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

Tuesday, June 16, 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 using Zoom: https://bit.ly/3dY0LVg

Subcommittee Members:
Chair Gus Wolter, Mayor
Vice Chair Mary Ann Brigham, Councilmember

Assistant City Manager/CDD Kevin Thompson
City Manager David Kelley

1. Call to Order:
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: April 21, 2020
5. Current Items for Discussion
a) Temporary Sign Permits
b) Cloverdale Sculpture Trail Installation
c) Update on Weed Abatement at Tire Storage at the Corner of Sandholm Lane near Payless Storage
d) Review climate change and sustainability projects/technologies
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e)
f)
g)
h)
i)

Update on Six Acres Water Company/South Cloverdale Water Company
Update on Sonoma County Transit Route 68
Dog Park Location
Update Community Development Planning Log
Follow up information on Reach Codes

6. Information Only Memos
7. Future Agenda Items (subject to change)
8. Pending Items
9. Good of the Order
10. Adjournment: Adjourn to next scheduled meeting August 18, 2020 at 4:00 p.m.
**IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING THIS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING**
PLEASE NOTE
This Meeting will be conducted pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s Executive Order N29-20, which suspended certain requirements of the Brown Act.
In order to minimize the spread of the COVID 19 virus, please do the following:
•

Attendees may join the meeting through the use of Zoom at: https://bit.ly/3dY0LVg
Webinar ID: 812 8378 6452 / Password: 402873

•

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

•

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

•

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

CERTIFICATION – Pursuant to Government Code § 54954.2, the agenda for this meeting was properly posted on or before :00 p.m., June 11, 2020.
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Item No. 2

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Gus Wolter
David Kelley; Kevin Thompson
Irene Camacho-Werby; Melanie Bagby
Fwd: Model Mischief
Friday, April 24, 2020 7:24:31 AM

FYI
Thanks Gus

Begin forwarded message:
From: ROB KOSLOWSKY <rob.koslowsky@sbcglobal.net>
Date: April 24, 2020 at 6:12:28 AM PDT
To: James Gore <District4@sonoma-county.org>, Susan Gorin
<gorins@sonic.net>
Cc: ROBERT KOSLOWSKY <rob.koslowsky@sbcglobal.net>, Gus Wolter
<gwolter@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>
Subject: Model Mischief
Reply-To: ROB KOSLOWSKY <rob.koslowsky@sbcglobal.net>


Model Over-Dependence
“It’s a good idea for the power of governments to be
restrained, even in an emergency. Otherwise they tend to
overreach, and then when the storm is over, there’s no clear
way to put things back the way they were.”
– Susan Shelley, columnist, SoCal News Group, April 17, 2020

Susan, James,
Why do our lives depend on models?
Models for insurance claims. Models for climate change. Models
for infection spread.
We’ve seen over the past two years that all of these models are
fraught with errors. Insurance-based models related to paying
out against homeowner claims either experience erred inputs or
employ faulty algorithms. Climate change models provide a
range of scenarios where the worst-case scenario is often
incorrectly chosen to create bad public policy (e.g. all-electric
reach codes). And now, epidemiologic models related to disease
spread are so bad at their predictive ability that hospitals are
laying off staff even while empty beds and unused ICU wings
stand waiting for the millions of Covid-19 death cases that have
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not materialized.
And as I’ve written before, “Why do our lives depend on
models?” It seems that public officials lend too much credence to
models where the algorithms they are based upon are not
transparent and the inputs are left to the choosing of those
seeking a desired outcome. I would argue that such outcomes
are attributed to the insurance company that seeks to minimize
payouts; to the climate change activist seeking to compel a
green agenda; and to the state-level politicians seizing
opportunities to exploit a pandemic to change society in the
manner of his or her choosing.
Public Health Modeling
Max Colchester writes, “Some leading modelers say their
discipline is being asked to provide a level of certainty that it is
unrealistic to expect, especially given how little is known about
the new coronavirus. And they fear that they could become
scapegoats for politically unpopular policies.”
Besides, modeling is an inexact science. It is a tool that can
guide, but should not define public policy, especially a
government’s tactical reactions. “Any model that gets within
50% of the actual result has done well,” says Keith Neal, a
professor in the epidemiology of infectious diseases at the
University of Nottingham. “It is not an exact science.”
Public health officials and both county and state governments
have been over-relying on modelers for guidance on what to do.
And the modelers are worried, especially as public scrutiny rises.
“It is a hard time to be an infectious-disease modeler as a lot of
criticism could be leveled,” says Mike Tildesley, at the University
of Warwick’s School of Life Sciences. “I fear there could be a
backlash once the pandemic is over.”
Neil Ferguson, whose modeling work for the Imperial College has
come under scrutiny, is known in the U.K. as “Professor
Lockdown.” And in Sonoma County, Dr. Mase’s reliance on such
models and her inability to be transparent over their use has
earned her model the moniker Mase’s Model of Metric Misery.
Field data doesn’t seem to inform her actions. To wit, another
week has gone by and there are still less than 5,000 Covid-19
diagnostic tests completed.
Colchester reports, “In the U.S., the disease-modeling system ‘is
poorly structured,’ [according to] a recent Johns Hopkins Center
for Health report . . . A project is under way in the U.K. to tap
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modelers from other fields, such as finance, amid worries about
groupthink among epidemiologists.”
And groupthink is not new. The use of climate change models
and insurance company Xactamate models have become
groupthink endeavors and require fresh looks too.
Let’s take a fresh look without relying on incorrect
epidemiological models. Let’s get back to work. Let’s loosen the
lockdown so residents can go outside and get some fresh air and
sunshine.
“Bill Bryan said that the virus is dying the quickest under
direct sunlight. He suggested that people should do outside
activities because the sunlight impedes the virus
transmission.”
– White House Task Force daily briefing, an extract, April 23,
2020
“Mase said she’d like to see testing done for 80% to 100% of
people who have symptoms showing they may be sick from
the coronavirus.”
“If we’re doing that, our modeling shows even if we were to
start peeling off, the resurgence after we lift shelter in place
would be a lot less,” Mase said.
– The Press Democrat, April 22, 2020
-----------------------

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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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Mary Ann Brigham; Jason Turner; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene Camacho-Werby
Solving the State’s Housing Crisis, One Homeowner at a Time?
Sunday, April 26, 2020 6:34:46 AM

Cloverdale Leaders,
Over the last two weeks, I examined fundamental flaws in the reasoning of consultants and state policymakers
alike over the forced adoption of all-electric construction and looked at the mandate to force all-electric housing.
From an economic and performance perspective, it's a bad idea that keeps getting worse.
This week I report on how current and upcoming state government intervention is taking over a person’s property
and with it, their property rights. The term "mission creep" comes to mind.
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
----------------------------Convert Your Garage, Give Up Your Backyard, Solve the State’s Housing Crisis
“Proponents of ADUs blame the dominance of single-family zoning for California’s housing shortage . . . Ben
Metcalf, former director of the state’s Department of Housing and Community Development, goes so far as to
offer, ‘Your civic duty as a Californian is: You’ve gotta convert your garage.’”
– Turn your garage into a home, Rose M. Zoia, NBBJ, March 30, 2020

I discovered 35 pages of text describing the State of California’s Assembly Bill No. 68. It is very tough reading for
homeowners since such documents are riddled with repetitive legalese [1]. Fortunately, attorney Rose Zoia
translated the essence of this decree in her March 30, 2020 guest commentary, “Turn your garage into a home,”
published in the North Bay Business Journal.
Finger Wagging
Government officials are wagging fingers at homeowners again. At least it’s with the pointer finger this time. After
an October 2019 change in the law, homeowners were given the middle finger in January 2020 when the natural
gas appliance option was removed from new home construction. Now it’s all about Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)
additions and increasing finger wagging from both state and county officials.
During October 2019, Governor Gavin Newsom wagged his finger at towns like Windsor, California for building only
one home during 2019, “. . . we need to call local government out for not building enough housing.”
Then Ben Metcalf, former director of the state’s Department of Housing and Community Development, wagged his
finger at homeowners, going so far as to say, "Your civic duty as a Californian is: You’ve gotta convert your
garage."
Metcalf now works at UC Berkeley, arguing for land use reform [2,3]. He and his colleagues at Berkeley’s Terner
Center have made it their academic mission to target single-family detached housing, especially those homes built
on lots larger than 6,000 square feet, and increase population density thereon.
Newsom, Metcalf, and both progressives and academics, want to change the reality that two-thirds of California
residences are single-family homes. This group rails against the fact that almost three-quarters of the State’s
developable land is zoned only for single-family housing. ADU advocates and garage conversion promoters have
begun to blame homebuyers for buying property in zoned residential areas and creating California’s housing
shortage. This seems like another one of many false narratives emanating from Sacramento and Berkeley.
Compelling property owners to give up their garages for rental units and sacrificing their backyards for mini-homes,
this group claims, will solve the housing crisis and avoid urban sprawl. State intervention appears to favor dense
housing, the very thing that would eliminate social distancing during flu outbreaks and pandemics and ban places
of sanctuary for mental health breaks and relaxation.
Homeowners Being Targeted and Shamed
For existing residences, on larger lots, homeowners and landlords are being fingered to give up their garages for
rental space and forgo their backyards in favor of ADUs. Many homeowners will be shamed into giving up their
sanctuaries, often used for gardening, bird watching, barbequing and more. And Homeowners’ Associations (HOAs)
will no longer be able to protect their neighborhoods with CC&Rs. ADUs built on lots zoned for single family
dwellings will no longer be prohibited with the State’s passage of AB 68.
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Graphic courtesy R.K. Koslowsky

As I watch all of these mandates and restrictions bubble up since our family survived the 2017 Tubbs firestorm, it
feels like George Orwell’s work of political prophecy, 1984, is coming to pass [4]. Big government and even bigger
regulations are defining what we do and how we do it.
Silly me. I thought it was my civic duty to vote, not to be forced to give up my rooftop to the state for solar panels,
not to be compelled to convert my garage into rental space, and not to give up my backyard sanctuary to meet the
state’s housing goals.
Mr. Robert Bryce, an energy analyst, “sees [access to electricity] as a moral imperative and has no patience
for those who make pie-in-the-sky promises of green-only power. ‘Renewables aren’t going to be enough,’ he
writes. ‘Not by a long shot.’ While green energy is falling capital cost and rising in importance, to say that only
nonfossil, nonnuclear power should be permitted is tantamount to condemning much of the world to perpetual
immiseration.”
– Greg Easterbrook, The Energy to Survive, a book review, WSJ, April 6, 2020
[1] Defined as chapter 655, this October 9, 2019 law was approved by the Governor to amend Sections 65852.2 and
65852.22 of the Government Code, relating to land use and accessory dwelling units
[2]http://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/uploads/Getting_It_Right_Lessons_in_Effective_Land_Use_Reform_December_2019.pdf
[3] http://californialanduse.org/working-papers.html
[4] “There are some parts of the novel, [1984,] whose relevance seems never to fade, though. One is the portrayal of the
surveillance state—Big Brother (borrowed from Koestler’s No. 1) and the telescreen, an astonishingly prescient conception
that Orwell dreamed up when he had probably never seen a television. Another is Newspeak, a favorite topic of Orwell’s:
the abuse of language for political purposes.”
https://www.newyorker.com/news/daily-comment/1984-at-seventy-why-we-still-read-orwells-book-of-prophecy

