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

Tuesday, April 21, 2020
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.
Subcommittee Members:
Chair: Mayor Gus Wolter
Vice Chair: Councilmember Mary Ann Brigham

Asst. City Manager/CDD Kevin Thompson
City Manager David Kelley

1. Call to Order:
2. Communications: Correspondence from Rob Koslowsky on “All-Electric Reach Codes”
3. Public Comment: Members of the public may, at this time, comment on any item not on this
agenda. Please limit comments to three minutes. Members of the public may comment on
items on the agenda when the subcommittee considers that item.
4. Approval of Minutes: February 21, 2020

P.O. Box 217 • 124 North Cloverdale Blvd. • Cloverdale, CA 95425-0217 • Telephone (707) 894-2521 • FAX (707) 894-3451

1

5. Current Items for Discussion
a) Review climate change and sustainability projects/technologies
b) Update on Six Acres Water Company/South Cloverdale Water Company
c) Update on Sonoma County Transit Route 68
d) Follow up information on Reach Codes
e) Dog Park Location
f) Update Community Development Planning Log
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 June 16, 2020 at 4:00 p.m.
IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING APRIL 21, 2020 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:
• If you wish to make a comment on a specific agenda item, please submit your written comment via
email by 4:00 P.M. on Tuesday, April 21, 2020 to the City Clerk at iwerby@ci.cloverdale.ca.us.
•

If you are watching the live stream (at: https://bit.ly/2K86WZx) and wish to make either a general
public comment or to comment on a specific agenda item as it is being heard please submit your
comment to the City Clerk at iwerby@ci.cloverdale.ca.us. Every effort will be made to read your
comment into the record within the three (3) minutes of time allotted for public comment, but some
comments may not be read due to time limitations. Emailed comments will be accepted until the
conclusion of staff’s presentation for the specific item and will become part of the record for 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 5:00
p.m., April 16, 2020.
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DRAFT MINUTES
Subcommittee:
Meeting Date:
Meeting Time:
Meeting Location:

Planning and Sustainability
Tuesday, February 18, 2020
4:00 p.m.
City Hall Conference Room
124 N. Cloverdale Boulevard, Cloverdale, CA

Subcommittee Members:
Chair: Gus Wolter, Mayor
Asst. City Manager/CDD Kevin Thompson
Vice Chair: Mary Ann Brigham,
City Manager David Kelley
Councilmember
1. Call to Order: Mayor Wolter called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. Present: Councilmember
Brigham, Assistant City Manager/CDC Thompson and Mayor Wolter.
2. Communications: Correspondence from Rob Koslowsky on “All-Electric Houses” (February 9,
2020)
3. Public Comment: None
4. Minutes Approved: December 17, 2019
Current Items for Discussion: The order of the items was rearranged.
a) Update on Six Acres Water Company/South Cloverdale Water Company. Assistant City
Manager/CDC Thompson summarized the current status of the project, and said progress is
being made. Discussion ensued regarding the County’s suggestion to add Church Lane into
the annexation since it is in Cloverdale’s sphere of influence and the impact on costs per
parcel. Lile Lane has a lot of inadequate infrastructure and it may not be possible for the
City to bring them all up to City standards. The current agreement does not include the
undeveloped vineyard parcels.
Public Comment: Laurie Lile stated that the intent was for all properties to be included in
the annexation, and while the vineyard is not included in the agreement, if there needs to
be something that addresses it, the Six Acres group will provide what the city needs.
Residents expressed concern about loss of funding as time passes and want to move the
project along. The McCray Road area has failing septic systems also and may have to be
annexed at a future time.
Recommendation: Bring responses from the City Attorney to the next agenda
b) Follow up information on Reach Codes. Assistant City Manager/CDC Thompson stated there
will be one more outreach workshop about reach codes before it goes before City Council.
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Public comment: Rob Kozlowsky, author and consultant, stated that if reach codes are not
economical, they can’t be required. He has done a lot of research on the issue and
discovered errors in the calculations and misleading information in the Bayren Q & A. He
provided written comments (on file with the clerk). There are more effective ways to
remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, such as carbon capture. Mr. Kozlowsky
opposes phasing out of natural gas in Cloverdale and asked for help pushing for
documentation about the claims made by Bayren. Mr. Kozlowsky opposes the reach codes
in Cloverdale and stated that people do not want to lose gas. There is a 250 year supply of
gas.
Recommendation: Keep on the agenda.
c) Dog park location. Assistant City Manager/CDC Thompson commented that volunteer Elsa
Halbach has been diligently looking for new locations. The pros and cons of various sites
were discussed.
Recommendation: Keep on the agenda.
d) Update on Sonoma County Transit Route 68 Mayor Wolter asked to extend the bus route
across the river. Berti Lane has a lot of low income school kids that could be served if the
route extended. Assistant City Manager/CDC Thompson has sent the suggestions to Bryan
Albee at SCTA who is reviewing the request.
Recommendation: Ask for bus stops to be extended across the river.
e) Review climate change and sustainability projects/technologies. Assistant City
Manager/CDC Thompson remarked that Vice Mayor Turner asked to make this a standing
item, since the City adopted a Climate Emergency Resolution.
Recommendation: Agendize the items that are feasible, engage the community, and make
recommendations to City Council. Keep as a standing item.
f) Update Community Development Planning Log. Assistant City Manager/CDC Thompson
summarized the status of various projects and the Planning Commission agenda for March.
5. Information Only Memos N/A
6. Future Agenda Items N/A
7. Pending Items N/A
8. Good of the Order N/A
9.

Adjournment: Mayor Wolter adjourned the meeting at 5:15 p.m. to next scheduled meeting
April 21, 2020 at 4:00 p.m.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Mary Ann Brigham; Jason Turner; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
Camacho-Werby
California Homeowners Targeted – Sock it to ‘em!
Sunday, February 23, 2020 12:46:01 AM
Homeowners Targeted.jpg
Stressed homeowners struck by arrows.jpg

Cloverdale Leaders,

Over the last seven weeks, I’ve presented the superiority of natural gas appliances over allelectric appliances: Gas Dryers over all-electric heat-pump dryers submitted January 6,
2020; Gas Water Heaters over all-electric heat-pump water heaters submitted January 13,
2020; Gas Furnaces for space heating over all-electric heat-pumps submitted January 26,
2020; and, Gas Cooktops over induction cooktops submitted February 3, 2020.
Next, I showed that the CEC-provided “cost savings” data was incorrect. The touted $6,171
in savings for using all-electric appliances is wrong. The costs to homeowners is $29,529
more when forced to move to all-electric, and this doesn’t even provide battery backup
during PG&E PSPSs.
If savings are not provided, the proposed reach codes are over-reaching and must be
declared illegal and revoked. Even the 2019 California Building Code must be revisited.
My thoughts are captured in a recent letter to the editor – Cloverdale Reveille:
http://www.sonomawest.com/cloverdale_reveille/opinion/letters/letters-to-the-editorfeb/article_434733e4-4ea0-11ea-aa83-b71ece843a37.html
In the meantime, the state targets homeowners to compensate for its inability to affect
significant improvements in other sectors for greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions, even
though overall GHG production is much lower than in past years (per CEC and CARB). Or,
maybe the state is walking a fine line between upsetting its progressive base and upsetting
its corporate donors. What say you?
Read on. Be prepared. Respect but challenge the state's authority.
…Rob

-----------------California Homeowners Targeted – Sock it to ‘em!
“Yes, there will be some job loss. I acknowledge that.”
– Independent presidential candidate Bernie Sanders, February 5, 2020 [1]
“Sensible methane standards will actually protect these jobs over the long term,
while preserving the climate benefits brought by natural gas. Vice President Biden
understands this. Moore does not . . . [He] has his facts wrong.”
– Representative Conor Lamb, (D., PA.), Mount Lebanon, Pennsylvania

Some faction in state government had an idea to pick on homeowners.
Apparently property owners are the easiest group to coerce, while
incrementally making them pay for the State’s experimental policies and
continuing unveiling of oppressive building codes and executive orders.
Many bureaucrats hide behind power point charts, which don’t provide
accurate information for homeowners to understand.
The figure below reveals the scope of a California Energy Commission
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(CEC) decision to focus on residential construction, a very small part (12
percent) of the greenhouse gas emissions total. However, unlike the CEC,
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other reporting agencies
break out “electricity” as its own sector. When this is done, the combined
commercial and residential sectors represent an even smaller 11 percent
of the GHG total, versus the CEC-CARB metric of 25 percent.
Inline image

Source: California Air Resources Board. “2018 Edition California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 20002065 — by Sector and Activity” Accessed Sept. 4, 2018
at https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_by_sector_sum_00-

16.xlsx
U.S. Energy Information Administration State Energy Data System used to apportion electric
emissions

State leaders are not shy in targeting unsuspecting property taxpayers
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through building code changes. They write, “Transportation, industry, and
agriculture will be the hardest sectors to decarbonize by 2050 [2], so the
buildings sector must exceed 80 percent reductions in order to meet the
state’s goal.”
Sock it to Me!
Not only are homeowners (residential buildings) being targeted, but they
are also being forced to compensate for other sectors, such
as industry and transportation. As the sixties television show, Rowan &
Martin’s Laugh-in, used to say, “Sock it to me!”
And they’re socking it to us.
Since the State’s largest sectors cannot or will not meet arbitrary
greenhouse gas reduction targets, owners of residences will overcompensate for not enough people buying electric vehicles, industry,
commercial building activity, and the agriculture sector. This is ironic,
considering that the State’s overall greenhouse gas production is
much lower than in past years while residential methane leaks isn’t even
worthy of a mention. If nothing were done by the state, greenhouse gas
production would still continue to fall.
Sock it to first-time homebuyers: New homeowners must absorb another
$50,000 tab to the price of their dream house, plus lose ALL of their gas
appliance options.
Sock it to existing homeowners: Residents will be faced with a minimum
$100,000 tab to retrofit their homes to all-electric service as PG&E is
forced to turn off the gas community by community. Some cities in
Sonoma County, to curry political favor with State leaders, have already
invoked unnecessary natural gas bans – Windsor and Santa Rosa.
Sock it to every homeowner in the State: Homeowners get no credit for
the reduction in fuel combustion since the turn of the century. It turns out,
according to the California Air Resources Board, between 2000 and 2016,
emissions from fuel combustion in California’s residential buildings fell 18
percent [3]. Efficiency gains provided by the people led to this reduction.
Like the call to reduce water use by 20 percent during periods of drought,
the people of California achieved major greenhouse gas reductions without
being targeted.
The government simply brushes this great progress off, “This is
encouraging but falls short of the pace needed to decarbonize the building
sector in line with the state’s climate goals.”
What? How are these arbitrary metrics defined and who is measuring
them? [4,5]
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Inline image

