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Joseph M. Hurwich 

260 Sea View Avenue 
Piedmont, CA. 94610-1249 

Tel: 510-654-9669   Fax: 510-547-2190 joe@hurwich.net 
 

      
    October 17, 2009 
 
City Council 
Piedmont 
Via email 
    Climate Action Plan 
 
Dear Council Members: 
 
 I am writing to voice my opinion on the Draft Climate Action Plan that will be 
before you on October 19, 2009. As I understand the draft plan it calls for many 
mandatory actions by Piedmont residents that can cost thousands of dollars. 
 I urge you to closely review the draft plan and to make any and all 
recommendations VOLUNTARY as opposed to MANDATORY. Mandatory action, as 
drafted, will require up to hundreds of thousands of dollars in some cases. It should  not 
be the governments responsibility or authority to mandate homeowner costs of this 
nature. 
 The draft plan: 

1.  does not set out exact costs for any item proposed, therefore, if you approve it 
you would be forcing residents to pay an unidentified amount to bring their homes 
into compliance. 

2. Requires every homeowner to have an audit at the homeowners cost without 
specifying the costs or benefits associated with the audit 

3. Does not allow homeowners to pick and choose what parts of parts of the plan to 
implement considering their own family and financial situation. 

4. Makes these climate measures mandatory for homeowners which in essence puts 
this cost at a higher level than local police, fire, school, and safety protection. 

 
Piedmont residents are responsible and will do the right thing and have already been 
doing the right thing over the years with respect to climate measures. Forcing 
homeowners to spend money on this eliminates the taxpayers right to choose and smells 
very much like a dictatorial state. 
 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Very truly yours 
 
Joseph Hurwich 
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Kevin Jackson 

From: Ann [aswift@ci.piedmont.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2009 1:45 PM
To: 'Jim Bert'
Cc: 'Kate Black'; 'Kevin Jackson'; lrosenberg@ci.piedmont.ca.us; 'Geoff Grote'
Subject: RE: Draft Climate Action Plan 

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2009

Thank you for taking the time to express your opinion on this important issue.  Your email has been made part of 
the public record. 
  
Ann Swift 
City Clerk 
  
  

From: Jim Bert [mailto:jim.bert@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2009 1:37 PM 
To: afriedman@ci.piedmont.ca.us; gkeating@ci.piedmont.ca.us; mfujioka@ci.piedmont.ca.us; 
dbarbieri@ci.piedmont.ca.us; jchiang@ci.piedmont.ca.us 
Cc: aswift@ci.piedmont.ca.us 
Subject: Draft Climate Action Plan  
  
Dear City Council, 
  
I believe that the Draft Climate Action Plan should strictly be voluntary for each 
homeowner. The price for these restrictions is just too costly for the average homeowner 
whether it becomes part of ones real-estate taxes or not. 
  
I urge the City Council to focus its attention on saving its citizens money not on issues 
requiring the spending of 10's of thousands of dollars for something that should be decided 
upon by each individual.   
  
Thank you, 
  
Jim Bert 
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Kevin Jackson 

From: Elizabeth Schultz [schultz.liz@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 11:48 AM
To: Kevin Jackson
Cc: A T Brugger; Alesis Strauss Hacker; Alice Talcott; Ann Rojas-Cheatham; Annis Kukulan; Ben 

O'Neil; Betsy Lalli; Brian & Bonnie Walker; Burr Nash and Lisa Rasmussen; Chris Kukula; Dale 
Herrero; Dan Fendel; David Robinson; Debbie Pfeiffer; Derry MacBride; Dimitri Magganas; Don 
Condon; Donna Williamson; E Gordon; Hill Blackett; Jen Rainin; Judy Kelly; Justis Fennell; Keira 
Williams; Lianne Campodonico; Linda Marks; Lynne Wright; Margaret Ovenden; Marj Blackwell; 
Mason Willrich; Melanie Robertson; Michael Henn; Paisley Strellis; Paula Bolio; Phil Cardon; 
Rachel Murray; Robert & Rosalind Chow; Sandra Stumbaugh; Shelby Solomon; Sondra and Herb 
Napell; Stanton Koppel; Steve Sidney; Steven Marks; Susan Kodani; Susan Ode; Susan 
Southworth; Terry Smith; Tim Rood; Zach Church; Abe Friedman; Garrett Keating; Jonathan 
Levine; Kate Black; Margaret Fujioka; planbig@aol.com; Richard Raushenbush; Robert Houser; 
Ryan Gilbert; Teddy King; Bobbe Stehr; Clark Thiel; Jim Kellogg

Subject: Re: Piedmont Climate Action Plan

Page 1 of 3

10/8/2009

Dear City Council and Neighbors, 
 
The Draft Climate Action Plan consists of measure after measure of MANDATORY regulations, 
restrictions, and requirements.  It  imposes massive direct and indirect costs on the City and its 
residents which are unaffordable.  It proposes an effective "tax" of $10,000 +  on every 
home in Piedmont which must be paid when a house is sold.   
 
Given the great success that our City has had with the VOLUNTARY waste reduction program - a reduction of 64% 
VOLUNTARILY - I would hope that the City Council and City Manager would see the value of EDUCATION AND 
FACILITATION to promote "greenness", so everyone can choose for themselves, according to their personal family 
situation and circumstances, how they might be green, rather than neighbors imposing on neighbors a "one size fits 
all" web of tangled requirements and restrictions. 
 
Remember, traditionally, the mandates of government have related to "minimum standards" of behavior (e.g. stop at 
red lights, build safe buildings, and don't kill your mother, even if every so often the idea seems appealing).  This 
Climate Action Plan goes far far beyond "minimum standards" to intrude on every aspect of residents' daily 
management of their lives and home. 
 
I believe it is extremely important that the City Council understand that ALL of these proposals should be 
VOLUNTARY, in order to allow flexibility to residents and the City and in order to take costs into account when 
deciding how to proceed.   This plan has been "under the radar" in terms of awareness, despite its novel and intrusive 
concepts, and I believe residents are going to be livid when they realize, at the last moment or, worse, when they are 
suddenly charged unexpected new fees and taxes and run into draconian and intrusive new restrictions on every 
aspect of their lives and homes at every turn. 
 
I hope our community will not have to experience the threats of lawsuits and recall petitions and massive discord 
which occurred just recently in Berkeley (the greenness of green towns!) when similar measures were proposed, or 
endure a repeat of the contentiousness which  undergrounding created.  
 
 And I hope you agree that we can easily avoid rancor and strife simply by making ALL these measures 
VOLUNTARY. 
 
William and Elizabeth Schultz 
12 Sea View Avenue 
 
 
 
 
MAIN POINTS re DRAFT Climate Action Plan 

1.     This plan effectively imposes a  "tax" of $10,000 (or more) on every house and commercial property in 
Piedmont that must be paid when the house is sold.  (Page V-11-13) 

a.     In addition to paying for a "basic package" of energy improvements, every homeowner must also 
pay the cost of a “certified energy audit specialist” inspect the home initially and after installation.  
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b.   The cost of the required "basic package" has magically changed from $10-30,000 stated at the 
May 27 hearing to "$7,500 to $10,000" in the draft plan with no explanation whatsoever, and despite 
the fact that the basic plan cost was $10,000 for Berkeley homes which, being smaller and not as old 
as Piedmont homes, would cost far less to upgrade.  

2.     This plan imposes multiple layers of mandatory restrictions and restrictions on residents and the City, WITHOUT 
CONSIDERING THE MASSIVE COSTS INVOLVED on a proposal by proposal basis. 

a.     At the May 27 forum, the consultant admitted: 

                                               i.     $ or low                  =    $0 - $50,000 

                                              ii.     $$ or medium       =   $50,000 - $200,000 

                                            iii.     $$$ or high            =   more than $200,000 

However, I could not find these figures stated anywhere in the 100 (?) page report t and I 
read the entire thing.  An honest report would present these figures upfront - on page 1. 

 
3.     EVERY recommendation should be VOLUNTARY, NOT MANDATORY 

a.      Costs are not disclosed 

b.      Flexibility is critical. 

c.      Homeowners should be free to choose which actions to undertake based on their personal 
family situation and circumstances, 

d.     Piedmont residents very successfully reduced waste by 64% via VOLUNTARY changes  – this 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION paradigm should be followed for any climate action plan. 

e.     This plan results in 21% savings rather than just 15% - a 33% cushion/overage - so no need to 
be mandatory 

f.     Only 20% of residents favored mandatory measures and increased taxes/costs per the 
consultant's own public survey. 

g.  Those who wish to encourage greenness should be focusing on education and facilitation 
(e.g. put together "block parties" offering discount packages and group rates with contractors to 
make it easy and simple for residents to choose to invest in green improvements), rather than 
focusing on mandatory burdens. 

