
South Bay Cities Council of Governments    
 
 

SBCCOG Legislative Committee Meeting 
Thursday, January 6, 2022 @ 5:00 p.m. 

Conducted via Zoom 
 
This virtual meeting is held pursuant to AB 361 (Chapter 165, Statutes of 2021) issued by Governor Gavin Newsom 
on September 16, 2021.  Committee members may participate by teleconference/virtual meeting due to state and local 
officials recommending measures to promote social distancing.  Members of the public may participate by 
teleconference/virtual meeting in order to restrict the imminent risk to the health and safety of attendees.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
7R�DGGUHVV�WKH�6%&&2*�/HJLVODWLYH�&RPPLWWHH�RQ�DQ\�LWHP�RU�D�PDWWHU�ZLWKLQ�WKH�/HJLVODWLYH�&RPPLWWHH¶V�
purview, please provide written comments by 2 p.m. on the meeting date via email to davidl@southbaycities.org.  
Members of the public may also participate by phone.  All written comments submitted will become part of the 
official record. Unless otherwise noted in the Agenda, the Public can only provide written comment on SBCCOG 
related business that is within the jurisdiction of the SBCCOG and/or items listed on the Agenda which will 
addressed during the Public Comment portion of the meeting. 
 
ACCESSING THE MEETING: 
Receive Zoom meeting credentials in advance of the meeting by using the below link: 
https://scag.zoom.us/meeting/register/tJ0ucOChpjIjH9Vrx3NT4rlYsJ1SBWfbTPaB   
OR to access the Zoom meeting, visit https://zoom.us/join or call (669) 900-6833 and use  
Meeting ID: 993 7998 9951; Passcode: 722264 
 

AGENDA 
5:00 p.m. Welcome / Self-Introductions 

5:03 p.m. Public Comment  

5:08 p.m. Consent Calendar 

a. December 2, 2021 Meeting Minutes (Attachment A) ± Approve  

5:10 p.m. Discussion on a potential South Bay Regional Housing Trust (Attachment B) 

5:45 p.m. Discussion on proposed CPUC decision revising Net Energy Metering Tariff and Subtariffs 

(Rulemaking 20-08-020) ± (Attachments C, D and E) ± Consider sending letter of opposition to 

CPUC which would be brought to  the Steering Committee for their approval since the CPUC 

meeting will be on January 27 

5:30 p.m. Update on SBCCOG Proposals for legislation and advocacy 

a. SBCCOG legislative proposals for micromobility device rebates and NEV plan 

b. Discussion on California ballot initiative 21-����$��³$SSV�,QLWLDWLYH´�WKDW�ZRXOG�OLPLW�ORFDO�

restrictions on housing development (Attachment F)  
6:00 p.m. Draft January Legislative Briefing Agenda and Questions for Legislators (Attachments G & H) ± 

Discussion  

6:15 p.m. Announcements / Adjournment 

Next Legislative Committee meeting ± Thursday, February 3, 2022, 5:00 p.m.       

mailto:davidl@southbaycities.org
https://scag.zoom.us/meeting/register/tJ0ucOChpjIjH9Vrx3NT4rlYsJ1SBWfbTPaB
https://zoom.us/join
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                                                                                   Attachment A 
 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments 
 

Legislative Committee 
December 2, 2021 
Meeting Minutes  

(Held virtually via Zoom) 
 

COMMITTEE CHAIR ARMATO CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 5:01 P.M. 
  

I. Welcome / Self-Introductions  
In attendance were the following voting SBCCOG Board Members:  
Stacey Armato, Chair (Hermosa Beach) 
Rodney Tanaka (Gardena) 
Bernadette Suarez (Lawndale) 

Bea Dieringer (Rolling Hills) 
Pat Furey (Torrance) 

          
 The following non-voting elected officials were in attendance: 
 Tasha Cerda (Gardena)  
 
         Also in attendance: 

Jacki Bacharach (SBCCOG) 
David Leger (SBCCOG) 
Charles Gale (MWD)  

Linda Braunschweiger (Housing Trust Fund 
Ventura County) 

 
II. Public Comment ± no public comments received.   

 
III. Consent Calendar 

A. November 4, 2021, Meeting Minutes (attachment) ± APPROVED  
 
MOTION by Committee Member Tanaka, seconded by Committee Member Furey, to APPROVE the 
consent calendar.  No objection.  So ordered.   
 

IV. Overview of Housing Trusts by Linda Braunschweiger 
Ms. Braunschweiger, CEO of Housing Trust Fund Ventura County (HTFVC) and Housing Land Trust 
Ventura County provided a brief overview of housing trusts and her experiences with the formation and 
growth of the HTFVC.   She explained that in the early 2000s, the Ventura County Economic 
Development Corporation began meeting to discuss the lack of affordable housing and the impact it was 
having on both retaining and hiring employees amongst other things.  The group decided to explore 
ways to finance affordable housing projects that were planned but could not get off the ground due to 
financing troubles.  While some housing trusts are created as a Joint Powers Authority of city 
governments, the HTFVC was created as a non-profit in order to help fundraise.  After an initial $500k 
investment by Ventura County and donations from philanthropic and business communities, the HTFVC 
was able to raise $2M which allowed it to receive an additional $2M in matching funds from Prop 1C.  
Over the past decade, all 10 cities in Ventura County eventually became investors as well.  
 
The HTFVC primarily focuses on short-term lending in the 1±5-year timeframe for predevelopment, 
acquisition, and construction loans. The HTFVC is not the full construction lender in most cases, with a 
developer using multiple loan sources to complete a project.  So far, $18M in lending has been provided 
which has led to more than 840 units being built.  Ms. Braunschweiger explained that by becoming a 
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lending trust as opposed to one that makes grants, HFTVC has been able to re-lend the money it had 
been paid back by a previous borrower.  She added that many cities have a housing trust fund that is 
RIWHQ�D�³RQH�DQG�GRQH´�ZKHUH�WKHUH�LV�D�RQH-time source of funding that pays for a long-term loan for a 
project and is out of money for additional projects until additional money is secured or the first loan is 
paid back.  The Silicon Valley Housing Trust has become one of the most successful and lends out 
significant sums of money each year.  
 
Ms. Braunschweiger concluded her presentation by briefly touching on the Housing Land Trust Ventura 
County which was recently created under the Housing Trust Fund because land is often scarce in 
Ventura County and cities sometimes have vacant properties and also need affordable housing. The 
Land Trust makes it so that cities are more willing to donate the excess land they might own.  The 
donated land value is also eligible for a state match.  
 
Committee Member Suarez asked if HTFVC finds the same developers coming back to the table.  Ms. 
Braunschweiger explained that is often the case because they know how to do the work, how to put 
together funding sources, and get the projects to completion.  
 
&RPPLWWHH�0HPEHU�)XUH\�DVNHG�KRZ�+7)9&�ZDV�DEOH�WR�JHW�DOO�RI�WKH�FLWLHV�WR�³SOD\�QLFHO\�WRJHWKHU´���
Ms. Braunschweiger noted that a separate non-profit was created specifically for this reason so that the 
Trust Fund Board is making the decisions on what projects get approved and where, not the cities.  
Cities are part of the discussions and represented on the HTFVC Board.   
 
Committee Chair Armato asked if the HTFVC only loans funding or if it ever grants funding.  Ms. 
Braunschweiger explained that they have only done two grants under very specific conditions.  She 
added that since there are no annual investments secured by the trust, it makes grants more difficult to 
sustain as it requires continuous fundraising while loan repayments allow funding to come back in and 
be re-loaned.  She noted that securing annual commitments from the cities and county would be a strong 
recommendation for anything the South Bay considers.  Having a steady income stream makes the trust 
fund more viable in the long run.     
 
Committee Chair Armato thanked Ms. Braunschweiger for her presentation.   
��  

V. Discussion on a potential South Bay Regional Housing Trust 
A. Examples of other regional housing trust formation documents: San Gabriel Valley Regional 

Housing Trust & Orange County Regional Housing Finance Trust (Attachment) 
 
Committee Chair Armato noted that after the Ventura County presentation, it is clear that there are 
significant considerations to be made before the SBCCOG considers moving forward.   
 
Ms. Bacharach proposed a working group consisting of finance directors, Legislative Committee 
members, and possible planning/community development directors be formed to look into the 
differences and determine questions and considerations before moving forward.   
 
Committee Member Dieringer added that she would like to hear more about the legal ramifications 
of the different models as there seem to be benefits and drawbacks to both.  Committee Chair 
Armato shared that BBK Law Firm indicated that they have staff who could help draft the legal 
documents and potentially provide some of the benefits and drawbacks.   
 