Today: All-electric reach codes and natural gas bans
Tomorrow: Gasoline transport made illegal, Costly all-electric home retrofits
Graphic courtesy authenticmedicine.com and R.K.Koslowsky adaptation

Sock it to me. It seems that homeowners who volunteered to do the right
thing in the past are being penalized in 2020 with more and oppressive
regulation, higher taxes and fees, exorbitant “all-electric” upgrade costs,
loss of energy diversity, and the removal of a safe and secure environment
in which to live.
This is not a laugh-in, but a bad joke. Consider us all “socked.”
“Natural gas is a practical and attainable green energy choice that is readily
available today. Alternative and renewable energy sources currently meet only 6%
of our nation’s energy needs. Natural gas, on the other hand, is a critical
component of a global solution that can have an immediate positive environmental
impact. Natural gas is an abundant, domestic resource. 98.5% of the natural gas
used in the United States comes from North America.
88% is produced in the U.S., and 10.5% is produced in Canada.”
– “Go Green With Charlottesville Gas,” a Virginia-based utility, pulled from web,
Feb 2020
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“The all-electric reach code is NOT economical and therefore should be declared
invalid and amended.”
– Author’s conclusion
[1] “In terms of climate change, Anderson, the debate is really over. Nobody can say with a
straight face, well, it’s about jobs when we’re talking about the future of the planet. Yes,
there will be some job loss. I acknowledge that.”
– Bernie Sanders, CNN Town Hall, Manchester, NH, February 5, 2020.
[2] Z. Subin, Long-Term Energy Scenarios In California: Implications for Building
Decarbonization, Energy + Environmental Economics (E3), June 14, 2018, IEPR Workshop
on Achieving Zero Emission Buildings.
[3] California Air Resources Board, “California Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory - 2018
Edition, Economic Sector Characterization,” accessed Sept. 4, 2018
at https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_by_sector_all_0016.xlsx  
[4] “While voluntary actions have achieved some efficiencies, significant potential remains.
The Energy Commission’s Existing Buildings Energy Efficiency Action Plan provides a 10year roadmap to activate market forces and transform California’s existing residential,
commercial, and public buildings into high-performing and energy-efficient ones.” –
California Energy Commission, Achieving Energy Efficiency.
Each existing homeowner could easily pay $100,000 for each of their California properties to
bring them in line with the 10-year roadmap.
[5] The CEC’s own tracking reports, highlighted in Figures 1b, 8, shows overall GHG
emissions dropping and residential methane production doesn’t even warrant a mention.
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/201912/Greenhouse_Gas_Emissions_Reductions_ada.pdf

----------------------------Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page

9

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Mary Ann Brigham; Jason Turner; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
Camacho-Werby
Hoodwinking the Homeowner
Sunday, March 1, 2020 5:47:42 AM

Cloverdale Leaders,

During the past two months, I’ve presented the superiority of natural gas appliances over
all-electric appliances.
Next, I showed that the CEC-provided “cost savings” data was incorrect. The touted $6,171
in savings for using all-electric appliances is wrong. The cost to homeowners is closer
to $29,529 more when forced to move to all-electric, new construction. And this doesn’t
even provide battery backup during PG&E PSPSs. This exorbitant cost alone renders the
implementation invalid and illegal.
Even the Rocky Mountain Institute, in its 2018 study, The Economics of Electrifying
Buildings, stated that upfront costs for rooftop Solar PV on a small Oakland, California
residence were significant, “We found a 6.5 kW solar system optimal for this customer
profile, offsetting approximately 90% of the annual whole home electricity demand. This
would add more than $15,000 in up-front costs for the solar installation.” For a larger
home, the average up-front costs for solar is $23,000 plus the higher economic penalty for
all-electric appliances.
The state is trying to unnecessarily introduce all-electric reach codes and a concurrent
natural gas ban. This building decarbonization edict is a solution looking for a problem. If
targeting homeowners is supposed to solve the world’s greenhouse gas problem, why is it
that during 2019, carbon dioxide emissions did not increase at all. Even if emissions didn’t
decrease, there are better ways to deal with further CO2 emissions than targeting
homeowners. Carbon capture could’ve been chosen concurrent with upping utility-scale
renewable energy production, the former reducing greenhouse gases and the latter
replacing lost electric generation due to the shuttering of the state’s nuclear power plants.
Homeowners don’t like to be targeted and we sure don’t like to be hoodwinked.
…Rob

--------------Hoodwinking the Homeowner
“Clean-burning natural gas has reduced CO2 emissions in the U.S. back to levels
experienced in the early 1990s, yielding a 15% reduction in overall U.S. carbon
emissions, more than any other country.”
– Harold Hamm, Executive Chairman, Continental Resources, Oklahoma City
“Climate-change absolutists brook no dissent in their demands for the fantasy of a
world without fossil fuels.”
– The Wall Street Journal editorial, February 11, 2020

In order for a market to become viable and be declared successful,
customers must demand the products being introduced. The smartphone
market soared with the introduction of Apple’s iPhone.
Our government and regulators witnessed this phenomenon, among many
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other examples, and decided to adopt a different approach: by committee,
declare the existence of a market and compel its residents to buy the
product. Instead of customer demand, there is government edict. Through
the 2019 California building code, the “all-electric” house market was
established by committee and all-electric appliances had to be purchased.
To wipe out the competition, the most popular home fuel, natural gas, was
banned by making it illegal to use.

The natural gas mascot, pulled from a Charlottesville, Virginia utility website,
highlights that switching from electric to natural gas appliances can reduce your
home’s carbon footprint by up to 40 percent, especially when the electricity is
generated by coal-burning power plants. [1]

The crafters of this code wrote, “In order to move markets for highefficiency electric heating technologies, customers must demand the new
products offered. Natural gas has come to dominate residential and
commercial building on-site combustion because it is relatively inexpensive
[2] and provides valued services.” The fallacy of this statement that
“customers must demand” should be replaced by “government must
chose,” because a five-member California committee of unelected appointees says they know better than the home-buying
consumer.
Government Intervention – Taking Away What Works
When given a choice, most homeowners chose natural gas appliances.
With a new building code, the choice is removed and homeowners must
buy all-electric appliances. The State of California will destroy a viable and
successful market, where natural gas is superior to electricity in terms of
price and quality for space heating, water heating, and cooking, and
introduce its own ideas of what homeowners must buy.
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Who can argue when the government re-writes the rules based on millions
of dollars spent on consultants paid to derive sound bytes and analyses to
justify the ends – creation of an all-electric market to sell specific, statechosen, electric products?
As once consultant writes, “Electric options for decarbonized buildings
must compete on price as well as on service.” But they don't compete on
either count. Years of bureaucratic effort have been spent trying to remove
energy diversity and making homeowners less safe and secure. This
sounds counter-intuitive, but it has become a reality due to the discovery
of aging and failing transmission lines and the increase in wildfires, all of
which makes PSPSs more frequent and longer in duration. An all-electric
infrastructure is not the solution at this time, and it may never be. Even
PG&E realizes that they have to equip dozens of their substations with
massive fossil fuel, backup generators to produce electricity for its
customers when their main transmission lines fail or a PSPS takes them
offline [3].
Besides, this building decarbonization edict is a solution looking for a
problem. If targeting homeowners is supposed to solve the world’s
greenhouse gas problem, why is it that during 2019, carbon dioxide
emissions did not increase at all. According to the latest data from the
International Energy Agency (IEA), global carbon dioxide emissions were
unchanged at 33 gigatonnes in 2019 vs. 2018, even as the world economy
expanded by 2.9%. In fact, “the U.S. recorded the largest emissions
decline on a country basis, with a decrease of 140 million tonnes, or
2.9%.” [4]
Look Out
What’s the next government plan for tinkering with the marketplace and
dictating to residents?
There is no need to worry over that, because the State of California tells
us: “Electrification of buildings will have impacts on the electric grid and
electric utilities, especially when pursued in concert with transportation
electrification.”
This is a loaded statement. It’s government-speak for the fact that added
demand for electricity from all-electric homes could create too much
demand on the grid and cause rolling blackouts reminiscent of those when
former Governor Gray Davis was removed from office.
The words “transportation electrification” tell us that in the not to distant
future the State of California will ban internal combustion cars and trucks
in favor of their all-electric counterparts. Even hybrids and natural gasburning vehicles will be banned in favor of EVs.
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There are over 130,000 Natural Gas Vehicles or NGVs on the North American road
and more than 15.2 million worldwide. Clean, cost-efficient and abundant, natural
gas has been declared the smart choice for the transportation sector. [4]

