needed the capacity to deliver the total maximum load demanded by
customers at any given moment.”
– Maury Klein, historian, quoted in The Grid, p.62, explaining Thomas Edison’s
error in using the gas industry as a model for electricity

[1] Nixing natural gas: Burning debate hits the North Bay, Kathryn Reed, NBBJ,
January 4, 2021, pp. 4, 5, 22.
[2] One business in Cloverdale, a Chevron gas station, recently installed a
100kW natural gas backup generator to keep vehicles moving during an
electrical outage, planned or unplanned. ASCO Power Technologies, acquired by
Schneider Electric in 2017, is responsible for its support and continued
operation.
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Photo courtesy R.K. Koslowsky
[3] Solar panel and component pricing has dropped, which has been good for
installations during the past decade. However, electricity prices had to increase,
due to the variable nature of solar (and wind resources), which is bad for those
with a high electric usage, and especially ominous for those with an all-electric
home. This concern is underscored in a 2019 study discussing the unreliable
nature of solar (and wind), which makes electricity more expensive. A team of
economists from the University of Chicago found that Renewable Portfolio
Standards (RPS) “significantly increase average retail electricity prices, with
prices increasing by 11% (1.3 cents per kWh) seven years after the policy’s
passage into law and 17% (2 cents per kWh) twelve years afterward.” In
California, these increases in electricity rates are much higher. In fact, to add
insult to injury, new homeowners of these experimental all-electric homes saw
their utility bills increase by a further $172 during 2020. Electric rates were
already increased by 2.7% as of January 1st and then increased another 8.8%
on August 1st. This translated into an additional $132 increase for all
homeowners’ electric bills in addition to the $40 annual increase started in
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January. More rate increases for electricity arrived on January 1st, another 9.2
percent for Sonoma Clean Power customers. Meanwhile, PG&E customers saw a
decrease in their natural gas rates.
[4] In this submission, the fourth of four 1-pagers is attached, highlighting the
advantages of natural gas cooktops over induction cooktops. Previously, the
advantages of furnaces over heat pumps for space heating was presented,
natural gas dryers over their electric counterparts was offered, and natural gas
water heaters over heat pump water heaters was highlighted.

Inline image

-----------------------------Rob Koslowsky
Author of The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Jason Turner; Todd Lands; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
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Climate Action Campaign Has Got it Wrong for Residents of Sonoma County
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Climate Action Campaign Has Got it Wrong for Residents of
Sonoma County
“As populations migrate from urban centers to more suburban locales
the request for larger homes with more amenities and more spacious
surroundings has been the chart topper.”
– Jeff Schwen, Compass Real Estate, December 13, 2020
“Far too many people have been misled into believing that
electrification is the entire [carbon] solution. And many of our state
agencies and legislators have bought in, [without considering how to
solve energy storage or to fuel industry].”
– Jack Brouwer, UC Irvine, an energy expert who has been engineering solutions
to his region’s dirty air for more than two decades

A group based in San Diego, Climate Action Campaign, weighed in on the
potential for overturning the Town of Windsor’s natural gas ban and
ordinance for all-electric housing. They were asked by Debra Fudge, a
Windsor council member, to submit words of support for the city’s
fledgling ordinance directly to the other council members. This ban has
since been rescinded.
This activist group, which links “climate action” to racial justice, wrote:
“On behalf of Climate Action Campaign [CAC], we urge the Commission to
move toward adopting a single, all-electric baseline to support all-electric
buildings that are cheaper to build, healthier to live in and reduce carbon
emissions.”
This is clearly an opinion piece, because none of it is true.
First, a single, all-electric baseline to support all-electric buildings is not
cheaper to build. It’s more expensive to build as the North Coast Builders’
Exchange (NCBE) has pointed out and I’ve outlined over the past year [1].
The all-electric building code jacks up new housing prices by almost
$30,000 in many cases and threatens existing homeowners with a future
$100,000-plus upgrade to convert their homes to all-electric. Poor public
policy, such as mandated rooftop solar, embodied in Windsor’s fledgling
all-electric edict, actually makes housing [2] much less affordable.
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Organizations such as Climate Action Campaign target homeowners by
banning natural gas and forcing new home construction to be allelectric.