Committee Chair Armato concluded by recommending a request to BBK for additional information 
on the JPA vs. Non-Profit differences; a meeting with San Gabriel Valley to find out more about 
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why they elected to go with a granting model as opposed to lending; and develop questions to bring 
to a group of Finance Directors before returning to the February Legislative Committee meeting with 
findings.   

    
VI. Update on SBCCOG Proposals for legislation and advocacy 

A. Discussion on housing voucher concept (Attachment)  
0V��%DFKDUDFK�VKDUHG�WKDW�WKH�FRQFHSW�ZDV�VKDUHG�ZLWK�&DO&LWLHV�ZKR¶V�OREE\LVWV�WKRXJKW�WKH�LGHD�
was worthwhile. Given the bill would apply statewide, the SBCCOG may not be the appropriate 
entity to propose the bill and perhaps CalCities would be better suited.  More information on the 
proposal will be gathered and brought back for further discussion. 

 
B. California Initiative 19-0029A: would legalize retail sports betting at tribal casinos and 

licensed horse racetracks (Attachment) ± TABLED  
Committee Chair Armato shared that the Contract Cities Legislative Committee voted to oppose the 
initiative, but asked Committee Member Suarez to speak a little more about the issue.   
 
Committee Member Suarez shared that she had requested the item be agendized but based on more 
information provided by Inglewood and Gardena, she is recommending the action be tabled to a 
future meeting.   
 
Mayor Cerda explained that as a city with legalized gambling, Gardena is part of a JPA called the 
California Cities for Gaming Authority.  She explained that three initiatives from tribal entities are 
being considered for inclusion on the November 2022 ballot that would allow sports betting on tribal 
ODQG�RQO\���7KH�FLWLHV¶�-3$�LV�ZRUNLQJ�RQ�D�FRPSHWLQJ�LQLWLDWLYH�WKDW�ZRXOG�DOORZ�VSRUWV�EHtting 
statewide and would bring tax revenues to all cities in the state.  She believes that it is premature to 
take a position at this time and recommended waiting until more is known about the other initiatives.   
 
Committee Member Dieringer noted that opposing the bill now would not preclude the SBCCOG 
IURP�VXSSRUWLQJ�WKH�-3$¶V�LQLWLDWLYH��� 
 
Committee Member Suarez recommended bringing in Juan Garza for a future presentation on the 
topic.  
 

C. Request letter to South Bay Legislators to sponsor SBCCOG legislative proposals (Attachment) 
± RECEIVED AND FILED  

 
MOTION by Committee Member Tanaka, seconded by Committee Member Furey, to RECEIVE 
AND FILE the letter. No objection.  So ordered.   

 
VII. Announcements / Adjournment 

Committee Chair Armato adjourned the meeting at 6:22 p.m. to January 6, 2022, at 5:00 p. m.  
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South Bay Cities Council of Governments              Attachment B 

 

January 6, 2022 

TO:   SBCCOG Legislative Committee  
   
FROM:  Jacki Bacharach, Executive Director 
   
RE:  Status of Regional Housing Trust Fund Research 

 
Adherence to Strategic Plan: 
Goal B: Regional Advocacy. Advocate for the interests of the South Bay.  

Since the last meeting, there have been several additional meetings to learn more about housing trust 
funds and land trust funds. 

On December 10, Chair Armato, SBCCOG staff Bacharach and Chu met with Tim Roth from RMG ± 
a developer from Hermosa Beach who build Section 8 housing with services on the site.  He discussed 
his ability to do this using existing programs.  He also discussed opportunities for cities to earn 
revenue from these projects ± i.e. paid parking on the bottom floor. 

On December 15, the same group including Jonathan Pacheco Bell (SBCCOG land use planner) met 
with David Grunwald from SDS Capital which is the firm that works with RMG to provide the 
funding.  They partner with cities that have the land to provide and they rely on tenant based project 
YRXFKHUV���7KH\�FDQ�GHOLYHU�SURMHFWV�LQ����PRQWKV���3XEOLF�VXEVLGLHV�FRXOG�KHOS�WKHP�EXW�DUHQ¶W�
necessary. 

After these meetings, the question was posed as to whether we should consider not just a housing trust 
fund which lends money over grants but also a land trust.  Cities and developers would come to the 
WUXVW�DIWHU�WDONLQJ�WR�WKH�LQYROYHG�FLW\���7KH�WUXVW�ZRXOGQ¶W�JR�WR�WKHP��� 

It was agreed to ask SGVCOG about their model of lending vs. grants and JPA over non-profit.  Their 
response was as follows: 

͞tĞ�ĂƌĞ�ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ�ƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚůǇ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�Ă�ůĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŵŽĚĞů͘��ůů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ĂǁĂƌĚĞĚ�ƐŽ�ĨĂƌ�ŚĂǀĞ�
been funds that have been matched as a part of the Local Housing Trust Fund (LHTF) grant program, so the 
funds were lent with the same terms required through that program.  We officially received an award as part of 
the first round of LHTF and I believe have closed on loans for 2 projects ͙ and are awaiting the final award 
announcements for the second round of LHTF funding. ͙With the $20 million in budget earmark funding that 
the SGVRHT received, a portion of those funds will be used as grant funds (for homeless housing interim housing 
projects), but the remainder will be lent (as part of a revolving loan fund that'll focus on shorter-term loans and 
a more standard lending process to those projects currently on the SGVRHT's project pipeline.  

͞We utilized a JPA model because of the State legislation (SB 751) that established the ability of San Gabriel 
Valley cities to establish a SGV Regional Housing Trust. With the state legislation, the RHT had some additional 
abilities that it wouldn't otherwise have had. We are currently looking into establishing a complementary non-
profit to better solicit private funds. Some of the other trusts that we've talked to (namely the Orange County 
Housing Finance Trust) recommended that we consider that approach.͟ 

 

 



 
RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Request BBK look at the different housing and land trust models and develop a pros and cons 
document for board consideration  

2. Develop a list of questions that members would like answered in order to develop consensus on 
moving forward 

3. Request City Manager and Finance Director participation along with SBCCOG Legal Counsel 
and members of the Legislative Committee to develop a recommendation which should include 
soliciting opinions from members that are not a part of this subcommittee. 

4. Review recommendation at the February Legislative Committee and if there is agreement to  
moving forward, request that the SBCCOG legal counsel develop the steps and a timetable for 
establishing a South Bay Housing Trust Fund. 
 



 

Fact Sheet 
 

8WLOLWLHV�OLNH�3*	(�ZDQW�WR�VWRS�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�VRODU�SURJUHVV��
'RQ¶W�JLYH�XS�\RXU�VRODU�SRZHU� 

 
California is a solar state where the sun belongs to everyone. Popular policies like net 
metering are helping millions of middle and working class Californians save money and 
clean up our air. 

Big utilities like PG&E, are standing in the way of future progress. They are lobbying the CA 
Public Utilities Commission to add a monthly solar penalty fee to ratepayer bills and 
drastically reduce the credit solar consumers receive for selling excess power back to the 
grid. -J�XLI]�KIX�XLIMV�[E]��'EPMJSVRMERWƅ�EGGIWs to solar power will be blocked. 

On December 8th, the CPUC released a proposed decision that gives the utilities almost 
everything they asked for. If the CPUC approves their proposal at their scheduled January 
��XL�QIIXMRK��'EPMJSVRMERWƅ�EGGIWW�XS�WSPEV�Tower will be blocked. 

Take action! Visit www.solarrights.org/SaveCaliforniaSolar to sign the petition to Governor 
Newsom. 

The Sun Belongs To Everyone 

x Over 2,000 schools, 1,000 farms, 300 apartment buildings and over a million 
homes are powered directly by the sun. [1]   

x Every day, 400 new consumers plug into the sun to save money and do their part 
to reduce air pollution and stop climate change. [2]   

Keep the Lights On With Sun-Charged Batteries 

x Increasingly, consumers are adding a battery to their solar system to provide 
reliable energy for their home or business.  

x California has more than 30,000 sun-charged batteries that can instantaneously 
provide pollution-free electricity when California needs it most ± late summer 
afternoons and early evenings when our electric grid is most stressed. [3] 

x Rolling blackouts like those that occurred on August 14 and 15, 2020 are 
avoidable if California builds more sun-charged batteries where people live, work, 
pray and play. 