This fits with the governments narrative, “Water heating electrification has
parallels with vehicle electrification, because the appliance has built-in
storage and can be used as a grid resource.”
The Scary Summary
So there you have it: Your mandated EV car will become an electric
appliance too. Government creates the all-electric market for the home
and for personal transportation. Along the way, the government will also
commandeer the power you generate from retrofitted all-electric homes in
order to stabilize PG&E’s overburdened and failing electric grid.
Homeowners, through costly reach codes, bear the entire upfront capital
costs. Property owners are being compelled to install a rooftop solar
system ($25,000), provision for an all-electric vehicle charger in the
garage ($2,000), install solar battery backup ($30,000), and eventually
buy an EV ($45,000). This over-reaching “grand” plan makes residents
operate as a utility producer, utility storage resource, and a vehicle for
feeding power back to the electric grid when it’s over-taxed.
That latter item deals with the costly vehicle-to-grid interface you’ll soon
be compelled to purchase too.
That story has yet to be written. In the meantime, I wonder what the
depreciation value is on solar-storage-grid interfaces? My accountant
wants to know.
“Global energy-related carbon dioxide emissions stopped growing in 2019: Global
emissions were unchanged at 33 gigatonnes in 2019 vs. 2018, even as the world
economy expanded by 2.9% . . . the U.S. recorded the largest emissions decline on
a country basis, with a decrease of 140 million tonnes, or 2.9%.”
– International Energy Agency (IEA), February 2019
“The all-electric reach code is NOT economical and therefore should be declared
invalid and amended."
– Author’s conclusion
[1] Go Green with Charlottesville Gas | City of Charlottesville
[2] At the outset of 2020, according to The New York Times, natural gas is such a bargain
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that “some forecasters are predicting prices will stay low for years. Gas is a tough
competitor; it’s reliable and it’s cheap.” – February 2020.
[3] Keeping the Lights On! R.K. Koslowsky, February 16, 2020. Post about PG&E using fossil
fuel generators as backup in the event of a PSPS, in order to reduce the number of
customers experiencing days-long power outages.
[4] https://solarindustrymag.com/iea-emissions-from-energy-production-finally-stoppedgrowing?utm_medium=email&utm_source=LNH+02-132020&utm_campaign=SI+Latest+News+Headlines
[5] https://www.cleanenergyfuels.com/natural-gas-today/clean-energy-natural-gas
[6] The State of California is ignoring much more cost-effective solutions to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. One such solution is atmospheric carbon capture. The Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory released its study, in January 2020, showing how carbon
capture is a superior solution to addressing climate change versus implementing punitive
measures against property owners.
New Lab report outlines ways California could reach goal of becoming carbon neutral by
2045 | Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

------------------Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043
Author of the just released 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; Mary Ann Brigham; Jason Turner; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
Camacho-Werby
Why Target Homeowners When Much Better Solutions Exist?
Sunday, March 8, 2020 7:17:35 AM
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Cloverdale Leadership,

During the past two months, I’ve presented the superiority of natural gas appliances over
all-electric appliances and highlighted incorrect data published by the California Energy
Commission (CEC) and BayRen (Regional Climate Protection Agency).
There are no savings, just higher costs to move to all-electric construction and certainly
exorbitant costs to upgrade an existing home to all-electric. It turns out that this building
decarbonization edict is a solution looking for a problem. If targeting homeowners is
supposed to solve the world’s greenhouse gas problem, why is it that during 2019, carbon
dioxide emissions did not increase at all? According to the latest data from the International
Energy Agency (IEA), global carbon dioxide emissions were unchanged at 33 gigatonnes in
2019 vs. 2018, even as the world economy expanded by 2.9%. In fact, “the U.S. recorded
the largest emissions decline on a country basis, with a decrease of 140 million tonnes, or
2.9%.”
Building all-electric homes is just the first step. Soon, mandated Electric Vehicle (EV) cars,
trucks, and SUVs will become electric appliances too.
The Government of California envisions an all-electric world. First, the state creates the allelectric market for the home and for personal transportation: the free market is frowned
upon. Along the way, the government will also commandeer the power you generate from
retrofitted all-electric homes in order to stabilize PG&E’s overburdened and failing electric
grid. “New house” homeowners, through costly reach codes, bear the entire upfront capital
costs. Property owners are being compelled to install a rooftop solar system ($25,000),
provision for an all-electric vehicle charger in the garage ($2,000), install solar battery
backup ($30,000), and eventually buy an EV ($45,000). This over-reaching “grand” plan
makes residents operate as a utility producer, utility storage resource, and a vehicle for
feeding power back to the electric grid when it’s over-taxed.
Breaking News . . . Under pressure from builders and homeowners, the California Energy
Commission altered its course slightly on February 20, 2020 and “unanimously approved
the Sacramento Municipal Utility District's (SMUD’s) plan to build its own large-scale solar
site that homeowners can tap into, forgoing the need for solar on each new home.” Of
course, this only applies to residences within SMUD.
As I’ve said before, homeowners don’t like to be targeted and we sure don’t like to be
hoodwinked, especially when there are better solutions to mitigate carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere.
…Rob

Why Target Homeowners When Much Better Solutions Exist?
“It’s better to go too far than not far enough.”
- Joseph Stalin (1878–1953)

Mandatory all-electric reach codes, and the larger 2019 California Building
Code, is a punitive measure. Homeowners are being targeted to bear the
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brunt of the Golden State’s aggressive climate policies. This latest
“Stalinistic” push is totally unnecessary, especially when there are better
alternatives to reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
Homeowner Punishment is Bad Public Policy
Even so, homeowners continue to do their part. They’ve adopted recycling
over the years. They’ve conserved water during droughts and many
continue to limit their water use. Homeowners have replaced lawns with
desert-like landscaping. They’ve even adjusted to unnecessary plastic bag
bans [1] and so much more.
As of January 1, 2020, homeowners are being financially pummeled by
over-reaching all-electric reach codes and the added worry over falling
property values to come. Stress levels are rising too [2]. When the state
gets in the way of “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,” its citizens
feel violated and threatened.

Graphic courtesy Shutterstock. Adaptation courtesy R.K. Koslowsky.

Instead of becoming a victim and commiserating with other homeowners
at the coffee shop over what could not be done, I decided to regroup and
look at other more productive solutions. Besides, I’m part of the 90
percent of Americans satisfied with their lives, in spite of the State of
California’s poorly thought out and reactionary climate change policies [3].
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There Is A Better Path Forward
“Why don’t homeowners push back and ask the state to do something that
helps all California residents?” Maybe our property taxes, state income tax,
and ever-increasing sales taxes should be better invested in the present to
better our future.
And numerous alternative solutions to forcing Zero Net Energy Buildings
already exist or have emerged. Many of these better ideas have been
ignored to date and should, instead, be implemented tout de suite.
Homeowners should not be forced to purchase all-electric homes.
Homeowners should not be compelled to spend at least $100,000 of their
hard-earned dollars to upgrade their properties to all-electric.
Homeowners should not have to give up their natural gas appliances.
Alternatives abound and a portion of our excessive tax burden should be
re-directed accordingly. Let’s list them and review one solution for
greenhouse gas reduction briefly:
1.     Carbon Capture & Storage (CC&S) [4]
2.     Increases in three of the more cost-efficient utility-scale renewable
energy supplies versus undersized rooftop solar PV systems
a.     Utility-scale wind farm growth
b.     Geothermal investment
c.      Fields of solar panels for a superior cost per electron
performance
3.     Utility-scale storage with automatic switchover when electric
infrastructure fails or is forced offline (PSPSs)
4.     Hydrogen energy storage to avoid dunkelflauten (dark doldrums)
a.     Weather studies indicate that U.S. power grids will have to
compensate for dunkelflauten lasting as long as two weeks
even as renewable energy percentages rise
5.     Repurposing carbon dioxide and methane emissions for productive
uses
6.     Fixing California’s methane leaks identified by NASA on behalf of the
Golden State
7.     Establish coastal desalination plants for drinking water
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8.     Gravity assisted energy generation in tall buildings (large metro areas)
9.     Motion assisted energy generation along busy highways
10. Wearables (clothing) energy generation for device charging
11. Ocean beaches (not the ocean itself) acting as a carbon sink
12. Of course, plant more trees, but nowhere near utility power lines.
In the following summary analysis, I’ll focus on one practical alternative to
all-electric reach codes and banning natural gas for homes and businesses.
A key element of this alternative is the proven technique of capturing
carbon dioxide, thereby, removing it from the atmosphere.
Carbon Capture – Pulling Greenhouse Gases Out of the Atmosphere
The Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) has identified
productive pathways to “create a negative emissions strategy that has
three pillars: 1. Capture and store as much carbon as possible through
better management of natural and working lands; 2. Convert waste
biomass to fuels and store the carbon dioxide, and 3. Remove CO2 directly
from the air using purpose-built machines and store the CO2.”

Pathways for California to remove carbon dioxide (CO2) from the atmosphere.
Graphic courtesy LLNL, Getting to Neutral, Figure ES-2, January 2020.