Second, all-electric homes are not healthier to live in. CAC adds in its
letter to The Town of Windsor that all-electric homes “do not have
dangerous methane gas creating indoor air pollution that has proven to
increase asthma and other diseases.” No. This is misleading. As I wrote
earlier, “Combined with builder diligence and city inspections, the risk of
clean-burning natural gas contributing to indoor pollution is a very low risk
and, in any event, would barely make the CDC’s list as an indoor air
polluter [3]. Besides, there are carbon monoxide detectors, and they’re
mandatory just like smoke alarms. Those with asthma, who may also live
in fear like those with a peanut allergy, do not have to occupy a house
with poor indoor air quality either. They have a choice on what fuel source
to use.”
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Furthermore, homes featuring gas cooktops should sport an exhaust hood,
thereby not compromising indoor air quality. Other lifestyle choices, such
as smoking, lighting candles or incense, use of wood-burning fireplaces
(almost one and a half million in the Bay Area alone), cooking with deep
fryers, or frying bacon and eggs on an induction stovetop hurt indoor air
quality much more than gas cooktops.
Third, all-electric housing does not significantly reduce carbon emissions
as CAC asserts. On both a state level and national level, American
greenhouse gas emissions continue to drop. Rather, there is another
agenda at play. It seems promulgated to meet some arbitrary targets set
by other countries that some of them do not have to meet. These numbers
are embodied in the Paris Climate Agreement, which the U.S. had exited.
Other variants of these targets are made up by California’s governor with a
whole potpourri of deadlines that the average homeowner does not
understand and for which is not open for voter scrutiny or debate. If the
U.S. rejoins the Paris Climate Agreement, for example, Americans will be
faced with expensive housing upgrades, natural gas bans, a move towards
elimination of single-family homes, and demands for residents to occupy
dense, high-rise, multi-family dwellings.
This is not a viable option for most Americans or people emigrating to
America who strive to realize the American dream which, in part, is to one
day own their own home without strings attached.
As Steve Weaver, a Windsor resident, highlighted in his letter to The Press
Democrat on January 18, 2021, “Cate Steane wrote that ‘Windsor citizens
have made a great outpouring of support for the all-electric ordinance’
(Subverting the public, Letters, Dec. 26). As someone who lives in
Windsor, I haven’t spoken to any of my neighbors who support this idea.
California’s electric grid can’t support its population’s needs now, yet we
are set to require that all new cars be electric and new homes be allelectric, with no new electric power generation. This is nonsensical.”
“If the electrical grid is decarbonized, then the residential housing
sector can meet the 28% emission reduction target for 2025 under the
Paris Agreement . . . Meeting this target will also require deep energy
retrofits and transitioning to distributed low-carbon energy sources, as
well as reducing per capita floor space and zoning denser settlement
patterns.”
– The carbon footprint of household energy use in the United States,
Benjamin Goldstein et al, PNAS, August 11, 2020
“Removing gases from the atmosphere also plays a key role and
presents a great opportunity for Sonoma County . . . Carbon
sequestration, which is a fancy name for removing carbon dioxide from
the atmosphere, is an essential and often overlooked tool to fight
climate change . . . I would strongly urge the county to look into using
[its global warming] funds to develop and implement a tree program.”
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– George Fowler, on the UN’s A Trillion Trees to Save the Earth,
December 13, 2020
[1] I outlined this in detail in two submissions. One, Appliance Savings Touted
for “All-Electric Houses” Should Be Challenged, R.K. Koslowsky, submitted
February 9, 2020 and two, California Homeowners Will be Faced with a
$100,000 Upgrade – Unless Your Home was Built After 2017, But Even Then . .
. , R.K. Koslowsky, submitted September 28, 2020.
[2] The cost of housing in Windsor is very high and only 3, 1, and 17 new living
spaces were ready for occupancy in 2018, 2019, and 2020, respectively. The
town’s population is shrinking too. According to Windsor’s annual housing
report, “In 2020, 22 building permits were issued for construction of new
residential units, down from the 85 permits that were issued in 2019. Fifteen of
the permits were for new single-family homes and seven were for new
accessory dwelling units . . . Of the 22 permits issued, 17 residential units were
finaled for occupancy, the majority of which are located in the Victoria Oaks
subdivision. This number is up from the single unit that was finaled in 2019,
and also up from the three units finaled during calendar year 2018 . . . The
estimated population increase resulting from the 17 new residential units
coming “on-line” in 2020 is projected to be approximately 51, based on the
U.S. Census estimate of 2.98 persons per household. However, The California
Department of Finance (DOF) estimates that the town’s population decreased
from 28,596 in January 2019 to 28,248 in January 2020. This represents a
decrease of 348 people or -1.2%, which is below the targeted 1.5% population
growth rate of 425 people.”
[3] Activists seek to add natural gas appliance operation to the larger list of the
main contributors to poor indoor air quality:
-       cigarette smoke   
-       mold & mildew
-       pet dander           
-       pollen
-       formaldehyde       
-       VOCs
-       wildfire smoke
-       fireplace soot (particulate matter)
-       radon
-       bacteria & viruses
However, with the 2016 and the newer 2019 building codes, combined with
builder diligence and city inspections, the risk of clean-burning natural gas
contributing to indoor pollution is a very low risk and, in any event, would
barely make the above list as an indoor air polluter. There are carbon monoxide
detectors, and they’re mandatory, just like smoke alarms. Those with asthma
do not have to live in a house with poor indoor air quality either. Check out my
summary report, Natural gas and Indoor Health, which also provides potential
mitigation measures, submitted July 12, 2020.
[4] In this submission, the third of four 1-pagers is attached, highlighting the
advantages of natural gas water heaters over heat-pump water heaters (allelectric HPWHs, which use refrigerants). Previously, the advantages of furnaces
over heat pumps for space heating was presented and natural gas dryers over
their electric counterparts was offered.
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---------------------------Rob Koslowsky
Author of The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Redwood Energy* Promotes the All-Electric Home with No Choice

for Homeowners

“Equipment and installation costs typically run from $4,000 to $12,000
for an air-source heat pump, depending on the size of the pump, the
brand and whether you use a ductless system . . . That compares with
$2,000 to $6,000 for a gas furnace . . .”
– Todd Woody, Heat Pump Might Work, The Press Democrat, January 2,
2021, p.D3