-------------------------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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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
The Single Family Residence In California Losing Energy Independence
Sunday, May 03, 2020 6:40:58 AM
Homeowners Targeted Again_Giving up Personal Space and Energy Diversity.jpg

Cloverdale Leaders,
Last week I reported on how current and upcoming state government
intervention is taking over a person’s property and with it, their property
rights.
This week I cite work conducted by the Regulatory Assistance Project
(RAP). Their guidelines show that the CEC’s all-electric building code
mandate is wrong and violates “do no harm” homeowners.
It’s about time state government explained its rationale for sustaining
flawed regulations within the 2019 building code.
    …Rob, sheltering in place in Cloverdale, practice social distancing, stay
safe, be kind
=========================
The Single Family Residence In California
“One way to help voters understand there is no free lunch is to use
dynamic modeling or revenue analysis to estimate the potential
economic effects of tax decisions. Such analysis looks to behavioral
implications and is complicated, complex and sometimes prone to
error, as is any form of analysis. Unfortunately, this tool isn’t generally
liked by political folks, especially when one party controls the
legislature and thus the process for evaluating tax and other economic
policy proposals.”
– Joseph P. Petito, Bethesda, Md., February 10, 2020
“I think it has been a gift to Shirlee Zane . . . Obviously she would
rather be talking about tar sand oil in Canada than the issues in
Sonoma County.”
– Former Santa Rosa Mayor, Chris Coursey, February 25, 2020

“For electrification to be considered beneficial,” according to the
Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP), “it must meet one or more of the
following conditions without adversely affecting the other two:
- Saves consumers money over the long run;
- Enables better grid management; and
- Reduces negative environmental impacts.” [1]
Homeowners like saving money, but most prefer their money upfront,
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versus some nebulous saving of “money over the long run.” Even so,
many people are more amenable to savings in the long run if they
understand those projected savings and the rationale behind it.
Savings Uncertain for All-Electric Homes
One study presented by the state lacks definition for the models used and
understates or excludes many of the initial costs. Setting these issues
aside, the study describes its own uncertainty in the proposed theoretical
savings over 20 years, a time frame that allows analysts to exclude
replacing the solar panels and inverters (twice) at the end of their 20-year
and 10-year lifetimes, respectively.
The model-based study claims you might save $1 dollar per day by buying
a new all-electric home, or, in hedging its bets, it could cost $1.33 more
per day. My research reveals it’s likely that it will cost you a lot more than
you bargained for.
In the study’s maybe or maybe not wording: “Customer lifecycle cost
differences between gas and low-emission homes over 20 years, taking
into account both upfront capital and operating cost differences, range
between a net cost of $9,700 and net benefit of $7,300. This model-based
analysis and the parallel results presented . . . assume a 5 percent real
discount rate and a constant inflation-adjusted operating cost difference
between decarbonized [all-electric] and gas-heated homes.”
As British statistician, George E. P. Box (1919-2013), once said,
“Essentially, all models are wrong, but some are useful.”
And as Dr. Anthony Fauci, National Institute of Allergy and Infectious
Diseases, said on March 24, 2020, “Models are only as good as the
assumptions you put into them.” We have since learned that the Covid-19
models were wildly off in predicting the required ICU beds and death
counts across the U.S.
Regardless, RAP condition one is violated: “All-electric” mandates do not
save consumers money over the long run.
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Inline image

Government overreach is targeting homeowners to solve the state’s
housing crisis and its misguided greenhouse gas reduction guidelines
while sacrificing property rights and energy diversity. Graphic courtesy
R.K. Koslowsky.

The Rationale is Confused
The report authors tell us, “The increased solar PV to optimize savings
results in additional capital cost, but with optimized solar PV, all of the
decarbonized homes save more than $200 per year on their energy bills.”
My investigations reveal that the newly enforced 2019 Building Code offers
no such savings at all. In fact, it sets homeowners back tens of thousands
of dollars in upfront costs with no payback possible. If the more costly
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“optimized solar PV” system is installed in “decarbonized homes” (allelectric homes), the upfront costs are even higher, which denies any hope
of eventual cost recovery, even after a 30- or 40-year mortgage. By this
point in time, a homeowner would have already gone through four
different sets of inverters and made two sets of solar panel changeouts.
The authors acknowledge that they did not account for these required
‘maintain, then replace’ cost elements of Solar PV in an all-electric house,
“We do not include any difference in maintenance or removal costs.”
This begs the question, “Why not spare the homeowner from becoming a
mini-utility operator in the first place?” Instead, insist the established
utility operators (Sonoma Clean Power in Sonoma County and/or PG&E
across the North Bay) provide more renewable energy through wind farms,
further geothermal production (in the Geysers of Sonoma County), and
larger fields of solar panels. Most homeowners would prefer to pay for
energy services, not become renewable energy producers [2].
RAP condition one is violated again: “All-electric” mandates do not save
consumers money over the long run.
On a Wing and a Prayer
Ever hopeful, the authors resort to some generalities and wishful thinking,
“[In] general across climate zones, savings are greater in more efficient
homes using advanced rates and optimized solar PV. As Table 6 shows,
upfront capital costs also have a substantial effect on lifecycle costs: Net
benefits are greatest if a home benefits from the simultaneous cooling
system replacement that comes with heat pump installation (“full value for
AC”) and does not require an electrical panel upgrade.”
For any of the economics to make sense for homeowners (remember: the
study’s use of an undefined model and erroneous inputs), the authors
require “all-electric” to be applied to homes built new, using the 2019
California Building Code, where construction is more energy efficient,
advance rates are used, but are yet to be defined (then approved by the
PUC), and an “optimized solar PV” system, much larger than the one
specified in the code, is paid for by the homeowner.
Even after all of this is done, there is no back-up power provided in the
event of a forced power outage (PSPS) or a failure in the electric grid
(lines knocked down, transformer failure, etc.). Battery back-up power
housed in a homeowner’s garage is another five-figure upfront expense, a
cost not factored into the model-based study.
For existing homeowners, forced to upgrade to all-electric, savings will be
non-existent and costs even more exorbitant. Potential for electrical panel
upgrades for the needed 200-amp capacity are excluded from the analysis
[3] as are the real costs of heat pump installation in support of heating
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and cooling and the higher costs associated with the return of a tanked
heat pump water-heater.
“The CEC and cities adopting all-electric reach codes inverted the story to
the detriment of California residents,” writes one industry observer.
However, the California Energy Commission (CEC) is proud over their
claim of providing homeowners with a theoretical 55 cents per day savings
on their energy bills. Homeowners are told, and I restate, “The increased
solar PV to optimize savings results in additional capital cost, but with
optimized solar PV, all of the decarbonized homes save more than $200
per year on their energy bills.”
In reality, there are no savings, just higher costs for homeowners, both
higher operating costs and exorbitant upgrade costs. If there are better
numbers and a good rationale, I’d like to see them. To date, no such
analysis has been forthcoming.
The crickets are chirping . . .
Another Tack Frustrates Homeowners
Associated with the all-electric building code of 2019 is the associated
push to ban natural gas. Study authors tell us, “The cost of optimizing
solar PV to minimize electric bills in the electric home is, on average,
compensated by savings in gas piping. Homes that choose only the
minimal required solar PV are less expensive up front, but see less
operating benefit from all-electric construction.”
They argue that to offset higher upfront costs of all-electric, a de-featured,
single-energy source structure is required. Natural gas will be taken away,
in spite of its cost-effectiveness, superior functionality, and reliability, as
I’ve enumerated previously [4, 5]. Proponents promote an under-sized
Solar PV for every home, in order to make their erroneous model-based
study appear to deliver savings.
Again, why build a minimal system that doesn’t completely power a house
or provide PSPS backup?
All-Electric Appliances are Not Ready for Prime Time
After forcing new home construction, years ago, to abandon gas water
heaters with tanks, in favor of tankless gas water heaters, the state has
reversed course. Apparently, it was “just kidding.” The latest building code
reinstates tanks for water heaters as long as these appliances meet the
2019 all-electric mandate. New water heaters MUST feature even larger
storage tanks. The rationale is to store hot water and heat the replenishing
of hot water slowly, in order to save energy. To do this, stored solar
energy will activate the heat pump-based water heater to heat the water
while you sleep at night.
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This slow water reheat cycle requires an expensive battery backup system
stored on-site and integrated with both a newly installed solar PV system
as well as two-way power sharing with the utility power grid.
Utility operators continue to invest in modernization of their electrical
distribution network to enable two-way communication and two-way flows
of energy. Although progress is good, we’re not quite there yet. A major
requirement is to pursue a smart rate design, vetted by the utilities and
approved by the PUC [6]. Fast tracking an end-user building code for 2020
implementation without having either the utility operators or PUC on board
offering rate options and incentives is a disservice to homeowners.
RAP condition two is violated: Enables better grid management.
Not only is electric grid management not ready to go, the rollout of the allelectric building code is misinformed. It’s time to withdraw or amend the
California 2019 Building Code.
“Rooftop solar is a critical energy asset that is experiencing
tremendous growth globally.”
– Chris Burgess, RMI’s project director
[RKK: So why is a California government mandate needed to override
market forces?]
“Faulty models skewed the Covid-19 data, as the doomsday scenario is
not occurring.” One industry observer wrote, on March 26, 2020, “The
so-called experts are failing us.”
“It’s a good idea for the power of governments to be restrained, even
in an emergency. Otherwise they tend to overreach, and then when the
storm is over, there’s no clear way to put things back the way they
were.”
– Susan Shelley, columnist, SoCal News Group, April 17, 2020
[1] https://www.raponline.org/knowledge-center/beneficial-electrification-ensuringelectrification-public-interest/

[2] The Sacramento Municipal Utility District, which provides electricity to 1.5
million people, has proposed a plan where builders could satisfy the [all-electric
reach code] law if they sign a 20-year contract with SMUD to provide solar
energy to new homes from one of several large solar farms miles away,
including a 160-megawatt solar farm that SMUD is building now on the site of
the former Rancho Seco nuclear plant near Sacramento.”
https://www.mercurynews.com/2019/12/15/solar-power-required-for-all-newcalifornia-homes-starting-jan-1/
[3] No analysis from the CEC or its consultants has been provided on the
impact on existing subdivisions as those property owners are forced to become
all-electric in the years to come. Load calculations will have to be redone
sooner, rather than later, as city’s such as Windsor or Santa Rosa begin to
enforce natural gas bans. Upsizing of the electrical infrastructure that replaces
BTUs will have to be completed very soon. Furthermore, the costs for larger
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gauge wire running throughout an established subdivision and the installation of
higher capacity transformers to accommodate an all-electric subdivision (or
even an all-electric apartment complex) must be identified and more
importantly, “How are they going to be paid for?” It’s likely that homeowners of
existing subdivisions will be forced to pay for digging up their streets and
replacing old electrical wiring with higher gauge electrical wiring. I did not
include any of these costs in my study of the incremental $100,000 costs for
California homeowners to convert their existing homes to all-electric. Modelers
for the state’s new building codes have not included these costs either. Maybe
it’s time they should. How many inputs have the modelers failed to include?
[4] 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.
[5] 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. That 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.
[6] https://www.raponline.org/blog/timing-is-everything-how-smart-ratedesign-helps-make-electrification-beneficial/