These three sub-solutions will provide the required greenhouse gas
reductions without introducing oppressive and mandatory “all-electric”
residential building codes and natural gas bans. Such building codes
should be optional for all property owners and the carbon capture
approach adopted instead. Up until January 1, 2020, selecting rooftop
Solar PV was a homeowner choice, and should remain so. More than a
million rooftops now feature amorphous silicon panels, which were added
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to the electric grid without government coercion. People chose to use them
to lower their monthly electric bills.
As Anne Stark and her colleagues write in their comprehensive report, “By
increasing the uptake of carbon in its natural and working lands,
converting waste biomass into fuels, and removing CO2 directly from the
atmosphere with purpose-built machines, California can remove on the
order of 125 million metric tons of CO2 per year from the atmosphere by
2045, and achieve economy-wide net-zero emissions.”
This approach is orders of magnitude better than a Zero Net Energy
building mandate. Stark et al add, “California can achieve this amount of
negative without buying offsets from outside the State. This approach
addresses local emissions without the risk of leakage or off-shoring, so the
overwhelming majority of the money is spent on local jobs and local
industry.”
A Carbon Capture Policy Must Replace Onerous Building Codes
On top of that, the price of new housing will remain lower, home values
will not suffer, superior natural gas appliances can remain in operation,
and another eight billion dollars of wealth leaving the state will be
mitigated [5].
“These negative emissions pathways,” according to the authors, “come
with important co-benefits to air and water quality, resilience to a
changing climate, and protection of life and property.”
Part of this protection of life and property is rooted in better land
management so that wildfires are not as fierce due to the accompanying
major fuel load reductions.
Economically, the State of California “can achieve this goal at a cost of less
than $10 billion per year, less than 0.4% of the State’s current gross
domestic product.”
On a more practical and pragmatic perspective, the authors highlight, “The
importance of achieving this level of negative emissions stretches far
beyond California – the Golden State can demonstrate to the world that
carbon neutrality is achievable.”
I believe carbon capture and storage is a superior and preferable way to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. It’s homeowner-friendly to implement.
Such solutions are preferable to building codes that deny new home
ownership to tens of thousands of young families and compel many other
long-time residents to re-locate to other states where building codes (and
housing prices) are not as oppressive.
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Homeowners insist: Amend the all-electric reach code and end the push to
ban natural gas.
“Climate change is an emergency. That’s why I wrote the nation’s most
progressive climate law.”
– Fran Pavley, retired California state senator
“Your filter is defective; it’s not the end of the world . . . In 2019, CO2 emissions
were already flat to down, even without the 2019 building codes.”
– Homeowners across California
[1] “. . . single-use plastic bags aren’t the worst environmental choice at the supermarket—
they’re the best. High-density polyethylene bags are a marvel of economic, engineering and
environmental efficiency. They’re cheap, convenient, waterproof, strong enough to hold
groceries but thin and light enough to make and transport using scant energy, water or
other resources. Though they’re called single-use, most people reuse them, typically as
trash-can liners. When governments ban them, consumers buy thicker substitutes with a
bigger carbon footprint . . . Once discarded, they take up little room in landfills. That they
aren’t biodegradable is a plus, because they don’t release greenhouse gases like
decomposing paper and cotton bags. The plastic bags’ tiny quantity of carbon, extracted
from natural gas, goes back underground, where it can be safely sequestered from the
atmosphere and ocean in a modern landfill with a sturdy lining.”
– John Tierney, February 2020
[2] Fifty-six percent of Americans list climate change as one of their top stressors, just eight
percentage points behind work (64%) and fifteen percentage points below mass shootings
(71%). The American Psychological Association conducted their Stress in America survey
during the fall of 2019. Is it any wonder Californian homeowners’ stress levels have been
amped up by intimidating reach codes. These over-reaching regulations mandate California
building codes be amended to compel residential builders to only construct all-electric
homes. Natural gas must be banned from new house construction, even though residential
methane leaks are nothing but a blip on the list of greenhouse gas offenders.
[3] “Nine in 10 Americans are satisfied with the way things are going in their personal life, a
new high in Gallup's four-decade trend. The latest figure bests the previous high of 88%
recorded in 2003.” Could the other 1 in 10 unsatisfied Americans be Californians upset over
excessive regulations and policies that oppress its
residents?https://news.gallup.com/poll/284285/new-high-americans-satisfied-personallife.aspx
[4] “Simply put, negative emissions mean reducing the amount of carbon by capturing it,
extracting it from the environment and storing it in a safe place. This is commonly known as
Carbon Capture and Storage (CC&S) and scientists have been investigating the process for
many years.” It has become cost-effective.
https://www.llnl.gov/news/new-lab-report-outlines-ways-california-could-reach-goalbecoming-carbon-neutral-2045
[5] In 2018, California witnessed wealth outflows (loss of Adjusted Gross Income) at the
rate of eight billion dollars. This loss of wealth occurred, in part, because of high housing
costs, taxation, and excessive regulation (like the latest 2019 building code). Not only is
there a loss off $8 billion dollars, it’s the departure of young workers and middle-income
families, the people most vulnerable to regulation such as all-electric reach codes. Those
leaving the State are buying their first-time and second homes outside of California.
Opinion | Blue State Redistribution

------------------------Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
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Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Cloverdale Leaders,

Last week, I discussed how a carbon capture policy must replace all-electric building code
mandates.
On top of that, the price of new housing will remain lower, home values will not suffer,
superior natural gas appliances can remain in operation, and another eight billion dollars of
wealth leaving the state will be mitigated.
The latter point is worth repeating. In 2018, California witnessed wealth outflows (loss of
Adjusted Gross Income) at the rate of eight billion dollars. This loss of wealth occurred, in
part, because of high housing costs, taxation, and excessive regulation (like the latest 2019
building code and its attendant reach codes). Not only is there a loss off $8 billion dollars,
it’s the departure of young workers and middle-income families, the people most vulnerable
to regulation such as all-electric reach codes. Those leaving the State are buying their firsttime and second homes outside of California. One of my daughters has already left the state
for more affordable housing in Virginia and another daughter is planning to do the same.
I encourage you to talk with the CEC and state leaders to reverse the current flawed policy
of making the cost of all California housing higher through the 2019 building code.

    …Rob

---------------Confiscation of Rooftops
“Zoning and building codes should not be used to require or prohibit home energy
generation, such as rooftop solar.”
- Property Rights in Energy, R Street, October 2017

Confiscation is used to punish. The State, through five appointees, has
begun a massive rooftop confiscation of private residences. It’s literally a
government-sponsored land grab. However, this aerial real-estate
appropriation was proposed by non-elected officials, the five appointed
members of the California Energy Commission (CEC) [1].
Further, I was told on February 26, 2020, that there is nothing the
legislative assembly could due to amend or overturn the new California
building code of 2019. This decision, to target homeowners and small
businesses, remains in the hands of the governor and his un-elected
commission. If homeowners or small businesses were unhappy with being
forced to give up their rooftops or yards for the required installation of
mandated Solar PV systems, then they had to make an appeal to the
governor.
This is the next stop for many new homeowners – the steps of the
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Sacramento capitol.
Without such a change to the oppressive all-electric building code, the first
80,000 new homes that were projected to be built in California in 2020 [2]
will be required to have rooftop solar panels installed, only be equipped
with all-electric appliances, and will be denied the use of natural gas. This
raises the selling price of new homes by at least $30,000, not the “lessthan-$10,000” amount that the CEC claims [3], while simultaneously
dropping their resale value from day one.
To add insult to injury, new homeowners of these experimental all-electric
homes will see their monthly utility bills increase in 2020. Electric rates
were already increased by 2.7% as of January 1st and will increase
another 8.8% on August 1st. This translates into another $132 increase for
all homeowners’ electric bills in addition to the $40 annual increase started
in January. Meanwhile natural gas rates decreased on January 1, 2020,
with no gas rate increases planned.
Punish the People
Governor Newsom, The Punisher, has a habit of punishing people. He
seeks to punish PG&E with the threat to kill it and make the gas and
electric utility a public company, rebranding the entity as the Northern
California Energy Utility District, eventually eliminating “gas” from its
service offerings [4].
Newsom has also sought to punish cities across California that put up
obstacles to low-cost housing developments in some of their
neighborhoods. His combative plan sought to confiscate and redirect road
repair money from those cities that didn’t meet state-mandated housing
goals. Democratic lawmakers intervened and a compromise passed
allowing the state “to fine communities that don’t plan for affordable
housing construction in accordance with state law.” [5,6]
Then, in a strange move away from building more affordable housing, but
toward his version of a “New Green Deal,” Newsom decided to punish new
homeowners today and punish all property owners within the decade.
Enter the 2019 California building code.
New homeowners will see the cost of their new homes rise from between
$30,000 to $50,000. Current property owners will be faced with a
minimum $100,000 tab to retrofit their homes to all-electric service as the
state’s utility operators are forced to turn off the gas to community after
community in the next decade. Some cities in Sonoma County, to curry
political favor with State leaders, have already invoked unnecessary
natural gas bans – Windsor and Santa Rosa.
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And homeowners get no credit for the reduction in fuel combustion since
the turn of the century. It turns out, according to the California Air
Resources Board, between 2000 and 2016, emissions from fuel
combustion in California’s residential buildings fell 18 percent [7].
Efficiency gains provided by the people led to this reduction. Like the call
to reduce water use by 20 percent during periods of drought, the people of
California achieved major greenhouse gas reductions without being
targeted.
State government simply brushes this great progress off, “This is
encouraging but falls short of the pace needed to decarbonize the building
sector in line with the state’s climate goals.”
Instead, the Governor, using his un-elected CEC arm, is punishing the
people. Individual choice and energy diversity as well as safety and
security are sacrificed.

This electric reach codes poster highlights homeowners seeking to avoid
punishment – losing natural gas appliances and being forced to spend another
$100,000 on a “green” home retrofit.
Poster courtesy R.K. Koslowsky.

“Confiscation, from the Latin confiscare, which means to consign to the fiscus, i.e.,
transfer to the treasury, is a legal form of seizure by a government or other public
authority. The word is also used, popularly, for any seizure
of property as punishment or in enforcement of the law.”
- Wikipedia, pulled February 2020
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[1] The current appointees to the CEC include David Hochschild, Janea Scott, Karen
Douglas, Andrew McAllister, and Patty Monahan.
[2] From 2009 to 2019, California has seen about 80,000 new homes built each year, far
short of the projected need of 180,000 new homes needed annually, according to the
state’s Housing and Community Development Department.
Source: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/housing-challenges.shtml
[3] R.K. Koslowsky presentation: “Flaws Identified in the Over-Reaching Reach Codes,”
January 31, 2020 (to City of Santa Rosa), February 18, 2020 (to City of Cloverdale),
February 28 (to City of Petaluma).
[4] Is it politically incorrect to have “gas” in the title of an energy company?
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2020/02/03/wiener-introduces-publictakeover-plan-for-pg-e.html
[5] Bad news for Gavin Newsom’s housing goals: New home permits are down in California
[6] “When you account for the $1.9 trillion in government transfers received annually by
low-income Americans, it becomes clear that poverty has been nearly eliminated in the U.S.
That assistance does not reach everyone; there are still visibly poor people living on the
streets of San Francisco, Los Angeles and Austin, Texas. Yet instead of focusing on
pragmatic solutions to increase housing stock and better serve people with mental illnesses,
Democrats demand more redistribution.”
https://www.wsj.com/articles/wealthy-americans-already-pay-their-share-11582676377
[7] California Air Resources Board, “California Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory - 2018
Edition, Economic Sector Characterization,” accessed Sept. 4, 2018
at https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_by_sector_all_0016.xlsx  

------------------------Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Cloverdale Leaders,

Over the last two weeks, I discussed how a carbon capture policy must replace all-electric
building code mandates and reviewed the objections homeowners have to the seizure of
their rooftops through government fiat.
The words of Santa Rosa resident, Roy Sprague, ring true. In a Press Democrat ‘Letter to
the Editor’ on November 20, 2019, he writes, “The amount of pollution put into the
atmosphere during a fire season from fires caused by power lines probably would rival the
amount saved by all-electric homes . . . When we have a system that can safely deliver
electricity from the source to communities and homes, then we can talk about increasing
the use of electricity in the community.”
I encourage you to talk with the CEC and state leaders to reverse the current flawed policy
of making the cost of all California housing higher through the 2019 building code.
In this summary, additional data is provided showing the popularity and superiority of space
heating with natural gas.
It would be nice for state government to pump us up, not deflate us.