Elements of government- and corporate-funded groups are driven, in part,
by ideology and the threat of “carbon footprint” shaming, respectively. In
California, the list of groups whose sole purpose is to target homeowners,
perceived as an easy mark, continues to grow. The all-electric echo
chamber is fixated on forcing property owners to forgo natural gas and live
in California homes that only use an increasingly intermittent and
unreliable supply – electricity.
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The reasons given by wannabe “policymakers” appear to be thrown to see
what sticks. Even a cursory glance will tell you that these reasons are
superficial:
1.     All-electric new construction saves the homeowner money. No. The ofttouted $6,171 in savings is wrong and turns out to be more like an almost
$30,000 cost increase [1].
2.     Upgrading a home to all-electric can be done for as little as $2,500. No.
All-electric upgrades to most single-family residential homes will exceed
$100,000 [2].
3.     Natural gas should be banned because it is a health risk. No. Combined
with builder diligence and city inspections, the risk of clean-burning natural
gas contributing to indoor pollution is a very low risk and, in any event,
would barely make the CDC’s list as an indoor air polluter [3]. Besides,
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there are carbon monoxide detectors, and they’re mandatory just like
smoke alarms. Those with asthma, who may also live in fear like those
with a peanut allergy, do not have to occupy a house with poor indoor air
quality either. They have a choice on what fuel source to use.
4.     Get on a “watt diet.” No. Builders are concerned that residents of
slimmed down all-electric homes or apartments will regularly binge electric
and it won’t work that well. In this case, the homeowner or renter will try
and operate more than one electric appliance at a time. Experience tells
builders that people routinely operate multiple appliances concurrently,
such as the space heater (heat pump), electric water heater (bath or
shower), induction cooktop, kitchen hood, refrigerator, and others. Once
the load becomes too great for the electric panel, breakers will trip. And
your “watt diet” is tripped up.
5.     Give up your furnace for a mini-split heat pump or a Package Terminal
Heat Pump (PTHP). No. Most people are familiar with mini-splits or PTHPs
as those somewhat noisy units found in many European homes or in
American hotel rooms. Maybe if I owned an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)
or replaced my garage space with a garage apartment (under 750 sq ft to
avoid building permit fees), I’d opt for the mini-split technology for heating
and cooling, as it’s much quieter than PTHPs. For large family gatherings,
the hosts usually use their double oven for roasting turkey or ham,
preparing casseroles, and baking pies with grandchildren, so the twoburner induction cooktop and toaster oven alternatives, probably wouldn’t
work for them and most other homeowners. However, I appreciate the
cost-effectiveness of the limited options ADUs offer featuring single
appliance use, especially for those folks that choose not to host large
gatherings because of their “watt diet.” Again, it boils down to personal
choice.
6.     All-electric operation is more efficient. No. However, I agree that
manufacturers should continue to invest and push the envelope to improve
efficiency for appliances of all types. They may need better incentives to
do so, especially in the natural gas appliance area, but at 96% efficiency
for furnaces, they’re getting pretty darn close. Plus natural gas homes
consume the natural gas where it’s used, not at some distant plant where
it’s converted to electricity (30% efficient) and then undergoes electric
transmission losses (3–7% in each direction; bidirectional due to the solar
NEM option), and then further conversion losses when the arriving
electricity is utilized by the home’s appliances. Electric appliances, such as
heat pumps, have to be super-efficient just to prevent even more
conversion losses.
7.     Electric heat is just as good as natural gas furnace heat. No. I finished
the lower floor of our fire rebuild in 2018, and decided to give electric
heating a try: a ductless mini-split system to heat and cool that part of our
living space (instead of the even noisier PTHP technology). It was easy to
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install since there was ample crawl space and the outdoor unit was placed
on a pad adjacent to the traditional and larger condenser used for summer
air conditioning needs. However, the mini-split heat pump arrangement,
optimized for this 500-square-foot lower level, only just warms the space,
eventually. At times, it feels like “cool air” is blowing and it tends to dry
the air out. Independent studies confirmed my experience [4]. Our minisplit is visibly mounted high on one wall, is noisier than the gas furnace
heat provided upstairs, and annoyingly blows in your face when sitting on
the couch watching television.
Maybe I’m asking too much, but in the privacy of one’s home (especially
during Covid-19 lockdowns), comfort and convenience become a priority.
Maybe that’s why I prefer to have a choice of energy supply as well as the
safety and security of two energy options for our current home – both
natural gas and electricity [5].
For some elements of comfort and personal choice to exist, natural gas
bans and all-electric mandates should never be enacted. It’s encouraging
that the Town of Windsor walked back their ordinance forcing all-electric
home construction and a natural gas ban. Homeowners do not want to be
targets of poor public policy or victims of higher energy costs.
I submit that homeowners should have the right to choose how they
“power” they’re homes. I would also challenge engineers to push the
envelopes of efficiency to use less electricity and/or consume less natural
gas in their appliances, if for nothing else, to battle the exorbitant rate
hikes from utility suppliers such as PG&E. By default, these actions will
help the environment. But to deny access to any energy supply makes no
sense to improving the quality of life for all Californians.
“The cost savings from a heat pump will go out the window if your
windows and doors are leaky and your walls aren’t well insulated; the
same goes for your ducts.”
– Todd Woody, Heat Pump Might Work, The Press Democrat, January 2,
2021, p.D3
“The Illinois Power Agency (IPA) has ended all of Illinois’ renewable
energy incentives . . . The program for residential solar in northern
Illinois closed on Dec. 15. The IPA announced the close of the solar
[incentive] program in central and southern Illinois on Dec. 4."
– Illinois Power Agency Axes Renewable Incentives, Matthew Mercure, Solar
Energy, Dec 16, 2020

“The Windsor Town Council on Wednesday evening [January 6, 2021]
rescinded an ordinance banning natural gas in new residential
construction.”
– “Sonoma County town backs off natural gas ban,” NBBJ, January 6,
2021
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* Meanwhile, the California Energy Commission (CEC) is

contemplating a $2 million-plus grant for Redwood Energy
(Agreement EPC-20-004) to demonstrate an advanced heat pump
water heater load control technology that will achieve load
flexibility for central water heating systems in new, all-electric,
multifamily buildings, and adopting staff's determination that this
action is exempt from CEQA, the California Environmental Quality
Act, per Kadir Bedir.

------------------------------------[1] The $30,000 cost increase for all-electric also leads to the use of poorerperforming electric appliances, less safety and security during power outages
such as rotating blackouts and PSPSs, and no backup power source that a
natural gas/propane generator provides. On top of that, housing becomes more
unaffordable for more Californians. Keith Woods, CEO of NCBE pegs the
increase at a very conservative $10,000, which is more than a $16,000 swing
over claims made by the California Energy Commission.
[2] I outlined this in detail in two submissions. One, Appliance Savings Touted
for “All-Electric Houses” Should Be Challenged, R.K. Koslowsky, submitted
February 9, 2020 and two, California Homeowners Will be Faced with a
$100,000 Upgrade – Unless Your Home was Built After 2017, But Even Then . .
. , R.K. Koslowsky, submitted September 28, 2020.
[3] Activists seek to add natural gas appliance operation to the larger list of the
main contributors to poor indoor air quality:
-       cigarette smoke
-       mold & mildew
-       pet dander
-       pollen
-       formaldehyde
-       VOCs
-       wildfire smoke
-       fireplace soot (particulate matter)
-       radon
-       bacteria & viruses
I’m told I’m “misinformed” over my preference for natural gas appliances,
however, with the 2016 and the newer 2019 building codes, combined with
builder diligence and city inspections, the risk of clean-burning natural gas
contributing to indoor pollution is a very low risk and, in any event, would
barely make the above list as an indoor air polluter. Check out my summary
report, Natural gas and Indoor Health, which also provides potential mitigation
measures, submitted July 12, 2020. Note that homes featuring gas cooktops
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should sport an exhaust hood, thereby not compromising indoor air quality.
Other lifestyle choices, such as smoking, use of wood-burning fireplaces
(almost one and a half million in the Bay Area alone), cooking with deep fryers,
and wok cooking on an induction stovetop hurt indoor air quality as much, or
more than, gas cooktops.
[4] Occupants are used to heat feeling “hot.” As a result, they may think or feel
like the equipment is not working correctly when operating in heat pump mode
. . . low supply air temperature can result in the room occupants turning up the
thermostat, trying to get more heat, causing the unit to go into electric heat
mode.
– High-Performance Packaged Terminal Heat Pump Market and Development
Research Report, Taitem Engineering, New York, Report Number 18-27,
October 2018
[5] The flexibility of natural gas for homeowners: On our post-Tubbs fire
rebuild, for example, I had the plumber extend a natural gas connection to our
outdoor grill so that propane tanks are no longer required. We also use natural
gas for our kitchen cooktop and for our clothes dryer in the laundry room (we’d
have no room for an all-electric heat pump there, but maybe we’ll have to
make room for it in the garage one day?). Besides, I’m not sure if I want to
hang clothes outside as my Mom used to do in the 1960s and 1970s, until she
finally got her first clothes dryer. I believe one green activist told me he hangs
his clothes on drying racks in lieu of using any appliance-based drying
technology. Furthermore, a whole-house, natural gas back up generator is the
most cost-effective option, consumes no interior space (it’s outside the house),
and is superior to the limitations of solar battery backup systems offered by
either Enphase or Tesla, which provide, at best, less than one day of backup.
The natural gas generator solution keeps the lights and air conditioning running
during rotating blackouts, multi-day PSPSs, and PG&E grid failures. We
experienced all of these three electric outage types during 2020 and the backup
natural gas generator worked like a champ.
[6] In this submission, the second of four 1-pagers is attached, highlighting the
advantages of natural gas dryers over electric ones. Previously, the advantages
of furnaces over heat pumps for space heating was presented.
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PG&E Raises Electric Rates to Ring in the New Year
          – But Natural Gas Rates Decline
“A household that uses 500 kilowatt-hours of electricity per month will
pay $6.13 more a month for electricity. That increase will be partly
offset by a decrease in gas rates in the New Year, resulting in an
average of 98 cents in savings monthly.”
– Paul Doherty, PG&E spokesperson, January 2, 2021
“One issue is that most electric bills are based on a tiered system. After
the flat rate customers are charged based on usage, with those using
the most electricity charged a higher rate. That is why going all-electric
today is likely to be an expensive proposition.”
– Kathryn Reed, reporter, NBBJ, January 4, 2021