Attachment C

https://solarrights.org/savecaliforniasolar/
https://solarrights.org/


Rooftop Solar Reduces Utility Bills For Everyone 

x Maximizing rooftop solar could save ratepayers $120 billion over the next thirty 
years. [4] 

x In 2018 alone, rooftop solar and energy efficiency prompted the state to scale 
back more than 20 power line projects, saving $2.6 billion. This trend has 
continued since. [5] 

The Big Utility Profit Grab Hurts Working Families the Most 
8LI�'49'ƅW�TVSTSWEP�MW�E�RIEV�GEVFSR-copy of the one PG&E, So Cal Edison, and San 
Diego Gas & Electric lobbied for. It would effectively put solar out of reach for nearly 
everyone. [6] 

x $57 per month solar penalty fee for putting solar panels on the roof. The 
more solar panels, the larger the fee. This includes apartment buildings, new 
homes built with solar per the state mandate, and solar-powered batteries. The 
fee would be the largest in the U.S.A. 

x 80% cut to the credit solar users get for sharing surplus solar energy with 
the grid. The credit would drop from an average of twenty-five cents per kilowatt 
hour to about five cents. This cut happens immediately; we predict it will end the 
solar market overnight. 

x Rolls back protections for existing solar users. Existing solar users are 
currently protected from changes to net metering rules for 20 years from the date 
their system turned on. The CPUC is now proposing to reduce that protection to 
15 years, and eliminate the protection altogether if you accept their battery rebate. 

x A step backward for equity. The CPUC falsely claims they are helping more 
low-income households by exempting them from the solar penalty fee, and with a 
³0DUNHW�7UDQVLWLRQ�&UHGLW´�RI�����SHU�PRQWK�IRU�HOLJLEOH�3*	(�FXVWRPHUV�DQG�����
per month for eligible Southern California Edison customers. In reality, the 
&38&¶V�GHDO�ZRXOG�PDNH�VRODU�PRUH�H[pensive for low-income. For example, low-
income households going solar with PG&E would pay $24 to $50 per month more 
WKDQ�XQGHU�WKH�VWDWXV�TXR��7KDW¶V�EHFDXVH�VODVKLQJ�WKH�QHW�PHWHULQJ�FUHGLW�E\�
80% destroys the bill savings that make solar pencil. [7] 

x This will make solar unaffordable for most people, right when just under half 
of all new solar is going into working and middle class neighborhoods, 
serving both homeowners and renters. [8] Over 150,000 solar roofs serve 
customers in the CARE discount program. [9] This year, an additional 30,000 
rental units serving more than 100,000 people at multifamily affordable housing 
projects are under development due to net metering, and another 200,000 families 
in affordable multi-family homes are projected to get solar by 2030. [10] 

x This will also ruin thousands of small, locally-owned solar businesses and 
threaten over 60,000 jobs. [11] 



The Utility Profit Grab Impedes Getting To 100% Clean 
Energy 

x The California Energy Commission estimates California will need three times as 
much solar ± both large-scale and rooftop ± to meet its goals and help fight 
climate change. [12]  

x By building solar panels on roofs, instead of converting open space to utility-scale 
solar farms, California can also help protect open space. For every gigawatt of 
rooftop solar built on rooftops, almost 5,200 acres of land can be protected. [13]  

x 7RGD\¶V�RQH�PLOOLRQ�VRODU�V\VWHPV�SURGXFH�QHDUO\����ELOOLRQ�NLORZDWW�KRXUV��N:K��
of clean energy each year, avoiding 5 million metric tons of CO2 annually ± the 
equivalent of two coal-fired power plants.  [14] 

Utilities Care About Profits, Not Equity 

x Long-GLVWDQFH�SRZHU�OLQHV�DQG�³ZLOGILUH�PLWLJDWLRQ´�DUH�ZKDW¶V�DFWXDOO\�GULYLQJ�XS�
our electricity bills. Consumers pay an estimated $9 billion a year related to long-
distance power lines.[15] 

x Utilities get a guaranteed profit of 8-10% from every dollar they spend building and 
maintaining those power lines. [16]  

x Utilities have lobbied against every major proposal to help more working 
communities adopt solar and battery storage. [17] 

We should keep solar growing, and make it more equitable 
We are pushing to keep rooftop solar and battery storage growing, and to make it more 
equitable so that millions of working class households and communities including 
renters have access to solar in the next few years. [18] 

Endnotes 

[1] California Solar & Storage Association: Shovel Ready for Recovery 

[2] California DG Stats. https://www.californiadgstats.ca.gov.  

[3] See note 1 

[4] Vibrant Clean Energy: Role of Distributed Generation in Decarbonizing California by 
2045 

[5] See Utility Dive summary of this CA Independent Systems Operator (CAISO) 2018 
report, with link to the actuEP�VITSVX��'%-73ƅW most recent 2020-2021 report continued to 
GVIHMX�VSSJXST�WSPEV�ERH�IJJMGMIRG]�JSV�VIHYGMRK�XVERWQMWWMSR�PMRI�WTIRHMRK��ƈLoad 

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/54c1a3f9e4b04884b35cfef6/t/5fb560ea3567eb666b01fa57/1605722365656/CALSSA+Economic+Recovery+Report+FINAL.pdf
https://www.californiadgstats.ca.gov/
https://vibrantcleanenergy.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/VCE-CCSA_CA_Report.pdf
https://vibrantcleanenergy.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/VCE-CCSA_CA_Report.pdf
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/efficiency-ders-saving-26b-in-avoided-transmission-costs-caiso-says/519935/
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/BoardApproved2020-2021TransmissionPlan.pdf


forecast growth continues to remain relatively flat, resulting in part from continued 
statewide emphasis on energy efficiency and behind-the-QIXIV�KIRIVEXMSRƏ'SRWMWXIRX�
with past studies, this transmission planning cycle did not reveal the need for major 
transmission expansion XS�EGLMIZI�XLI����TIVGIRX�647�KSEP�WIX�SYX�MR�7&�����JSV�������Ɖ�
(p.1) 

[6] CPUC Proposal for NEM3 released December 13, 2021. Solar Penalty Fee: PG&E: $8 
per kW of installed solar capacity. This is $48 per month for a customer with a typical 
solar system size of 6 kW; SCE: $8 per kW of installed solar capacity plus $12 per 
month. This is $60 per month for a typical customer; SDG&E: $8 per kW of installed 
solar capacity plus $16 per month. This is $64 per month for a typical customer. 

[7] California Solar & Storage Association, Under NEM-3 Proposal, Solar & Storage 
Become More Expensive, Even for Low-Income.  

[8] Neighborhood level adoption data: The Berkeley Lab: Solar Demographics 
Tool and Income Trends among U.S. Residential Rooftop Solar Adopters 

[9] CARE data 

[10] See note 2. 

[11] The Solar Foundation: National Solar Jobs Census 

[12] California Energy Commission: SB 100 Joint Agency Report Summary, p. 10 

[13] Environment California Research & Policy Center: The Environmental Case for 
Rooftop Solar 

[14] See note 1 

[15] CA Public Utilities Commission: Utility Costs and Affordability of the Grid of the 
Future $4B in transmission costs in 2021 on p. 3; $5B in wildfire mitigation costs in 
2019 on p. 60; $4.336 in 2021 transmission spending and rate of increase p. 36 

?��A�'49'ƅW�ƈ9XMPMX]�'SWXW�ERH�%JJSVHEFMPMX]�SJ�XLI�+VMH�SJ�XLI�*YXYVI��8LI�%ZIVGL-
.SLRWSR�IJJIGX�HIWGVMFIH�SR�TEKI�����8LI�WXEXIƅW�MRZIWXSV-owned utilities charged 
ratepayers nearly $20 billion in transmission line projects between 2010 and 2019 (pp. 
39, Table 11);  Utilities collected more than $20 billion in profits over a similar time 
period (utility 10-K filings, itemized here). 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M430/K903/430903088.PDF
https://calssa.org/blog/2021/12/15/payback-periods
https://calssa.org/blog/2021/12/15/payback-periods
https://emp.lbl.gov/solar-demographics-tool
https://emp.lbl.gov/solar-demographics-tool
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/solar-adopter_income_trends_report.pdf
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1CYM1Gr0aAfVl8Bl_VqG2HEnPSpAnRXqVLumu-tc730Q/edit?usp=sharing
https://www.thesolarfoundation.org/national/
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/EFiling/GetFile.aspx?tn=237168&DocumentContentId=70348
https://environmentcalifornia.org/sites/environment/files/reports/CA_Env_Benefits_scrn_0.pdf
https://environmentcalifornia.org/sites/environment/files/reports/CA_Env_Benefits_scrn_0.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-division/reports/2021/senate-bill-695-report-2021-and-en-banc-whitepaper_final_04302021.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-division/reports/2021/senate-bill-695-report-2021-and-en-banc-whitepaper_final_04302021.pdf
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Z9iqj5wONLDA_RYnc8lNoD407eTGvYQqitOrKxlQdGo/edit?usp=sharing