 
On Wed, Oct 7, 2009 at 12:01 PM, Kevin Jackson <kjackson@ci.piedmont.ca.us> wrote: 

The City of Piedmont has developed a Draft Climate Action Plan (CAP) and is encouraging residents 
and business owners to review the plan and provide comments on it during a 30-day review period 
from October 6 through November 6, 2009. For your convenience and to reduce paper consumption
and greenhouse gas emissions, an on-line survey is available so that you may provide your thoughts 
and comments on the draft CAP electronically during the 30-day review period. The survey, which is 
open to all residents and business owners, is mostly multiple-choice questions with some 
opportunities for elaboration and takes about 5 to 10 minutes to complete. For more information and
links to the Climate Action Plan and the on-line survey, please follow the link below. 

  

Draft Climate Action Plan & Survey 

  

Page 2 of 3

10/8/2009
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Kevin Jackson 

From: Elizabeth Schultz [schultz.liz@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2009 7:01 PM
To: Bourgault, Lynne S.
Cc: Kevin Jackson; A T Brugger; Alesis Strauss Hacker; Alice Talcott; Ann Rojas-Cheatham; Annis 

Kukulan; Ben O'Neil; Betsy Lalli; Brian & Bonnie Walker; Burr Nash and Lisa Rasmussen; Chris 
Kukula; Dale Herrero; Dan Fendel; David Robinson; Debbie Pfeiffer; Derry MacBride; Dimitri 
Magganas; Don Condon; Donna Williamson; E Gordon; Hill Blackett; Jen Rainin; Judy Kelly; Justis 
Fennell; Keira Williams; Lianne Campodonico; Linda Marks; Margaret Ovenden; Marj Blackwell; 
Mason Willrich; Melanie Robertson; Michael Henn; Paisley Strellis; Paula Bolio; Phil Cardon; 
Rachel Murray; Robert & Rosalind Chow; Sandra Stumbaugh; Shelby Solomon; Sondra and Herb 
Napell; Stanton Koppel; Steve Sidney; Steven Marks; Susan Kodani; Susan Ode; Susan 
Southworth; Terry Smith; Tim Rood; Zach Church; Abe Friedman; Garrett Keating; Jonathan 
Levine; Kate Black; Margaret Fujioka; planbig@aol.com; Richard Raushenbush; Robert Houser; 
Ryan Gilbert; Teddy King; Bobbe Stehr; Clark Thiel; Jim Kellogg

Subject: Re: Piedmont Climate Action Plan

Page 1 of 3

10/9/2009

Dear Ms. Bourghalt Wright, 
 
Thank you for your clarification.  However, to put an even finer point on it, the "82% approval" you 
refer to was a vote in November 2006 on Berkeley's Measure G which merely established a reduction 
target, but did NOT specify how reductions would be achieved or the costs.  (Equivalent to the 
reduction target our Piedmont Council adopted in May of this year without fanfare.)   
 
In Berkeley, the fireworks started in 2009 when specific proposals for, and costs of, achieving 
reductions,  were finally specified and presented to the Berkeley City Council as a Climate Action Plan 
for approval.   
 
Below is a random Berkeley newspaper article describing the significant concerns and issues raised 
about the Berkeley "Climate Action Plan", as well the paper's earlier estimate of the cost per Berkeley 
home:  $33,800.  I would consider it contentious.  The newspaper describes objections to the onerous 
nature and cost of the provisions.  It does not mention that some were actually still calling for even 
stricter measures, although I have no doubt what you say is true.  The Berkeley Plan was eventually 
approved, unanimously as you point out, by the City Council in June 2009, but only after significant 
amendment - DROPPING its more onerous provisions.   
 
Also, thank you for distinguishing the Berkeley Downtown Area Plan (DAP), which you say did inspire 
a recall petition and was contentious, from their Climate Action Plan (CAP).  However, the "DAP" is an 
extension of the "CAP" and both DAP and CAP were passed to implement Measure G (this is according 
to the DAP proponents at http://transformca.org/great-communities/berkeley).  So perhaps we 
can agree it is distinction without a difference. 
 
Elizabeth 
 
 
 
 
Daily Planet 
By GENEVIEVE HEAD-GORDON 
CONTRIBUTING WRITER 
Tuesday, May 5, 2009 
Category: News > City > City Council 

An aggressive environmental plan will go before the Berkeley City Council tonight that faces opposition from 
residents who fear it is too costly and city officials who believe its language is too ambiguous. 47
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The Climate Action Plan-which aims to reduce the city's emissions 80 percent by 2050-addresses building 
energy use strategies, sustainable transportation and the costs of implementing its provisions, said 
Councilmember Gordon Wozniak. 

Councilmember Kriss Worthington said he does not expect theplan will pass tonight because the council will 
discuss several amendments to it. 

"Currently, it doesn't reflect the viewpoint of the City Council," he said. He added that the plan is currently 
scientifically outdated and lacks practical steps for implementation. 

The plan, if passed, will require Berkeley homeowners to implement a series of cost-effective energy 
improvements to their homes, totaling $5,000 to $10,000, according to the executive summary of the plan. 

Due to the ambiguous language of the plan, Worthington said residents could be required to pay an estimated 
$33,800 for various renovations to their homes. 

Councilmembers Jesse Arreguin, Linda Maio and Worthington each said they want to amend parts of the plan to 
clarify its language and make its measures more reasonable. 

Shirley Dean, a Berkeley resident and the city's former mayor, said she has expressed opposition to the council 
because of the plan's expensive mandatory provisions. 

 
However, Berkeley resident Miriam Hawley said she believes the "hefty" investments are a good start to reducing 
the city's greenhouse gas emissions."My neighbors and I were horrified when we read it," Dean said. "I have solar 
panels, am replacing windows, and we buy Energy Star appliances because it's the right thing to do, not because 
someone is telling us to." 

"We are facing a real crisis that, if not addressed now, will be far more costly in terms of dollars and human 
suffering than any small sacrifices we're asked to make now," she said. 

By making the investments proposed in the current plan, a typical 1,500-square-foot home could reduce its 
overall energy consumption by between 35 to 45 percent, according to Bruce Mast, a board member of the 
California Building Performance Contractor Association. 

In addition to home renovations, the draft calls for expanding accessibility to public transportation and the use of 
bikes, according to the sustainable transportation chapter of the plan. 

One of the plan's more aggressive measures calls for establishing an "eco-pass" that will provide free public 
transportation to all residents. 

However, Worthington said the pass is not feasible because tracking residents and maintaining records of those 
with the pass is too expensive and complicated. 

Instead, he said he will suggest using personnel records from employers in Berkeley to develop a list of those 
who will receive the pass. 

"It's all very easy paperwork-wise," Worthington said. "Through employment, you can keep track of everyone and 
you don't just get Berkeley residents." 

Wozniak said that despite some reservations, he believes the plan's goals can be achieved. 

"The final goals will be achievable with the appropriate combination of strategic investment, policy changes and 
technological advances," Wozniak said. 

Page 2 of 3
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Energy audit 

The Berkeley City Council will consider a proposal that would force all homes to be audited for their 
energy efficiency. Here are some estimated costs of energy efficiency upgrades on a typical 1920s three-
bedroom, two-bath bungalow: 

New windows 

$500 to $1,000 per window, depending if they're vinyl or wood. Average home might have 15 windows. 

New roof 

$12,000 to $15,000. 

Insulation 

In the attic, walls and floor: $3,000 to $4,000. 

Heating 

New forced-air furnace, replacing an older gravity furnace: $7,000 to $8,000. 

Appliances 

Energy Star refrigerator $2,000 and up 

Energy Star washer $750 and up 

Energy Star dryer $500 and up 

Energy Star dishwasher $450 and up 

Energy Star gas range $600 and up 

Total          $33,800 to $46,300. 

 
 

Page 3 of 3

10/9/2009
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Comments on Piedmont’s Draft Climate Action Plan dated October 2009 
 
Shelby Solomon 
50 Wildwood Gardens 
Piedmont 
ssolomon30@yahoo.com 
 
PDF Page Page Comment 
 
17,56,59 I-7,IV-6,IV-9   Why is there an expectation of increased VMT and other 
resource usage between now and 2050 for Piedmont?  As mentioned, the city is growing 
very minimally so there is little growth based on population increase.  The CAP 
mentioned on page 58 that the growth rate of natural gas was adjusted down due to the 
built out nature of the city.  Why doesn’t this apply as well to VMT?  I just read that 
water use is going down across the US, having peaked in 1975.  Piedmont is already 
driving down waste amounts.  I don’t see what leads to increased per capita driving over 
the next 40 years. 
 
22-26  I-12-16   Where are the schools?  They are not city, nor residential, nor 
commercial, yet they are major energy and water users, major waste producers, and the 
reason for a lot of vehicle trips within Piedmont (and this year to Emeryville).  We need 
another objective in each strategy that deals with PUSD.  For example, there should be a 
BE objective (similar to BE-1 for the City) to Partner with PUSD to reduce energy-
related emissions in PUSD buildings and facilities, with measures 1&2 like those on BE-
1.  On page 24 add PUSD to measure WW-1.1. 
 
23  I-13 Add BE-6.4 Join the PG&E ClimateSmart program. 
 
25  I-15 In TL-2, how about supporting a shared car service, such ZIPCAR 
and/or CityCarShare 
 
26  I-16 In TL-3, how about including a program to encourage city and 
school employees to take public transit?  Possible ideas include paying for bus passes, 
organizing car pools, offering shuttles to/from BART. 
 