  

…Rob, sheltering in place in Cloverdale, stay safe, be healthy

-----------------------------  
“We’re Here to Pump You Up!” – Hans and Franz, Saturday Night
Live Alumni
“Natural gas promotes the use of other clean energy sources. It’s used as a raw
material in lightweight cars, wind power blades, solar panels, and energy-efficient
materials.”
– 5 Environmental Benefits of Natural Gas, Gas South, April 19, 2017
“The all-electric reach code is NOT economical and therefore should be declared
invalid and amended.”
– Author’s conclusion

A state-funded report released in 2019, sums up the space heating market
segment across California: “Among all fuel sources, natural gas has been
the dominant fuel for space heating with about 86 percent usage share,
followed by electricity with about 8.5 percent, and propane with about 5.5
percent.” [1]
For many reasons, which I enumerated in my report, The Gas Furnace for
Space Heating – An Analysis, January 26, 2020, natural gas heating
provides superior performance. When combined with propane usage,
usually installed for homes were a gas main is not available, a whopping
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91.5 percent of Californians heat their homes with fossil fuels.
The state-sponsored report acknowledges this fact, “About 86 percent of
the residential natural gas heating systems are forced-air systems with
ducting, according to the 2012 California Lighting and Appliance Saturation
Survey (CLASS).”
With propane added to the mix, this number rises above 91 percent. My
daughter’s first home near Willits, California used a propane tank in
support of their ducted forced-air furnace. It’s interesting to note that one
version of electric heating was described as follows: “Hydronic (radiator)
heating distribution systems are very limited in the state . . . [and] just 2
percent of California homes with heating used heat pumps as their primary
heat source.” [2]

Natural gas is at least 300 percent more efficient than electricity.
Illustrations courtesy SW Gas and others. Graphic courtesy R.K. Koslowsky

The Rocky Mountain Institute, in their 2018 report, The Economics of
Electrifying Buildings, cautions regulators and policymakers, “Many
households currently heated with natural gas will not find it cost-effective
to switch from furnaces to electric heat pumps at today’s prices.” [3] The
report goes on to say, “Demand flexibility that optimizes for typical timeof-use rates can reduce energy costs, but is not usually significant enough
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to tip the scales in favor of electrification. Different pricing structures that
capture more of these [heat pumps’] flexible capability could provide much
greater value and further improve customer economics.” (pp.10,20)
Look at this Shiny Object – Heat Pumps Could be Deflating
The latest in electric heating technology is being propped up to replace
fossil-fuel based heating systems with electric heat pumps in every new
home. This will result in massive disruption and huge retrofit costs for
millions of homeowners across the Golden State in the near future.
The State’s rationale is not only costly, but lacks common sense. The onsite consumption of natural gas to heat homes is highly efficient. This
conversion process uses far less natural gas than remotely burning it to
make electricity at a large power plant, simply to convert this electricity
back for use by an electric heat pump for household heat.

Chic Young’s Blondie and Dagwood is a popular comic strip. Here, Chic comically
illustrates how an existing window air conditioner can be turned around to pump
heat into the living space. This is Dagwood’s solution for generating cost-effective
heat.

Many benefit comparisons are made in the government-sponsored studies
between one electric heating technology and another electric heating
technology. While this is an apples-to-apples comparison, the findings only
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apply to “very limited” installations across California. Such a comparison is
meaningless when over 91 percent of homes have used fossil fuels to heat
their living spaces. The report notes, “[Heat pump] systems were more
efficient than electric resistance heating systems even at the coldest
temperatures. These study results clearly show that ccASHPs can operate
efficiently in many cold climate (cc) zones without electric resistance
heating systems including certainly any parts of California.” Where is the
comparison with a gas furnace?
There is very little field data from experimental technology in the area of
Air-source Heat Pumps (ASHPs) anyway and even less data for the cold
climate ASHPs (or ccASHPs) [4,6]. Besides the lack of reliability data,
there is the exorbitant cost for all-electric heat pumps. The authors of the
study bury the economic issue in a note: “Daikin’s Altherma heat pump
can provide space heating, domestic hot water, and cooling for residential
buildings. While it has been several years since this product was
introduced in the U.S. market, the adaptation is very limited, likely due to
its cost.”
Making Housing Affordable in Californians? For Whom?
Compelling first-time homeowners, who are trying to qualify for a
mortgage in California, the addition of more than fifty thousand dollars for
an all-electric house, coupled with more expensive all-electric appliances
that don’t get the job done, makes housing more unaffordable. This is one
reason new homeowners leave the state and buy elsewhere in the Union.
It’s also a contributory factor to the growing homeless problem in
California.
When will common sense and basic economic analyses reach Sacramento?
Instead of promoting heat pumps in an all-electric theoretical scenario,
maybe deflate the fiction and “pump up” homeowners by making housing
more affordable and ensuring they retain energy diversity and keep
individual choice.
“Approximately 90 percent of natural gas produced is delivered to customers as
useful energy. By comparison, only 30 percent of energy converted to electricity
reaches consumers.”
– 5 Environmental Benefits of Natural Gas, Gas South, April 19, 2017
“All-electric houses using today’s California [energy] mix will increase, not
decrease, greenhouse gas emissions.”

- SLO is pushing all-electric homes. That won’t cut greenhouse gas emissions, Richard Schmidt, San Luis
Obispo Tribune, Oct 15, 2019

[1] RECS 2009. Table CE4.5 Household Site End-Use Consumption by Fuel in the West
Region, Totals, 2009.
[2] “Air-source heat pumps (ASHPs) initially became available in the U.S. market after the
oil crisis in the 1970s, but the penetration of this technology is still limited except in mild
climate zones. In 2015, the penetration rates of heat pumps among households were only 3
percent in the Northeast, 6 percent in the Pacific region, and more than 25 percent in the
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South Atlantic region (where mild temperatures, near-universal air conditioning, and
affordable electricity combine to create favorable customer economics for heat pumps). The
national average is 10
percent.”Sources: https://info.ornl.gov/sites/publications/files/Pub46296.pdf. And, EIA
Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) 2015, Table HC6.7 and HC6.8, Available
at: https://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2015/hc/php/hc6.7.php and Energy
Information Administration (EIA)- About the Residential Energy Consumption Survey
(RECS)Table HC1.1 Fuels used and end uses in U.S. homes by housing unit type, 2015.
[3] Electric rates have already increased by 2.7% as of January 1, 2020 and will increase
another 8.8% on August 1, 2020. This translates into another $132 increase in a
homeowner’s electric bill on top of the $40 annual heist recently started. In total, that’s a
$172 increase, going forward, for all typical PG&E residential customers. Meanwhile natural
gas rates decreased on January 1, 2020, with no gas rate increases planned.
[4] Studies performed in San Francisco and Los Angeles, where the temperatures never
approach freezing is cited. Dongsu Kim, et al performed the study in 2017: “This study
found that a [Variable Refrigerant Flow or VRF, ASHP] system can save heating energy by
50 percent in San Francisco and 56 percent in Los Angeles.” Neither city is considered a cold
climate location.
[5] Government rationale, in part, based on Synapse Energy Economics,
Inc.’s Decarbonization of Heating Energy Use in California Buildings, October 2018.
[6] In January 2020, BC Hydro, a western Canadian utility, found that a natural gas furnace
was much cheaper to operate than an electric heat pump, among other electric heating
options. Even with the utility operator’s lower hydro rates of $6.55 per kilowatt-hour, space
heating with gas is much cheaper. PG&E’s E1 rate plan at 25 cents per kWh (baseline)
would cost northern California consumers at least four times more to operate a heat pump.

With PG&E’s rate of 25 cents (baseline) per kilowatt hour versus BC Hydro’s rate
of 6.55 cents, the savings for a gas furnace would be at least 400 percent higher.
Graphic of annual space heating costs courtesy BC Hydro.

--------------------------------Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Cloverdale Leaders,
Last week, I discussed how uneconomical the cost of space heating
becomes with the use of electric heat pumps instead of gas furnaces.
This week, I highlight the same conundrum with all-electric water heaters.
Gas water heaters are superior. Next week, I hope to revisit gas dryers
and gas cooktops with some new information.
I encourage you to talk with the CEC and state leaders to reverse the
current flawed policy of making the cost of all California housing higher
through the 2019 building code, which became effective January 1, 2020.
It would be nice for state government to abandon such fictional
narratives.
…Rob, sheltering in place in Cloverdale, practice social distancing, stay
safe, be kind
----------------------------Heating Water – Drowning in the Details of a Fictional Narrative
“About 85 percent of households use natural gas for water heating, about 10
percent of the households use electricity, and the rest use propane (about 5
percent) and solar (about 1 percent).”
– California Lighting and Appliance Saturation Survey (CLASS)
“The all-electric reach code is NOT economical and therefore should be declared
invalid and amended.”
– Author’s conclusion

The State claims there are only two ways to heat water going forward, and
both have nothing to do with using tried and true natural gas to provide
agua caliente.
Historically, natural gas has been promoted as environmentally friendly.
One of its major benefits is that this fossil fuel is superior for generating
heat. Ninety percent of the natural gas produced is delivered to its
customers as useful energy. By comparison, the electric-generating
industry tells us, only 30 percent of energy converted to electricity by
utility power plants reaches those same consumers. Solar panels (Solar
PV), being touted as one of the must-haves, offer an average efficiency
that falls between the 15 and 18 percent range. The other “must have”
solution is a solar thermal system, which performs much better than Solar
PV when heating water, converting about 65 percent of the sun's energy
into heat.
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In spite of these significantly poorer energy efficiencies, “all-electric” home
regulations mandate the deployment of dozens of rooftop solar panels on
all new homes. The state apparently refuses to allow the use the more
cost-effective natural gas water heaters (tanked or tankless) to heat water
as part of new home plumbing systems or employ gas cooktops to boil
water for cooking. In fact, in a few years, the state is looking to have 90
percent of homeowners rip out their natural gas or propane water heating
systems in favor of all-electric alternatives.