In September 2020, PG&E announced electric rate adjustments [1] that
would go into effect on January 1, 2021. If you were a customer of
Sonoma Clean Power (SCP), which simply resells PG&E electric power, the
cost of electricity rises much higher. Gas rates are favorably impacted as
shown in the table below:
Rate
Adjustment
Wildfire mitigation
work (2017-2019)
Sale of PG&E
corporate offices
Being an SCP
customer

TOTAL

Electric (PG&E)

Electric (SCP)

Natural Gas
(all)

+4.6%

+5.7%

-0.7%

-0.5%

-0.9%

-3.0%

+4.0%

0

+0.9%

+9.2%

-0.7%

+0.2%

Implications for Both Sonoma Clean Power Customers and PG&E
Customers
A PG&E electric plus natural gas customers sees almost no change in their
monthly utility bill for 2021: just a meager two-tenths of one percent
increase (0.9–0.7=0.2). Meanwhile, an all-electric SCP customer will be hit
with another 9.2 percent increase in their utility bill. This increase is on top
of the numerous other PG&E rate increases that everyone in the service
area experienced during the 2020 billing cycle.
The 2020 Increases
In 2020, new homeowners of the state’s experimental and mandatory allelectric homes saw their monthly utility bills increase. Electric rates were
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already increased by 2.7% on January 1, 2020, and then increased again
by another 8.8% on August 1 2020. This translated into another $172
annual increase for all homeowners’ electric bills even while natural gas
rates decreased last year.
All-electric homes are disproportionately affected, because they can’t take
advantage of the lower natural gas rates normally used by their missing
gas appliances. The costs for those new, all-electric homes would increase
much more, since heating water and heating space with electricity, for
example, demands more energy than their natural gas superiors.
Granted, those with rooftop solar, installed voluntarily in the past, or those
forced to install under-sized rooftop solar systems as of January 1, 2020,
will see some of these increased operating costs offset, but certainly not
all. Any such regulatory savings realized going forward will be lost to
reduced solar credits (shrinking offsets or decreased true-ups) as well as
the costs to install, maintain, monitor, repair, and eventually replace
failing solar system components over time. My preference is to pay for
electric service, also known as pay-as-you-go, rather than become a miniutility operator of a complex energy production system.
Summary
During 2020, both PG&E and SCP customers of electricity paid an extra
$172 annually for PG&E’s definition of typical home usage. Now, in 2021,
SCP electric customers for electricity will pay another $120 annually, while
PG&E clients will see only a $1 monthly increase, the cost of a McDonald’s
coffee. Overall, SCP customers have undergone a rate increase of $292 in
the span of 13 months, with more electric rate increases to come [2].
And those North Bay homeowners with both PG&E’s electric and natural
gas services retain resiliency [3], energy independence, superior appliance
performance [4], and retain safety and security during the loss of electric
power due to rotating blackouts, brownouts, PSPSs, and electric grid
failures.
“Households that use natural gas for heating, cooking and clothes
drying save an average of $874 per year compared to homes using
electricity for those applications.”
– The American Gas Association, NBBJ, January 4, 2021
“We have opposed [reach codes] because of the minimal good it does
and it’s punishing the new homebuyer who might want to cook with
gas, and might want a gas fireplace. Our objection is there is so little
effect on the environment, and all-electric has the potential to raise the
cost of construction on a new home by $5,000 to $10,000. Why do that
when there is such an important need for new housing? For the
government to mandate this is frustrating to us.”
– Keith Woods, NCBE CEO, NBBJ, January 4, 2021
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[1] The three notices approved by the CPUC include:
1. An electric rate increase to recover costs associated for work performed
during the 2017 – 2019 period for wildfire mitigation, responding to those
catastrophic events, and other activities. The $1.3 billion dollar total is
comprised of PG&E’s past request for $891M in relief plus the current $400M
relief request.
(WMCE, Appn. No. A.20-09-019, September 30, 2020.)
2. An electric rate decrease for a yet-to-be-determined financial gain for the
sale of the utility’s San Francisco Headquarters office, less the relocation costs
to set-up its new headquarters in Oakland.
(Appn. No. A.20-09-018, September 30, 2020.)
3. An electric rate increase to address the Power Charge Indifference
Adjustment (PCIA) associated with third-party resellers of its electricity, such as
SCP. PG&E customers receive a 3% decrease, while SCP customers get hit with
a 4% increase.
(Appn. No. A.20-09-014, September 28, 2020.)
[2] Correspondence with SCP CEO, Geof Syphers, on January 4, 2021,
suggested board approval could lead to this year's large PG&E increase in
uncollected SCP's PCIA be spread out over three years. Furthermore, SCP
customers could receive a slight lowering in the assessed electric generation by
applying a subsidy the company established from their rate stabilization fund.
This could take effect February 1st.
[3] Sustainability is not resiliency. Sustainability is not reliability. Sonoma
County touts resilience, which I agree with. One of the better ways to achieve
resiliency is with back-up natural gas generators, which can be deployed at
lower cost and provide superior, long-term resiliency over complex rooftop solar
systems plus short-lived battery backup systems. Note that Sonoma County to
date refuses to provide credits for resiliency related to natural gas backup
solutions.
[4] The superiority of natural gas appliances is captured in my 2020
submission, “Over-reaching Reach Codes – A Summary Defending Natural Gas
Appliances,” which highlights the superiority of gas dryers over electric ones,
furnaces and natural gas water heaters over heat-pump (all-electric) versions,
and the preference for natural gas cooktops and stoves over induction versions
(all-electric). In my submission, “Resistance is Futile! Or is It? – NCBE’s Role
and the BDC Survey,” I wrote, “Homeowner preference for natural gas cooktops
and the higher initial costs for induction cookers appear to have been ignored in
the subsequent reach codes outlined in the 2019 California building code, which
went into effect January 1, 2020 . . . Builders are nervous. They don’t want to
limit their market by only building all-electric homes. Costs to operate an allelectric home are often cited. Respondents to the survey offered two primary
reasons not to go this route:
‘Cost of utilities to the occupants and more expensive to construct.’
‘Almost 100 percent of the resistance is due to the cost of electricity. Until you
can convince the consumer that all-electric homes are cheaper, they won't buy
them.’
Homeowner resistance to buying an all-electric residence and homeowner
reluctance to giving up gas cooking is obliterated with the revised building
code. Even if homeowners were willing to tolerate much higher monthly electric
bills, which most are not, the government mandate in California will force the
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change, in spite of survey results: ‘Homeowners generally don’t care how
homes are heated and how their water gets hot, but they do care about how
they cook. Clients overwhelmingly want gas stoves . . . Gas cooking is so
imbedded in culture.’ The elephant in the room? The typical cost of a new, allelectric home, with battery backup, will rise by at least $50,000 and the soonto-come mandate to upgrade existing homes will cost more than $100,000.”
[5] In this submission, the first of four 1-pagers is attached, highlighting the
advantages of natural gas space heating (furnaces) over electric space heating
(heat pump-based technology).
Inline image
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Canada – USA Energy Partnership For Continuing Energy
Independence
“Thanks to historical as well as ongoing efforts to integrate the
energy systems of the United States and Canada, North America is now
one of the most energy-advantaged continents in the world . . . There is
great opportunity for the two countries to continue this cooperation to
meet the growing demands of export markets, while also working
together to address the issue of climate change.”
– Andrew Stanley, CSIS Associate Fellow, May 28, 2019