--------------------------------------

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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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Mary Ann Brigham; Jason Turner; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
Camacho-Werby
Electric Rate Increases Drive Up All-Electric Home Costs
Sunday, May 10, 2020 6:28:34 AM

Cloverdale Leaders,
Last week I cited work conducted by the Regulatory Assistance Project
(RAP). Their guidelines show that the CEC’s all-electric building code
mandate is wrong and violates the “do no harm” to homeowners
requirement.
This week, I look at the 2020 rate increase and further planned increases
of PG&E’s electricity rates, which make operating homes with all-electric
appliances even more costly.
It’s about time state government explained its rationale for sustaining
flawed regulations within the 2019 building code.
    …Rob, sheltering in place in Cloverdale, practice social distancing, stay
safe, be kind
=========================
More PG&E Electric Rate Increases Drive Up All-Electric Home
Costs
“The cost of [liability] insurance has increased dramatically due to high
wildfire liabilities in California.”
– PG&E A.20092-004 Application for Rate Increase mailer
“When a branch comes across both lines, it closes that circuit, so you
have 12,000 volts that’s basically escaping, coming out of the system,
and it causes, essentially, a lightning flash.”
– Steve Campora, an attorney, who represents Tubbs Fire victims,
September 2019

Normally, I simply discard the mailers inside my PG&E gas and electric bill.
But one month’s hefty package gave me pause. My March 2019 statement
included notices for three electric rate increases, all of which demand more
money for work already reported completed or for turning off my power
whenever a potential litigious weather event occurs. I’ve never liked
paying more for less, and most people don’t.
Another $132 Electric Bill Increase on Top of the $40 Annual Heist Just
Charged
The three rate increases, which are all effective August 1, 2020, total a
whopping 8.8 percent, raising the typical electric bill by almost $11
monthly or $132 each year. These three rate increases are on top of the
January 1, 2020 rate increase of 2.7 percent, which already added almost
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$40 annually to my electric bill.
PG&E Demands            Electric Rate             Rationale
                                     Increase (%)                                   

New Increase 1                          4.6                      Wildfire mitigation and
catastrophic events
New Increase 2                          1.4                      Reduce the impact of PSPS
and expand microgrids
New Increase 3                          2.8                      Wildfire expense
memorandum account [Recoup]
                  TOTAL                 

8.8

Increase 1: Wildfire Mitigation
PG&E’s “wildfire mitigation” application seeks to recoup costs from the
devastating wildfire period, 2017 – 2019, for the performance of work that
was reported completed or ongoing prior to the North Bay wildfires of
2017. Highlighting three years of disastrous fires, the majority of which
were caused by PG&E, the utility is asking for ratepayers to cover past
costs related to vegetation management.
The other listed items in this application have always been part of PG&E’s
reason for being. They include delivery of reliable and quality electric
service, i.e., making the electric system more resilient; responding with
crews to deal with the aftermath of wildfires and storms; safely restoring
electricity by repairing, replacing, or restoring damaged utility equipment;
and complying with governmental agency orders. PG&E wants to be paid
$1.67 billion to recoup its costs for dispatching tree cutters and
bushwhackers to remove vegetation from underneath its power
equipment. Customers were led to believe this work had been ongoing for
decades.
Increase 2: Reduce the PSPS Impacts in Two Ways
PG&E’s “Public Safety Power Shutoff” application seeks to reduce the
impact of PSPS events along two fronts. The first is to equip certain PG&E
electric substations with fossil fuel generators, replacing incoming power
lost during a PSPS, to keep the majority of its customers receiving
electricity, at least for those surrounding the upgraded electric substation.
I wrote about this concept, “temporary electric generation units,” in
February 2020 [1]. I was supportive, however, I expected PG&E’s network
reliability budget to pay for this solution, not pass this infrastructure
addition as another rate increase.
The second reason for this rate increase is to fund cities seeking to
implement community-level microgrids in the service of local hospitals and
water treatment facilities. Within the Cloverdale community, I’ve asked our
city council leaders to implement such a microgrid. It appears that PG&E
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has become a source of funding for these two local solutions through a
portion of this rate increase, instead of using money from its own network
reliability budget.
Increase 3: Wildfire Expense Memorandum Account (WEMA)
PG&E’s “WEMA” application seeks the cost of purchasing excess liability
insurance to be paid for by ratepayers. Such insurance is used to protect
the utility from “claims that may arise in connection with business
operations.”
Unlike a corporation, increased insurance rates are paid by homeowners,
and not reimbursed by the government or other agency. This assumes
homeowners, of course, can still secure property insurance, at least for
those remaining in California.
It’s ironic that Californians are paying higher insurance rates for their own
property in a wildfire state while also paying for the costs of the utility’s
insurance bill.
What Does This All Mean for Homeowners?
To add insult to injury, new homeowners of the state’s experimental and
mandatory 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 [2].
Consequently, the operating costs of a typical home, as described by
PG&E, will increase by $172 in total. The costs for those new all-electric
homes would increase much more, since heating water and heating space
with electricity, for example, demands more energy than their natural gas
superiors. Granted, those with rooftop Solar PV, installed voluntarily in the
past, or forced to install solar panels as of January 1, 2020, will see some
of these increased operating costs offset, but certainly not all.
"Senate Bill 1339 was signed into California law in 2018 with the goal
of supporting microgrid development . . . to minimize the number of
customers impacted by PSPS events.”
– PG&E R.19-09-009 Application for Rate Increase mailer
“Regulators didn’t see immediate cause for concern. In 2012, they
ordered Southern California utilities to prepare fire-prevention plans.
PG&E didn’t have to. ‘Northern California does not experience Santa
Ana winds that contribute significantly to the risk of catastrophic
powerline fires in Southern California,’ the [California public utilities]
commission said.”
– PG&E: Wired to Fail, Russell Gold, Rebecca Smith and Katherine
Blunt, WSJ, December 28, 2019
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[1] Keeping the Lights On, R.K. Koslowsky, February 16, 2020
     (Sent to Cloverdale and Sonoma County leaders during February 2020)

---------------------------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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Irene Camacho-Werby
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

David Kelley
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 11:44 AM
Irene Camacho-Werby
Kevin Thompson
FW: A City of Cloverdale Microgrid follow-up
Natural gas CHP anchors microgrid systems.png; Lowly Home Electric Panel Transformed for
Nanogrid World_May 2020.pdf

Hi Irene,
Please see attached correspondence from Mr. Koslowsky.
David J. Kelley
City Manager
City of Cloverdale
124 N. Cloverdale Blvd.
Cloverdale, CA 95425
(707) 894-1710
www.cloverdale.net

From: ROB KOSLOWSKY <rob.koslowsky@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 11:13 AM
To: Gus Wolter <gwolter@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>; Mary Ann Brigham <maryannbrigham@comcast.net>
Cc: Jason Turner <jturner@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>; Kevin Thompson <kthompson@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>; David Kelley
<dkelley@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>
Subject: A City of Cloverdale Microgrid follow‐up

Cloverdale City Leaders,
As a follow-up to my March 31, 2020 e-mail, not only are microgrids becoming
acceptable, but home-only-grids (nanogrids) are coming to the forefront.
A recent start-up in the Bay Area, SPAN, is offering such solutions, especially for homes
already equipped with BOTH solar PV and battery backup systems. The idea is to
minimize energy drain when PG&E power fails and preserve the life of backup battery.
I’ve attached a PDF article ("Lowly Home Electric . . . ") and a link about these nanogrids
for your reference as you look at updated “-grid” solutions for the city. The objective of
this panel is to minimize the disruption (outages) during a PG&E PSPS or a PG&E or SCP
equipment failure.
https://www.span.io/smart-panel-product
1
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I’m in contact with SPAN regarding this panel being deployed in conjunction with natural
gas back-up generators to lower the consumption of gas during such outages as well.
Regardless, these types of installations (preventive measures) are much cheaper during
new home construction. Of course, inclusion of this solution plus battery back-up plus
solar PV up front, once again raises the cost of mortgages and lowers housing
affordability in California.
Have a great week and stay safe.
…Rob
==================
----- Forwarded Message ----From: ROB KOSLOWSKY <rob.koslowsky@sbcglobal.net>
To: Gus Wolter <gwolter@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>; Mary Ann Brigham <maryannbrigham@comcast.net>
Cc: Jason Turner <jturner@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>; Kevin Thompson <kthompson@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>; David Kelley
<dkelley@ci.cloverdale.ca.us>
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2020, 7:17:43 AM PDT
Subject: A City of Cloverdale Microgrid

Cloverdale City Leaders,
“Energy resiliency is the technology’s signature value. Microgrids, which operate 24/7/365,
provide electric reliability by islanding from the grid during a power outage and using their own
on-site resources to supply power to their customers.”
– Elisa Wood, March 27, 2020

On November 21, 2019, I met with Jason Turner to discuss a microgrid for the
City of Cloverdale, among other things. I also broached the subject with Gus
Wolter in a January 9, 2020 letter and subsequent meeting.
Since then, the push for microgrids is increasing, in part, because of the
expected decades of PG&E/SCP public safety power shutoffs (PSPS).
Definition: Microgrids are generally defined as geographically smaller electrical systems,
which can be connected to larger grids to operate interconnected but importantly can
disconnect from the larger grid and operate in an isolated or “island” mode. This last

aspect – automatic disconnection – is important during an electrical outage,
which could be due to failing PG&E/SCP transmission equipment or a forced
PSPS.
As of 2019, there are 2,700 megawatts (MW) of operational and 1,400 MW of
planned microgrids across the U.S., according to ICF Microgrid and Bloomberg.
Thirty percent of these microgrids use natural gas (combined heat and power
(CHP) systems), representing the majority of the installations. A few others
use diesel systems, CHP paired with solar generating capacity, and battery
backup.