52  IV-2 Does the energy consumption date from PG&E include PUSD?  If 
so, is PUSD part of “government-operated facilities” (or what other category)?  If not, 
then this CAP is missing a lot of data and needs to be revised. 
55  IV-5 same question on the water data 
 
71  V-11 The point of sales requirement that the seller pay for upgrades on 
energy (and water) efficiency is somewhat in conflict with the financing programs that 
are being considered in BE-2.2, which involves the new owner paying back the city 
through some billing system.  I’d rather see a requirement on the buyer to perform the 
efficiency upgrades. 
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PDF Page Page Comment 
 
78  V-17 There also needs to be an effort to reduce outdoor lighting other 
than street lights.  This includes lights at sports facilities, schools, and on buildings.  Also 
there should be a program to reduce energy usage for outdoor holiday light.  Banning 
them is probably not practical, but a program to encourage conversion to LED lights 
would be wise, perhaps with financial incentives, perhaps by banning non-LED lights 
over time.  We could start with the city Christmas tree and the Oakland Avenue bridge 
lights. 
 
90  V-30 I suggest that you show the nearby commercial districts 
(Lakeshore Avenue, Montclair, Glenview) on the map. 
 
95  V-35 You should state that TL-1 must be done in conjunction with 
PUSD, focusing on Safe Routes to Schools as mentioned in TL-3.4 
 
98  V-38 Add an item that is similar to TL-3.3 that is focused on city 
workers and school employees.  (See comment on page 26 above.) 
 
98  V-38 In TL-3.4 we need to actively discourage high school students 
from driving to school.  We should reduce the amount of long-term parking around the 
school and institute a permit system for any student that wants to bring their car to 
school. 
 
98  V-38 Add another measure TL-3.X that focuses on supporting shared 
transportation, including shared cars (ZIPCAR, CityCarShare), free shared bicycles, and 
shuttles to shopping (Piedmont Ave, Lakeshore, Montclair) and BART. 
 
105  VI-3 Under BE-1.1, Action B does an evaluation then it appears that 
magic happens since there is no item for any implementation.  However, according to 
BE-1.2 Action A, there will be building displays installed by the end of 2014.  Since the 
building displays are to be provided as part of implementation, this implies there should 
be a BE-1.1 Action C’ to actually “implement cost-effective renewable energy systems 
on all city buildings” by Dec 31, 2014. 
 
105 on  VI-3 on   This section needs a big program plan with yearly plans and 
evaluations of progress built in.  So far this section is a bare outline. 
 
110  VI-8 In TL-1.4 before Action A we need an Action to Revise the Civic 
Center Master Plan to encourage and facilitate walking, biking, public transit, and 
reduction of vehicle trips.  For example, the plan for a parking garage should be dropped 
and long-term parking should be discouraged (see comments on page 98 above). 
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There are a few typos in the document: 
 
PDF Page Page Comment 
19  I-9 line 5 “wehre” should be “where” 
21  I-11 line 3 mentions implementation of 4 principle strategies but only  
   mentions 3 (and the whole document has 3) 
72  V-12 in 2nd paragraph, line 4 “and AB 811” should be “an AB 811” 
80  V-20 the waste reduction of 9485 (in 1990) to 6204 (in 2005) is a 
   35% reduction, not 64% 
80  V-20 the paragraph talks about a 75% waste reduction goal for 2010 but  
   the chart skips 2010 and shows 2015.  Is the 75% goal supposed to 
   be for 2015 (and the 2010 in the text is a mistake)? 
92  V-32 in green stripe, class 1 mentions Shepherd Canyon bike route  
   “pictured above” but there is no picture. 
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City of Piedmont  
Draft Climate Action Plan Survey 

 

Introduction 
In an effort to combat global climate change Assembly Bill 32 requires the State of California to significantly 
reduce carbon emissions over the next decade.  In line with this State mandate, the Piedmont Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) outlines a course of action for the City and community to reduce carbon emissions to 15% below 2005 
levels by 2020. Achieving the City’s carbon reduction target will require considerable changes over the next 
decade. Piedmont will need to increase energy and water efficiency, develop renewable energy systems, improve 
alternative transportation infrastructure, and reduce waste.  Almost half of the community’s carbon reductions 
rely upon homeowner’s willingness to perform energy- and water-saving home improvements, purchase energy-
saving appliances, and install solar energy systems.  This survey will provide additional information regarding the 
community’s opinions on these matters and gauge residents’ support for these carbon reduction actions. 
 

Residential Energy and Water Efficiency Retrofits 
1. As part of the Climate Action Plan, the City of Piedmont is considering a program that would provide 

financial assistance to homeowners by allowing them to place the cost of energy-saving home 
improvements on their property tax bill spread out over a period of 20 years. How likely would you be to 
take advantage of such a program? (Select One) 
 

I am not likely 
to do this. 

I would consider 
doing this, but 

need more 
information. 

I am interested if the 
improvements will 

save me money in the 
near-term. 

I am very 
interested in 

doing this. 

My home already 
has significant 

efficiency upgrades. 

 

2. If you are interested in taking advantage of the program described above, how likely would you be willing 
to participate in one of the following packages: 
 

• The Basic Energy Efficiency Improvement Package would  reduce  home energy use by 
approximately 20% and would include improvements such as:  
- Weather stripping 
- Attic insulation 
- Hot water system insulation 

- Programmable thermostats 
- Efficient lighting fixtures. 

The estimated annual cost to the homeowner would be approximately $300 to $1,000 depending on 
whether the homeowner is financing improvements with a loan amount and the size of the house. 
(Select One) 
 

I am not likely 
to do this. 

I would consider 
doing this, but 

need more 
information. 

I am interested if the 
improvements will 

save me money. 

I am very 
interested in 

doing this. 

My home already 
has significant 

efficiency upgrades. 

 

• The Advanced Energy Efficiency Improvement Package includes a full home energy audit and 
additional energy saving improvements beyond those contained in the basic package, which may 
include replacing windows and HVAC systems.  These improvements would create home energy 
savings of about 20 - 40%. The estimated annual cost to the homeowner would be $300 to $8,500 
depending on the loan amount and available interest rates. (Select One) 
 

I am not likely 
to do this. 

I would consider 
doing this, but 

need more 

I am interested if the 
improvements will 

save me money in the 

I am very 
interested in 

doing this. 

My home already 
has significant 

efficiency upgrades. 
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information. near-term.
 

3. Would you be in favor of the City reducing or eliminating permit fees for energy efficiency 
improvements, even if this meant increasing increasing fees for other types of projects in order to replace 
the loss in permit revenue? (Select One) 

Yes Eliminate Yes Reduce No Comments:
 

4. Should the City require energy-saving home improvements (e.g. insulation, weather stripping, energy-
efficient heating systems) when: (Select All that Apply) 

A home is put 
up for sale? 

A home 
undergoes major 
renovations or a 

remodel? 

A homeowner is 
installing or replacing an 

air conditioning unit? 

I do not think the City 
should require these 

types of improvements.  

 

5. Should the City require water-saving home improvements (e.g. low flow faucets, toilets, irrigation 
systems) when: (Select All that Apply) 

A home is put 
up for sale? 

A home 
undergoes major 
renovations or a 

remodel? 

Landscape work when 
2,000 square feet or 

more are being 
(re)planted? 

I do not think the City 
should require these 

types of improvements.  

 

Energy Performance in New Construction 

The construction, operation, and maintenance of conventional buildings often have a variety of negative 
impacts on the environment. Green building practices attempt to reduce or eliminate these impacts by 
efficiently using energy, water, and other resources, protecting occupant health, and reducing waste and 
pollution.  
 

6. Should the City require green building practices in private construction? (Select All that Apply) 
In new 

residential 
construction? 

When at least 
50% of an existing 

home is being 
remodeled or 

renovated? 

In new 
commercial 

construction? 

In new commercial 
construction over 2,500 

square feet in size? 

I do not think the City 
should require green 

building standards for 
private construction. 

 
7. Should the City require new construction to achieve a higher level of energy efficiency than is currently 

required by current State codes? (Select One) 
Yes, the City should 
require moderately 

higher energy efficiency 
standards. 

Yes, the City should require 
the highest practical 

energy efficiency standards. 

No, the City should 
simply use the 

existing State Code. 

Comments: 

 

Renewable Energy  
8. The City is considering providing financial assistance to homeowners by allowing them to place the cost 

of solar panels or solar hot water heaters on their property tax bill, and spread the cost out over a period of 
20 years. How likely would you be to take advantage of such a program? (Select One) 

I am not likely 
to do this. 

I would consider 
doing this, but 

need more 
information. 

I am interested if the 
improvements will 

save me money. 

I am very 
interested in 

doing this. 

My home already has 
a)solar panels and 

b) a solar hot water heater 
[Please circle all that apply] 

 

9. Should the City require solar water heaters for new or renovated swimming pools or hot tubs? 
Yes  No  Comments:
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10. Should the City require solar water heaters for new or major remodeled homes? 
Yes  No  Comments:

 
General Comments 

Please use the space provided below to provide additional comments on the Climate Action Plan. If your 
comment refers to one or more specific objective, measure or action, please refer to the specific item or 
page.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Participant Information: 
Please provide a little information about yourself. Please note that all answers are anonymous and 
optional.  