[17] Partial list of initiatives utilities lobbied to kill or defang: Affordable housing solar 
incentives (AB 693 Ɓ Eggman, 2015); Low-income feed in tariff (AB 1990 Ɓ Fong); 
Community solar (SB 843 Ɓ Wolk, 2013; SB 43 Ɓ Wolk, 2013; CPUC implementation); 
Microgrids (SB 1339, CPUC implementation) 

[18] Coalition for Environmental Equity & Economics, Equity Statement and Path for 
more solar equity 

 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB693
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201120120AB1990
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201120120AB1990
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB43
https://ceeetruth.org/equity-statement
https://ceeetruth.org/powered-by-equity
https://ceeetruth.org/powered-by-equity
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BUSINESS

Treasury investors are
losing more money than
they have in four decades,
once inflation is taken into
account. And if markets are
right, they’re unlikely to
come out ahead for years.

The federal government’s
debt has already lost about
2% over the last year as the
Federal Reserve started re-
moving pandemic-era stim-
ulus from the economy and
inched closer toward raising
interest rates. But on top of
that, the consumer price in-
dex has surged 6.8%, putting
investors even deeper in the
hole.

Taken together, that’s re-
sulting in the worst real re-

turns — or those adjusted
for inflation — since the
early 1980s, when then Fed
Chair Paul Volcker was in
the midst of fighting a wage-
price spiral. 

What’s more, the dynam-
ic isn’t expected to change:
The bond market is project-
ing that 10-year Treasury
yields will hold below the in-
flation rate for the next dec-
ade, meaning any invest-
ment income will be more
than wiped out by the rising
cost of living.

The persistently low level
of long-term yields in the
face of the steepest inflation
in decades has been a major
puzzle on Wall Street, since
it defies the textbook expec-
tation that investors would
demand higher payouts in

return. In 1982, the last time
year-on-year inflation rose
as much as it did in Novem-
ber, the 10-year yield climbed
as high as nearly 15%. It’s be-
low 1.5% now.

Some say that reflects
the deluge of stimulus and
rising household savings
since the onset of the pan-
demic, which has left a sur-
feit of cash flooding into the
Treasury market. For oth-
ers, it reflects a pessimistic
view of the economy, signal-
ing that investors see the na-
tion’s growth potential con-
tinuing to slip.

Either way, nearly two
years of sub-zero real yields
have penalized average sav-
ers and bond investors to the
U.S. government’s benefit.

“People have accepted

negative real returns for a
long period of time,” said
Greg Whiteley, portfolio
manager at DoubleLine
Group, which oversees
$137 billion in assets. “De-
spite the fact it may seem pe-
culiar, maybe this is some-
thing we have to adjust to as
the new normal.”

Ten-year yields on infla-
tion-linked bonds fell to an
all-time low of minus 1.25%
last month before rebound-
ing to about minus 1%. Tak-
en at face value, that shows
investors expect 10-year
yields — trading at 1.44% on
Monday — to trail inflation
by about 1% annually over
the next decade.

“You may not want to
own bonds because they are
[a] negative-yielding securi-

ty,” said Francis Scotland,
director for global macro re-
search at Brandywine Glob-
al, which manages $67 billion
in assets. “But that phenom-
enon may exist for a long
time because of this funda-
mental disequilibrium be-
tween saving and invest-
ment, or spending and sav-
ing.”

Even so, there are some
temporary factors at work.
While the Fed has started
paring its bond purchases,
it’s still buying $60 billion
worth of Treasurys a month. 

The supply-demand im-
balances may change next
year as central banks world-
wide retreat from their
quantitative easing, which
would lead to higher bond
yields. 

Bond traders are staring at worst real returns in decades
bloomberg

California officials want
to slash payments for
rooftop solar power, saying
the changes would help the
state achieve 100% clean en-
ergy while keeping the lights
on, preventing electricity
rates from rising and en-
couraging people to install
batteries.

But solar executives are
furious with the changes,
saying they would backfire
and crater a thriving indus-
try.

The proposal from
Martha Guzman Aceves,
one of five members of the
California Public Utilities
Commission, would revamp
an incentive program called
net energy metering that
has helped the state become
a national solar power
leader, with more than
1.3 million rooftop and other
small-scale systems in-
stalled. The solar industry
and climate change advo-
cacy groups are lobbying
Gov. Gavin Newsom and his
appointees on the utilities
commission to keep the pro-
gram’s basic tenets un-
changed.

In an interview, Guzman
Aceves said net metering
needs to evolve to reflect
California’s changing energy
needs. The Golden State’s
power grid is increasingly
flooded by solar energy dur-
ing the afternoon but
strained on hot summer
evenings, when millions of
people throttle up their air
conditioners.

Reducing demand for
planet-warming fossil fuels
such as diesel and natural
gas during that “net peak”
period in the evening, Guz-
man Aceves said, is her over-
riding goal. 

She and her staff crafted
a plan to phase out net me-
tering that will encourage
new and existing solar cus-
tomers to add battery stor-
age systems that can bank
clean energy for after dark,
she said. Among other provi-
sions, a new “storage evolu-
tion fund” would offer pay-
ments for homes that al-
ready have solar panels to
add storage.

“There’s a huge opportu-
nity here for us to get more
out of these customers to
contribute to the net peak,”
Guzman Aceves said.

Other elements of the
commissioner’s proposal
would prompt Californians
to switch from gasoline to
electric vehicles, and from
natural gas furnaces and
stoves to electric appliances
fueled by solar and wind en-
ergy, Guzman Aceves said —
key pieces of California’s war
on climate change. For in-
stance, homes and busi-
nesses that add solar panels
would be allowed to build
much bigger systems than is
currently allowed under net
metering, to support life-
styles that are increasingly
powered by electricity.

“I think the proposal is
strong,” Guzman Aceves
said. “It’s focused on what
we collectively need, to get
off of fossil fuels.”

Solar executives and cli-
mate activists, though, said
the proposal would only im-
pede California’s aggressive
climate goals.

Walker Wright, vice presi-
dent of public policy at San
Francisco-based Sunrun,
the nation’s largest rooftop
solar installer, was similarly

displeased, saying in a writ-
ten statement that Guzman
Aceves’ proposal would “im-
pose the highest discrimi-
natory charges on solar and
energy storage customers in
the U.S., putting rooftop so-
lar and batteries out of reach
for countless families.”

Wright also said the pro-
posed changes are “contrary
to the state’s objectives of
addressing climate change
and eliminating frequent
blackouts” — a reference to
the utility industry’s prac-
tice of shutting down the
electric grid in certain
places during dry, windy
conditions to prevent wild-
fire ignitions. Solar support-
ers see those “public safety
power shutoffs” as a power-
ful argument for encourag-
ing rooftop systems paired
with batteries that can serve
as a backup power source
when the grid goes down.

“Only the wealthiest Cali-
fornians will be able to afford
rooftop solar, shutting out
schools, small businesses,
and the average family from
our clean energy future,” Ab-
igail Ross Hopper, president
of the Solar Energy Indus-
tries Assn., said in a state-
ment. “The only winners to-
day are the utilities, which
will make more profits at the
expense of their ratepayers.”

Guzman Aceves’ pro-
posed decision, which was

released Monday, endorses
the argument made by the
state’s largest investor-
owned utility companies —
Southern California Edison,
Pacific Gas & Electric and
Sempra Energy — that net
metering subsidizes richer
households that can afford
rooftop solar at the expense
of lower-income households
that can’t. 

The utilities estimate
that “cost shift” at $3.4 bil-
lion annually, a figure hotly
disputed by the solar indus-
try and climate activists,
who say rooftop panels cre-
ate many public benefits
that aren’t included in the
calculation, including the
health benefits of less air
pollution from fossil fuels
and the cost savings from
limiting the need for new
power plants and transmis-
sion lines. Rooftop solar also
doesn’t require paving over
undisturbed land, unlike
sprawling desert solar farms
that can tear up sensitive
ecosystems.