2

20

Of interest in these country-wide statistics, the city/municipal sector has the
largest number of installed CHP systems versus either the commercial or
military sectors. Arcata, California is the latest to build such a microgrid, with
the wastewater treatment plant as its anchor. Along those lines, Bear
Republic, like Sierra Nevada, uses a microturbine featuring CHP in support of
its business operations. “CHP uses the heat byproduct created during the
generation of electricity”, according to Lisa Cohn for Microgrid Knowledge, “to
warm buildings, create cooling, produce steam or serve other processes that
require thermal energy. In contrast, conventional natural gas generators
waste the byproduct, letting it waft into the air or water.”
Of all the technological options, a standalone CHP or a CHP-solar hybrid
system may be the way to go. Natural gas-based CHP microgrids operate 24
hours a day, dominating the field because of their inherit operating capacity
advantages.
Such a microgrid possesses key characteristics, as outlined by Gary Hilberg of
Continuum Energy:
 Ability to synchronize with the larger utility grid to continue to both import and export
electricity
 Allow the chosen system to operate in a disconnected (islanded) mode for the city’s
designated electrical loads
 Ability to automatically disconnect from the larger utility grid and continue to operate
without losing local electricity

There are three many reasons for supporting a Cloverdale microgrid:
 Reliability and redundancy in the face of PG&E power outages
 Integration of distributed energy generation (renewable and/or natural gas)
 Economics

It should be noted that the rise of energy storage systems allow microgrids to
store energy from intermittent generation sources like Solar PV and wind.
Local demands can then be met until the companion battery back-up winds
down and other generation sources, such as natural gas or diesel, are
activated.
Hilberg adds, “The availability and very low cost of natural gas provides a
competitive alternative [to Solar PV] for on-site generation, even conversion of
3
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existing emergency generators to provide a longer duration back-up to
renewable generation and energy storage.”
He continues, “A key advantage to an on-site gas-fired generator is the ability
to capture exhaust heat to produce thermal energy for heating, hot water and
other non-electrical loads. Combined heat and power (CHP) has traditionally
required larger applications but there are suppliers offered integrated power
and heating solutions at the single KW level, if your application has a heat
load, there is potentially a solution available.”
Energy Information Administration (EIA) data shows electricity prices continue
to rise due in large part to the large investments in transmission and
distribution (T&D) systems. The trend is a consistently and relentlessly upward
movement. The key advantage to distributed generation using microgrids is
the elimination of T&D costs. In our state, according to Hilberg, “there are
cases in front of the Public Utility Commissions evaluating the establishment of
specific microgrid tariffs to set the costs to interconnect, prices for grid power
to the microgrid and establish a buyback rate from the microgrid.”
The time to evaluate a Cloverdale microgrid solution is now, whether it be a
CHP system or a solar/battery storage with natural gas/diesel backup system.
It is too late to implement for the 2020 wildfire season, but it could be ready
for the 2021 or 2022 season.
Warmest regards,
…Rob
“Unfortunately, keen interest in microgrids often emerges only after a disaster, too late to
correct the damage wrought by the most recent power outage. Superstorm Sandy in the
Northeast US, Hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico and last year’s wildfire related power shut offs in
California mark a few examples.”
– Elisa Wood, March 27, 2020

Sources/References:
1.

https://doe.icfwebservices.com/chpdb/

2.

https://www.districtenergy.org/viewdocument/chp-the-anchor-that-secures-a-micr

3.

https://microgridknowledge.com/pge-microgrid-rfo-suspended/

4.

https://microgridknowledge.com/microgrid-wastewater-california-ameresco/

5.
https://www.craftbrewingbusiness.com/news/sierra-nevada-adds-microturbines-to-generate-powerlower-energy-bills/

4
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6.
The Bear Republic facility has also installed a 125 kW PV solar system, which is
complementary to its micro-turbine system. The cogeneration units are constantly
producing electricity and waste heat, offsetting 95% of the steam from the boiler needed
to produce process water. A new pre-heat tank captures the process water and also
serves as a water-saving “buffer” by capturing all of the water used to chill. This has
prevented about 7,500 gallons of potable water from going down the drain as
wastewater per week, and has improved their water balance . . . Although Bear Republic
Brewing Co. has seen a slight increase in their overall natural gas usage, these new
equipment improvements have decreased electricity usage and overall energy costs. For
[Bear Republic], this change in consumption makes sense economically because, due to
their location, electricity costs roughly 20 times more than natural gas on a per-joule
basis. In addition, utilizing more natural gas is a cleaner source of energy as well, and the new co-

generation equipment reduces the boiler load and NOx emissions. Bear Republic is looking forward to a
continued decrease in overall energy usage as they further utilize their co-generation system.
https://www.brewersassociation.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/2017-Sustainability-BenchmarkingReport.pdf
7. https://microgridknowledge.com/microgrids-power-outages-pandemic/

Attachment:
“Natural gas CHP anchors microgrid systems” slide from an ISF presentation

Next steps:
- Partnerships – PG&E and/or SCP
- Funding
- Regulatory guidance/relief
---------------------------------------

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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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Mary Ann Brigham; Jason Turner; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
Camacho-Werby
ROBERT KOSLOWSKY
What is the State, through Its Energy Commission, up to?
Sunday, May 17, 2020 6:17:42 AM
Solar contract gives up REC_Mother Jones circa 2016.jpg
Go Solar California web banner_extract.jpg

Cloverdale Leaders,
Last week, I looked at the 2020 rate increase and further planned
increases of PG&E’s electricity rates, which make operating homes with allelectric appliances even more costly.
This week I look at the California Energy Commission’s (CEC’s) trafficking
in Renewable Energy Credits (RECs). This appointed (unelected) body has
an incentive to increase solar installations through financial subsidies.
Using sleight of hand, they purposefully assume control over homeowners'
financial asset and sell it on a private, institutional exchange.
It’s about time our state government and its appointed commission
explained their “behind closed doors” behavior and flawed rationale for
sustaining self-serving solar regulations within the 2019 building code.
    …Rob, still sheltering in place in Cloverdale; please practice social
distancing
=========================
All-Electric Homeowners Becoming Wary of the State’s Shell Game

     – Is California Secretly Bailing Out PG&E Due to the wRECking crew?
“By selling the [Renewable Energy Credits or RECs] instead of keeping
them for yourself, you could just be helping the utility meet a goal it
was already mandated to meet.”
– The Problem With Rooftop Solar That Nobody Is Talking About, Tim McDonnell,
2016

“There are powerful organizations that are working to take away your
right to choose affordable natural and renewable gas. For them, it’s
electricity or nothing!”
– Californians for Balanced Energy Solutions, pulled Feb 2020,
https://c4bes.org

Electrons do not conspire. Political leaders and regulators do conspire. If
the all-electric building code is not a conspiracy theory as some claim,
then a set of misguided energy policy decisions are forcing homeowners to
suffer more than they ever have. It’s the perfect storm of a brewing
economic tragedy. Other observers persist that it is a coordinated attack
on homeowners.
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The Negatively Charged Subatomic Particle is the Center of Attention in
2020
The electrons produced by new rooftop solar systems are indistinguishable
from each other. They circulate in and around the energy grid looking for
something to power or ignite. Electrons, which are impossible to track,
could have originated from rooftop solar panels, or come from a distant
coal or nuclear power plant. All electrons are identical.
However, a UC Berkeley energy lawyer informed Tim McDonnell [1] about
what is valuable with rooftop renewable energy electrons: “There is value
in keeping tabs on the renewable ones, so energy wonks came up
with renewable energy credits (RECs), a tradable financial instrument that
corresponds to a certain amount of energy produced by a certain
renewable source like solar or wind.”
“Politicians in many nations are spinning fabulist tales of rapid transition to
zero-emission power without the use of the atom,” writes Greg
Easterbrook in an April 6, 2020 book review. He adds, “This . . . only
diverts attention from the need for more electricity production using
technology that’s practical now.”
Is Rooftop Solar a Money Grab?
“What?” politicians asked themselves over a decade ago. “Do we have
another opportunity to assess more fees, surcharges, or taxes?”
“Is there an opportunity with rooftop solar to generate more money for the
state’s coffers?”
The questions soon turned to ideas for numerous tax increase schemes
and ways to assess more fees. Politicians dreamed of this, while mollifying
environmentalists: “We can increase property taxes because of the value
solar installations could bring.”
“We can profile electrons as good or bad ones and monetize the good
ones. Then, we can bundle them and sell them as Renewable Energy
Credits.”
The Unsuspecting Homeowner
Unless a homeowner buys a solar system outright, they give up their RECs
to the solar company that is leasing to them the rooftop system or to the
builder of the new home, which typically becomes part of the mortgage.
RECs can be worth as much as $2 per hour for a homeowner’s rooftop
production. But the property owner may get none of that benefit since the
solar installation company keeps the RECs as part of the leasing
agreement with the homeowner or the builder [2]. That’s why, in some
cases, solar companies often give homeowners (directly or through
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builders) the solar panels for nothing. The real value is in the energy
harvest and homeowners are often cut out of the transaction. That’s
simply because most homeowners can’t afford to pay for a solar system,
even with federal and/or state incentives [3].
Inline image

Graphic courtesy Mother Jones, circa 2016

The CEC Gets Greedy
The California Energy Commission has its own incentive to find any reason
to increase solar installations across the state. Making bare bones solar
systems part of the 2019 Building Code is one such egregious step. This
state government agency has a conflicting dual role. The CEC “maintains
an accounting system that records and issues certificates of proof that one
unit of electricity was generated and delivered by a renewable energy
resource.” This group is referred to as the wRECking crew.
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Inline image

The fine print: “If you produce more power over a one-year period than
you consume, however, you will not be paid for the excess power, nor
will your credits for the power you generate be carried over into the
next year.”
– California Solar Initiative, pulled from their website, February 2020

Who Buys Homeowner RECs on the Private Exchange?
“The biggest buyers of RECs,” according to McDonnell, “are power
companies looking to satisfy state-mandated clean-energy requirements,
known as renewable portfolio standards. In effect, the power company
pays for the right to claim the climate benefits of the panels on your roof.”
[4,7]
Companies like PG&E love it. No wonder the utility operator is amenable to
providing incentives for going solar. For each rooftop solar system
installed, PG&E is pardoned and no longer forced to build it own solar
capacity. The much-despised utility does not care if the solar is owned by
the homeowner or the installation-leasing company. Fields of solar arrays
may never appear across California if every rooftop and backyard is dotted
with solar panels instead. PG&E prefers homeowners absorbing the brunt
of the utility-like generation and attendant expenses, while shielding the
utility from angry environmentalists protesting the appearance of large,
utility-scale solar arrays or fields of “bird-killing” wind farms.
And by mandating solar installations on every rooftop, the Sacramento
politicians and regulators provide PG&E an exit strategy on their
commitment to provide clean, renewable energy. As McDonnell says, the
selling of RECs helps “the utility meet a goal it was already mandated to
meet—thus helping excuse it from building more solar capacity itself.”
He adds, “In other words, [a homeowner’s] direct net contribution to
reducing greenhouse gas pollution is nil.” PG&E and other utility providers
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get all the credit. Besides, they’re able to claim to be green energy
providers, while they shutter nuclear and fossil fuel power plants, hoping
to find more renewable energy supplies in order to take up the slack.
With the oppressive 2019 Building Code, California has directly relieved
the burden of PG&E’s commitment. Every new home built must have solar
panels for which PG&E and/or Sonoma Clean Power can harvest RECs off a
private trading exchange, leaving the homeowner to operate, repair, and
maintain their own mini-utility network.
How is that beneficial for any homeowner? It’s not fair to give up all that
revenue for solar production while incurring a portion of or all of the costs
to operate and maintain the system that produces the value. And the wary
homeowner remains subject to forced power outages imposed by PG&E
whenever the wind blows or its infrastructure fails.
Meanwhile the state reaps the benefits of new taxes, PG&E enjoys higher
electric rates as their bankruptcy exit approaches, and the regulators
prepare for the next round of tax increases – making homeowners pay for
utility-scale energy storage solutions.
The cycle of homeowner abuse, started at the solar dawn of the 21st
century, continues.
“Then there’s the powerful “Prius effect,” wherein the conspicuous use
of a green product like an electric vehicle or solar panels prompts
neighbors to follow suit. That growing customer base can be a source
of pressure on governors and state legislators to ramp up their climate
ambitions.”
– The Problem With Rooftop Solar That Nobody Is Talking About, Tim McDonnell,
2016

On RECs: “These sort of money flows don’t end up promoting solar.
They end up fattening [the] pockets of a few, and leaving less
monetary resource to implement solar, and frustrating and wasting the
time of many.” [2, 7]
– Matt W., August 7, 2019, describing his concerns over government
involvement in renewable energy credits
[1] https://www.motherjones.com/environment/2016/01/green-energy-rec-rooftop-solarpanels/

[2] Solar installers, financing companies, and other organizations will also
purchase RECs from homeowners up front to reduce the out-of-pocket
installation costs, which can easily exceed $25,000 per single residence:
https://news.energysage.com/srec-prices-explaining-u-s-srec-solar-market/
[3] After 2021, the solar system Investment Tax Credit (ITC) is slated
to expire for homeowners. This means that any residential Solar PV system
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placed in service January 1, 2022, or later won't benefit from the federal
tax credit.
[4] RECs trade over the counter by institutional entities, not individuals, per
UBS.
[5] https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/RPS_Procurement_Rules_33/
[6] https://www.gosolarcalifornia.org/csi/step5.php
[7] With regard to taxing solar benefits, “subsidies provided by a state
organization in the form of payments to eligible contractors who installed
residential solar photovoltaic (PV) systems for two state utilities' residential
customers were excludible. Pursuant to state law, the subsidy program was
funded by a surcharge on utility customers' electricity bills. The surcharges
were collected by the state utilities, which remitted the surcharges to the
organization, and it paid the eligible contractors who installed the residential PV
systems for the utilities' customers.” Note that consumers of electricity in
California pay this surcharge on their electric bill.