 
11. What is your age? 

18 or under 19-34 35-65 65 or over 
  

12. Do you own or rent property in the City? 
Property Owner Renter/Tenant 

 
13. What is your household’s annual income? 

Less than 
$20,000 

$20,001 - 
$40,000 

$40,001 - 
$70,000 

$70,001 - 
$100,000 

$100,001 - 
$250,000 

$250,001 - 
$350,000 

More than 
$350,000 

 
If you would like to be informed of additional opportunities for public input on the Climate Action Plan, 
please provide the additional contact information requested below.   
 
Name:  
 
Address: 
 
Email Address: 
 
Thank you for completing our survey.  If you would like more information regarding the City’s Climate 
Action Plan, please contact Kevin Jackson, Assistant Planner, at (510) 420-3039. 

55

EXHIBIT G



1 of 8

City of Piedmont - Draft Climate Action Plan Survey 

1. As part of the Climate Action Plan, the City of Piedmont is considering a program that would provide financial 

assistance to homeowners by allowing them to place the cost of energy-saving home improvements on their 

property tax bill spread out over a period of 20 years. How likely would you be to take advantage of such a 

program? (Select One)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

I am not likely to do this. 35.4% 29

I would consider doing this, but 

need more information.
30.5% 25

I am interested if the 

improvements will save me money 

in the near-term.

9.8% 8

I am very interested in doing this. 13.4% 11

My home already has significant 

efficiency upgrades.
11.0% 9

  answered question 82

  skipped question 1
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2. If adopted by the City, the assistance program described in the preceeding question, would be available in two 

packages: • The Basic Energy Efficiency Improvement Package would reduce home energy use by approximately 

20% and would include improvements such as: weather stripping, attic insulation, hot water system insulation, 

programmable thermostats, Efficient lighting fixtures. The estimated annual cost to the homeowner would be 

approximately $300 to $1,000 depending on whether the homeowner is financing improvements with a loan 

amount and the size of the house. • The Advanced Energy Efficiency Improvement Package includes a full home 

energy audit and additional energy saving improvements beyond those contained in the basic package, which 

may include replacing windows and HVAC systems. These improvements would create home energy savings of 

about 20 - 40%. The estimated annual cost to the homeowner would be $300 to $8,500 depending on the loan 

amount and available interest rates. If made available, how likely would you participate in the Basic Energy 

Efficiency Improvement Package? (Select One)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

I am not likely to do this. 31.6% 25

I would consider doing this, but 

need more information.
21.5% 17

I am interested if the 

improvements will save me money.
10.1% 8

I am very interested in doing this. 13.9% 11

My home already has significant 

efficiency upgrades.
22.8% 18

  answered question 79

  skipped question 4
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3. If made available, how likely would you participate in the Advanced Energy Efficiency Improvement Package? 

(Select One)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

I would consider doing this, but 

need more information.
32.4% 23

I am interested if the 

improvements will save me money.
19.7% 14

I am very interested in doing this. 15.5% 11

My home already has significant 

efficiency upgrades.
32.4% 23

  answered question 71

  skipped question 12

4. Would you be in favor of the City reducing or eliminating permit fees for energy efficiency improvements, even 

if this meant increasing fees for other types of projects in order to replace the loss in permit revenue? (Select 

One)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes - Eliminate 23.5% 19

Yes - Reduce 30.9% 25

No 45.7% 37

 Comments: 30

  answered question 81

  skipped question 2
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5. Should the City require energy-saving home improvements (e.g. insulation, weather stripping, energy-efficient 

heating systems) when: (Select All that Apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

A home is put up for sale? 20.7% 17

A home undergoes major 

renovations or a remodel?
32.9% 27

A homeowner is installing or 

replacing an air conditioning unit?
18.3% 15

I do not think the City should 

require these types of 

improvements.

56.1% 46

  answered question 82

  skipped question 1

6. Should the City require water-saving home improvements (e.g. low flow faucets, toilets, irrigation systems) 

when: (Select All that Apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

A home is put up for sale? 19.3% 16

A home undergoes major 

renovations or a remodel?
34.9% 29

Landscape work when 2,000 square 

feet or more are being (re)planted?
34.9% 29

I do not think the City should 

require these types of 

improvements.

51.8% 43

  answered question 83

  skipped question 0
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7. Should the City require green building practices in private construction? (Select All that Apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

In new residential construction? 46.9% 38

When at least 50% of an existing 

home is being remodeled or 

renovated?

42.0% 34

In new commercial construction? 43.2% 35

In new commercial construction 

over 2,500 square feet in size?
33.3% 27

I do not think the City should 

require green building standards for 

private construction.

44.4% 36

  answered question 81

  skipped question 2

8. Should the City require new construction to achieve a higher level of energy efficiency than is currently 

required by current State codes? (Select One)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes, the City should require 

moderately higher energy 

efficiency standards.

20.5% 16

Yes, the City should require the 

highest practical energy efficiency 

standards.

19.2% 15

No, the City should simply use 

the existing State Code.
60.3% 47

 Comment: 29

  answered question 78

  skipped question 5
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9. The City is considering providing financial assistance to homeowners by allowing them to place the cost of 

solar panels or solar hot water heaters on their property tax bill, and spread the cost out over a period of 20 

years. How likely would you be to take advantage of such a program? (Select All that Apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

I am not likely to do this. 45.6% 36

I would consider doing this, but 

need more information.
27.8% 22

I am interested if the 

improvements will save me money.
10.1% 8

I am very interested in doing this. 16.5% 13

My home already has solar panels. 3.8% 3

My home already has a solar hot 

water heater.
2.5% 2

  answered question 79

  skipped question 4

10. Should the City require solar water heaters for new or renovated swimming pools or hot tubs?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 48.7% 38

No 51.3% 40

 Comments: 25

  answered question 78

  skipped question 5
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11. Please use the space provided below to provide additional comments on the Climate Action Plan. If your 

comment refers to one or more specific objective, measure or action, please refer to the specific item or page. 

 
Response 

Count

  56

  answered question 56

  skipped question 27

12. What is your age? 

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

18 or under   0.0% 0

19-34 1.3% 1

35-65 65.3% 49

65 or over 33.3% 25

  answered question 75

  skipped question 8

13. Do you own or rent property in the City?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Property Owner 97.4% 75

Renter/Tenant 2.6% 2

  answered question 77

  skipped question 6
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14. What is your household’s annual income?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Less than $20,000   0.0% 0

$20,001 - $40,000 5.3% 3

$40,001 - $70,000 8.8% 5

$70,001 - $100,000 14.0% 8

$100,001 - $250,000 49.1% 28

$250,001 - $350,000 8.8% 5

More than $350,000 14.0% 8

  answered question 57

  skipped question 26

15. If you would like to be informed of additional opportunities for public input on the Climate Action Plan, please 

provide the additional contact information requested below. Name: Address: Email Address: 

 
Response 

Count

  32

  answered question 32

  skipped question 51
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Numbe Comments:
1

2

3

4
5
6

7
8
9

10

11
12
13

14

Would you be in favor of the City reducing or eliminating permit fees for energy efficiency improvements, even if 
this meant increasing fees for other types of projects in order to replace the loss in permit revenue? (Select One)

The city EE permit fee is low, keep it.  Your new adjusted fee for PV is just right, $300 to $500? No need to subsidize in 
Piedmont.
This may be difficult to justify, however it would be a very good incentive for people to make sound energy efficient 
choices when considering the many approaches possible in home remodelling.
No. Why take from Peter to pay Paul? If the City is serious about encouraging this CAP then why look to regain lost 
revenues. You can't have it both ways.
Without increasing other fees
Q. 3 did not have an option "I am not likely to do this" so I did not answer.
Your suggestion that it is prudent or reasonable to pay anywhere from $300 to $1,000 to $8,500 ANNUALLY for 
improvements is SHOCKING and UNTENABLE.  These proposals are RIDICULOUS.  Do you think money grows on 
trees??????????????????????�
Eliminate fees altogether.  Cut your spending.

we have already done the suggestions & more.�
Don't borrow from Peter to pay Paul.
We do not support mandatory efficiency improvements at all.  Most people either have already done this in the past few 
years (as we have) in remodeling projects or replacement of applicances, and the most others will do this over the next 5 
years as old appliances, furnaces, etc. need to be replaced.   Mandatory requirements are not appropriate, and would 
unfairly penalize people who need to space these measures as their own personal finances allow.   The Advanced 
Enerygy Efficiency Improvement Package is particularly offensive!

Energy Efficiency Program should solely be based on incentives (not mandatory): i.e., rebates, decreased fees/taxes.  Do 
not expect cooperation if a homeowner has to pay thousands for theses energy upgrades and has to pay the city/county

We need lower fees not higher
Home owners in Piedmont are perfectly capable of deciding what improvements to make on their homes and when to 
make them. Normal permitting should be followed.
None of these proposals should be mandatory, but should be entirely voluntary.  Homeowners should have discretion as 
to what to do in their own houses.  Doesn't "a man's home is his castle" apply in Piedmont?