Utility companies have
led the charge for lower
rooftop solar incentives,
alongside politically power-
ful labor unions represent-
ing their employees, who
have a vested interest in pro-
tecting the monopoly utility
business model. But they’re
not alone.

Two influential con-

sumer watchdog groups, the
Utility Reform Network and
the state’s Public Advocates
Office, have joined the util-
ities in arguing for reduced
incentives for rooftop solar.
A handful of prominent envi-
ronmental groups, includ-
ing the Natural Resources
Defense Council and the
California Environmental
Justice Alliance, have also
argued the program is not
equitable.

Mohit Chhabra, a senior
scientist at NRDC, called
the proposed decision “a
strong North Star.” He was
especially pleased with a
plan to spend $600 million
over four years to bring clean
energy to low-income and
polluted neighborhoods,
possibly through incentives
for batteries or locally built
“community solar” facilities
that serve households un-
able to install their own so-
lar.

The Utility Reform Net-
work praised the commis-
sioner’s proposal too, with
staff attorney Matthew
Freedman describing it as “a
step in the right direction”
that prioritizes low-income
households “who have been
left behind under the cur-
rent program.”

Southern California Edi-
son offered similar praise,
calling the decision “a mean-
ingful step toward modern-

izing California’s rooftop so-
lar program” that will “re-
duce the financial burden on
non-solar customers who
have subsidized net energy
metering.”

Guzman Aceves thinks
the $3-billion cost shift esti-
mate is “on the low side” of
what non-solar ratepayers
are actually paying for net
metering. If, instead, the
state were to spend the same
amount building large solar
farms — which generate
electricity more cheaply
than rooftop systems — it
could triple its solar capac-
ity, a comparison that helps
illustrate “how much we’re
spending and how much
we’re getting” from the
rooftop program, Guzman
Aceves said.

The commissioner wants
to make several seismic
changes to net metering.

First, she would slash the
payments that newly
enrolled solar customers re-
ceive for the electricity they
send to the power grid when
their systems generate more
than they need. Instead of
being compensated at the
retail rate — the same rate
they pay for electricity from
the grid — they would be
paid at a much lower rate
known as the “avoided cost.”
That would amount to
about 5 cents per kilowatt-
hour of electricity, down
from 20 to 30 cents today, ac-
cording to the California So-
lar & Storage Assn., an in-
dustry trade group.

Second, new solar cus-
tomers would pay a monthly
“grid participation charge”
of $8 per kilowatt of solar
power per month to help
cover the costs of maintain-
ing the grid, such as safety
projects to reduce the risk of
wildfire ignitions. Net me-
tering critics say that type of
“fixed charge” can ensure
that crucial utility expendi-
tures aren’t just paid for by
lower-income households. 

A home with a six-kilo-
watt system would be
charged $48 per month, or
$576 per year. Low-income
homes would be exempt.

The proposed decision
responds to concerns raised
by solar companies by cre-
ating a “market transition

credit” of up to $5.25 per kilo-
watt per month for homes
that add solar panels within
four years of the new pro-
gram taking effect. The size
of the available credit would
drop each of those four
years, but customers who
add solar — with or without
batteries — would lock in the
savings for a decade.

Guzman Aceves said the
credits are designed to cre-
ate a “payback period” of 10
years for new solar custom-
ers, meaning that’s how long
it would take them to make
back their upfront invest-
ment through lower electric
bills. Payback periods cur-
rently hover around five
years. 

Solar executives, though,
aren’t convinced the com-
missioner’s proposal would
actually result in 10-year
paybacks — and even if it
did, they say, that’s far long-
er than the seven years or
less that is needed to per-
suade most people to invest
in solar.

Bernadette Del Chiaro,
executive director of the Cal-
ifornia Solar & Storage
Assn., said in an email that
she was “shocked at how
bad” the proposed decision
is. The idea that it’s pro-bat-
teries, she said, “couldn’t be
further from the truth,” with
new monthly fees applying
to all solar-powered homes
and businesses, whether or
not they have energy stor-
age.

Del Chiaro also pointed
out that many of the
changes could take effect as
soon as May. She said that’s
not nearly enough time for
the industry to reorient itself
around energy storage.

“We need to ramp up the
battery market, but making
solar more expensive in the
next five months is how you
kill the entire distributed
generation market, not how
you drive a storage market,”
she said.

Homes and businesses
that already have solar
would be switched from net
metering to the new “net
billing” program envisioned
by Guzman Aceves 15 years
after their systems were in-
stalled. 

Existing solar customers
that switch to the new pro-
gram — as well as new solar
customers — would also pay
higher rates for power from
the grid during times when
the utility system is strained
and lower rates at other
times. 

All customers are shift-
ing to those “time of use”
rates, whether or not they
have solar. But under Guz-
man Aceves’ proposal, the
difference between “peak”
and “off peak” charges would
be even greater for solar
homes, to prompt them to
add batteries. 

The proposed decision
would only affect customers
of Edison, PG&E and Sem-
pra subsidiary San Diego
Gas & Electric. Customers
of publicly owned utilities
such as the Los Angeles De-
partment of Water and
Power wouldn’t see their so-
lar incentives change.

The earliest the Public
Utilities Commission could
vote on the proposal would
be Jan. 27, after a public com-
ment period. 

By then the agency will
have a new president, with
Marybel Batjer stepping
down and being replaced by
Newsom’s energy advisor,
Alice Reynolds, on Dec, 31.
Guzman Aceves will also be
leaving the commission at
the end of this week, after be-
ing appointed by President
Biden to lead the southwest-
ern region of the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection
Agency.

Especially if Newsom
moves quickly to replace
Guzman Aceves, he could
have a lot of sway over the fi-
nal decision — if he wants to.
The governor’s office didn’t
respond to a request for
comment about his position
on net metering.

The Save California Solar
campaign which includes
more than 600 organizations
, released a statement from
Pastor William Smart Jr.,
president of the Southern
Christian Leadership Con-
ference, who described the
proposed decision as a “util-
ity profit grab,” saying it
would “take California back
to a time when solar was a
luxury for the wealthy and
out of reach for our commu-
nities.”

A big cut in rooftop solar incentives?
Proposed net metering policy change would put brakes on shift to clean energy, critics fume

By Sammy Roth

A PUC PROPOSAL would slash the payments that newly enrolled solar customers receive for electricity they
send to the grid when their systems generate an excess. Above, installers work at a home in Watts in June. 

Photographs by Gary Coronado Los Angeles Times

BACKERS of the change say current rules shift costs to ratepayers who don’t
have solar. Above, Juan Alcantara, left, Sal Miranda and Lee Kwok install a panel. 
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It’s been two years since Califor-
nia reached 1 million solar roofs, a
landmark in the fight against cli-
mate change. Now the story of so-
lar power in the Golden State may
be approaching another turning
point.

The California Public Utilities
Commission is poised to overhaul
the state’s main solar incentive
program, known as net metering.
The agency’s proposal would, in ef-
fect, make rooftop solar more ex-
pensive and could be approved as
soon as Jan. 27. 

Officials say the changes are
needed to keep the lights on, pre-
vent electricity rates from rising
and encourage people to install
batteries, while still growing the so-
lar market. Solar executives say
they would backfire and crater a
thriving industry.

Here’s what the utilities com-
mission’s proposed decision would
do:
8 Reduce payments to solar

customers who send electricity to
the power grid when their systems
generate more than they need. In-
stead of being compensated at the
retail rate — the same rate they pay
for electricity from the grid —
newly enrolled net metering cus-
tomers would be paid at the much
lower “avoided cost” rate. That
would amount to about 5 cents per
kilowatt-hour of electricity, down
from 20 to 30 cents today, accord-
ing to the California Solar & Stor-
age Assn.
8 Add a monthly “grid partici-

pation charge” of $8 per kilowatt for
homes (but not businesses) that
install solar. A home with a six-kilo-
watt system would be charged $48
per month, or $576 per year. Low-
income and tribal homes would be
exempt.
8 Add a temporary “market

transition credit” to lessen some of
those higher costs for households
that want to go solar. The credit
would be available for four years,
with homes that install solar pan-
els locking in the savings for a dec-
ade. In Southern California Edison
territory, the credit would start at
$5.25 per kilowatt of solar for low-
income customers and $3.59 per
kilowatt for everyone else, before
decreasing each of the next three
years. For Pacific Gas & Electric
customers, the credits would start
at $4.36 per kilowatt and $1.62 per
kilowatt, respectively. San Diego
Gas & Electric customers wouldn’t
receive any credits, because the
commission believes that solar is
already cost-effective enough for
them due to the utility’s especially
high electricity rates.
8 Require homes that already

have solar panels to switch from
the existing net metering program
to the new program described
above — known as “net billing” —
no later than 15 years after their
systems were installed. Low-in-
come homes could keep operating
under the more favorable terms of
the old program for 20 years after
installation.
8 Create a “storage evolution

fund” to encourage homes and
businesses that already have solar
to add batteries. Utility customers
currently enrolled in net metering
would receive rebates of $200 per
kilowatt-hour for installing an en-
ergy storage system — but only if
they switch to the newly revised so-
lar incentive program within four
years. The rebate would drop the
longer they wait. For a typical resi-
dential battery system of 13 kilo-
watt-hours, the rebate would start
at $2,600.
8 Create an “equity fund” that

would spend as much as $600 mil-
lion over four years, bringing clean
energy to low-income and polluted
neighborhoods. The details would
be worked out later.
8 Allow homes and businesses

to install solar systems big enough
to meet 150% of their energy de-
mand, to help power electric cars
or electric heating systems they
might add later. That’s much big-
ger than is currently allowed.

