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SUBJECT: The PROPOSED REGIONAL GHG EMISSION REDUCTION TARGETS FOR AUTOMOBILES AND LIGHT TRUCKS PURSUANT TO SENATE BILL 375 (Released: August 9, 2010, for a September 23, 2010 Consideration) and the Failure of Its Proposed SANDAG GHG Reductions to Protect Health, Support S-3-05, and be Just and Reasonable
Dear Air Resources Board Chair Mary Nichols and Members of the Board:

1.0
Introductory Comments

The time for debate has long since passed. The climate science is clear; we need to achieve significant GHG reductions today if we are to avert climate disaster in the future.
1.1
AB 32, SB 375, What Science Has Determined, and Current GHG Levels
AB 32 requires California emissions, from all sources, to be at 1990 levels by 2020. The years after 2020 are covered by Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05. It calls for emissions to be 80% below 1990 levels, by 2050. These reductions, world wide, would limit GHG levels to 450 PPM. 

When AB 32 and the executive order were formulated, it was thought that limiting GHG levels to 450 PPM would provide humanity adequate safety from catastrophic climate destabilization. However, climate science now tells us that any level above 350 PPM is dangerous. Unfortunately, the current level is 390 PPM and this is higher than it has been in over a million years.
SB 375 was written to give CARB authority over cars and light-duty trucks, sometimes referred to as personal driving. This personal driving is quantified as vehicle miles traveled, or VMTs. Personal driving is responsible for 32% of GHG in California. In San Diego County, it is responsible for 41%. SB375 calls for CARB to give each regional government in the state (Metropolitan Planning Organization, or MPO) GHG reduction targets, for personal driving, for the years 2020 and 2035. SB375 requires that CARB give each MPO their targets by September 30th of this year.
1.2
Scoping Plan Observations
1.2.1 AB 32
AB 32 gives CARB the responsibility of allocating reductions to the various sectors. In the “Scoping Plan”, adopted in December 2008, on page 17, CARB specified only 5 million tons per year as the reduction from “Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets” by 2020. 
The Plan added in a footnote, “This number represents an estimate of what may be achieved from local land use changes. It is not the SB 375 regional target. ARB will establish regional targets for each MPO region following the input of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee and a public consultation process with MPOs and other stakeholders per SB 375.”
The 5 million tons identified in the Scoping Plan’s Table 2 is in addition to 31.7 million tons for Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards, including Pavley 1 and the anticipated Pavley 2 standards, and15 million tons for the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. These values are also from the Scoping Plan’s Table 2.
1.2.2 Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05

On page 117 of the scoping plan, the overall reductions to achieve the Governor’s Executive Order are given. However, the scoping plan does no allocation of this reduction to the various sectors. Since CARB has no published allocation for reductions in the year 2035, it therefore follows that, as a baseline starting point, each sector must reduce emissions in line with the Governor’s Executive Order. Furthermore, since S-3-05 provides no guidance as to the shape of the trajectory of the reductions as a function of year, since climate science urges reductions to come sooner rather than later, and since climate science tells us that the S-3-05 reductions are too small, it therefore follows that the 2035 target reduction for each MPO must support at least a straight-line trajectory of S-3-05.
1.3
Danger in “Bottom Up” Process of Identifying Draft Targets
In modeling “achievable” reductions, MPOs are free to ignore the AB 32 and S-3-05 legal requirements for reductions and the additional reductions needed for public health and safety, in light of our need to get GHG levels down to 350 PPM, as soon as possible. MPO Boards may push for “path-of-least-resistance” strategies, hoping to sell these strategies to CARB as “aggressive but achievable”. Since government’s primary responsibility, at all levels, is public health and safety, and since this responsibility extends from the three branches of state government down to all boards and agencies, it follows that the final GHG reductions must be based on what the climate scientists have determined is safe. Such reductions will significantly exceed those required by AB 32 and S-3-05. It is certainly CARB’s responsibility to address this issue, even if it is in some other proceeding. Ignoring this issue is negligent, since it may lead to catastrophic climate destabilization, resulting in a significant die off of the human population.
1.4
Reducing GHG from Cars and Light-Duty Trucks
There are three things that will reduce GHG from driving. They are “clean cars”, “clean fuels” and less driving. “Clean cars” includes the benefits of more efficient gasoline and diesel powered cars, hybrids, and battery electric vehicles (BEVs). Since some of our cars will be BEVs, when CARB computes the overall average GHG per mile of our state’s fleet of cars, it must account for how much of our electricity is generated from fossil fuels. Most of our electricity will come from fossil fuels for many years, perhaps several decades. “Clean fuel” refers to fossil fuel formulated to have more hydrogen and less carbon, to result in less GHG emissions. “Clean fuel”, referred to as Low Carbon Fuel Standards (LCFS) fuel, is expected to provide a 10% emission reduction by 2020, but no more after that. This paper uses the LCFS factor of nine-tenths for both 2020 and 2035, even though this may be overestimating reductions in 2035 because the factor is inappropriate for BEVs and the number of BEVs could become significant by 2035.
For at least the next decade and perhaps much longer, less driving will be needed to provide a large reduction in GHG, relative to current 2010 levels.
These factors can be observed in Figure 1 of an analysis by S. Winkleman, 
 based on CalTrans VMT forecast (red line), AB 1493 (“Pavley”, green line), and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS, purple line), compared with the AB 32 target of 1990 levels (light blue line). This Figure has been placed into this document for convenience. Note that the dark blue line, which combines all three factors, shows how the projected increase in VMT overwhelms GHG savings from cleaner fuels and vehicles. Decreasing VMT is the objective of SB 375.