-------------------------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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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

ROB KOSLOWSKY
Melanie Bagby; Gus Wolter; Marta Cruz; Mary Ann Brigham; Jason Turner; David Kelley; Kevin Thompson; Irene
Camacho-Werby
ROBERT KOSLOWSKY
Resistance is Futile! Or is It?
Monday, May 25, 2020 6:23:10 AM
An all-electric house graphic BDC_Aug 1 2019.jpg
Natural Gas Res Cost to Lose Poster_RKK.jpg

Resistance is Futile! Or is It?
– NCBE’s Role and the BDC Survey
“Overall, emissions from the electric power sector are at their lowest
level since 1987 and are down by a third … compared to 15 years ago.”
– Tom Kuhn, EEI President, marking Earth Day’s 50th anniversary

The North Coast Builders Exchange (NCBE) is “a non-profit contractors
association that provides services and representation to constructionrelated firms in Sonoma, Mendocino, Lake, and Napa Counties.” NCBE
represents the construction industry’s interests in local and state
regulatory and legislative issues [1].
The Building Decarbonization Coalition (BDC) “unites building industry
stakeholders with energy providers, environmental organizations, and local
governments to power California's homes and workspaces with clean
energy.” [2]
To be blunt, the BDC’s whole reason for existence is to remove every
possible amount of carbon emitted from each and every building structure,
no matter the obstacle or the cost. For now, people exhaling carbon
dioxide inside these structures are exempt from the Coalition’s mission to
eliminate sources of carbon from buildings.
BDC’s published efforts, to date, include the banning of fossil fuel usage in
buildings (“market transformation”), promotion of all-electric construction
and removal of all natural gas appliances (“consumer inspiration”), and
pushing for new building codes that target homeowners, in particular
(“public policy”).
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Inline image

All-electric technologies, most mandated to replace natural gas
appliances.
Graphic courtesy BDC, August 1, 2019

Neither the NCBE nor BDC directly represent homeowners. Their clients do
not include property owners, yet it’s those clients that directly define the
environment homeowners will experience going forward – developers and
builders as well as behind the scenes influencers of government policy.
Homeowners have been kept out of the loop and most are oblivious to the
changes coming that will cost them tens of thousands of dollars and
remove their ability to operate and maintain their homestead in the way
they’re accustomed to.
The BDC Survey
A survey conducted by BDC in August 2019 included builders and energy
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consultants, the latter group already pre-disposed to promoting green
energy in building construction.
Builders, however, are a malleable group. Strictly speaking, builders don’t
care what structure they build, as long as the playing field for all
construction companies is level, i.e., if one builder must build an allelectric home, then all other competing builders can’t build mixed-fuel
residences. Every builder “suffers” by the new rules accordingly.
One developer said to those conducting the survey, “If we don’t provide
[gas appliances], they can go down the street and buy a new home from
my competitor with a gas stove.” That can no longer happen in California.
As 2020 unfolds, builders may cringe when homeowners expresses their
preference for gas appliances, but if the municipal government, at the
insistence of an unelected energy commission dictates “no more gas,” then
the building industry can point to the building code and say, “Sorry, but
we now have ‘all-electric’ for you.” All that’s left for the BDC, government,
or building trades to do is produce talking points and sell sheets to address
wary homebuyers. It sounds more like the tactics of a political campaign
than a quest to build a safer and more secure residence with superior
quality.
There will be many interesting conversations held with homeowners across
California in the months and years to come, especially if the all-electric
reach code is not amended and natural gas bans are not reversed.
BDC Survey Responses
In reviewing the August 2019 survey, published by the BDC, I found the
section, “Barriers to All-Electric Construction” the most interesting [3].
Builders and green consultants alike observed, “Homeowner preference for
gas cooking clearly emerged as the most significant barrier to all-electric
construction. Even among respondents who indicated construction of allelectric homes is practical today, homeowner preference for gas cooking
was considered a barrier.”
The report added, “Gas-fired cooking appliances were the dominant choice
for builders of high-end, production, and custom homes. Multifamily and
affordable homebuilders reported regularly installing electric resistance
cooking appliances but cited installing electromagnetic induction cooking
as cost prohibitive.”
Homeowner preference and higher initial costs for induction cookers
appear to have been ignored in the subsequent reach codes outlined in the
2019 California building code, which went into effect January 1, 2020.
Builders are nervous. They don’t want to limit their market by only
building all-electric homes. Costs to operate an all-electric home are often
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cited. Respondents offered two primary reasons not to go this route:
“Cost of utilities to the occupants and more expensive to construct.”
“Almost 100 percent of the resistance is due to the cost of electricity. Until
you can convince the consumer that all-electric homes are cheaper, they
won't buy them.”
Homeowner resistance to buying an all-electric residence and homeowner
reluctance to giving up gas cooking is obliterated with the revised building
code. Even if homeowners were willing to tolerate much higher monthly
electric bills, which most are not, the government mandate in California
will force the change, in spite of survey results: "Homeowners generally
don’t care how homes are heated and how their water gets hot, but they
do care about how they cook. Clients overwhelmingly want gas stoves . . .
Gas cooking is so imbedded in culture.”
The elephant in the room? The typical cost of a new, all-electric home will
rise by at least $50,000 and the soon-to-come mandate to upgrade
existing homes will cost more than $100,000 [4].
Inline image

Nervous Builders Too
Builders’ reluctance to an all-electric reach code is rooted, in part, in the
lack of familiarity with heat pump technology. Heat pumps in an all-electric
home are required for both space heating and producing hot water. The
survey reports:
“Not enough people are installing electric heat pumps, which is keeping
cost high.”
“Heat pump water heaters are not in use long enough to see if they will
work out.”
“Addressing concerns that induction cooking is not suitable for woks or
high temperature cooking.”
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Developers are also nervous over the electric infrastructure and its ability
to handle the electric load of an all-electric subdivision. Survey
respondents said:
“My concern is the reliability of power sources and the amount of energy
required to produce the electrical power that we will need for all-electric
homes.”
“We are having to take on the cost of upgrading transformers in the
neighborhood, as they don't have enough power to the transformers.”
Oh, And Solar Panels Have Become Mandatory for All-electric Homes
Solar’s effects on electric infrastructure continues to be a concern for
builders, according to BDC, including the need for new incentives to make
natural gas prices more expensive and electricity rates cheaper. Builders
offer similar suggestions:
”Incentives are weighted to gas and gas credits from solar thermal.
Change solar thermal incentives for an easy win.”
“Include battery storage in incentive programs to make nice with utilities
to help them tackle supplying at peak-demand times. Process has been
hostile with utilities.”
Although not in the building code, in-home battery backup to store excess
solar energy is required for avoiding anticipated utility blackouts during
increased electric demand and for power shut-offs during red flag or highwind events when the electric grid fails to produce.
Costs, which will be passed on to property owners will be baked into the
cost of new homes and added to more increases in electric utility rates.
The survey only touched on some of these costs tied to over-regulation
and its impacts:
“Provide training for architects, designers, and energy consultants to
correctly size solar systems and optimize the use of electricity generated
on site.”
“Support upgrades to Pacific Gas and Electric Company infrastructure so
builders do not have to pay for the upgrades.”
“Need financing for photovoltaic and storage systems [and for the] training
for architects and energy consultants and contractors.”
“There needs to be a lot of education on energy storage. Instead of having
zero net energy homes, we should be doing grid-optimized homes [5].”
Summary
Homeowners concerns are not taken into account. The all-electric mandate
comes across as the teacher scolding the student, “Shut up, sit down, and
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do your homework!”
Developers and builders concerns are ignored. The 2019 building code has
been mandated. The all-electric mandate is condescending, “We know
better. We’re from the government and we’re here to help!”
As the Borg oppressors in the fictional Star Trek universe intone,
“Resistance is futile!” However, homeowners continue to resist as they
learn about these backroom deals cooked up in Sacramento.
[1] https://ncbeonline.com
[2] http://www.buildingdecarb.org
[3] Stakeholder Assessment of All-Electric Residential New Construction, BDC,
August 1, 2019.
[4] Over-reaching Reach Codes – A Summary Defending Natural Gas
Appliances, R.K. Koslowsky, March 2020.
[5] https://www.solarpowerworldonline.com/2020/02/cec-approves-smud-

solarshares-program-after-tabling-decision/
---------------------------

Rob Koslowsky, 707-529-7043, Have a great Memorial Day!
Author of the just released The Tubbs Fire.
Also author of The Upstart Startup & Breach of Trust.
Author's page
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Why Trust Another Model?
“Carbon emissions are down 35 percent in the US, since fracking and
increased natural gas production [began 15 years ago].”
– Mike Shellenberger, Environmental Progress, March 19, 2020