City of Piedmont - Draft Climate Action Plan Survey

15

16
17
18
19
20

21
22

23
24
25

26
27
28

29

30

All changes should be at the home owner's option and not mandatory.
I don't like paying fees to the city in order to improve my home and efficiency.  Considering the taxes we pay to live 
here, it seems an excess, particularly considering the two new tax bills for the schools.

I'm not sure how much the fees are.  If they are prohibitive, then I would be in favor of reducing them.

This will put the city's money where its mouth is.

The residents already have shown that they do not need mandatory restrictions in order to conserve and make necessary 
green changes.  Any plan that would go into place must and should be volunteer NOT Mandatory.

any action should be voluntary and NOT mandatory
Permit fees for energy efficient projects should not be lower or higher than other permit fees.
This seems to penalize us for already reducing our energy usage
At this time I feel residents need more information to adequately consider either of these options. Some of these 
increasing fees inhibits homeowners, esp. of smaller homes, from upgrading other areas, e.g. safety (roofs, etc), 
deferred maintenance, earthquake retrofitting, etc.

Marx would love this idea!
the less bureaucracy and hassle the more likely peope will make improvements
If the concept is to force people to include energy efficient material, asking them to pay for permits to do so is 
unconscionable.  The energy implementation should not be mandatory at any time.  Not everyone can afford it, 
regardless of how "green" it is.   Water saving faucets cost little, but windows and insulation is very expensive.

Reduced fees, yes, eliminating them, no.  I think City needs this revenue.

Only to encourage VOLUNTARY improvements.
Doesn't the City already eliminate fees for solar panels?  Whatever decisions are made should be consistent with those 
that are already in place for solar panels.

not expect cooperation if a homeowner has to pay thousands for theses energy upgrades and has to pay the city/county 
taxes, fess, etc. on top of it too!
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Numbe Comment:
1 Piedmont should show unprecedented leadership and adopt at least measurement to the Passive House Standard

City of Piedmont - Draft Climate Action Plan Survey

Should the City require new construction to achieve a higher level of energy efficiency than is currently required by 
current State codes? (Select One)

1
2

3

4

5

Piedmont should show unprecedented leadership and adopt at least measurement to the Passive House Standard.
This should be offset by some incentive... also the city should offer the advice to homeowners and business owners alike. 
It is NOT difficult or more costly to achieve higher levels of energy efficiency than is required under the current codes. 
Nor does it cost much if any more to do so, especially as it relates to new construction.

ALL MEASURES SHOULD BE VOLUNTARY.   THE CITY SHOULD CONCENTRATE ON EDUCATION AND FACILITATION - 
NOT MANDATORY BURDENS!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
I do not think that the city should have the power to make any of these decisions for individuals. Each home owner 
should be able to make his/her own decisions about this.
This program sounds like more big government especially in a small city when we need less government5

6
7

8
9

10

These conditions (1 through 8) are troublesome and infringe on personal liberties and uncomfortably evoke "big Brother". 
Our lives are regulated enough already
No mechanical air conditioning equipment should be used in new construction.  Passive air conditioning is fine.
Only moderately because the technology is ever changing AND you have not address technologies/solutions that could 
make major impacts on the the CAP. i.e. Commercial and residential fuel cell units, commercial and residential 
lighting/energy monitoring systems, etc.

There is no requirement or need for the City to mandate higher efficiency levels than madated already by the State

This program sounds like more big government especially in a small city when we need less government
Piedmont has the most benign climate in the world. It has a highly educated population. Most people own their homes. 

10
11
12

13
14

15

All actions pertaining to EXISTING structures should be voluntary.
STOP THIS "BIG BROTHER" ACTIVITY. EVERYTHING SHOULD BE VOLUNTARY. LET THE MARKET (I.E. BUYER & 
SELLER) DECIDE ON CONDITION AND VALUE AT THE TIME OF SALE.
7. As you have not defined the scope of Green Building practices, we must vote no, although some Green Building 
practices would be desirable.�

There is no requirement or need for the City to mandate higher efficiency levels than madated already by the State.   
Don't know what the current state code is.
Right now many homeowners are using green building practices when they remodel.  They are changing windows, 
putting in insulation, low flow toilets, weather stripping, etc. and they are doing this because it will save them money.  

16
17
18

19
20
21
22

Earthquake retrofitting is much more urgent & is very, very expensive.  Are you going to waive fees for that?????
These improvements should be accomplished through VOLUNTARY or insentive based improvements.
Where will it end...when your start rationing  and policing the number of squares of toilet tissue we may use?
the State code is draconian enough

practices would be desirable.�
Those who can afford the extra cost for green construction will probably do so if there is a valid saving to be achieved.
I do not feel competent to comment on this.
This entire subject needs to be discussed in a large open forum. All residents need to be fully informed. I feel this project 
has redeeming qualities but I don't have enough information to fully support now.

23

24

25 The City should not put any mandatory requirements on property owners; all such activities should be at the discretion of 
the homeowner. Let the market decide at the time of home sale.

' h h f k ll d

Different codes in Piedmont compared to State Codes would involve difficult enforcement. For example: plan review 
would require energy conscious reviewers.  Does Piedmont have that capability?  The State has led the way for years 
nationally in energy efficiency, they're doing just fine.  Residential construction is up to the homeowner who chooses to 
pay now or pay later for energy, and residential codes include energy efficiency as well.

hard to answer when I don't know how stringent the State Code is or how significant is the difference between the first 
two choices

26
27
28

29

Don't have enough information to make an intelligent decision.
I believe Piedmont, given all its resources, ought to - in all respects - set more ambitious goals.
If I new how strict or not strict the current codes were, I might be in favor of moderately higher energy efficiency 
standards.  �
Is there some way to encourage green without requiring?

I do not know the state codes but assume they apply in a very gradual manner.
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Number Comments:
1

City of Piedmont - Draft Climate Action Plan Survey

Should the City require solar water heaters for new or renovated swimming pools or hot tubs?

This needs to be reviewed with the current homes enegy production and consumption. This is an easy decision, just from 
a financial standpoint, people should want to do this, so making it a rule should not be perceived as a negative.

2

3
4

THE CITY SHOULD NOT BE PROVIDING FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE OF ANY  TYPE FOR THESE PROGRAMS.  THE CITY'S 
BUDGET WAS $700,000 IN THE RED THIS YEAR AND IS FACING EXPENSE INCREASES OF AT LEAST $380,000 IN 
FUTURE YEAR WITH DECLINING REVENUES.  WHERE, EXACTLY, DO YOU THINK THE $$$ FOR THIS WONDERFUL 
LITTLE PROGRAMS ARE GOING TO COME FROM???   DO YOU WANT THE CITY TO CUT FIRE OR POLICE?  STOP DOING 
PLAN CHECKS??  CUT SALARIES AND BENEFITS???   BEFORE YOU PROPOSE NEW PROGRAMS THAT COST MONEY, TELL 
THE RESIDENTS EXACTLY WHERE THIS MONEY IS GOING TO COME FROM!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

Please - this is not the responsibilirt of the city - it is and should be up to the individual homeowner
Again - the homeowner should have the freedom to choose their own type of water heater

a financial standpoint, people should want to do this, so making it a rule should not be perceived as a negative.

4
5

6

7

Again  the homeowner should have the freedom to choose their own type of water heater
Homeowners should evaluate the best way to deal with their home and improvements. It is no business of the City 
council. We have some serios budget problems and plenty of big issues (i.e. schools, construction, city budget) on which 
you should focus.

There are other more efficient and effective technologies for this purpose. Moreover, you do not address the criminal 
element that accompanies solar installations.
Swimming pools are a luxury, so we would support mandated solar heating for new pools (but not mandatory upgrades 
for existing pools.)  P.S.  we don't have a pool, but think it would be unfair to absolutely require updating for any already 
existing part of a home!

8
9
10

11
12

13

Do you really believe there is enough sun in Piedmont? !!
Having requirements for new swimming pools or hot tubs would be beneficial.
KEEP CITY GOVERNMENT/REGULATION AT A MINIMUM. THERE ALREADY IS ENOUGH AT THE STATE AND FEDERAL 
LEVEL.
9. Would be very interested in financial assistance for installation of solar panels. �
If the savings from solar heaters will pay for the upgrade, the banks can do a better job of lending money than our city.  
This is a personal decison
These are luxury items that require alot of energy & water. Homeowners with these features should have to comply with 

i li
14

15
16

17

Then provide the information.  Solar for pools requires an ELECTRIC pool heater & can only find GAS pool heaters to 
replace my old one.  So cannot do solar!!!!!!!

I don't have, nor do I anticipate having, a swimming pool or hot tub.
Solar heating isn't all it is cracked up to be.  Besides, the "baby steps' approach to controlling everything is just too 
obvious.
not practical in most cases. I know as I have such at our vaction home and it's next to useless. When they truly afford an 
advantage people will naturally want them w/o heavy-handed government mandates.

strict energy compliance.