Natural gas is at least 300 percent more efficient than electricity.
Illustrations courtesy SW Gas and others. Graphic courtesy R.K. Koslowsky

The Government’s Case for Wiping Out Energy Diversity and Individual
Choice
One reports states: “California now has two main technologies to
decarbonize its domestic hot water use: heat pump water heaters
(HPWHs) and solar hot water heaters (SHWHs) with electric resistance
backup. These technologies can be used to replace fossil fuel-based water
heaters, or inefficient electric resistance heaters, to accelerate the
decarbonization of water heating in the state.”
Why the State wants to accelerate the forcing of a less reliable and
reduced quality set of two solar-based, water-heating solutions is beyond
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comprehension. Solar PV and solar thermal are best suited for generating
utility-scale renewable energy to replace coal-burning and nuclear power
plants. Residential homeowners, up until January 1, 2020, opted for
adding a solar system to save money on their electric bills. It was their
choice. The intent of those homeowners and landlords was to ensure
better monthly operating costs. Their decisions, rooted in choice, had
nothing to do with becoming a utility to generate power to replace best-inbreed natural gas water heaters and certainly not gas cooktops.
The State, without supporting facts, makes a false claim: “HPWHs have
become a cost-competitive solution to domestic hot water in many
situations due to their superior energy efficiency.” This is simply not true.
Firstly, heat-pump water heaters are not cost-competitive. Secondly,
HPWHs do not offer superior efficiency [1]. As described above, it’s quite
the opposite.
The report has one thing correct, “The installation of HPWHs is expected to
increase substantially for the near future.” That’s because the state has
outlawed the use of natural gas water heaters of any type and mandated
the use of all-electric water heaters in new home construction. Costly
retrofits for existing homeowners will come later. However, and I reiterate,
HPWHs have NOT proven to be highly efficient nor is there a large installed
base to demonstrate their performance.
Do California Utilities Offer No Charge for Electricity at Night?
The Rocky Mountain Institute, in its 2018 report, The Economics of
Electrifying Buildings, highlights that heat-pump water heaters are better
at load shifting than heat-pumps for space heating: “Water heaters can
generally provide more load shifting than space heating, without impacting
individual comfort. This is especially true when water can be preheated to
very high temperatures (e.g., 150–160°F) and provide hot water to the
user for many hours without the need for additional energy use.” And
that’s load-shifting – homeowners must only heat water tanks at night
when electric rates are cheaper.
The report goes on to say, “In our ‘Houston Free Nights’ scenario, for
instance, this strategy shifts the large majority of energy use to nighttime
and reduces annual energy costs for water heating from $154 to $48 [or
$8.83 per month]. The same strategy for space heating provides only a
few dollars per year of savings, as the building cannot be comfortably
heated so high or cooled so low outside normal temperatures, and does
not retain heat as well as a water tank.”
All of this theoretical modeling and expected behavioral change presupposes that heating water at night can be done at no charge to the
homeowner and a new, large tank water heater, equipped with smart
electronics is used. Besides, most tankless, natural gas water heaters are
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set for 120 to 125 degrees Fahrenheit and are never required to support
such high 160-degree temperatures. The idea for the HPWHs, is that these
new water tanks will keep water above the 135 degree level for the entire
day even as they cool down, until they can be re-heated the next night at
no charge from the utility.
Regulators Weighing in with Their Own Edicts
On the regulatory front, one relatively new federal standard that
eliminated electric resistance water heaters above 55 gallons for
residential applications, further undercuts electric water heaters’ ability to
keep plenty of hot water for any family beyond two people. Soon,
guidelines will likely be published by regulators to permit only nighttime
showers for both the residential and hotel industry sectors, a very tonguein-cheek assessment of the future of hot water usage.
For solar heating-based water heaters [2] used for a residence, they’re a
non-starter. The State’s report basically says as much, “While SHWHs
remain expensive for a typical unsubsidized residential-scale project, they
may be cost-competitive for multifamily buildings and other commercial
facilities with large domestic hot water needs such as hotels, hospitals, or
commercial pools.”
The upshot: The State of California has eliminated homeowners’ choice of
energy source and mandated an all-electric water heating appliance for
new homeowners. Costly retrofits for current homeowners will arrive in the
not too distant future.
Maybe it’s time for state leaders to take a cold shower.
“The U.S. Department of Energy estimates that a gas tankless water heater can
save you $108 per year in energy costs while an electric tankless water heater can
save you $44 per year.”
[1] “HPWHs can be highly cost-effective options for consumers replacing electric resistance
heaters,” states the report. However, such comparisons need to be made with natural gas
(or propane) water heaters. Comparing electric version A against electric version B should
not be used to impugn gas water heaters.
[2] Solar heating requires a fluid of some sort to provide the heat transfer function. These
fluids can be air, water, glycol-water mixtures, hydrocarbons (unlikely allowed in California),
refrigerants, or silicones. For more on each fluid required for solar thermal systems please
refer to the energy.gov website:
https://www.energy.gov/energysaver/solar-water-heaters/heat-transfer-fluids-solar-waterheating-systems  
[3] Homeowners are being targeted, as of Jan 1, 2020, instead of businesses: “Among
various commercial facilities, the largest energy savings potential exists in lodging, health,
and restaurants in terms of absolute energy savings because the water heating energy
usage for these three types comprises more than half of all commercial hot water demand
(17 to 18 percent for each type). Hot water is the largest component of lodging energy use
(62 percent). It is also a particularly large use in health (38 percent), schools (25 percent),
and restaurants (22 percent). These will be markets particularly in need of cost-effective
ways to decarbonize hot water [either by banning natural gas outright, or by developing
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some new, yet-to-be-defined electric technology].” Homeowners do not have the financial
wherewithal to challenge the government on bad public policies.
Source: California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEUS).
[4] Government rationale, in part, based on Synapse Energy Economics, Inc.’s
Decarbonization of Heating Energy Use in California Buildings, October 2018.
[5] A major barrier to electric heat-pump water heater retrofits, as the government
sponsored report states, is the “required access to a sufficient volume of air, which means
they must either be installed in a large enough room (such as a basement, large laundry
room, or garage) or be ducted to the outside. This complicates replacement, in particular, if
existing gas or electric dryers are not located within sufficient air volume. This can increase
cost or otherwise complicate installation. HPWHs cool the space they are in, which can
result in increased heating load in the winter,” thereby further increasing the operating
costs of proposed electric space heating solutions. The noisier HPWHs require costly electric
panel upgrades too, generally using 30-amp breakers.

Rob Koslowsky
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Cloverdale Leaders,

During the last two weeks, I discussed how uneconomical the cost of space
heating becomes with the use of electric heat pumps instead of gas furnaces
and how the same conundrum arises with all-electric water heaters versus gas
water heaters.
This week, I revisit gas dryers and gas cooktops with some new information
about their superiority as household appliances.
I encourage you to talk with the CEC and state leaders to reverse the current
flawed policy of making the cost of all California housing higher through the
2019 building code, which became effective January 1, 2020.
It would be appropriate for state government to explain their rationale for
sustaining flawed regulations within the 2019 building code.

…Rob, sheltering in place in Cloverdale, practice social distancing, stay
safe, be kind
----------------------------Homeowners Should Demand Choice in California
– Where is the Demand for All-Electric Housing Coming From
Anyway?
“Results of this study show that induction cooking is not always the most efficient
method of cooking.”
– Sweeney et al, Induction Cooking Technology Design and Assessment, EPRI

“The all-electric reach code is NOT economical and therefore should be declared
invalid and amended.”
– Author’s conclusion

With respect to using natural gas dryers and gas cooktops, the State of
California explains, “For residents who wish to fully eliminate fossil fuel
emissions or simply build or transition to all-electric homes, there are
efficient electric options for these other end uses.” The State’s invoking of
the word “wish” implies choice, which California homeowners no longer
possess.
Gas Dryers First
The state is targeting existing homeowners, where more gas dryers are in
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use versus electric dryers and more than three-quarters of homes use
natural gas for cooking than use electricity. Regardless of the popularity
and practicality of natural gas, the state will have none of it.
Their sponsored report insists, “The biggest opportunity for switching to
more efficient [all-electric] appliances is at the time of initial construction
or during home renovations.” This includes the addition of Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs) to the property. The authors of the report add, “The
market for new construction has been steadily recovering in California
since the economic downturn in the late 2000s and reached a 10-year high
in 2017 with 113,320 new units.” Again, the phrase “switching to more
efficient [all-electric] appliances” is incorrect, as previously described.
If time is money, then the extended drying time for heat-pump electric
dryers will cost you more money and certainly make a dent in your leisure
time. As the state report summarizes, all-electric heat-pump dryers “take
longer to dry clothes than a traditional electric or gas dryer.”
On top of that, although the smaller 4-cubic foot washers and dryers
provide greater energy efficiency, the smaller heat-pump dryers are
unable to dry large loads of towels or bedding, such as comforters. The
answer, we’re told, is to take your large laundry loads or bigger items to a
coin laundry or dry-cleaning business.
No One Has Been Asking for All-Electric
One fact remains. When customers have a choice, the majority of them
prefer gas appliances. The state acknowledges this, “Because cooking can
be an integral part of a customer lifestyle, stove upgrade and replacement
decisions are generally driven by performance considerations and cost,
with energy consumption a secondary consideration.” Indeed, electric
appliances have not been favored for drying clothes or cooking, let alone
providing hot water, or space heating. Gas appliances remain the preferred
choice and superior performance option.
A referenced report [1] funded by the state counters its own argument for
buying an induction cooktop. The authors write, “Because the efficiency of
baseline technology depends so strongly on cookware size, the energy
savings potential of induction cooking is dependent on the prevalence of
cooking with vessels smaller than the electric element.” In order to make
the state’s case, homeowners must only cook with small pots, thereby
giving the appearance that induction cooking is more efficient. With larger
pots [2, 3, 4], both traditional electric coil stovetops and natural gas
cooktops perform better.
Personally, I’ve never considered the size of the pots or the frying pans I
use when selecting which gas burner or heating element to use. In many
large family gatherings, four or five burners will be in use simultaneously.
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Graphic [5] courtesy R.K. Koslowsky
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Gas ovens and gas cooktops promoted by Lowe’s as part of its President’s Day sale
television advertising campaign, February 2020