Another key change: Homes
and businesses that already have
solar (or go solar under the new
rules) would pay higher rates for
electricity from the grid during
some times of day and lower rates
at other times. 

All monopoly utility customers
are shifting to these “time of use”
rates to encourage energy con-
sumption when supplies are abun-
dant and discourage it when sup-
plies are tight. But solar homes
would see an especially high differ-
ence between “peak” and “off peak”
rates. In Edison territory, they’d
pay 48 cents per kilowatt-hour on
summer weekday evenings and 19
cents on winter mornings.

Only customers of Edison,
PG&E and Sempra Energy subsid-
iary SDG&E would be affected by
the new rules. Solar homes served
by publicly owned utilities such as
the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power wouldn’t see
changes. 

If you’re served by a govern-

ment-run “community choice”
agency — such as the Clean Power
Alliance in Los Angeles and Ven-
tura counties, which uses Edison’s
poles and wires to bring you elec-
tricity — you’d have to pay the new
monthly “grid participation fees.”
But the compensation rate for your
solar power would drop only if local
elected officials decide it should.

Here’s what many of the groups
and people involved in the rooftop
solar debate have to say:

Environment advocates 
The Sierra Club isn’t happy

with the proposed decision. Nei-
ther are the Climate Center, Coali-
tion for Community Solar Access,
Environment California, Environ-
mental Working Group and Vote
Solar.

The Save California Solar coali-
tion— whose members include
hundreds of groups focused on cli-
mate action, public health, conser-
vation and equitable housing —
called the state agency’s proposal
“a giveaway to investor-owned util-
ities.”

Especially interesting is the Si-
erra Club’s position, which doesn’t
align neatly with those of either the
solar or utility industries. The club
had proposed gradually lowering
compensation payments to new
solar customers. It had also joined
with advocacy group Vote Solar
and nonprofit installer Grid Alter-
natives to propose higher compen-
sation rates for low-income homes.

The utilities commission’s plan
wouldn’t do either of those things.
Instead, it fully endorses the “cost
shift” argument made by utility
companies and others — that net
metering leads to higher electricity
rates for Californians who can’t af-
ford solar.

“The ‘cost shift’ narrative has
been wildly overblown,” Sierra
Club attorney Katherine Ramsey
said. “We recognize that this pro-
gram needs to be updated in order
to reduce nonparticipant impacts.
But at the end of the day, we need
more rooftop solar.”

One group’s stance
At least one major environmen-

tal group supports the decision.
That would be the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, which
largely agrees with the utility in-
dustry that net metering is a mas-
sive giveaway from the poor to the
rich.

NRDC senior scientist Mohit
Chhabra said he’s especially
pleased with the $600-million equi-
ty fund, which he expects will help
pay for solar panels for low-income
homes. He sees that as a better
model than the Sierra Club’s pro-
posal, because it would make it
easier for low-income families to
buy solar systems rather than

lease them, and thus reap more of
the long-term savings.

Chhabra said the primary goal
of net metering shouldn’t be to add
as much rooftop solar as possible
— it should be to meet California’s
overall climate goals, which will re-
quire a lot of rooftop solar but also
many other forms of clean energy.
That includes large solar and wind
farms that generate power at a
lower cost than rooftop systems
due to economies of scale.

“Cheap, clean, pollution-free
electricity for everybody is the first
step. And then do your best to
make sure solar is distributed
equally,” Chhabra said. “Don’t flip
those two things.”

Utility industry
In a statement, Edison called

the proposal “a meaningful step”
that will “reduce the financial bur-
den on non-solar customers who
have subsidized net energy meter-
ing by significantly overpaying
rooftop solar customers.” PG&E
offered similar praise, saying the
current system has “resulted in
deep inequities between custom-
ers with rooftop solar and those
without.” 

SDG&E was more circum-
spect, saying it would “reserve
comment until our experts have an
opportunity to review the 204-page
proposed decision and evaluate its
impact to our customers.”

Then there’s the Affordable
Clean Energy for All campaign,
which lists more than 100 diverse
supporters but whose sole funders
are the utility companies. Cam-
paign spokesperson Kathy Fair-
banks said the proposed decision
“recognizes we can grow rooftop
solar in California while taking
steps to reduce inflated subsidies
that have put an unfair cost burden
on renters, seniors, disadvantaged
communities and other working
Californians who don’t have the
ability or means to install rooftop
solar systems.”

Solar industry
Brad Heavner, policy director

for the California Solar & Storage
Assn., said one of the utilities com-
mission’s biggest mistakes is as-
suming that rooftop solar costs
$2.34 per watt, based on data from
the National Renewable Energy
Laboratory. He pointed to a differ-
ent data set from Lawrence Berke-
ley National Laboratory showing
that installed system costs hit
$3.87 per watt in California last
year.

He also said new solar homes
would be hit with higher fees than
the commission is letting on, pay-
ing an additional $12 per month in
Edison territory and $16 per month
in SDG&E territory, because of
their time-of-use electric rates

(with PG&E customers getting off
scot-free, at least initially). That
would bring new monthly fees for
non-low-income homes to $38 for
typical Edison and PG&E custom-
ers and $64 for typical SDG&E cus-
tomers, after accounting for the
new “market transition credit.”

Then there’s the reduced pay-
ment rate for electricity exported
to the grid. Heavner estimated
that a typical new solar customer
would see this compensation drop
by $675 per year in Edison territory,
$985 in PG&E territory and $1,290
in SDG&E territory.

Heavner estimated that those
changes would lengthen the typi-
cal payback period — how long it
takes solar customers to make
back their upfront investments
through lower bills — to 19 years for
Edison customers and 16 years for
PG&E customers — far short of
the 10 years the commission said it
is targeting (except for an esti-
mated nine-year payback in
SDG&E territory). For low-income
homes, paybacks would be 11 or 12
years regardless of the utility.

For comparison, payback peri-
ods currently hover around five
years.

Consumer watchdogs
The Utility Reform Network, a

ratepayer advocacy group, spends
much of its time fighting the util-
ities on rate increases — but it
largely agrees with them on net
metering.

TURN attorney Matthew
Freedman thinks a 10-year pay-
back is a good target, and he’s open
to increasing the “market transi-
tion credit” if the commission used
flawed data, to make sure 10 years
is what consumers get.

“I think 10 years is fair for people
to get their money back,” Freed-
man said. “Customers don’t need
that subsidy forever to invest in so-
lar.”

Mike Campbell, a program
manager at the commission’s Pub-
lic Advocates Office, also likes the
proposed decision. He called it “a
positive step in addressing the in-
equities in the current net energy
metering program,” saying in an
email that it would compensate so-
lar customers fairly while advanc-
ing the state’s climate goals — in
part by encouraging battery instal-
lation.

Severin Borenstein, a UC
Berkeley energy economist and
net metering critic, said the com-
mission’s plan does “a good job ad-
dressing the cost shift inequity.”
But he also emphasized that elec-
tricity rates are far higher than
they should be for monopoly utility
customers, and fixing net metering
is like a Band-Aid for this bigger is-
sue. 

Right now, Borenstein said via
email, Californians pay electric
rates that cover all sorts of utility
expenses that have nothing to do
with generating power, including
clean energy subsidies and proj-
ects that reduce the risk of wild-
fires. He thinks those “fixed” costs
should be paid for differently, al-
lowing for lower electricity rates
overall. That might mean less mo-
tivation to install solar, but it would
also make people more likely to in-
vest in electric vehicles and electric
heating — key parts of California’s
climate strategy.