18

19
20
21

22

might not be feasible at a given location -- incentives would seem better
Should strongly encourage this, but across the board requirements always end up creating problems (e.g., there so often 
are situations where the requirement just doesn't make sense, for whatever reason).
P h I d 't h h k l d t k i t lli t d i thi ti

A good idea but mandating it is not the way to go.  We have a pool and use a solar cover on it, and do not use ANY 
energy to heat it.  Why should the City force me to install something I do not need or want?  Mandate pool covers, not 
systems that cost a lot.  Please recognize that those systems use energy to pump water around.  A passive solar cover is 
much less expensive for the homeowner.�
�Should support, but they're not always practical or cost-efficient.

22
23

24

25

Perhaps,  I don't have enough knowledge to make an intelligent decison on this question.
In general, I think mandates are difficult - providing support, information is great, but ultimately private choice is 
important.
I would like to put up solar panels if my house could take the load of the panels.  I know that used to be a concern.  Not 
sure if it still is or not.
Not sure. the Solar hot water heating systems now sold in California are stupid and extraordinarily expensive compared 
to those in Japan, Germany or Israel.  There are alternatives that may be more cost effective for homeowners.    
Mandating  homeowners install solar systems that cost $8-10,000 seems odd.
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Number Response Text
1

2

3

4

5

6

7 Quit trying to run our lives and manage our every move.

1.) AB811 or different financial vehicle?  -  City, County or California Statewide Communities Development 
authority?�
2.) and 3.) We have already completed most (not all) insulation measures, most double glazed windows.  Still need 
some weather stripping.�
�
GOOD LUCK WITH THE REPUBLICANS!
As many of the homes in Piedmont are older they are obviously less efficient. By providing resources, information, 
benefits analysis to residents about energy and sustainable  changes they can make, will have a very large impact 
over the long term on the energy use of the community.�
It may be an opportunity for the city to create " group " programs with regards to soalr PV installations and other 
energy efficiency measures to reduce the cost and difficulty for residents to install such measures on their homes.

Nothing should be mandatory.

We are all well aware of the need to reduce our energy usage through a variety of methods. The City should not 
make any of these changes mandatory. The costs will be too high for people who want to sell their homes and 
make it even harder for them to do this. This will ultimately reduce the number of home sales in Piedmont and 
reduce revenue to the City from these sales. Hasn't anyone considered this possibility?�
�
WHY HAS THERE BEEN SO LITTLE INFORMATION ABOUT THIS IN ANY OF THE LOCAL NEWSPAPERS? WHY ARE 
RESIDENTS BEING KEPT IN THE DARK ABOUT THIS UNLESS THEY GO TO COUNCIL MEETINGS OR WATCH KCOM, 
NEITHER OF WHICH MANY OF US DO?

Any homeowner improvements should be voluntary, not mandatory.  If there is an economic incentive to retrofit 
aspects of our home (e.g. will lower energy or water bills), then we will do it.  We are more likely to make these 
changes if they are voluntary rather than forced on us by the City at potentially high and undisclosed cost.�
�
btw, your survey responses include bias in them, especially since you do not include complete cost information and 
your responses are not always parallel.  I am a market researcher and I can tell you that what people say they will 
do and what they actually do are usually two very different things.

ALL MEASURES SHOULD BE VOLUNTARY.�
�
A TAX ON EVERY HOME IN PIEDMONT OF $10,000 OR MORE to be paid when the house is sold IS EXORBITANT.�
�
ADDING $300 TO $1,000 TO $8,500 ANNUALLY to current property tax bills is EXORBITANT.�
�
THE CITY IS RUNNING IN THE RED NOW!!!!  WHERE IS ALL THIS MONEY GOING TO COME FROM TO PAY FOR 
THESE PIE IN THE SKY IDEAS?????????????????  WE ALREADY HAVE TO PAY FOR 100% RETIREMENTS OF CITY 
EMPLOYEES AT AGE 55 AND CONTRIBUTE (OURSELVES) TO OUR OWN RETIREMENT (which will NOT occur at age 
55).  �
�
IF YOU ARE INTENDING THAT TAXES SHOULD INCREASE TO PAY FOR THESE PROPOSALS - BE HONEST AND SAY 
SO!!!!!!!!!!!!!  IF YOU PROPOSE CUTS, THEN TELL THE CITY (and City Employees) AND RESIDENTS WHERE THESE 
CUTS WILL BE!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!�
�
OFFERING UP THESE AS PROPOSALS AS MANDATORY MEASURES WOULD RESULT IN A RECALL PETITION, 
BECAUSE I WOULD START IT IMMEDIATELY!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

City of Piedmont - Draft Climate Action Plan Survey

Please use the space provided below to provide additional comments on the Climate Action Plan. If your comment 
refers to one or more specific objective, measure or action, please refer to the specific item or page. 
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Transportation:  Piedmont needs a mini-bus that serves major destinations and transit hubs in Piedmont, Oakland 
and Berkeley.  This would encourage people (both residents and employees) to use the automobile less.  The 
EmeryGoRound in Emeryville is one model�
�
Bicycle/Pedestrian Transportation Infrastructure: Install planted medians or mini-parks in streets and intersections 
with excessive paved areas to enhance comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists.�
�
Energy: To reduce energy consumption with NO installation costs, set maximum temperatures in public buildings in 
winter to 62 degrees F.  Discontinue mechanical air conditioning in Summer. Encourage homeowners to follow the 
same practice.

I do not think your plan goes far enough when considering alternative technologies. I think you should make 
allowances within the plan for 'other' sources of energy savings, reductions, and carbon mitigating. I believe you 
would would attract more attention and interest if you positioned your proposal more creatively. Rather than asking 
if we would like you to require efficiencies, why don't you creatively provide incentive for us to do so. Let self 
proposed energy efficiency, reductions and mitigations be exchanged for other requirements. Tell us if we do these 
things we will feel good, be part of the solution and receive concessions, not just monetary. Don't tell us we are 
required to do these things or else. It's not very encouraging.

We support energy efficiency, and in fact over the past few years have replaced all the windows in our home with 
double pane Marvin windows (not cheap!), have replaces all toilets with water saving ones, have replaced our 
furnace and hot water heater with energy saving ones, have replaced our old washer with a High Efficiency (HE) 
water saving washer, have insulated several of our rooms, and have spent a great deal of money installing drip 
irrigation over much of our double lot property.   We are concerned that the draft Climate Action Plan does not take 
into consideration all these expenses that we, and others like us, have already spent to make our home and 
property more energy/water efficient.  In addition, many of these efficiency improvements were made as old 
appliances needed to be replaced or as we upgraded our home.   We were able to plan for a few years for the 
expense.  We are extremely concerned that the draft Climate Action Plan implies that such improvements be 
mandatory - and are particularly concerned for people who can't afford this right now.   It doesn't help at all the the 
City offer to put a loan for such costs on property taxes - that only makes it more expensive!!   A much better way 
to go is to offer such loans to those who are considering such improvements voluntarily and the loan would give 
them the "push" to do it, but that it NOT be mandatory.   Also, certain requirements could be placed on those 
seeking remodeling permits (like requiring double paned windows for those seeking to replace windows), or for new 
construction permits (e.g. where all windows and toilets would have to be energy efficient.)   But it's not acceptable 
for the City of Piedmont to either implement mandatory measures beyond what the State of California requires, or 
to mandate that people replace/upgrade their existing home at all!  Again, everyone we know is doing this 
voluntarily as remodeling or new appliances are purchased anyway, and this would be very unfair to all!

This plan should be a suggestion only; it should not be madated. People are capable of making their own decisions 
given all the facts.

In general, it is not the city's responsibility to make rules which end up costing the taxpayer 10's of thousands of 
dollars. It is just not right!!
Please leave homeowners alone. They can decide what improvements to make, when to make them and how to pay 
for them. There is adequate zoning and permitting oversight in Piedmont. If homeowners want to voluntarily make 
changes, they should. We have done significant upgrades over the last 20 years and do not neeed your help, no 
matter how well intended, on how to prioritize spending our money.

I absolutely do not think that the city shoud mandate that homeowners pay for any of these improvements. They 
should all be voluntary. In many cases, the improvements will save minimal amounts, depending upon each 
indivdual homeowners lifestyle and home. Mandating these is merely Piedmont's way of saying to the State, "look at 
us, we are green' Being green for thatsake is wrong. Being green for the correct reasons is right. Mandating is 
wrong and merely palce an additional burden on every homeowner.
As we have stated above, we strongly feel that none of these proposals should be mandatory but should be entirely 
voluntary. Such proposals, if mandatory, could possibly violate privacy issues, homeowners' rights and personal 
liberties.These proposals, if mandatory, also bring into question whether the City of Piedmont, or any city, has the 
legal right to go this far in dictating life styles to its lawful residents.
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I am educated on the issues of the environment and as a homeowner i am responsible for�
making decisions about my residence.

The state regulations are more than adequate and the city should not try to increase the burden by making more 
mandatory requirements.

ALL SUCH ACTIVITY SHOULD BE VOLUNTARY ON THE PART OF PROPERTY OWNERS.�
STOP BRAINWASHING OUR LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS WITH THE AL GORE GLOBAL WARMING FRAUD 
AND CONCENTRATE ON THE BASICS OF EDUCATION.