Déjà vu. It feels like 2014 all over. Back then, we learned LEED-Certified
Buildings [1] used more energy than other structures and were more
expensive than advertised [2].
Inline image
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Third party organizations, with no oversight, were used to certify buildings
for meeting “green building standards.” Many cities used the LEED
certification to collect higher building permit and impact fees. LEED has
been criticized over the years: “Its points for energy conservation are
based on a computer model showing how much energy the building should
save, if certain features are implemented, and not on actual postoccupancy energy use.”
This was my first exposure to questionable modeling when it came to the
energy efficiency sector.
Climate Modeling
As the 2010s progressed, I learned that climate modeling produced a
variety of scenarios for human-produced carbon dioxide and its potential
impacts. Eventually, policymakers used the worst-case scenario numbers
of models as a rationale to target their residents [3]. In America, state and
local governments soon learned that homeowners were the easiest target
available to coerce through “education.” Fair enough. But the worst-case
scenario is often not the likely outcome.
Insurance Company Modeling
Private companies, especially in the insurance industry, adopted this kind
of generic modeling and began to use Xactamate software to settle loss
claims. Insurers chose the best-case scenario modeling for protecting their
interests. This, of course, was the worst-case scenario for homeowners
filing a loss claim. All of the integrated input modules used in the
Xactamate algorithm – current costing, available materials, etc. – favored
the insurer. Most homeowners were unaware that their insurance company
could be challenged over the use of incorrect pricing, inclusion of cheaper
materials, and the exclusion of higher-end finishes [4]. In 90-plus percent
of challenges, the homeowner was eventually paid what their policy
stated. Overall this is not a fair situation. It’s incumbent on the
homeowner to show that the proposed worst-case scenario is wrong.
Pandemic Modeling
I’m not sure if our legislators understand the incredible overreach they
made by locking people in their homes, simply because they relied on
epidemiological models that have misfired so badly. Almost every
pandemic model has misstated the severity of the Covid-19 crisis by three
orders of magnitude. How can scientists, researchers, and public health
officials rely on epidemiological spread predictions that are off by 3,000
percent?
Modeling is inexact, of course. It is a tool that can guide, but should not
define public policy, especially a government’s tactical reactions. “Any
model that gets within 50% of the actual result has done well,” says Keith
Neal, a professor in the epidemiology of infectious diseases at the
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University of Nottingham. “It is not an exact science.”
Public health officials and both county and state governments have been
over-relying on modelers for guidance on what to do. And the modelers
are worried, especially as public scrutiny rises and protests grow over
being locked down for months [5].
Single-sourced Costing Models to Hoodwink Homeowners
Where the state errs in its introduction of the new building code and where
local municipalities mistakenly mandate all-electric reach codes, is in
trying to educate homeowners with bad, faulty, or flawed information.
Model-based and/or theoretical analyses lack practical input and often can
be set-up to produce a desired output, as in the state’s mandate for allelectric construction and natural gas bans. Once again, its incumbent on
homeowners like myself, to show that the state’s reliance on a single
model is wrong.
I believe this is what happened with the 2019 California building code and
the offered reach codes. Here are just a few of the many errors uncovered
to date:
1.     The California Energy Commission (CEC) stating that a rooftop solar
system can be installed for less than $10,000. Not true. A small rooftop
Solar PV system was recently installed for $16,500 in Oakland, per RMI.
Most residences in northern California have paid or will pay an average of
$23,000 for rooftop Solar PV and homeowners will incur thousands of
dollars in ongoing maintenance and repair and replacement costs [6].
a.     The North Coast Building Exchange (NCBE) highlighted that
even if the rooftop solar system was excluded from the
analysis, the all-electric home would cost $4,815 more to
build.
2.     Going all-electric and replacing all gas appliances with electric ones
saves $6,171, according to the CEC. Not true. There are no savings;
increased costs are closer to $29,529.
3.     Optional battery back-up is not free, as stated in a report supplied to
the CEC. Estimates secured in December 2019 for rooftop solar to power
an already-built 2,500-square foot house, equipped with 23 hours of
battery backup, total about $50,000, according to Petaluma-based
Enphase Energy. The battery back-up option comprises about $25,000 of
this home upgrade cost.
4.     From a home-value point-of-view, it will be much harder for future
homeowners to sell an all-electric house versus those homes with a
diverse energy supply. As one real estate agent told me on January 9,
2020: “People really seem to like gas stoves. All-electric is less desirable,
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more so now because of fluctuating and increasing electric cost and power
outages issues.”
Summary
From an economic perspective, there is no dispute that all-electric
construction will cost more on the initial installation, and, as such, does
not meet the burden imposed by the state that no action may be taken if
that action creates additional cost.
I urge the building and planning departments of all California cities to
reconsider implementing Reach Codes.
Postscript
I applaud SMUD and its offer to developers-builders of new subdivisions to
take care of all of the renewable energy requirements and not force every
home to install rooftop Solar PV [7]. SMUD honors homeowner choice.
Meanwhile Sonoma Clean Power is looking into it . . .
“I think your analysis is spot on, but it will fall on deaf ears. They don’t
want to be confused with the facts; they just want to jump on the
Green House Gas reduction bandwagon. Keep up the good fight!”
– Sonoma County Home Builder, March 5, 2020
[1] LEED—shorthand for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design, was a
rating system introduced in 1998 for environmentally sound buildings. By 2019,
there were 94,000 commercial buildings alone granted or awaiting LEED
certification in 167 countries. LEED has four levels of certification that step up
in rigor: Certified, Silver, Gold, and Platinum. Every day, another 2.2 million
square feet of real estate is certified.
[2] LEED Certification Fails to Increase Energy Efficiency, Environmental Policy
Alliance, Feb 28, 2014.
[3] “The path of emissions most consistent with historical economic,
technological and demographic trends is RCP 4.5—the second-best scenario.
Notice that it’s a much smaller jump from RCP 4.5 to the best-case scenario of
RCP 2.6 than to RCP 8.5, which posits a near collapse of the global economy
and a world that burns an implausible six times as much coal as today. Sure
enough, the latest data confirm that, outside China, global emissions were flat
in 2019 and the world overall remains on track for the second-best scenario.”
https://www.wsj.com/articles/are-fires-a-climate-wake-up-call-11579651677?
mod=searchresults&page=1&pos=1
[4] Xactamate Not Xactly Xaccurate: Insurance Shortfalls Delay Re-building
And Finalizing Settlements, R.K. Koslowsky, April 20, 2018.
[5] After enduring a month of faulty predictions (mid-March to mid-April,
2020), it’s time to stop indulging Mase’s mystery model of metric misery.

39

Inline image

[6] Ongoing costs include solar panel cleaning, inverter replacement(s) every
ten years or so, and solar panel replacements (as the electric harvest wanes or
panels fail) every 22 years or so. This adds up to thousands of dollars in costs
to the homeowner. Upfront, those solar companies offering “free” solar panels
and/or discounted installations take away the homeowner’s financial asset –
REC (renewable energy credit). As a side note, the CEC traffics in a REC private
exchange where this valuable asset is traded without public transparency.
[7] https://www.solarpowerworldonline.com/2020/02/cec-approves-smud-solarsharesprogram-after-tabling-decision/

---------------------------------------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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Renewable Energy and the Cost of Power
“Repeating a story, even if you say that it’s false, may actually make
people more likely to remember it as true. Maybe, in our highly
polarized world, they can’t even tell the difference; all that matters is
whether the story supports your politics.”
– Detecting Fake News Takes Time, Alison Gopnik, WSJ, Feb 20, 2020

Rooftop solar energy production is tied to sunny daytime hours. It
generally peaks for an eight-hour period between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. Wind
energy production is less predictable, eschewing any standard window of
operation. Power is typically generated early in the morning and/or late in
the evening, with little wind energy produced during the hottest periods of
the day.
It turns out that geothermal energy is the more reliable provider of these
three renewable forms of electricity. Geothermal production can run
continuously, as long as the power plant is functioning properly.
The graphic below illustrates the superiority of geothermal, and natural
gas power generation [1], over either solar or wind with respect to uptime
or availability.
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Inline image

Graphic courtesy R.K. Koslowsky

Yet, geothermal energy accounts for less than half of one percent of net
electricity generation in the United States [2]. In terms of greenhouse
gases, geothermal energy produces almost three times less CO2e than
solar [3].
Targeting the Homeowner – Phase 1: Mandatory Rooftop Solar PV
Instead of greater investment in geothermal or utility-scale wind farms or
utility scale solar systems that efficiently track the motion of the sun,
State Government has decided to target homeowners and force those in
the market for new home construction to install rooftop solar PV, which
only operates for much less than half the time [4].
Upfront costs are high (> $27,000); many homeowners remain unaware of
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the value in the Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) most of them have to
give up to fund their solar installation; and, system maintenance and
ongoing component replacements become a new burden for property
owners.
On top of that, a homeowner’s mandated $27,000 investment in Solar PV
only works on sunny days and effectively for only half of the day at best.
For Sonoma County property owners, their mandated PV system only
produces electricity during 28 percent of the day [4]. No protection against
power outages or Red Flag-driven PSPSs is provided either.
Network Reliability and Alignment
For the purpose of this analysis, we’ll set aside two issues. One,
California’s failing electrical infrastructure, which has sparked thousands of
wildfires during the past decade. Two, the transmission capacity of the
electric grid needed to accommodate the increased electric load caused by
adopting an all-electric reach code.
Solar energy generation reaches its peak around midday when the sun is
high in the sky. However, that’s not when this electricity is needed. Peak
demand usually occurs later in the afternoon and early evening as
temperatures max out and families return home for dinner and evening
activities. To adjust for this disconnect, three approaches are needed:
Load shedding, Load shifting, and/or Local storage.
Targeting Homeowner – Phase 2: Make Homeowner Operate as a Utility
Substation
Load shedding takes advantage of all-electric smart appliances that can be
turned off by the utility to ensure demand from a number of all-electric
homes does not exceed the supply. Load shifting is part of “demand
flexibility technologies” integrated into the smart grid that can shift
electricity consumption from times of high demand (load) to hours with
high renewable energy availability. Both of these sound good, but they’re
not effective today.
Years ago, our Santa Rosa house was “upgraded” with a PG&E-installed
load shedder on our air conditioning unit, for which we were offered a $50
credit on our energy bill. The idea was to turn off our AC, usually for short
periods between 4 p.m. and 9 p.m., to avoid the potential for blackouts.
After a couple of summers, we had the device removed once it failed and
prevented us from enjoying air conditioning during 100-degree-plus days.
By now, this demand response technology should have improved, and
utilities may be driven by regulators to revisit the use of load shedders.
Even so, Lillian Mirviss, a government affairs manager at OhmConnect,
said in July 2019 that load shedding is passé [5].
However, shifting loads to better match the supply of renewables might be
a better solution than shedding loads. A new generation of “smart”
communication and control technologies can enable “demand flexibility,”
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allowing major loads, such as air conditioning, to continuously respond
(on, then off, then back on) to changing renewable supply levels and
potential electric grid failures.
The concept of load shifting is simple. It essentially moves electricity
consumption from one time period to another. Just like homeowners are
being encouraged (mandated) to go all-electric, the next step is to
encourage these same customers to shift their electricity consumption to
match the availability of their rooftop Solar PV system.
If you work at home, then you will be asked to shift your day so that all of
your laundering, house pre-cooling with air conditioning, dishwashing,
cooked meals, and showering occurs sometime between 10 a.m. and 2
p.m., when the sun is at its peak. Consequently, state government is
asking that you schedule your work time hours from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and
2 p.m. to 6 p.m., assuming you only work eight hours a day. No
accommodation is being made by the state for those that must work
outside of the home, such as agricultural workers, landscapers, teachers,
and many more.
Usually between 10 and 2 renewable generation is highest and grid
emissions are cleanest. The green experts tell us, “Midday usage not only
leads to greenhouse gas benefits, but this timeframe also happens to be
when wholesale prices of electricity are cheapest.”
The California Energy Commission and others who have adopted political
correctness are against natural gas and convenience. Theses “green deal”
proponents tell us that the days of using superior-performing fossil fuels
are over. Homeowners are targeted, since they’re easy marks: “Over time,
these customers would adapt to shifting what would have been evening
load to running appliances during times of high renewable generation.
Consequently, [Demand Response] programs would encourage load
shifting that better integrates renewables and successfully balances the
grid.”
It’s all about pushing a green energy philosophy and deploying a smart
grid and not about the homeowner and his or her family’s reality or
preferences.
Targeting the Homeowner – Phase 3: Compel Homeowners to Install Local
Storage
When the sun is obscured, such as on a cloudy day, the utility as well as a
homeowner’s rooftop Solar PV will generate power sporadically with dips
and spikes in electric output. This type of energy fluctuation can cause
dynamic instability in the combined electrical infrastructure's generating
system.
“Local energy storage can mitigate these fluctuations in output power,” the
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experts tell us, “by regulating ramp-up controls and absorbing the spikes
in power, as well as responding to sudden sags by injecting power.” For
the utility operator, “This smoothing of the generation curve provides a
more stable power source and reliable distribution grid.”
For the homeowner, another $30,000 expense is required to provide local
battery storage to compensate for these energy fluctuations due to local
cloud cover and rainy days [6]. This item is not yet compulsory in the
building code, but will likely be added soon. State Government is planning
to have homeowners augment their rooftop Solar PV with an energy
storage system as well as become an adjunct to the utility. They want
homeowners, acting as a mini-utility, to turn their intermittent energy
source into one with a relatively uniform and consistent output.
The Government argues that this is sorely needed for the large-scale
deployment of renewable energy sources coupled with the emerging Smart
Grid “to ensure maximum effectiveness and optimization.”
What “green” advocates don’t tell homeowners is that the high cost of
these lithium-ion battery storage solutions are “dirty,” generally bad for
the environment today [7]. “A 2017 study of storage paired with solar
panels at the residential level found . . . All things being equal, residential
storage increases net energy consumption and net carbon emissions.”
Overall, the State’s idea is to condition homeowners to alter their daily
routines and charge their future energy storage system during the off
hours of the day and discharge it during the operational hours. In this
way, the peak demand charge from the utility can be reduced. Besides,
with battery backup at the ready, up to one day of backup power can be
provided in the event of a Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS).
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Graphic courtesy R.K. Koslowsky