Americans can learn a lot about energy from Canada. Our neighbor to the
north has been energy independent for years. Canada’s energy sector,
according to Statistics Canada, supports more than 200,000 jobs plus
millions of jobs in the United States. Energy is the largest contributor to
Canada-US bilateral trade ($157 billion), ahead of automobile production,
and both outputs of steel and aluminum. In terms of fossil fuels, in 2019,
the Great White North supplied:
-       23 percent of total U.S. oil, more than all OPEC members combined
-       9 percent of U.S. natural gas
Seventy pipelines cross the US-Canada border. TC Energy awarded $1.6
billion in American contracts to build the Keystone pipeline, creating 8,000
jobs for 2021. Union contractors will execute pipeline construction across
800 miles in three states – Montana, Wisconsin, and Texas. It’s expected
that $1.6 billion in gross wages will be created as well. TC Energy also
announced its plans to build the Wisconsin Access Project to increase
natural gas capacity while reducing carbon emissions [1,4] on a highly
utilized segment of its ANR pipeline system.
In terms of keeping the lights on, Canadian electricity powers two percent
(500,000 homes) of U.S. demand. Electricity comes primarily from
hydroelectric sources, providing “sustainable, reliable, clean power to
backstop U.S. solar and wind projects,” which are variable and require a
continuously operating backup source of power. Meanwhile, California is
shutting down many of its hydroelectric plants [2,3] that could be used to
overcome the sporadic nature of solar and wind resources.
Electricity is also produced by Canadian-supplied uranium. These nuclear
power plants illuminated 1 in 21 U.S. homes in 2018. Over thirty major
transmission lines crisscross the U.S.-Canada border to support
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hydroelectric and nuclear power plants.
Energy makes up 20 percent of U.S. manufacturing costs and Canadian
energy is some of the most competitively priced in the world. As the U.S.
reclaims manufacturing from countries like China, Canada’s cheap power
can help America produce more “Made in the U.S.A.” goods. Another
mutual benefit: For every dollar Americans spend buying Canadian energy,
Canadians spend a dollar on U.S. goods and services.
Inline image