We do not support mandatory energy efficiency upgrades.�
�
City financial assistance for energy efficiency improvements would be a good thing.

We are willing to support a city wide vote on the plan you are proposing, but do not approve of a regulation that 
requires a resident to do upgrades unless it has been voted on by the majority of our citizens.  We believe that 
those who can afford to do the upgrades will do so but that the city should not force all to comply with a what may 
seem to be a benifit of qustionable value.  This is a judgement call as to the true value of the improvement, let each 
property owner determine the answer for their home OR, put it on the ballot.  As to commercial property,  those 
questions do not belong in this survey as we have run out of same!
I am very concerned by the draft Climate Action Plan.  In particular, I believe that the requirements imposed on 
residential homeowners should be optional unless there is a major remodel or new construction.  Allowing 
homeowners to spread these costs over 20 years is not helpful, as this will double (or more) the cost over the long 
term.  Residents are already financially stressed in this economy.  Additional expensive mandates should not be 
imposed.  If the City keeps loading on expensive taxes and fees, it will make Piedmont a less desirable place to live.  
�
�
Additionally, any City initiatives must give the City Council and/or City Manager the ability to balance climate change 
initiatives against all other competing uses for the City's funds.  While abating climate change is a laudatory goal, it 
is not more important than funding core police, fire, and school services. �
�
I urge the City Council to be open to the comments of all constituents, not just those who are promoting these 
initiatives.

The CAP as presented will make it much more difficult to live in Piedmont.�
Mandatory this, mandatory that, increased property taxes, permit fees, license fees, etc. all combine to make a 
homeowner rebell.  The schools are good, but not that good.�
In this econoomy it is better for the city to tighten their belt rather than seek more money from cash strapped 
homeowners.  Tread gently, this could really backfire on the real estate picture in Piedmont.

Homeowners should be free to choose what actions to undertake based on their personal family situation and 
circumstances.  The successful voluntary program for waste management should also be followed for any Cimate 
Action Plan.  The Climate Action Plan should focus on educating and informing residents rather than manadatory 
requirements.    Manadatory measures place climate action costs before fire, police, and public works.  At an 
economic time when our city is already experiencing a deficit, creating any mandatory programs only puts a bigger 
burden on the city.  Every measure must be paid through new taxes and fees or through cuts in City services, such 
as police, fire and public works.   A Climate Action Plan�
should be voluntary NOT MANDATORY.

As stated above, any actions in support of this Plan for EXISTING homes should be VOLUNTARY rather than 
mandatory.  The current waste reduction program in Piedmont, a voluntary measure, has resulted in a 64% 
reduction.  Piedmont citizens "do the right thing" when they are properly motivated to do so.  Forcing onerous 
financial "penalties" on them will not be the "right thing" for the City to do to her citizens.
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All plan should not be manditory, but voluntary. We need to know appromiate cost of all plans before commiting!

Mandatory is wrong & not only hurts elderly & lower income homeowners but ties the hands of city government.  
Why aren't you doing this kind of effort for EARTHQUAKE RETROFITTING????????????�
�
Green houses & solar panels will be of no use if they FALL DOWN in the coming earthquake.  Pls THINK!�
�
Piedmont's population is highly educated & is aware of climate change.  They have proved this by hitting 65-70% 
VOLUNTARY waste reduction.�
�
Where are all the costs?  Where is there wiggle room for individual cases?  MANDATORY?  What KIND of people are 
on this committee?   They should be on a committee to comply w/ the STATE's mandatory low income housing 
requirements instead of "greening" w/ more soccer fields & dictating that I should spend my money on unneeded 
solar instead of EARTHQUAKE RETROFITTING.

Improvements to personal residences in Piemont should be based on VOLUNTARY or insentive based efforts only.

Many of the plan proposals make sense, but it is important that most programs be voluntary and cost effective and 
not be bureaucratic.  I thought the emphasis on bicycles was absurd and reflected the fact that this consultant 
obviously has a canned report format and plugs plugs stuff in to customize it.  And when the report mentioned the 
idea that personal vehicles should be taxed based on size and emissions, I got angry.  If you want to see a recall 
election, just try it!�
�
This will work if it is low cost and voluntary, but better not get in our faces.

The city of Piedmont should consider measures that promote the use of "solar dryers," also known as clotheslines.

The city government needs to spend its time providing basic services to its citizens - police, fire, street repairs, and 
parks.  This plan goes WAY beyond reasonable expectations of residents.  Not everyone lives on Seaview Drive and 
can afford the high costs of this "feel good" environmental plan that will have LITTLE TO NO EFFECT on any real 
environmental problem.  �
�
Piedmont is already at the top of the county in various special add-on taxes to the property bill.  Piling this on top of 
it will further hurt the ability of people to pay their property tax bill.    �
�
City governments need to stick to what they are supposed to do.  Something like this sounds like a Berkeley idea. �
�
Dump this plan now!

For the most part I believe all measures should be voluntary.
I only learned of this survey from an e-mail from a concerned neighbor.  I regularly read both the Peidmonter and 
the Piedmont Post, and have seen no references to this.  The proposed ordinances are a major change, and as a 
minimum, there should have been a mailing to all residents.�
�
I STRONGLY object to proposes section BE 2.1 in particular - it would impose an UNKNOWN, and potentially huge 
cost to any sale of a house.  It is one thing to impose costs on an optional item, such as a renovation or installation 
of a hot tub.  It is something completely different to impose a charge on a house sale, which is often NOT 
"optional".  The cost and delay of implementation in each house sale would seriously, and negatively impact the 
value of houses in Piedmont.
I don't understand why I had to learn about this survey from a friends and not from the city.  It seems this issue is 
been handles and the people surveyed are hand selected to reflect the views of the surveyors �
I strongly disagree with the city planning to propose huge financial costs to me.  Many of us in the city have a 
limited income and even if it is when we sell our house it would substantially cut into any profits I might get from 
the house which I will need to live on

No changes should be MANDATORY.
Improving our methods of energy use is important but before any permanent measures are implemented we need a 
public that has more time to educate themselves through city forums, KCOM, newspapers, etc so that we can 
consider the financial as well as the environmental impacts.
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I believe in conservation and saving energy resources in a realistic, practical, and non intrusive mamnner. I oppose, 
on the other hand, knee-jerk and otherwise unfounded reactions that are mandated by government, especially at 
the city level,  before all the facts are truly known and vetted, just for the sake of political correctness, etc. I believe 
this Climate Action plan, though it might save some resources (which is a good thing), in many cases will have trade-
offs which are not desirbable. As a former physics major incollege, and having studied the scinece behind the so-
called "consensus" anthropgenic global wamring hypotheis, I'm convinced with almost unqlualified certainty that 
limiting CO2 in Piedmont will have NO affect whatsoever on whatever climate change will occur naturally anyway. 
This is simply because CO2 is a trace gas that has virtually no affect on the earth's warming or cooling, as does the 
much more prevalent greenouse gas, water vapor, which accounts for 99% of the atmosphere's retention of the 
incident infrared heat of the sun's rays.  I understrand this is not a PC position, especially in Piedmont's prevailing 
political climate, but that's what my studies and scientifc training have shown me. Sorry to say, in sum, but I 
don't�
 think the Climate Action Plan will do anything benficial for the climate as intended, and, except for some possible 
saving of energy resources, this plan is a mostly useless exercise that diverts attention from other issues which are 
way more important to Piedmont and actually solvable.

The whole climate thing is a hoax.

Who is on the task force and what are the qualifications of these people?  Who will the enforcers be?�
�
While I do believe we need to be good to our planet, I also think the arrogance of the environmentalists is 
alarming...and, some say, environmentalism is the new communism!�
�
The fact is, the only constant is change.  Our planet is changing constantly...it has changed since I began this 
section of the survey.  Global warming is part of that change and one day we will be all stressed out about global 
cooling.  Global warming folks never consider that the temperature of the sun is also changing, heating us up more 
at one time than another.�
�
Remember the travesty calleds M.T.B.E.?  This highly carcenogenic product was forced upon us by do-gooders and 
people who gained financially from it and are responsible for damage to our land and water which should be 
considered criminal.�
�
Remember the days when people were encouraged by environmentalists to install wood-burning stoves in their 
homes?  Stoves they will not be allowed to burn one day soon.�
�
Consider the farce called carbon credits and consider following the money.�
�
The  environmentalists are inserting themselves into our lives and taking away our freedoms.  They are destroying 
business with their absurd mandates, causing job losses and�
the demise our lovely capitalist system.  They are working toward turning us into a third world country.�
�
People all over the world want to be here, to be free and self-reliant.  Where will they run when the global warming 
police take over?�
�
Sustainability is one thing, but where will it lead?�
�

71

EXHIBIT G



39

40
41

42

43

44

45

I prefer incentives to make improvements.  Minor repairs and remodels can get very expensive fast and I would like 
to have some choices rather than being required to do improvements based on Climate Action Plan.

Setting goals is admirable.  However, Piedmont, to remain an attractive community, needs to recognize that many in 
the community are not wealthy.  With escalating property and parcel taxes, Piedmont already pushes many, 
particularly those on fixed incomes, to the limits of their resources.