Let’s Go Outside to Cook
If you consider outdoor cooking and grilling, the state is in a conundrum
over what to do with respect to their residents’ barbequing habits. Without
question, 100 percent of outdoor grills use some kind of fossil fuel –
natural gas, propane, or charcoal. And more than half the state likes to
cook outdoors, whether at home or in the park [6].
After reading through an ACEEE sub-report, the authors argue that
induction cooktops are more cost-effective than conventional electric coil
cooktops. However, natural gas remains the most cost-effective solution
for cooking:
“Thus, it can be concluded that induction cooking does not offer a costeffective method of energy savings.”
California homeowners should be allowed choice for their energy needs
and be able to buy superior natural gas products. As one of my former
neighbors, rebuilding in Fountaingrove and excited to be moving in by
Easter told me, “I bought all natural gas appliances,” while opting for
double electric ovens. He could buy natural gas appliances because of an
exemption granted for Tubbs fire rebuilds. I am glad he and his family had
such a choice.
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All homeowners should be granted such exemptions and be allowed to
choose.
“The greatest market barrier to adoption of [induction] technology is its cost,
which was found to add a minimum of $300 over of the cost of comparable electric
cooktops (multi-unit products). This added cost was shown to require 44 years to
recoup using best-case energy savings scenario. Yet this calculation did not
consider the cost of induction-compatible cookware that is required for some
users.”
– Sweeney et al, Induction Cooking Technology Design and Assessment, EPRI
“[Natural gas is such a bargain that] some forecasters are predicting prices will
stay low for years. Gas is a tough competitor; it’s reliable and it’s cheap.”
– The New York Times, February 2020.
[1] Synapse Energy Economics, Inc., Decarbonization of Heating Energy Use in California
Buildings, October 2018.
[2] In a report referenced by the state, where all the details were not presented, a
footnoted sub-report states, “. . . the results of gas efficiency testing should not be directly
compared with the electric technologies.” In fact, the radiant heating by electric coil
stovetops is superior to induction stovetops for heating large pots. The sub-report states,
“The conventional electric coil was found to be 6% more efficient than induction cooking
when measured with the large cooking vessel.” Conventional electric stovetops, like natural
gas cooktops, are also frowned upon by the state.
https://www.aceee.org/files/proceedings/2014/data/papers/9-702.pdf
[3] “. . . modern induction cooking technology is not compatible with cookware made from
copper, aluminum and non-magnetic alloys of stainless steel.”
https://www.aceee.org/files/proceedings/2014/data/papers/9-702.pdf
[4] The authors reiterate that in their testing methodology, “cooking efficiency is tested
using a single cooking vessel that is sized to match the element / burner.” This gives
induction cooktops an unfair advantage over other forms of electric stovetops and gas
cooktops during laboratory testing.
https://www.aceee.org/files/proceedings/2014/data/papers/9-702.pdf
[5] Advantages for Natural Gas Cooktops over induction cooktops submitted Feb 3, 2020.
[6] Synapse Energy Economics, Inc., Decarbonization of Heating Energy Use in California
Buildings, Table 3, p.28, October 2018.

-------------------------------Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Looking at California Residences
“Affordability remains an issue. Although solar panels will cut home
electricity bills dramatically, the added price of homes outfitted with
solar panels could mean some people can’t qualify for loans.”
– Solar required for all new California homes . . ., Paul Rogers, Mercury News, Dec
15, 2019

[RKK: “Dramatically” equates to $50 per month in electricity savings,
maybe]

Thomas Jefferson said, “An informed citizenry is the bulwark of
democracy.”
And it’s time homeowners were informed.
There is a fundamental flaw in the reasoning of consultants and state
policymakers alike. When driven by extreme views, their reactions become
unreasonable. The perpetrators of invasive government legislation raise
the stress level of every homeowner across California paying his or her
property taxes.
One consultant for the state writes, “It is reasonable to assume that
today’s efficient equipment will become the market norm over the next 10
years, particularly as California adopts market development policies that
focus on high-efficiency equipment in order to maximize the customer,
grid, and environmental benefits of electrification.”
Let’s break this hypothetical assumption down:
1.     In the coming decade, “efficient equipment” is code for “all-electric
equipment” that would never be expected to become the market norm,
except under draconian measures. There are a couple of reasons for this.
The state doesn’t build enough new homes to make this statement a
reality. Case in point: Santa Rosa lost more than 3,000 homes during the
Tubbs fire of 2017, yet is nowhere near completing the rebuilds, which are
not bound by the all-electric decree anyway. Furthermore, Santa Rosa has
struggled to build housing in the past: 10 years after its plan was put in
place, just 100 units have been built, well short of the city’s 3,400 target.
Plus existing homeowners will resist paying at least $100,000 in retrofit
costs to eliminate their natural gas appliances for the reasons I’ve
enumerated to date [1].
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2.     With regard to “policies that focus on high-efficiency equipment in
order to maximize the customer, grid, and environmental benefits of
electrification,” this statement is riddled with misleading information. First,
“high-efficiency equipment” does not mean cost-effective or high quality
appliances. When it comes to mandating all-electric appliances in the
home, their application is being force-fit into areas that have proven to be
better served by natural gas during the past six decades of home
efficiency improvements. Putting a square peg into a round hole is not
usually the best idea. Second, “Maximize the customer” feels like
something a sales manager on a car lot would say to his sales team. Rah,
rah, always be selling! Third, the State’s real objective is to ignore the
customers and “maximize the grid” by making new and future homebuyers
take on the role of a utility operator for a very specific renewable energy
source – Solar PV. Fourth, the State’s other objective is to curry political
favor from the progressive elements of its politico by claiming the sacrifice
of residential natural gas supplies to 10.8 million California customers will
provide “environmental benefits” and resolve global warming. It will not.
Stopping a few major methane leaks from landfills and agriculture would
do more than persecuting these millions of homeowners [2].
Literature Reviews
The state cites literature reviews as part of its justification for building
codes demanding all-electric housing, yet it doesn’t furnish a balanced list
of those sources. From what I can discern from the state’s and its
consultants’ references, the following timeline emerges:

42

California's proposed timeline to eliminate fossil fuel options.
Graphic courtesy R.K. Koslowsky, based on published reports [3]

Back to the Appliances of Today
The upgrade of gas-based space (furnaces) and water heating to
mandated heat pump-based electrical appliances triggers the need for an
electric service upgrade in all California homes built before 2016.
Consultants low-ball this upgrade number: “Such an upgrade can cost
more than $4,000, so if it is required it would have a substantial impact on
the cost-effectiveness of switching to heat pumps.” The California Energy
Commission low-balls this number even more, presenting that electric
upgrade costs amount to a $600 hit, which is not only incorrect, but also
applies to new home builds that require rooftop Solar PV. On March 17,
2020, a KTVU news report said, “On average it can cost $7,800 to update
the electrical wiring in a house.”
Electric upgrades would cost much more for homes built prior to 2000. The
consultant adds, “Upgrade to heat pumps for water or space heating that
triggers the need for an electric service upgrade would also create a
substantial additional barrier in an urgent replacement situation when an
existing [gas] appliance breaks [and the state does not allow the customer
to replace his natural gas appliance any longer].” Very few people can
afford tens of thousands of dollars to replace a failed gas furnace or a
failed gas water heater with all-electric alternatives. But, these unlucky
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property owners will have no choice – a natural gas replacement will no
longer be permitted in the years to come.
For the cost of an electric vehicle charger in the garage [4], consultants
argue how wonderful such a forced electrical upgrade would be: “It is also
important to consider that while heat electrification may be the trigger for
a panel upgrade, the upgrade also supports the future installation of an
electric vehicle charger, and therefore cannot be entirely attributed to
heating electrification.”

Cartoon courtesy solarquotes.com

All of these upgrades, one after another, add up quickly, and before you
know it, new homeowners require almost $30,000 to buy a new all-electric
home under state mandate, which rises to $50,000 for backup energy
storage for 1-day during a PSPS. Existing homeowners will soon be forced
to upgrade their homes to all-electric to the tune of at least $100,000. Just
ask any builder.
“Customer economic analysis presents no clear-cut favorite when
comparing homes with gas heat and appliances with those with electric
systems.”
– Synapse Energy Economics, Inc., Decarbonization of Heating Energy
Use in California Buildings, p.36
“The all-electric reach code is NOT economical and therefore should be
declared invalid and amended.”
– Author’s conclusion
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[1] Advantages for Gas Dryers over all-electric heat-pump dryers was
submitted January 6, 2020, for Gas Water Heaters over all-electric heat-pump
water heaters was submitted January 13, 2020, for Gas Furnaces for space
heating over all-electric heat-pumps was submitted January 26, 2020, and for
Gas Cooktops over induction cooktops was submitted February 3, 2020.
[2] 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.
[3] California will soon ban gasoline-fueled automobiles and trucks, including
hybrids. It’s expected the Golden State will follow Britain, a country that
announced plans to “ban the sale of new gasoline and diesel fueled cars by
2035 – five years earlier than it previous target – in a bid to speed up efforts to
tackle climate change.” The February 2020 announcement states, “The
government has pledged to reduce its net greenhouse-gas emissions to zero by
2050. But its advisory Committee on Climate Change warned domestic action to
stash carbon dioxide and other gases that contribute to global warming is
lagging far behind what is needed . . . The U.K. says it will ban fossil-fuel cars
and vans earlier than 2035 if a faster transition is feasible.’” In a clarifying
pronouncement, “The ban will also include hybrid vehicles.”
[4] According to the DOE, for homes without adequate electrical service,
installation can be substantial if an electrical service upgrade is
required. Available electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) chargers provide
charging through a 240 V AC plug, which adds about 10 to 60 miles of range to
an EV per hour of charging time. Use of an EVSE requires the availability of
special charging equipment, as well as having a dedicated electrical circuit of 20
to 100 amps.
Source: https://www.energy.gov/eere/electricvehicles/charging-home

Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Cloverdale Leaders,
During the past month, I revisited how uneconomical the cost of space
heating becomes with the use of electric heat pumps instead of gas
furnaces; how the same conundrum arises with all-electric water heaters
versus gas water heaters; and I furnished updated information about the
superiority of gas dryers and gas cooktops. Finally, fundamental flaws in
the reasoning of consultants and state policymakers alike were presented
over the forced adoption of all-electric construction.
According to The Press Democrat, April 9, 2020, natural gas supplies
effectively supported Sonoma County residents’ energy needs during the
cool, cloudy weather, while complying with the shelter in place order. “In
addition to a spike in home electricity use,” Edward Randolph, CPUC
Deputy Executive Director said, “residential demand for natural gas surged
55% for all of California during the two weeks following the statewide
shelter-in-place order.”
This week I look at how the mandate to force all-electric housing, from an
economic and performance perspective, is a bad idea that keeps getting
worse.
Please talk with the unelected CEC members and elected state leaders to
reverse the current flawed policy of making the cost of all California
housing higher through the 2019 building code, which became effective
January 1, 2020.
It would also be appropriate for state government to explain their rationale
for sustaining flawed regulations within the 2019 building code.
    …Rob, sheltering in place in Cloverdale, practice social distancing, stay
safe, be kind
----------------------------A Bad Idea Keeps Getting Worse
“As for touting electric conversion as the rosy solution for energyguzzling buildings, my Latin teacher had an appropriately memorable
saying: ‘The road to hell is paved with good intentions.’”
– Richard Schmidt, San Luis Obispo architect, October 2019
“Near-term policies are needed to encourage higher rates of building
electrification, when benefits can be created for customers and for

society.”
– Recommendations, Residential Building Electrification in California, Energy +
Environmental Economics, April 2019

Sound bytes from state officials and their various departments do not
reveal the depth of the ill-thought and rushed “all-electric” new home
building policy.
Even consultants in their reports hedge their bets that banning natural gas
may not be the best way proceed in the exuberance to extract tens of
thousands of dollars in penalties for first-time homebuyers and existing
homeowners across the Golden State.
One such hedge: “. . . others may face higher costs until further price
declines or performance improvements in electric systems, incentives,
additional energy efficiency measures to reduce heating and cooling
energy needs, availability of load management programs, or rate designs
that better reflect the load shape of electrically heated buildings make
electric solutions more cost-effective.”
Now that’s an incredibly long, “running-on and on” sentence. It took me
days of research to understand all of the embedded disclaimers and then
break them down:
1. “Until further price declines” refers to the higher costs folks would have
to pay, both upfront and ongoing, for the various all-electric heat pump
systems (heating, hot water, and clothes dryers), induction cooktops, and
even the Solar PV systems. And achieving anticipated price declines would
likely require another decade of cost reductions to take place and market
acceptance to grow through aggressive marketing and education. The
state’s solution: Forget all that and simply outlaw all gas appliances and
force people to buy all-electric now.
2. “Performance improvements” refers to both the quality and the time
interval required for an all-electric appliance to simply achieve the same
result as a natural gas appliance [1].
a. Heating: When it comes to space heating, a gas furnace
offers faster heating, is cheaper to operate, does not need
special heating options to operate at low temperatures, is most
suitable for North Bay (cold winter) climates, delivers better
heat for comfort (“it’s toasty”), makes no condenser location
restrictions, and, unlike “electric” heat, air handling units are
not required in the space (i.e., not an eyesore). [1, 2, 3]
b. Hot water: When it comes to providing hot water in a home
a natural gas- or propane-fueled water heater heats water
faster, maintains hot water during an extended electric power
outage (storage tank models with pilot light), has lower initial

first costs for the base unit, is less costly to install, is cheaper
to operate, affords greater reliability (its useful life is typically
7 years longer), does not require a lot of space, nor clearance
on all sides, and requires no stringent temperature ranges to
operate. Like its gas furnace counterpart, gas water heaters
are the most suitable solution for North Bay (“cold” winter)
climates. [1, 3]
c. Cooktop cooking: Natural gas cooktops are overwhelmingly
preferred over induction cooktops because gas cooktops are
readily available, cost much less, do not require one to
purchase new pots or pans, operate during a power outage for
cooking and boiling water, generate no electric-magnetic
fields, which some believe to be a health hazard, feature lower
heat emission and better temperature control, cause no indoor
air quality issues if the range hood is properly installed, and
spare parts are available to extend its life, not to mention
greater reliability. [1]
d. Drying clothes: Gas dryers are superior performers offering
quicker heating, they run hotter, use simpler 120-volt outlets,
afford shorter tumbling periods (by at least half over electric),
reduce wear and tear on clothing, deliver lower cost for each
drying cycle, generate less static cling, cause less wrinkling of
clothes, and offer protection against snagging. [1]
3. Offering “incentives” and/or rebates is often used to reduce the higher
cost of an item that would not normally be purchased in the first place.
This strategy helped with the introduction of hybrid gas-electric vehicles as
well as the voluntary adoption of rooftop solar systems . . . until it didn’t
[3].

The Solar PV rebate helped homeowners for a decade offset the high
upfront costs. This program was voluntary and not part of a forced
building code mandate.

Generally speaking, policymakers should reconsider the use of any
incentives that corrupt the market to make renewable energy economical.
State leaders and government shouldn’t be in the business of picking
winners and losers, especially when homeowners are forced to pay for the
battle royale. California should eliminate all state and local government
subsidies for renewable energy production.
4. “Additional energy efficiency measures . . .” is a catchall phrase that
lacks definition. I have yet to figure out what this means . . . working on
it.
5. “Availability of load management programs usually” refers to
compelling homeowners to use electricity during the night instead of
during the day, especially avoiding the late afternoons, which is when

most property owners return home from work. Such abstinence requires
personal habits to change by modifying one’s behavior to take advantage
of lower electric rates at night by running the dishwasher, washing
machine, and clothes dryer during the witching hour. It also requires
individuals to forgo air-conditioning until after the sun sets to reduce the
load demanded of the electric grid. As the Rocky Mountain Institute [4]
reports, “Customers’ ability to capture this value with intelligent devices
can reduce the lifetime costs of electrification but depends on new rate
designs and utility programs.” Since Solar PV is the forced solution through
all-electric reach codes, the baseline requirement will not power an entire
house nor will it provide backup power during loss of power, whether
through a forced outage (PSPS) or accidental one (e.g. transformer
failure).
6. “New rate designs” refers to yet undefined electric rate tinkering to
favor all-electric homeowners, which will drive an increased electric
consumption and never allow them to take advantage of natural gas. Note
that using more electricity in 2020, with the just increased and planned
increased PG&E electric rates, will further increase their overall monthly
electric bills [5]. Homeowners that have not spent at least $100,000 to
retrofit their homes in the next few years, should expect to see rate
increases for both electric and gas components of their monthly energy
bill. After all, they are the latest targets of environmental extremists’ ire.
Without all of these listed items even in the planning stage, the goal stated
by zealots for zero carbon will not “make electric solutions more costeffective.” One simply cannot wish it so. On top of that, green consultants
push for haste, arguing that higher penetration rates must be foisted on
homeowners to create yet to be identified societal benefits. In April 2019,
E3 writes, “Near-term policies are needed to encourage higher rates of
building electrification, when benefits can be created for customers and for
society.” As I’ve asked, “What quantifiable benefits and when?”
Jack Brouwer, of UC Irvine, an energy expert who has been engineering
solutions to his region’s dirty air for more than two decades, stands back
from the green frenzy, “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].”
Regardless, the green consultants continue to make non-economic
recommendations, in spite of their own findings. One such summary
specifically says to target homeowners. They write [6]:
·       Target homes based on likelihood of success, cost effectiveness, and
carbon.
·       [Target homes] looking to add central AC.
·       Target, in the short term, residential new construction as all-electric
homes.

This must be correct, right? The state’s hired consultants say so.
“The all-electric reach code is NOT economical and therefore should be
declared invalid and amended.”
– Author’s conclusion
“Green activists have the power to impose their preferences now that
environmentalism is essentially the state religion in progressive
strongholds. They can lord it over the modern merchant class and
corporations desperately trying to curry social favor.”
– John Tierney, February 18, 2020, City Journal contributing editor
[1] Advantages for Gas Dryers over all-electric heat-pump dryers was
submitted January 6, 2020, for Gas Water Heaters over all-electric heat-pump
water heaters was submitted January 13, 2020, for Gas Furnaces for space
heating over all-electric heat-pumps was submitted January 26, 2020, and for
Gas Cooktops over induction cooktops was submitted February 3, 2020.
[2] For an electric heat-pump (e.g. ASHP) to be effective its supposedly
improved performance and cost effectiveness requires “tighter homes,”
according to a 2018 study by NEEP. That means a California home built prior to
2016 will require further insulation upgrades (to name one efficiency
improvement) or else a larger-size and more costly heat-pump may be
required. Such practical scenarios undermine the study results.
[3] “Twenty-eight states charge from $50 to more than $200 a year for plug-in
electric cars, and 14 states have annual fees for plug-in hybrids that also use
gasoline, according to the nonpartisan National Conference of State
Legislatures. The fees are meant to make up for the fact that electric-vehicle
owners don’t buy gas and thus don’t pay gas taxes that states rely on for road
work. The fees are generally in addition to standard vehicle registration fees.”
– Electric Vehicles Dinged by State Fees, Scott Calvert, The Wall Street Journal,
March 30, 2020, p.A3.
[4] RMI, Economics of Electrifying Buildings, 2018, p.9.
[5] Residential electric rates have already increased by 2.7% as of January 1,
2020 and will increase another 8.8% on August 1, 2020. This translates into
another $132 increase in a homeowner’s electric bill on top of the $40 annual
heist recently started. In total, that’s a $172 increase, going forward, for all
typical PG&E residential customers. Meanwhile natural gas rates decreased on
January 1, 2020, with no gas rate increases planned.
[6] The 2018 NEEP study, The Smart Energy Home, highlights the high cost for
new heat pump installations, since economies of scale have not yet been
reached. The authors conclude that all-electric heat pumps are “not cost
competitive with natural gas for space and water heating.” And they may not be
for another 10 to 20 years.
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