“If state leaders still want to pri-
oritize rooftop solar, they could
avoid shifting costs onto low and
middle income households ... by
subsidizing rooftop systems di-
rectly, and transparently, with a
program covered by the state
budget,” Borenstein wrote in June.

Home building industry
In 2018, California became the

first state to requiresolar panels on
most new homes. But that require-
ment was predicated on solar-pow-
ered homes being “cost effective”
— and the California Building In-
dustry Assn., a trade group for
home builders, says the proposed
changes to net metering might
jeopardize the legality of the man-
date by making solar no longer cost
effective.

The group warned the Public
Utilities Commission last month
that fixed monthly charges for so-
lar customers — as the agency has
now proposed — would “severely
impact the financial viability” of
rooftop solar on new homes. The
group recommended “a steady
glide path with small increments
on any additional fees to custom-
ers.”

Dan Dunmoyer, the group’s
chief executive, agrees that some
changes to net metering are war-
ranted. But he also wants the solar
mandate to succeed. Although his
group is still analyzing the propos-
al, his first impression is that it
could be a recipe for failure.

“If you’re paying $500 or $600
that you weren’t paying before this
change [to net metering], what
does that do to families that are
trying to balance their family
budgets?” Dunmoyer asked.

The California Energy Commis-
sion, which crafted the solar man-
date, is “evaluating the impacts of
the [net metering] proposal on the
cost effectiveness of the energy
code,” spokesperson Lindsay
Buckley said in an email.

Wall Street
Within 12 hours of the utilities

commission releasing its proposal,
Morgan Stanley put out an
analysis.

The investment bank wrote
that the net metering plan “would
in our view be heavily damaging to
near-term rooftop solar growth
and margins.” Morgan Stanley
analysts called the proposed
monthly fees “surprisingly high,”
saying they would “largely to com-
pletely eliminate the economic
benefits of rooftop solar in Califor-
nia, absent the inclusion of stor-
age.”

At the same time, “storage can
provide a longer-term offset,” they
wrote. For Sunrun in particular —
the nation’s largest rooftop solar
installer, based in San Francisco —
Morgan Stanley projected that by
2024, “the company will have suffi-
cient storage volumes to offer all
prospective California customers
the ability to include storage with
solar,” which would save custom-
ers money.

This article was originally
published in Boiling Point, a
weekly email newsletter about
climate change and the
environment. Go to
latimes.com/boilingpoint to
sign up.

California’s plan to slash solar incentives

OFFICIALS SAY changes are needed to keep the lights on, keep electricity rates from rising and encourage people to install batter-
ies. Above, Juan Alcantara, left, Sal Miranda and Lee Kwok of Grid Alternatives, a nonprofit, install panels on a Watts home in June. 

Gary Coronado Los Angeles Times

Want to install or already have rooftop panels? How the proposed changes would affect you.

‘We recognize that this program
needs to be updated in order to
reduce nonparticipant impacts.
But at the end of the day, we need
more rooftop solar.’

— KATHERINE RAMSEY,
attorney for the Sierra Club

By Sammy Roth
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Defend single-family neighborhoods, Prop. 13 
- Susan Shelley, Columnist 

 
,I�\RX�VSHQW�\RXU�OLIH�VDYLQJV�DQG�\RXU�OLIH¶V�HDUQLQJV�WR�EX\�D�KRPH�RQ�D�TXLHW�VWUHHW�LQ�D�VLQJOH-
IDPLO\�QHLJKERUKRRG�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��\RX¶YH�EHHQ�UREEHG� 
 
Your camera-enabled doorbell and security system likely failed to record the evidence, because 
WKH�UREEHU\�KDSSHQHG�LQ�6DFUDPHQWR��:RUVH��LW¶V�QRW�DJDLQVW�WKH�ODZ��,W�LV�WKH�ODZ� 
 
Single-family zoning has been abolished. The people who profit from that include developers 
who want to buy the land and put up high-density housing on small parcels, building industry 
and real estate interests who will see a nice payday from the new construction and various 
nonprofit groups run by moist-eyed executives drawing six-figXUH�VDODULHV�IRU�³PDQDJLQJ´�ORZ-
income or homeless housing projects. 
 
Against these special interests stand homeowners and local government officials who have 
battled for years against laws proposed in the state Capitol to force cities to accept state-imposed 
zoning changes.  
 
The special interests won a battle in 2021. The Legislature passed Senate Bills 9 and 10, ending 
single-family zoning in California, and Gov. Gavin Newsom signed them into law just as soon as 
he was past the risk of being recalled. ThH�ZDU�LVQ¶W�RYHU��KRZHYHU��DV�D�ELSDUWLVDQ�FRDOLWLRQ�RI�
local leaders filed an initiative that would prevent those laws from having any effect and would 
ban any similar state laws in the future. 
 
7KH�ORFDO�OHDGHUV�FDOO�WKHLU�LQLWLDWLYH�³2XU�1HLJKERUKRRG�9RLFHV�´�DQG�WKH�DWWRUQH\�JHQHUDO�KDV�
given it a circulating title ² the title that appears on the official petitions ² RI�³3URYLGHV�7KDW�
Local Land-8VH�DQG�=RQLQJ�/DZV�2YHUULGH�&RQIOLFWLQJ�6WDWH�/DZV�´�,W�QHHGV�QHDUO\���PLOOLRQ�
valid 
signatures of registered voters by mid-April to qualify for the November 2022 ballot. If it passes, 
cities will once again be empowered to control local zoning and make the decisions about where 
higher density housing may be built, along with decisions about any requirements for developers 
to provide offstreet parking or traffic mitigation measures. 
 
Does it have a chance? Some people clearly think so. Another initiative has been introduced that 
contains a poison pill to kill it. Initiative 21-0032A1 was filed on Nov. 10 by 
attorney Stanley R. Apps. The attorney general has JLYHQ�LW�D�FLUFXODWLQJ�WLWOH�RI�³,QFUHDVHV�
+RPHRZQHUV¶ 3URSHUW\�7D[�([HPSWLRQ�DQG�5HQWHUV¶�7D[�&UHGLW� Increases Taxes on High-Value 
Properties. Limits /RFDO�5HVWULFWLRQV�RQ�+RXVLQJ�'HYHORSPHQW�´ 
 
The Apps initiative is another attack on Proposition 13, cracking the 1% tax rate on property that 
the 1978 initiative wrote into the state constitution. If this new measure qualifies for the ballot 
and is approved by voters, properties valued above $4 million would see 
an increase in their tax rate. This would affect commercial, residential, industrial, mixed-use or 
vacant land. The measure also changes the law to require cities to approve certain low-income 
housing SURMHFWV�³PLQLVWHULDOO\�ZLWKRXW�GLVFUHWLRQDU\�UHYLHZ RU�D�KHDULQJ�´ 
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The poison pill is in Section 9 of the initiative. It declares that the Our Neighborhood Voices 
initiative LV�³GHHPHG�WR�EH�LQ�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�WKLV�$FW�´�DQG�VWDWHV that if the Apps initiative gets a 
greater number of votes than the ONV measurH��³WKH�SURYLVLRQV�RI�WKLV Act [the Apps measure] 
VKDOO�SUHYDLO�LQ�WKHLU�HQWLUHW\´ DQG�³DOO�SURYLVLRQV�RI�WKH�RWKHU�PHDVXUH�RU�PHDVXUHV [Our 
1HLJKERUKRRG�9RLFHV@�VKDOO�EH�QXOO�DQG�YRLG�´ 
 
Now, you may be asking yourself, why would more California voters choose an initiative that 
both attacks Proposition 13 and cements the abolition of single-family zoning so developers can 
more easily construct high-density housing in more neighborhoods? 
 
7KH�DQVZHU�LV��EHFDXVH�WKH\¶UH�SODQQLQJ�WR�SD\�\RX�WR�YRWH�IRU�LW� 
 
1RW�OLWHUDOO\��RI�FRXUVH��,W�ZRXOG�EH�LOOHJDO�WR�SD\�YRWHUV�WR�PDUN�WKH�³<HV´�FLUFOH�RQ�WKHLU�EDOORWV��
:KDW�WKH�$SSV�LQLWLDWLYH�GRHV�LQVWHDG�LV�ERRVW�WKH�KRPHRZQHU¶V�H[HPSWLRQ�DQG�UDLVH�WKH�WD[�
credit for renters. 
 