Encourage yes.  Provide loans (at no net cost to the city).  Provide information and access to resources, absolutely 
yes.�
�
Start REQUIRING stuff and it's going to be council member recalls, HELL YES!  �
�
Don't you people understand that not everybody in Piedmont is a rich trial lawyer?  For most of us, our homes are 
our largest investment and we're counting on them in our old age, or to provide something to leave our kids.  If you 
start making us do stuff we can't afford, you're going to drive us out of town.  If you make our kids do stuff when 
we pass on, you're stealing money from them.  �
�
Pass a mandate today, and I know 25 people who will be passing out recall petitions tomorrow.  Better understand 
that we're just not going to accept a bunch of greenie woo-woos telling us to spend OUR money to make them feel 
warm and fuzzy.

The concepts at first have merit.  Upon further inspection, they require outlays of money the City does not have and 
could force homeowners to do things beyond existing Codes and requirements.  �
�
The Berkeley plan is flawed all together too much because it forces people to upgrade their homes when they are 
planning on leaving those very homes!  That's just crazy.  It makes NO sense as an investment.  If the new owners 
were forced to pay for it, the housing industry would go nuts and prices would rise accordingly, making housing in 
Berkeley a less desirable choice.�
�
Please do not impose those kind of "sanctions" in Piedmont.  If we decide to sell our home, we need to obtain the 
most out of our investment without being burdened by requirements to install material we'll never see or get to 
use.�
�
Encouraging people to invest in energy efficiency is a wise choice.  Mandating them to do so is folly.  It's the 
difference between positive encouragement and dictatorship.  I would love to have new energy saving windows, but 
I can't afford it right now (a recent broken leg which required a second surgery), and if you made me do it, I would 
be at a great loss as to how to respond.�
�
Make the savings in energy efficiency obvious to homeowners so they can make their own personal and financial 
decisions.�
�
As far as water goes, we as a City are victims of the old seven year drought.  We learned back then how to save 
water and are among the lowest users around.  When the drought ended EBMUD raised the rates because we 
weren't using enough water!!!  So during this last drought we got dinged because we didn't cut back our 15% 
BECAUSE WE ALREADY HAD BEEN DOING THAT since the last drought!  The idiots who were profligate with water 
got the benefit because it was easy to not wash a car or two a week and save lots of water.  We stopped washing 
our car at home 15 years ago!  We simply cannot use any less water than we already do.  EBMUD's approach was 
flawed as pointed out by many.�
�
It is, however, not unreasonable for everyone to be encouraged to install water saving faucets and shower heads 
and irrigation systems.  They really don't cost much.�
I think that proposed measures that will affect homeowners should be voted on by all residents of the city.
We have enough taxes and expenses now and with the lousy economy and the tax and spend federal and state 
government, Piedmont should be a voice of reason and stay out of these questionable programs.

I'd like the city to go as green as possible, especially in the use of non toxic paints, stains, and sealers.�
I don't think residences should be required to do anything that mars the aesthetic integrity of the house.�
For example, we have delicate slate roofs and, sadly, cannot put solar panels on them.
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This plan almost completely ignores the schools, yet they are a major GHG generator with large uses of energy and 
water, large generation of waste, and a big reason for vehicle trips within Piedmont.  They should be part of all 3 
strategies (Bldgs & Energy, Waste & Water, Trans & Land Use).�
The idea (and survey questions) on requiring a seller to perform upgrades before selling a house is somewhat in 
conflict with the financing programs being considered, which have the city (or another entity) pay the upfront 
installation cost with the homeowner (which would be the new owner) paying the low interest loan back over time 
via property tax or PG&E bills.  I would be in favor of the buyer being required to do energy/water upgrades with 
the city's financial assistance (but this was not one of the options in the survey).�
I have a lot more comments which I will send in an email since this survey format does not accomodate very well.
First of all, great work!�
�
(1) My understanding is that - if you fly - that is a significant portion of your carbon footprint.  Often companies are 
paying attention to it, but it would be interesting for this community to encourage less personal flying (e.g. take 
local vacations).�
(2) I think the overall CO2 is too modest, for two reasons.  First, if we're going to get to 15% I think we need to set 
a much higher target.  Second, Piedmont should be a leader.  We should do so well it challenges other communities 
and shows that much more is possible.�
(3) I have been looking at car-sharing services (e.g. Zip Car) and one of the big barriers is that the nearest place is 
0.8 miles from my house.  This is a terrific option for reducing car use.�
(4) Following through on these recommendations will take a lot of work and attention from Piedmont's excellent city 
staff and our residents.  Given the tiny portion of our footprint that is attributable to muncipal activities (2.2%) I 
would strongly considering deferring these activities.  Let's focus our attention on the real prize: private and 
commercial activities.�
�
But, again, great work and I am grateful to the volunteers, city employees and the consultants for their efforts.�
�Air conditioning is unnecessary in Piedmont.  We should discourage any type of air conditioning units.  But if 
someone really wants one, then it should be required to be extremely energy efficient.  Air conditioning is a major 
source of energy over use in the United States.  We should not be adding to the problem given we have so few days 
that are uncomfortably hot.�
�
Swimming pools and hot tubs are energy guzzling luxuries.  Maximum water and energy efficiencies should be 
required.�
�
Need information on the city's position on installing solar panels.  i.e does a homeowner have to go through design 
review?  What is the cost of building inspection and permitting?  Can the city make it relatively painless and keep 
the cost down to encourage the homeowner to install panels?
Why does question 3 re Advanced Energy program not include the check-box option "I am not likely to do this" if 
the questions is "Are you likely to..."   This survey is important--didn't you proof it?

I believe in the Climate Action Plan but there needs to planning for the retired persons in our community, those with 
limited income. People like myself, a widow and retired, live on a very tight budget. If we begin in our community 
by taking actions when major rehab is being done, or as property changes hands, we will gradually build in the 
needed lans without causing major financial distress for some families.

I like the idea of encouraging and even requiring energy efficiency.  HOWEVER, most of us live in very old homes.  
Requirements that would be reasonable for new construction might be a huge and unreasonable financial burden on 
owners of old homes.  I fear rules that would turn most any home improvement project into a huge reconstruction 
for energy conservation.

The Government, regardless of Federal, State or Local, should be far less intrusive in our lives and financial 
decisions. There are enough requirements and intrusions at the Federal and State levels without the City adding to 
the burden. Leave all decisions on such improvements to the homeowner, and have the market decide on whether 
there is a need for or value to such changes to a home when it is sold. THE CITY SHOULD FOREGO ANY 
MANDATORY INSPECTIONS AND MODIFICATIONS.
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Piedmont should make it completely  simple and cheap for groups of  homeowners to set up  "solar electrical 
districts"  much like the  "undergrounding districts" now in vogue. Really the entire city could be one bgi, non-
mandatory  "Solar electric district."  It does not have to be mandatory, but reduced  cost and convenience would 
attract  many participants. For about the same or  less than the cost of undergrounding utilities, many Piedmont 
homeowners could install a complete  a complete photovoltaic solar electrical system including a heat pump electric 
water heater. This would  take care of most of a home's energy needs.  The City could subsidize this by making the 
permit process free, negotiating extreme discounts from  2 or 3 reputable suppliers  and letting homeowners  put 
the cost on their tax bill over 10 - 15 years.�
�
More residents would choose to spend their money on solar electric,  which gives an immediate financial payback,  
than on  utility undergrounding which is pretty but not cost effective for most - to say nothing of saving a lot of 
energy. �
�
�
Another measure the City could take is to work with window manufacturers to make information on nice looking 
replacement  efficient windows available.  Window replacement can be very expensive, but probably does not have 
to be.   Real useful information from the city would be valuable.  Residents are worried about the high permit costs 
and arbitrary  style review  by the City.  The city could help with this�
at very little cost to the city and big savings to homeowners - and very major energy savings.�
�
How about making the entire  City of Piedmont a non-mandatory "Window replacement district?"

The CAP pays insufficient attention to transportation, which generates between one-third and one-half of Bay Area 
greenhouse gas emissions. Piedmont should have pedestrian and bicycle master plans, as many other Bay Area 
cities do, and should prioritize improvements on routes leading to schools and transit stops.

All upgrading provisions noted in the CAP should be applied to any remodel of a house. It appears that all new 
procurements of houses undergo a remodel so that would be an ideal time to require upgrades. Housing turnover 
has been a way of life for most of the families in Piedmont so the upgrades would be possible during remodeling. 
The folks who have lived here for many years would be remodeling their houses as a matter of bringing their 
properties up to modern views so would be required to meet the action plan. The upgrade actions should then be 
voluntary for the city until remodeling.
I approve of making improvements for pedestrians and bicycles, to the extent feasible.�
�
To the extent there are requirements for recycling during new construction or remodeling, how are these 
requirements enforced? �
�
Is it possible to provide information to residents about residential recycling and whether any of it is actually just 
thrown into the landfill.  Berkeley has much more limited recycling of plastics because they say there isn't a market 
for many of the plastics that Piedmont accepts for recycling.  Is our recycling program actually taking waste out of 
the stream, or is it just giving us a false sense of doing something.�
�
Thanks!
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