Figure 1
GHG Reductions from Pavley (AB 1493, in Green) and the
Low-Carbon Fuel Standards (in Purple); the Caltrans Predicted 
Increases in Driving (VMT, in Red), the Net Result of GHG (C02_e, in Blue), 

AB 32, and S-3-05 (Governors Executive Order) Reduction Trajectory (in Gold)
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2.0
Comments on the Introduction and Sections I and II of the Staff Report of August 9, 2010
2.1
Introduction (Page 1)
Some of the discussion contained in this section shows significant oversights. 

For example, it says, “Planning strategies that promote social equity, such as affordable housing, accessible transit, and jobs-housing fit, are recognized as effective means of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. MPOs should promote equitable land use and transportation practices that result in inclusion, accessibility, efficient use of land, and decreased emissions.”

If CARB wants to mention equity, it should also discuss the most prevalent and significant forms of transportation-related practices which are unfair. The state of California funds roads with sources of revenue (sales taxes, property taxes, income taxes, and so-called “development fees”) that are unrelated to the decision to drive. This is unfair to those that drive less than average and it greatly increases driving. Similarly, the high cost of parking is generally hidden and forced upon everyone that pays rent, receives a wage, buys food, rides on a train with so called “free parking” at the station, and so on. This is unfair and should be fixed through good legislation. If government funding is involved, such as community colleges or housing with government subsidies, bundled parking cost violates equal protection of the law, and is therefore unconstitutional.  As an example of the inequity, at an apartment where the cost of parking is bundled into the cost of the rent, families with no car could be paying rent that is $50 or even $100 dollars a month more than what it would be if the parking rent was separated out. This could be forcing families living on a monthly paycheck to go without adequate food at the end of the month, in order to pay the higher rent. Their neighbor could own many cars and be paying the exact same rent. CARB seems to be blind to these inequities that help families drive and park cars, at the expense of families that happen to own fewer than the average number of cars or drive less than an average amount.
The introduction should also include the fact that CARB has a legal responsibility to set the MPO reductions so that the overall reductions needed by AB32 and the Governor’s Executive Order straight-line trajectory are met. This is discussed in Section 1 of this letter.
2.2
Section I, California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Page 4)
The following words tend to obscure the fact that state government has a responsibility to correct significant unfairness if local governments fail to do so:

While SB 375 requires regions to consider a variety of greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies, it reaffirms local government authority over land use decisions, and recognizes the critical role local governments play in implementing these kinds of strategies.
SB 375 does not reaffirm local control. SB 375 simply goes along with the common convention that state law usually does not interfere with local government authority over land-use decisions and car-parking policies. Unbundling the cost of parking happens to be a key strategy that could reduce driving. In addition, allowing the cost of parking to be hidden and forced upon even those that do not use the parking is so unfair that it calls for state intervention to protect those harmed. Where government support is involved, such as at schools and subsidized housing, the equal protection of the law, which is guaranteed by our constitution, is being denied those that do not park a car. The opinioned comment about “reaffirming local control” tends to obscure this profound and relevant fact. Since convenient and transparent car-parking reform will require both new hardware and software design and implementation, it is both logical and efficient for the state to play a major role.
Under the heading “AIR RESOURCES BOARD ROLE” on Page 6, comes the following true but insufficient statement:
ARB’s primary responsibility is to set greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles for each of California’s 18 federally designated MPOs by September 30, 2010. Targets are to be set for 2020 and 2035. In establishing the targets, ARB must take into account greenhouse gas reductions that will come from improved vehicle emission standards, changes in fuel composition, and other measures that it has adopted.

What this covers up is CARB’s responsibility to set these targets to at least meet the overall reduction requirements of AB 32 and the Governor’s Executive Order. However, this is not enough. CARB also has a responsibility to select targets that set an example, such that if the world followed California’s lead, humanity would avoid the devastation of a destabilized climate. The last sentence about what ARB must take into account is a technical detail. The profound truth that is fundamental to ARB’s mission is overlooked.
2.3
Section II, Target Setting Process (Page 8)
On page 16, under “Challenge of 2035 Targets” comes an admission which shows what a poor job CARB and the MPOs have done so far. It says:
There are several forecasting assumptions that may have a significant impact on greenhouse gas emission reductions in 2035. The cost of travel is one. It can affect travel behavior by influencing mode choice, as well as the frequency and length of trips. Uncertainties in predicting the cost of travel – which may include the purchase, maintenance, and fuel for a vehicle; transit fares; or travel fees in the form of tolls, parking pricing, or other costs – add to the challenge of setting 2035 targets. In addition, although the current models used by MPOs have embedded travel costs, most do not yet account for the impacts of changes in travel cost on travel.