Graphic courtesy @Connect2Canada

A Cleaner Environment Going Forward
On the environment, Canada and the U.S. partner on clean energy
initiatives such as Mission Innovation, and collaborate on carbon capture
and storage, a process that captures greenhouse gas emissions before
they are released into the atmosphere or after they have been released, as
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in the case of industrial production or wildfires, respectively.
Canada rightly touts its environmental priorities and regulations, which the
country claims provide long-term, sustainable investment opportunities for
American companies. For example, Canadian hydropower has offset over
350 million tones of GHG emissions on both sides of the 49th parallel.
Furthermore, Canada is working on supplying cleaner fossil fuel products
[5] to U.S. markets through commitments to slash methane emissions by
up to 45 percent by 2025.
It’s good to see bilateral cooperation in the energy market, a sure way to
support North American energy independence, employment opportunities,
safety, environmental protections, and security. If only California would
focus on these same values.
“With construction activities well underway in both the U.S. and
Canada, Keystone XL is already playing a critical role in contributing to
North America's economic recovery.”
– Richard Prior, President, Keystone XL Pipeline, October 2020
[1] It seems criminal that pipelines are left leaking, whether they’re natural
gas/methane or drinking water. It’s also nonsensical that widespread leaks
would remain as an acceptable state of affairs in 2020. I also find it
disappointing that the State of California has been systematically ignoring leaks
too. NASA employed aircraft equipped with gas-imaging equipment to fly over
California during a three-year period, 2016 – 2018. The agency and its Earth
science researchers found: “A handful of operations are responsible for the vast
majority of methane emissions.” In the companion Nature report published on
November 6, 2019, scientists estimated that more than half of the state’s
methane emissions released into the atmosphere come from landfills, dairy
farms, and the oil & gas industry. “And a fraction of the 272,000 sources
surveyed -- just 0.2% -- account for as much as 46%,” according to numerous
media outlets. The only good news in this lack of action by state leaders, I
suppose, is that CH4 (methane) devolves to CO2 (carbon dioxide) within 8 years
in the atmosphere. It’s not like ozone, which is destructive to organic life. This
means that current carbon capture & storage technologies can be used to
remove carbon dioxide from the air, instead of banning natural gas as a
resilient fuel solution.
[2] Klamath dam removal project is back on track, The Press Democrat,
November 21, 2020, page A10. The dams were built solely for power
generation, now considered a negative, whereas fields of solar panels are built
solely for power generation, now considered a positive.
[3] Scott Dam slated for removal in plan by Sonoma County and partners to
control hydropower project, The Press Democrat, May 13, 2020. The power
plant generates about nine megawatts of power continuously, which will be lost
and replaced by, for example, floating solar panels in Healdsburg offering three
megawatts of power intermittently (typically for only 20 to 25 percent of the
year).
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[4] According to TC Energy’s October 28, 2020 press release, the Keystone XL
pipeline project “advances North American energy security, commits to a
greener future by creating $10 million clean energy training fund, establishes
Indigenous communities as long-term partners, creates approximately 13,000
high-paying union jobs in the U.S. and Canada, and supports over 60,000 jobs
across North America.”
[5] Asia has been slow to reduce its use of “dirty” fossil fuels. According to a
December 19, 2020 Press Democrat news services item, “Despite the global
shift toward economies based on renewable energy, the dirtiest fossil fuel looks
set to keep its role as the world’s biggest power source . . . The use of coal in
power generation globally is expected to increase by as much as 2.8% [in
2021] as electricity demand rebounds particularly in Asia, the IEA said in its
2020 coal report.”

---------------------------------Rob Koslowsky
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Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
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“Solar” Batteries Mandated for Homeowners’ Garages is Bad Public
Policy
“With full sun, the 2.55 MW AC Marshalltown solar system [in Iowa]
can fully charge the 548 kWh battery within two hours. When
discharged [during the evening], the battery can power nearly 200
homes for two hours.”
– Alliant Energy Adds Battery Storage, Matthew Mercure, October 22,
2020
“You and I are in 100% agreement that batteries should be deployed at
grid level, not in people's homes unless it's their voluntary option for
emergency power.”
– Sean Armstrong, Redwood Energy, November 30, 2020 E-mail extract

