
 
 
 
Hey everyone, I’m sorry, but I forgot to add these notes on the final exam that I took while grading it. Pardon me, but I 
just can’t resist the urge to get in just one last discussion about energy - of course, you can ignore it if you like…but 
here’s what I think: 
 
Some thoughts after reading through the final exam: 
 
Taxes and Fees are market mechanisms… Command and Control mechanisms are command and controlling 
something - like a law that makes something illegal, such as:  
incandescent lightbulbs,  
putting lead in gasoline,  
producing cars that get low mileage,  
producing electricity that has more than 1/2 kg of CO2 per kWh (essentially making coal electricity illegal).  
 
I personally think that it’ll be the Battery Electric Vehicle in 15 years that dominates the alternative transportation 
sales market. So come back in 2032 and demand a beer if I’m wrong (and you were right). I think that fast charging 
will continue to improve to the point of being as fast as filling gas, and you will be able to charge at home, so you’ll 
never have to even go to the gas (charging) station unless you drive more than 100 miles in a shot. Electric motors 
only have 1 moving part (how cool is that?). Certainly for two car families, one will be a BEV because the family can 
always use the other one for long distances. So, it may seem like I’m right… and then you realize what a bubble we 
live in: Half of all BEV sold in the USA are sold in California. Damn, there’s that rest of the country out there. Anyway, 
again you were not graded on which technology you picked, but how you supported it. 
 
Lastly, from the essay, I read many good arguments to value the environment over the economic gains from relaxing 
regulations. While this is fine, I don’t make these arguments. In particular, coal is out because it’s now more 
expensive than NG (but then we worry about fracking), but the larger issue is what drives our economy. I think 
innovation drives the California economy. I think fossil fuels allow us to relax from innovating - and it’s bad for the 
economy. I share with you a statement I sent to our local policy makers with regard to Philips 66 proposed oil trains… 
(so far, San Luis Obispo has rejected the oil trains): 
 
"Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
I’m writing to oppose the creation of the Phillips 66 rail spur. As a physics professor specializing in Energy, Society, 
Environment, and Sustainability, I embrace all the health and safety concerns voiced by other project opponents. 
However, I want to add a concern that is not widely used to oppose the project: the economy. Despite what fossil fuel 
companies espouse, the evidence clearly indicates to me that supporting the fossil fuel industry is detrimental to 
California’s economy. A decade ago California passed AB 32 (the 2006 greenhouse gas reduction bill) against fossil 
fuel industry objections that such a bill would damage the California economy. Since then, California’s economy has 
blossomed (As described in 2012 in the LATimes) as our energy use has decreased, and we increasingly become 
leaders in green tech, efficiency, and renewable energy. I do not think it is a coincidence that companies like Tesla, 
Bright Source, and Enphase are located in California. As indicated in this AltEnergyMag article, 17 of the world’s 50 
top new green tech companies are in California! I firmly believe that opening the door to yesterday’s technologies will 
only hold us back. Please help California continue our technology/environmental leadership by rejecting the Phillips 
proposal.  
 
Please contact me if I can be of any assistance. 
 
 
Pete Schwartz 
Cal Poly Physics, Sustainability 
the new science building, 180-608 
805-756-1220 
pschwart@calpoly.edu  
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