7KH�KRPHRZQHU¶V�H[HPSWLRQ�H[LVWV�LQ�FXUUHnt law. If you own the home that is your primary 
residence, you can fill out a form and have $ 7,000 knocked off the 
assessed value of your home. At a 1% tax rate, that will save you $ 70 per year. The Apps 
LQLWLDWLYH�ZRXOG�UDLVH�WKH�KRPHRZQHU¶V�H[HPSWLRQ�to $200,000, saving qualifying homeowners 
$2,000 per year. 
 
7KH�PHDVXUH�ZRXOG�DOVR�LQFUHDVH�WKH�UHQWHU¶V�WD[�FUHGLW�WR�³XS�WR��������IRU�MRLQW�ILOHUV�PDNLQJ�
XS�WR����������´ 
 
This will be paid for by raising the property tax rate on apartment buildings, office buildings, 
shopping malls, self-storage facilities, movie theaters, restaurants, hotels, supermarkets and 
HYHU\�RWKHU�SURSHUW\�ZRUWK�����PLOOLRQ�RU�PRUH�ZLWK�D�VXUFKDUJH�RI�XS�WR�������,I�,¶P�GRLQJ�WKH�
math correctly, that will roughly double the tax bills on those properties. 
 
Prices will soon reflect the higher costs, which will further increase the cost of living in 
California, already so high that the state has the highest poverty rate in the nation when the cost 
of living is taken into account. 
 
TKH�$SSV�LQLWLDWLYH�ZLOO�JLYH�\RX�D�WD[�FXW�RI���������SHU�\HDU�LI�\RX¶OO�MXVW�KHOS�WR�GLVPDQWOH�
Proposition 13, raise prices throughout the state and permanently destroy single- family zoning 
in California.  
 
+HUH¶V�D�EHWWHU�SODQ��'HIHDW�WKH�$SSV�LQLWLDWLYe now, and next time, back a new initiative to 
LQFUHDVH�WKH�KRPHRZQHU¶V�H[HPSWLRQ�DQG�WKH�UHQWHU¶V�FUHGLW�ZLWKRXW�DOO�WKH�FDUQDJH�DQG�
wreckage attached to it. 
 
&DOLIRUQLDQV�DUH�QRW�REOLJDWHG�WR�WDNH�EDG�GHDOV�DQG�VXIIHU�ZLWK�WKHP��,W¶V�ZLWKLQ�RXU�SRZHU�WR�
ZULWH�EHWWHU�LQLWLDWLYHV�WKDW�VROYH�SUREOHPV�ZLWKRXW�FDXVLQJ�QHZ�RQHV��/HW¶V�GR�WKDW� 
 
Copyright © 2022 Torrance Daily Breeze. Please review new arbitration language here. 1/2/2022 
Powered by TECNAVIA 



Attachment G 
South Bay Cities Council of Governments 
 

Briefing with Legislative District Staff 
Thursday, January 13, 2022 

9:00 am ± 10:45 am 
via Zoom 

 
To receive Zoom meeting credentials in advance of the meeting, use this link to register: 
https://scag.zoom.us/meeting/register/tJAocuGhqD0tGdz8QtDOyoMEzbrhY2H-NnYq  
After registering, you will receive a Confirmation email containing information about joining the meeting. 
 
To participate via video conference, visit: www.zoom.us/join and use Meeting ID: 945 5896 6738; 
passcode: 533228  
 
To participate via telephone, dial: (669) 900-6833 and use Meeting ID: 945 5896 6738; passcode: 
533228 

 
This virtual meeting is held pursuant to AB 361 (Chapter 165, Statutes of 2021) issued by Governor Gavin 
Newsom on September 16, 2021.  Committee members may participate by teleconference/virtual meeting due 
to state and local officials recommending measures to promote social distancing.  Members of the public may 
participate by teleconference/virtual meeting in order to restrict the imminent risk to the health and safety of 
attendees.   

AGENDA 
 
9:00 am Call to Order  

SBCCOG Legislative Committee Chair Stacey Armato 
        
9:01 am SBCCOG Program Update ± Jacki Bacharach 

Handout at the meeting ± SBCCOG Program Presentation 
                                             
9:15 am Federal Representatives ± Brief Reports on Changes to District Boundaries, Perspectives from 

the Capitol, Priorities in the District, and Q&A 
Confirmed Representatives from: 

U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein, represented by Jeanette Christian 
Congressmember Nanette Diaz Barragán, represented by Sean Kearns and Aracely 
Ruvalcaba   

 
Pending confirmations from the offices of: 

U.S. Senator Alex Padilla  
Congressmember Ted Lieu 

 
9:40 am State Representatives - Brief Reports on Changes to District Boundaries, Perspectives from the 

Capitol, Priorities in the District, and Q&A 
Confirmed Representatives from: 

Senator Steven Bradford, represented by Jasmine Leon Guerrero  
 
Pending confirmations from the offices of: 

Senators Ben Allen & Sydney Kamlager 
Assemblymembers Al Muratsuchi��0LNH�*LSVRQ��$XWXPQ�%XUNH�	�3DWULFN�2¶'RQQHOO 

 
10:40 am        Public Comment 
 
10:45 am        Adjourn to Thursday, April 14, 2022 
 

Please follow SBCCOG on Twitter (@SouthBayCCOG) and Facebook (@SBCCOG) 

https://scag.zoom.us/meeting/register/tJAocuGhqD0tGdz8QtDOyoMEzbrhY2H-NnYq
http://www.zoom.us/join
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Federal 
- Funding 

o tŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ƐƚĂƚƵƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŝĚĞŶ��ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ��ƵŝůĚ��ĂĐŬ��ĞƚƚĞƌ�
proposal given the recent statements from Senator Manchin and does there 
appear to be a path forward?  

o As you know, ƚŚĞ�ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ�ŚĂƐ�ƵƉĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ�ƐƵƉƉůǇ�ĐŚĂŝŶƐ͕�ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�
backups at the Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach, which in turn leads to issues for 
our businesses and residents throughout the region and country, but particularly 
for those in the South Bay.  Cargo ship traffic has led to additional air pollution 
and other impacts which our communities must directly bear the brunt of.  What 
is the federal government doing to ensure that these issues are being addressed 
for the current problems at hand, and what is being done to ensure we are 
prepared for future supply chain disruptions should they occur?  
 

- Policing 
o What police reforms are being considered by Congress and what funding 

opportunities exist for community policing and related programs and what is the 
likelihood of their passage? 
 

- Climate Change 
o With increasing droughts, more intense fires and expanding fire seasons, and 

rising sea levels, what measures are still being considered in the Build Back 
Better proposal that will help cities adapt to impacts of climate change?   

o With the first-ever Colorado River water shortage declaration issued last year, 
what is the Federal government doing to ensure water reliability for not just 
Southern California but the entire southwest? 

 
State 

- Redistricting 
o Please provide a brief overview of the changes to your district boundaries 

including cities/communities gained and lost.  
 

- Housing/RHNA 
o With the passage of SB 9 and SB 10 ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ��ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ͛Ɛ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚ�Ψϯϭ��

budget surplus ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ, how is the 
Legislature budgeting to provide funding to cities to support the infrastructure 
requirements and climate change constraints/mitigations  of the increased 
density mandates? 

o How does the State expect bills such as SB 9 and SB 10 to address the root cause 
of the housing crisis ʹ affordability ʹ when there are no real affordable housing 
requirements in the bill language?  

o How does the State plan to evaluate the community impacts of the countless 
housing-related mandates that have been passed in recent sessions?  Does the 
State plan to re-visit prior legislation to study the effectiveness of the policies 
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put in place, particularly those that remove local control over land use and 
zoning issues?  
 

- Local Control 
o Measures to support local control have lacked traction in the Legislature 

recently. Issues such as housing or community health decisions are incredibly 
nuanced and do not always benefit from one-size-fits-all approaches. What can 
we do to encourage the Legislature to consider more regional approaches to 
issues facing the State so that considerations can be made for the vastly 
different areas within California? 
 

- Homelessness 
o Given that homelessness, mental health, and substance abuse are statewide 

issues whose impacts are felt disproportionally at the local level, what solutions, 
resources, and funding are being provided to cities so they can provide realistic 
and compassionate mental health and substance abuse services to their 
communities that will help prevent homelessness and crime? 
 

- Climate Change 
o The State is not meeting its goals for EV adoption and in other areas.  What 

accelerated measures are being considered, if any? 
o The SBCCOG is committed to legislation that will incentivize the purchase of 

slow speed EVs.  Can we have your support? 
 

 


	South Bay Cities Council of Governments