The cost for utility companies to deploy battery backup systems for the
lack of solar energy production on cloudy or smoky days is so prohibitive
that the State of California could soon make homeowners responsible for
deploying solar backup batteries and contribute their saved power to the
larger electric grid in times of need.
Why could this happen?
Because the shift to variable energy sources in California – wind, utility
solar, and now (mandated) residential rooftop solar – has been pushed so
aggressively [1] that the current state of storage is insufficient to simply
accommodate regular electricity demand as the sun sets or is obscured.
Just a couple of years ago, nuclear power plants and natural gas
generating facilities provided the predictable, steady-state flow of
electricity as the sun fell from the sky or the winds calmed.
Homeowners Forced to Become Mini-utility Operators
Energy “experts” believe batteries, augmenting rooftop solar systems,
could turn a person’s home into a mini-power plant capable of feeding the
electric grid. It’s an expensive experiment for which homeowners are the
state’s guinea pigs. The theory: Batteries absorb any of the excess power
from rooftop solar panels during the day and provide needed electricity in
the evenings. The priority, however, is confiscatory use of a homeowner’s
garage-bound [2], battery system to stabilize and feed the grid due to the
reduction of power as a result of centralized plant shutdowns. And this
trend, under current California energy policy, is leading to a secondary
program of warehouses full of centralized batteries managed by utilities in
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order to accelerate further replacement of both nuclear power plants and
those fueled by natural gas. Even hydro-electric power plants, a source of
renewable energy, are being shuttered across California [3,4].
In November 2020, in order to deal with the crisis of the variability of
renewable energy resources, a coalition of eight renewable energy
aggregators released the state’s first “Long Duration Energy Storage”
request for proposal to purchase up to 500 MW of storage and have it in
place by 2026. The problem with this idea, based on this past summer’s
blackout events, is the more urgent need for nearer-term energy storage.
But even better than rushing more batteries into garages or warehouses,
might be the reinstatement of nuclear power, additional natural gas
generators, and implementation of carbon capture to remove CO2 from the
atmosphere.
Costs for Massive Battery Storage are Prohibitive Too
Energy storage costs for the state and its utilities, provided by Bob
Meinetz, an Energy Central contributor are as follows:
– California typically consumes 710,959 MWh each day
– The world’s largest battery has a capacity of 730 MWh capacity,
which could power California’s grid for 89 seconds
– EIA Cost of Installed Battery Storage (July 2020) =
$1,250,000/MWh
– Cost of world’s largest battery = $912.5 M
– Cost of Storage to Power California for One Day of Cloudy Weather
= $885,842,696,629. ($885.8 B, almost $1 trillion)
– California state budget (2020) = $202 B
– It would take >4 years of California's state budget to buy enough
grid storage to power the CAISO grid for one day of cloudy weather.
Consequently, homeowners will be faced with footing the bill and
sacrificing more garage space.
At a cost of $30,000 for 1-day of battery backup (Dec 2019 pricing from
Enphase Energy or Tesla) for each all-electric home, California’s 10.8
million homeowners could eventually fork over the initial $324 billion
investment required. Businesses, it’s suggested, will pay the rest, in
theory.
It begs the question, “What happens if there are two cloudy days or three
“Spare the Air” days in a row?”
This explains, as Meinetz observes, “Why batteries will never power the
California grid.”
It’s a Conundrum
Besides today’s bad public policy of forcing rooftop solar systems, and the
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planned bad public policy of compelling residential battery backup,
regulators and utilities have failed to address the many legal and logistical
questions. These questions have reduced acceptance of solar batteries
owned by homeowners and businesses alike [5]. For example, “How
should battery owners be compensated for the electricity they provide to
the grid?” “Can grid managers (aggregators) or utilities force batteries to
discharge even if homeowners or businesses want to keep them charged
up for their own use during California’s rotating blackouts and PSPSs?”
Déjà vu strikes, even as rooftop solar homeowners, who previously
volunteered to install solar panels for relief on their electric bills, wrestle
with the utilities’ plans to significantly reduce the true-up credits [6]. What
will the credit scheme look like for backup battery discharges? And how
long will that NEM-like credit survive?
On September 3, 2020, one industry observer wrote for the New York
Times, “[Battery critics] argue that it would be far better to build and
maintain natural gas power plants because utilities have decades of
experience with them and gas is abundant and relatively cheap. Batteries,
they argue, are expensive and can provide electricity only for short
stretches—typically four or five hours.”
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Forcing homeowners to install garage-based, battery backup systems that
the state controls is the continuation of a series of bad public policies,
invoked by unelected commissioners, that should be nixed.
“In California, residential and small commercial storage solutions
continue to remain out of reach for most customers . . . Adding a
backup storage component to a typical residential system could easily
tack on an additional 50% to 100% to the price of grid-tied solar.”
– Penn Martin, Solar Designer, Sustainable Energy Group, December
13, 2020
“A lot of people are out in La-La-Land with fanciful views of how it all
works,” one county planning representative told me. Coupled with that
‘green-colored’ view are the rooftop solar business interests who have
been hiring like mad to take advantage of this bad public policy to line
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their pockets for the initial install, ongoing monthly costs, future repair
and replacement costs, and reaping money from their trafficking in
Renewable Energy Credits or RECs.
– R.K. Koslowsky September 23, 2020 interview
{Now the backup battery business interests are getting in line.}
[1] The obsessive focus on renewable energy in California has sacrificed
investment in the state’s electrical infrastructure, as well as giving up for
decades on vegetation management, which has been a major contributor to the
proliferation of wildfires during 2017 thru 2020.
[2] Confiscation of Rooftops, submitted by R.K. Koslowsky, March 15, 2020.
First, rooftops are being confiscated for energy production. Then, plans are
afoot to confiscate yards by mandating ADUs to increase California’s housing
density. And soon, garages will be confiscated to house battery backup
systems, EV chargers, and heat pump water heaters.
[3] Klamath dam removal project is back on track, The Press Democrat,
November 21, 2020, page A10. The dams were built solely for power
generation, now considered a negative, whereas fields of solar panels are built
solely for power generation, now considered a positive.
[4] Scott Dam slated for removal in plan by Sonoma County and partners to
control hydropower project, The Press Democrat, May 13, 2020. The power
plant generates about nine megawatts of power continuously, which will be lost
and replaced by, for example, floating solar panels in Healdsburg offering three
megawatts of power intermittently (typically operating for only 20 to 25 percent
of the year).
[5] Acceptance for battery backup systems has been very low in Northern
California. “Eighteen battery storage systems were installed in Sonoma County
homes in 2017, increasing to 113 in 2018 and 225 in 2019,” says PG&E
spokesperson Deanna Contreras. “And in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma
County, 174 battery permits were issued in the first half of 2020,” says
Domenica Giovannini of the county’s Permit and Resource Management
Department.
[6] Getting Solar Right is Beginning to Go Wrong, submitted by R.K. Koslowsky,
September 14, 2020. For example, SMUD and other utilities will begin to value
rooftop generation at 3 cents per kWh, or less, going forward, thereby
rectifying the issue of the too-generous credits. That translates into a 400%
reduction in solar production credits for electric bills of owners of rooftop solar
homes. During 2020, new homebuyers across California are finding out they’re
the early targets for becoming utility operators, while also inheriting the costs
of upfront capital expenditures ($$), realizing a reduced ability to recoup their
investments for generating solar energy, facing a near future requirement to
add a battery backup system ($$$), and unknowingly agreeing to maintain,
repair, and replace components of a renewable energy system ($$$$) that was
once the domain of large utility providers. For them, the green new deal means
homeowners fork over the green for mandated energy deals concocted by
state government employing unelected commissions.

---------------------------------
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Homeowners Stuck in the Middle
“Keep up the good work/research into this valuable topic . . . As an
engineer myself, I understand the processes, but I must add that I
thrive on a gas cooktop; I do not like electric cooktops for cooking . . .
but someday I may have no choice.”
– Former Santa Rosa neighbor, November 27, 2020, after reading my submission,
Relying on Unreliable Renewable Energy Supply Does Not Provide Resilience–Four
Facts to Consider

“Clowns to the left of me
Jokers to the right
Here I am
Stuck in the middle with you.”
Stuck in the Middle With You, chorus, Stealers Wheel, 1973

A Guardian article in October 2020 [1], talked about the ‘behind the
scenes’ battle between competing interests – city and state officials
pushing a green agenda versus real estate developers and the natural gas
companies.
Caught in the crossfire and stuck in the middle are homeowners.
Activists and alarmists influence political leaders and their unelected
commissions and continually shame homeowners, regardless of the
consequences. Some of these repercussions include a reduction in
affordable housing, compromised appliance performance with all-electric
new builds [2], removal of individual choice, and an overall reduction in
health and safety. As one of my readers recently lamented a potential
future of restricted choices, “As an engineer myself, I understand the
processes, but I must add that I thrive on a gas cooktop; I do not like
electric cooktops for cooking . . . but someday I may have no choice.”
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Inline image