Summary
Policymakers should reconsider implementing the all-electric home
mandate that will also require elements of load shedding, load shifting and
local energy storage systems (battery backup) to be added. Furthermore,
incentives to “Go Solar” that corrupt the energy market to make rooftop
Solar PV economical should be removed. The 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 support the availability of more affordable housing and
abandon its all-electric intervention. Let market forces prevail.
Clint Eastwood “laments that the Golden State is ‘like Regulation City
right now.’ An excess of rules is ‘making California a place other than a
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democracy.’”
– The Wall Street Journal, Tunku Varadarajan weekend interview, Feb
22, 2020
“There is a nearly direct relationship between reliable electricity and
high living standards . . . About a billion people have little access to
electricity; it’s no coincidence that they are also among the worst
educated and the most impoverished. Another very large cohort is held
back by intermittent electricity that costs too much . . . The need for
reliable electricity is something all societies must grapple with . . .”
– Greg Easterbrook, The Energy to Survive, a book review, WSJ, April 6,
2020
[1] “Natural gas produces energy on the order of 23,000 BTU/pound while
steam affords a 1,200 BTU/pound metric, about 20-times less energy. This
means that a steam operation requires a twenty-fold increase in mass flow to
achieve energy equivalence with natural gas. Not only that, but the 300 percent
efficiency advantage of natural gas over steam means that natural gas
possesses a three-fold conversion efficiency advantage over electricity.
Consequently, steam equivalence demands a 60-times increase (20 x 3) of
mass flow to compete with natural gas.”
– R.K. Koslowsky notes from SSU’s What Physicists Do lecture entitled
“Geothermal electricity from the Geysers; a 40 year perspective,” Dr. John
Dunning, September 26, 2011.
[2] Energy Information Administration (EIA) (2019) Monthly Energy Review
May 2019.
[3] Center for Sustainable Systems, University of Michigan. 2019. "Geothermal
Energy Factsheet." Pub. No. CSS10-10.
[4] On average, there are only 260 sunny days per year in Sonoma County.
The U.S. average is less, only 205 sunny days. Sonoma County receives some
form of precipitation, on average, 75 of the other 105 days per year. This
means that rooftop Solar PV power generation occurs only 28 percent of the
time. The remaining 72 percent is idle downtime, where no energy production
occurs.
https://www.bestplaces.net/climate/county/california/sonoma
[5] Load shedding “helps mitigate the risk of brownouts and blackouts by being
available during grid-based emergencies.”
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/demand-response-is-dead-long-liveflexiwatts/558389/
[6] “All electricity storage options include significant “round trip” losses as
electricity is converted into another form (mechanical or chemical) energy, and
then reconverted to electricity. These losses range from as little as 15 percent
for lithium-ion batteries, to as much as 35 percent for compressed air energy
storage systems.” – RAP, p.33.
[7] For each all-electric household, “a typical battery system could reduce peak
power demand by 8–32% and reduce peak power injections by 5–42%,
depending on how it operates.” This is good for the utility operator. “However,
storage inefficiencies increase annual energy consumption by 324–591 kWh per
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household on average. Furthermore, storage operation indirectly increases
emissions by 153–303 kg CO2, 0.03–0.20 kg SO2 and 0.04–0.26 kg NOx.”

https://www.nature.com/articles/nenergy20171
---------------------------------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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Item No. 4

DRAFT MINUTES
PLANNING AND SUSTAINABILITY SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
Meeting Date:
Tuesday, April 21, 2020
Meeting Time:
4:00 p.m.
Meeting Location: Teleconference
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 (This meeting was held by teleconference): Chair Wolter called the meeting to order at
4:00 p.m. and read the protocol regarding the COVID-19 virus. In order to minimize the spread of the
COVID-19 virus, this Regular Meeting was conducted pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s
Executive Order N-29-20, which suspended certain requirements of the Brown Act.
2. Communications: Correspondence from Rob Koslowsky on “All-Electric Reach Codes” Discussion of the
Koslowsky letter and Item 5(d), which is related, were both placed on hold due to the current COVID-19
pandemic.
3. Public Comment: None
4. Minutes Approved: February 21, 2020
5. Current Items for Discussion
Review climate change and sustainability projects/technologies Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson
provided a background on how the subcommittee name was changed to Planning and Sustainability, to
review the emergency climate resolution and make recommendations for implementation, however,
due to the COVID-19 pandemic many discussions have become stationary. Assistant City Manager/CDD
Thompson added that the City had completed an energy audit by Sonoma County Energy Independence
Program (SCEIP) and included suggestions to improve the energy use.
Direction was given to identify which suggestions in the resolution could be most easily implemented
and how to use SB funding for downtown improvements, such as walkable communities, incentives, and
reduced parking constraints. Vice Chair Brigham would like to see the improvements expanded for the
whole town and find ways to increase density. Chair Wolter supports finding ways for more people to be
able to work from home.
Recommendation: Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson stated that he will follow up and identify the
areas in the resolution that can be implemented to minimize financial impact on the City, as well as a full
report of the SCEIP energy audit findings and recommendations. He will bring them back for a
recommendation and will invite Jane Elias, Division Manager from SCEIP.
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a) Update on Six Acres Water Company/South Cloverdale Water Company Assistant City Manager/CDD
Thompson reported that a complaint was made to the City Council regarding the lack of action on this
item by the City. The City and Six Acres Water Company attorneys are currently working out
discrepancies on the pre-annexation agreement. Public Works Director Rincon had indicated it would
be a significant expense for the City to retrofit the bridge infrastructure to improve access to the
undeveloped vineyard parcel at the end of the lane; however, the bridge is located past the parcels that
wish to hook up to water and sewer services. A signed agreement will facilitate action from the state
and county and make it easier to get grant funding for the sewer and water improvements. The issue
was raised to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board but appears that the state and county
may expect the City to bear all the expenses. Costs of sidewalks and road improvements would fall on
the City. If in the future the vineyard is developed, the project could be conditioned for some of the
improvements.
Discussion followed, consensus was that perhaps the timelier solution would be to simply provide water
meters that the residents could hook up to, and to consider putting the full infrastructure improvements
off until such time that the vineyard is developed. The Church Lane area to the south may also wish to
connect and it may be more prudent to consider annexation of both at the same time. Unfortunately,
no assistance has been provided by the County to date. There was concurrence of the need to move
forward, as access to clean water is a right.
Recommendation: Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson will prepare an estimate of costs that
include annexation, maps and CEQA and bring it to the next meeting. Vice Chair Brigham stated she
would contact County Supervisor Gore to discuss Six Acres as well as the South Cloverdale Water
Company at Church Lane.
b) Update on Sonoma County Transit Route 68 Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson stated he had met
with Bryan Albee, Transit Systems Manager with Sonoma County Transit to discuss recommended
changes, but, due to the current COVID-19 pandemic, action will be put off until the fall.
Recommendation: Keep as a standing item, with understanding that no action will take place until the
fall.
c) Follow up information on Reach Codes Not discussed due to COVID-19.
d) Dog Park Location Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson has been in contact with Elsa Halbach, who
volunteered to assist in locating a dog park. Baumgardner Ranch has not provided for recreational or
open space areas in their development, and it may be feasible to condition a dog park there, but the City
may incur expenses and maintenance responsibility. The ideal location for a dog park is next to open
space or park areas. Chair Wolter stated he supports the Vintage Meadows location.
e) Update Community Development Planning Log Assistant City Manager/CDD Thompson reported on
current projects. Baumgardner Ranch has completed CEQA review and no comments were received. The
developer has the financing in place. It will be going to Planning Commission. Assistant City
Manager/CDD Thompson noted the difficulty of presenting plans using Zoom technology if the meeting
is held online and the City continues to follow the shelter in place order.
6. Information Only Memos None
7. Future Agenda Items
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Vice Chair Brigham commented that the Alexander Valley Health Care project is working diligently and
the City needs to find a way to let them begin their project. Unresolved issues with the school are
impacting their ability to move forward. The school is involved in the infrastructure and drainage
improvements that are proposed. City Manager Kelley indicated that he sent Superintendent Decker
the information from Brelje and Race. At previous meetings, the school was reluctant to commit to the
infrastructure issues, and their focus was on finding an alternate location for the skate park. One reason
given was lack of emergency access. Chair Wolter indicated that he had spoken with Fire Chief Jenkins,
who indicated that the fire access could be incorporated into the plans for the skate park in the concrete
design.
Chair Wolter asked that the tire storage at the corner of Sandholm Lane near Payless Storage be
investigated through City Code Enforcement, as it is a fire hazard.
8. Pending Items None
9. Good of the Order None
10. Adjournment: Chair Wolter adjourned the meeting to next scheduled meeting June 16, 2020 at 4:00
p.m.