With regards to the 50,000-foot view, the U.S. finally achieved energy
independence with an abundance of natural gas in the past couple of
years, and this important resource may be squandered in the name of
energy uniformity and mandated compliancy. Bad public policy is enacted
in the name of green energy. One example is rooftop solar, which has
been written about at length [3] and slammed by many for its
invasiveness. Utility-scale solar at the regional or community level is
economical; rooftop solar is not cost-effective [4].
Developers and gas utilities have not been pleased with the forced
introduction of all-electric building codes and the potential for natural gas
bans. Industry trade groups are appealing, calling the measures costly and
premature. Close to home, the Town of Windsor has been sued by a
developer for its reach code ordinance and may now consider its repeal, all
in less than a year. Such proposals are viewed as stillborn by many
homeowners, since enacting them as reach codes is illegal, even based on
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the California Energy Commission’s own guidelines.
But the government knows better than the people it rules, we’re told.
Stacy Miller, the sustainability program coordinator for the city of
Minneapolis, said, “But in fact, I feel like we’re the strongest advocates for
the public interest [5]. That’s our job as government officials . . .”
Such statements bring to mind the phrase, “We’re from the government,
and we’re here to help.” Homeowners don’t view help when it comes from
their state, county, and city government in the form of mandated reach
codes that cost new homeowners $50,000 more for a new house; remove
natural gas appliances in favor of all-electric ones; compel rooftop solar,
acknowledged as bad public policy; and, plans to codify solar battery
backup and electric vehicles and their attendant electric charges,
competing for garage space with massively-tanked heat-pump water
heaters. For existing homeowners, the tab will exceed $100,000 in
upgrades and retrofits in the years to come.
As the Stealers Wheel song bemoans, we’re stuck in the middle of a fight
that denies future homeowners the right to choose and forestalls access to
the safety and security of energy diversity. The scary thing: Most
homeowners don’t even know these restrictions might be coming their
way.
“Yes, I'm stuck in the middle with you
Stuck in the middle with you
Here I am
Stuck in the middle with you”
– Stuck in the Middle With You, outro, Stealers Wheel, 1973
[1] https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2020/oct/09/climate-change-building-codeemissions-us

[2] Please read my summary report, Over-reaching Reach Codes – A Summary
Defending Natural Gas Appliances, available upon request.
[3] Three related articles: Confiscation of Rooftops, submitted by R.K.
Koslowsky, March 15, 2020; All-Electric Homeowners Becoming Wary of the
State’s Shell Game, submitted by R.K. Koslowsky, May 17, 2020; New Buildings
Institute Needs to Check Their Mathematics, submitted by R.K. Koslowsky,
October 5, 2020.
[4] Two related articles: Getting Solar Right Is Beginning to Go Wrong,
submitted by R.K. Koslowsky, September 14, 2020; Mandating Rooftop Solar is
a Bust, submitted by R.K. Koslowsky, October 12, 2020.
[5] Stacy Miller is focused on supporting the implementation of leftist policies to
advance the City of Minneapolis’s Climate Action Plan goals for sustainable
transportation and energy use by working with stakeholders and utilities and
representing the city’s position at the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission.
Note that sustainable does not equal resilient, especially when “sustainability”
promotes a single, mandated solution. I hear sustain as a verb, which also

38

means to perpetuate.
And many public policies, such as rooftop solar, or plans, such as banning
natural gas, should not be perpetuated.

------------------------------------Rob Koslowsky
Author of The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Item No. 4

DRAFT MINUTES
PLANNING AND SUSTAINABILITY SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
Meeting Date:
Meeting Time:
Meeting Location:

Tuesday, October 20, 2020
4:00 p.m.
Teleconference

This meeting was conducted pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20,
which suspended certain requirements of the Brown Act.
Subcommittee Members:
Chair Gus Wolter, Mayor
Vice Chair Mary Ann Brigham, Councilmember

Assistant City Manager/CDD Kevin Thompson
City Manager David Kelley

1. Call to Order: Chair Wolter called the meeting at 4:02 p.m. Present were Vice Chair Brigham,
Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson, and Chair Wolter.
2. Communications:
a. Rob Koslowsky - “All-Electric Reach Codes”
Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson reported staff continues to read through the
information shared by Mr. Koslowsky.
b. Ron Weigelt - Sidewalk Obstruction on Cloverdale Blvd.
c. Ron Weigelt - Car Wash Blight
Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson reported that Parks & Maintenance Lead
Galvan spoke with the owner to clear the area. In regards to the car wash it appears to still be
functional. Complaints regarding car wash payment machines were referred to the Sonoma
County Weights and Measures Department. By direction of the subcommittee, staff will reach
out to the owner of the car wash to discuss re-occuring concerns.
Additional communication from Cloverdale resident, Shirley Davis, was received regarding code
enforcement and weed abatement on two properties on Josephine Drive. Code enforcement
staff will be onsite to inspect the two addresses.
3. Public Comment: None.
4. Approved Minutes: August 18, 2020
5. Current Items for Discussion
a) Update on Tax Allocation for Baumgardner Ranch Financing - Assistant City Manager/CDD
Thompson addressed some of the concerns raised by the community: farm worker housing
(must meet specific qualifications), affordable housing units, vacancy concerns, water impacts,
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estimated population growth due to project, parking concerns and developer fees. Five public
hearings on the project have been held. City Manager Kelley joined the meeting at this time.
City Manager Kelley also shared and explained a program can be organized around late fees to
provide financial assitance to utility customers. Chair Wolter recommended staff research
infographs as part of the messaging outreach.
Public Comment: None.
b) Regional Housing Needs Allocation - Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson reported signing a
letter addressed to the MTC/ABAG Executive Board, along with other city planners, regarding
housing methodology committee recommendation comments and concerns.
Public Comment: None.
c) Review climate change and sustainability projects/technologies - Assistant City Manager/CDD
Thompson reported staff has engaged with Pacific Gas and Electric on energy saving
opportunities. The City has also entered into agreements with Tesla for Self-Generation
Incentive Program Funding for a Backup Energy Storage System at the City of Cloverdale
Wastewater Treatment Plant.
Public Comment: None.
d) Update on Six Acres Water Company/South Cloverdale Water Company Assistant City
Manager/CDD Thompson reported he has a meeting scheduled with Laurie Lyle to discuss.
Public Comment: None.
e) Update on Sonoma County Transit Route 68 – No current update. At the recommendation of
the subcommittee the item will be removed from future meetings and moved to the Public
Works and Facilities Subcommittee meeting.
Public Comment: None.
f) Dog Park Location – No current update.
Public Comment: None.
g) Update Community Development Planning Log - Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson
reported the Dry Creek Rancheria did submit their project application and informed the City
that the School District is part of the annexation process. Following discussion, it was
recommended staff obtain a legal opinion on the matter of land ownership in relation to the
project and ask the applicant for confirmation the School District is committed to the
annexation.
Public Comment: None.
h) Follow up information on Reach Codes –Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson reported staff
continues to review the information submitted by Mr. Koslowsky. A community workshop on
the topic continues to be on hold during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Public Comment: None.
6. Information Only Memos: None.
7. Future Agenda Items (subject to change): Vice Chair Brigham requested the Skate Park be added
back for updates when available.
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8. Pending Items: None.
9. Good of the Order: None.
10. Adjournment: Chair Wolter adjourned the meeting at 5:02p.m. to next scheduled meeting
scheduled for December 15, 2020 at 4:00 p.m., via Zoom.
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