51

Item No. 5b

Tuesday, May 19, 2020
Request: The Cloverdale Sculpture Trail would like some direction.
The Trail is poised to install when given the OK from the City. We will follow the past procedures for
installation, which runs smoothly and does not involve the general public. Since it is a controlled
installation, it will be easy to make changes to comply with the county restrictions at the time of
installation. The installation schedule is sent in advance to the sculptors.
Background: 11 new sculptures were selected on March 5th also their locations, including locations for
the three sculptures that are remaining. The sculptors were notified of their selection. The installation
date of April 30th was selected and cancelled about March 15th.
Since the unwelcomed virus arrived on our doorstep I have been in touch, on a regular basis, with the
sculptors who are looking forward to exhibiting in Cloverdale.
For members of the Committee not familiar with how installation is handled I have included last year’s
installation schedule.
Thanks for your consideration – Joyce Mann
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Item No. 5d

CITY OF CLOVERDALE
CITY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION NO. 91–2019
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COVERDALE
DECLARING A CLIMATE EMERGENCY AND ADOPTING IMMEDIATE
EMERGENCY MOBILIZATION ACTIONS TO RESTORE A SAFE CLIMATE
AND ACHIEVE ZERO NET CARBON EMISSIONS BY 2030
WHEREAS, human activities have warmed the Earth to a point that threatens climate stability,
and climate change has already set in motion catastrophic changes to the Earth’s systems, including fresh
water scarcity and droughts, floods, extreme weather events and increased heat, wildfires, accelerating
ice mass loss that will result in sea-level rise, and species extinction; and
WHEREAS, the current pace and scale of national climate action is not sufficient to avert
substantial damage to the economy, environment, and human health over the coming decades; and
WHEREAS, the October 8, 2018 special report of the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) projected that curtailing warming to 1.5°C to reduce the risks to health, livelihoods,
food security, water supply, human security, economic growth and plant and animal life this century, will
require an unprecedented transformation of every sector of the global economy over the next 12 years;
and
WHEREAS, on November 23, 2018 the Federal Government issued the Fourth National Climate
Assessment 1 detailing the massive threat that climate change poses to the American economy and
underscoring the need for immediate climate emergency action at all levels of government; and
WHEREAS, critical tipping points must be avoided, as they will have cascading feedback effects
that are predicted to cause an increasingly uncontrollable climate emergency that includes a devastating
burden to the global economy, and with current greenhouse gas (GHG) emission levels these tipping
points could be passed as soon as 2050; and
WHEREAS, restoring a safe and stable climate requires an emergency mobilization to reach zero
greenhouse gas emissions across all sectors, to rapidly and safely draw down or remove all the excess
carbon from the atmosphere, and to implement measures to protect all people and species; and
WHEREAS, a just transition away from fossil fuels requires the development of a framework for a
fair shift to an economy that is ecologically sustainable, equitable, and just for all its members; and
WHEREAS, marginalized communities worldwide—including people of color, immigrants,
indigenous communities, low-income people, those with disabilities, and the unhoused—are already
disproportionately affected by climate change and must benefit from a just transition to a sustainable and
equitable economy; and

1

https://nca2018.globalchange.gov/
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WHEREAS, on September 10, 2018, the State of California’s Governor Brown issued an executive
order establishing a 2045 statewide target to achieve carbon neutrality, and on the same day, Senate Bill
100 was passed, which sets a 100% clean electricity goal for the State by 2045; and
WHEREAS, the City of Cloverdale General Plan Adopted by the City Council of the City of
Cloverdale by Resolution 022-2009 Contains Policies that supports program to reduce GHG emissions; and
WHEREAS, Goal No. 1 of the Conservation Element of the General Plan supports development
and maintenance of a balanced vehicular and non-vehicular transportation system to meet the mobility
needs consistent with General Plan land use goals and policies and provides for a balance of land uses
within the General Plan Study Area for housing, jobs, economic development, recreation, and destination
commercial uses; and
WHEREAS, Goal No. 3 of the Conservation Element of the General Plan promote bicycle use and
walking as an alternative to automobile traffic and for community health and enjoyment; and
WHEREAS, California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment 2 warned that extreme weather and
climate-related events in the United States are worsening, predicting increased drought cycles and heat
waves in the western U.S. with a resulting three-fold increase in intensity and magnitude of wildfires,
declined water supply and snow pack, increased flooding, impacted agriculture, as well as substantial
damages to the U.S. economy and human health, unless GHG emissions are curbed; and
WHEREAS, the California Legislature has set clear climate objectives for the next decade, including
a 40% reduction in 1990 level GHG emissions by 2030; 50% renewable energy; 50% reduction in petroleum
use in vehicles and a doubling of energy efficiency savings in existing buildings 3; and
WHEREAS, Sonoma County has already begun to experience extreme climate-related events,
including six years of drought, the October 2017 Northern California wildfires, which caused more than
$9.4 billion in damage and killed forty-four people, and the February 2019 Winter Storms and Flooding
that caused over $150 million in damages and resulted in the declaration of a local health emergency due
to the scale of household hazardous waste scattered along waterways, roadsides and on public and
private properties after flooding; and
WHEREAS, Sonoma County public agencies have taken a number of important actions to reduce
GHG emissions and enhance quality of life in our community, including long-term commitments to
preserving over 100,000 acres of both agricultural and open space lands; setting and meeting a goal to
deliver carbon free water; offering cost effective programs to reduce energy use and conserve water; and
establishing Sonoma Clean Power, a regional community choice energy provider offering the first 100%
local renewable power option in California; and
WHEREAS, the current scale and rate of expansion of local government action has not resulted in
the necessary reductions in global greenhouse gas emissions to enable us to limit global temperature
2
3

http://www.climateassessment.ca.gov/
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/pillars/pillars.htm
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increase to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and no more than 1.5°C as outlined in the 2016 Paris
Climate Accord and recommended by the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC); and
WHEREAS, many of the major climate change drivers - energy generation, fuel standards,
consumption patterns, product design and specification and large-scale infrastructure investments – are
dispersed across both the private and public sector and are controlled at scales larger than local and
regional governments; and
WHEREAS, in order to avoid irreversible, catastrophic climate change impacts, we cannot only
focus on reducing emissions but must also dramatically increase and enable meaningful carbon
sequestration while preparing communities now for significant climate impacts;
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the City Council of the City of Cloverdale declares that a
climate emergency threatens humanity and the natural and built environments; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Cloverdale joins a nationwide call for a just transition
away from fossil fuels and an urgent collaborative climate mobilization effort focused on enacting policies
that dramatically reduce heat-trapping emissions, and rapidly catalyzing a mobilization at all levels of
government to restore a safe climate; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an urgent global climate mobilization effort to reverse global
warming is needed to achieve zero net emissions as quickly as possible and that full community
participation, inclusion and support is integral to our efforts to safely draw down carbon from the
atmosphere and accelerate adaptation and resilience strategies in preparation for intensifying climate
impacts; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the City of Cloverdale acknowledges that successful climate action and
a just transition at scale requires that we work both within and outside of our regional boundaries and
across sectors to accelerate the necessary systems change required to address the climate emergency;
and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the City of Cloverdale, commits to contributing to the development of
a countywide 2030 Climate Emergency Mobilization Strategy that focuses on identifying key local actions
– including a ten-year Emergency Policy Package prioritizing a short list of the most impactful local policies
that will drive systems change and identify the key areas for state level advocacy; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the City of Cloverdale commits to identifying a Climate Emergency
Mobilization Liaison to drive this effort in our jurisdiction and to provide financial resources to support
the participation of a designated RCPA staff member in the RCPA coalition of local governments mobilizing
regional climate action; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the City of Cloverdale establishes the development and
implementation of the 2030 Climate Emergency Mobilization Strategy as Council priority, in alignment
with statewide and regional climate goals, and directs staff to work with the RCPA and coalition members
to integrate climate change considerations into all policies; and.

55

56

57

Resolution No. 91-2019
Exhibit A

City of Cloverdale Actions Toward Achieving
Zero Net Carbon Emissions by 2030
Community Engagement
•

Promote Climate Matters on City Web Site/Social Media. Actively promote the City’s
goals, efforts and initiatives related to climate on the City’s website and social media
accounts.
Resiliency strategies. Examine our risks and vulnerabilities around climate change and
aging infrastructure and look to renewables and new technologies to create energy
security and resiliency.
Update Legislative platform. Update our legislative platform to reflect our stated climate
goals to address regional state and national climate drivers. Support the following
measures:
1. Lobby California Legislature to phase out new oil and gas permits and
2. Implement a managed decline of fossil fuels in California
3. Support funding and development of EV Network and Infrastructure
4. Funding for regional transportation improvements (e.g. SMART Train and Great
Redwood Trail).
5. Funding for emergency preparedness and implementation of resiliency
infrastructure that address the needs of the City of Cloverdale.

•
•

•

Design a Community Engagement Plan with the goal of increasing community
engagement and that:
1
Takes in consideration the 2030 Climate Mitigation Plan to engage and involve the
community
2
Encourages the school to utilize Google classroom
3
Educates and encourages the community and the school about the use of free
transportation
4
Includes active outreach to underserved communities regarding climate change and
resiliency measures
5
Folds the goals into the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
6
Assesses and monitors on going climate efforts/actions through the Planning and
Community Development Subcommittee

Land Use
•

Update Zoning Ordinance. Consider as part of the upcoming SB2 Grant Funding a
comprehensive update to various sections of the Zoning Ordinance, to include policies
that promote and/or incorporate best practices to remove barriers to development of
the dense, compact, fiscally-stable, pedestrian- and bicycle- friendly, zero-emission in
Page 1 of 3

58

Resolution No. 91-2019
Exhibit A

the Downtown and Transit Oriented Development districts. This could include the
following measures:
1. Reduction of parking standards;
2. increased density, and
3. Incentivizing best practices by offering streamlined/priority/”by-right review” for
projects that meet Zero Net Energy objectives.
Building Energy
•

•
•
•

Increase Building Energy Efficiency. Consider conducting energy audits on all public
buildings and facilities to identify ways to increase efficiency and make a more
comfortable productive work environment.
Increase Renewable Energy Use. Explore the idea of installing photovoltaics on City
owned buildings and facilities.
Reduce Water Consumption. Continue to replace water intensive landscaping in common
and other areas managed by the City.
Consider Adopting an All-Electric “Reach Code.” Include an all-electric code as part of the
City’s 2019 California Building Code Update that would apply to new low-rise residential
development (single-family homes, detached accessory dwelling units, and multi-family
buildings up to three-stories) starting in 2020.

Solid Waste
•

Implement Zero-Waste Resolution. Implement the zero-waste resolution adopted
by the City Council as recommended by Zero Waste Sonoma, the joint powers
authority formerly known as Sonoma County Waste Management Agency, or
SCWMA.

•

Make it Easy to Recycle. Strive to install recycling containers for metal, paper,
and plastics at all trash container locations in the City of Cloverdale.

•

Strive to make Friday Night Live Zero Waste. Work with Cloverdale Arts
Alliance to implement measures to reduce waste from events. Allow for
reusable cups, utensils and plates.

•

Consider Polystyrene Ban. Consider passing a ban on polystyrene food service
containers as recommended by Zero Waste Sonoma.

Page 2 of 3
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Transportation
•

Consider Electrified Fleet Mix. When possible, replace City pool vehicles, light- and
heavy-duty trucks, and other mobile equipment with models that run fully on
electricity. Heavy-duty truck and equipment replacement are dependent on
availability of models to meet operational duty cycles.

•

Encourage the Switch to Clean Vehicles. Continue to expand the number of electric
vehicle charging stations in Cloverdale through direct installation of public charging
stations and through public/private partnerships.

•

Consider Updating the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan. Update the City’s current
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan created by SCTA and adopted in
2008 to reflect more closely the needs of Cloverdale.

•

Consider Development and Implementation of a Complete Streets Plan. Utilize the
Complete Streets model to support multi-modal transit to accommodate travelers
who walk and bike as part of project planning and design work.

•

Continue support and implementation of safe routes to school and encourage
walking to school

Water Delivery and Treatment
•
Waste Water PV Solar Energy System. Consider the construction and implementation
of solar photovoltaic system at the City’s wastewater treatment plant.
Other
•

Equitable Public Health Action Plan. Work with Health Action Network Cloverdale to
encourage and assist a coordinated effort among all health care providers to anticipate
and prepare for the inevitable health consequences (physical and mental/emotional)
resulting from climate change.

•

Plant Trees: Plant (appropriate) trees throughout City-owned public space. (Trees
provide shade, sequester atmospheric carbon, improve air quality, reduce urban heat
island effect, help retain soil moisture, provide habitat, increase property values, etc.)
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