Rezoning for smart growth will not reduce VMT until projects get built. Getting projects built takes time. The amount of time required and the likelihood that a project will ever get built is dependant on the economy. Similarly, since good transit is expensive to build, it also depends on our economy. Finally, the extent to which California citizens decide to trade in their car for a more efficient model also depends on the economy. This shows that the strategies involving smart growth, transit, and Pavley are highly dependent on our economy, over which neither CARB nor the MPOs have much control. However, correcting the fundamental unfairness of how we pay for parking and driving is not dependent on the economy because it costs less than nothing. It costs less than nothing because if we properly price driving and parking, we will save money on road use, on not needing to build more roads, and on not needing as much car parking. Such strategies would yield immediate and significant VMT reductions. The above paragraph, from page 16 of the subject document shows how little thinking CARB and the MPOs been done on these two crucial strategies.
Nowhere in the target-setting process section does it show how targets are set to support AB32 and S-3-05.
3.0
Evaluation of the Proposed SANDAG Targets (Page 8)
On page 26, the values shown in Table 1 are given.
It is important to note the implications of the asterisked footnote and the fact that this target is per capita. It means that the calculation of the net GHG reduction estimates from these numbers require the use of factors to account for population growth, the Pavley reductions (“Pavley”), and the LCFS reductions, which can be taken from Figure 1.

Table 1
Proposed SANDAG Targets for 2020 and 2035

(Per capita GHG reduction from passenger vehicles relative to 2005)*
	Year
	2020
	2035

	Per Capita GHG Reduction
	7%
	13%


* Percent reduction numbers do not include emission reductions expected from Pavley Greenhouse Gas Vehicle Standards and Low Carbon Fuel Standard measures.

3.1
Adequacy, 2020 Targets, Compared to AB 32 Reductions
In order to estimate the net 2020 outcome of the Table 1 reduction of 7%, the per capita reduction target, the increase in population, the Pavley reduction, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard factors must be multiplied together.  For the calculation, the following factors apply:

1. 0.93, for the per capita reduction in driving of 7%, from Table 1;
2. The factor for population is computed using the populations estimated in CARB’s http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo.co2.reduction.calc.pdf, namely 3,034,388 for 2005, and 3,635,855 for 2020. So the factor from 2005 to 2020 is 
3,635,855 /3,034,388 = 1.198
3. 0.825, for the 82.5%, shown for 2020, on the green “Pavley” line of Figure 1;
4. 0.90, for the reduction in low-carbon fuel standard (LCFS), as shown on the purple line of Figure 1.
Multiplying these four factors together results in a factor of (.93)*(1.198)*(.825)*(.90) = 0.827.

This is a 17% reduction and so it passes the reduction that would be in line with AB 32, which is around 13%, as shown in the 1990 light-blue line on Figure 1, which is also the first yellow “X” on Figure 1.

3.1.1
Need for “Pavley” and LCFS to Meet AB 32 Reductions
What is needed is a complete picture of what the various factors are providing. For example, it would be useful to know if both “Pavley” and the LCFS are needed to get the reductions within the AB 32 level. Therefore Tables 2 through 4 have been computed and appear here.

Table 2
Factors Used to Estimate 2020 GHG Reduction from 2005, 


With a 7% Driving Reduction, from 2005
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Table 3
Results of Combining Factors to Estimate 2020 GHG


Reductions, With a 7% Driving Reduction from 2005
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Table 4
Percent Reductions from Combining Factors to Estimate 2020


GHG Reductions, With a 7% Driving Reduction from 2005
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It is therefore shown that for the proposed 7% reduction, both “Pavley” and the LCFS are needed to meet the AB 32 standards by 2020. There is always danger in relying on such events. For example, if the economy remains poor, fewer people will want to spend the money to trade their car in for a more efficient model.
3.1.2
Conclusions Regarding 2020 Reductions, AB 32, & Reductions for Safety
For the 7% reduction, the following conclusions can be drawn. Both “Pavley” and the LCFS are needed to meet the AB 32 reduction. Since AB 32 is inadequate for the industrialized countries, when compared to the world-wide reductions needed to protect humanity from a catastrophic climate destabilization, the proposed reduction of 7% should be increased. This is especially true since the strategies described in Section 5 of this letter would reduce driving well below 7%. These strategies are good public policy for many reasons. They will show the world that we can adopt policies that will result in the GHG emission reductions needed to protect our climate.
3.2
Evaluation of CARB Draft SANDAG Targets for 2035 
The -13% value shown in Table 1 will be evaluated.
3.2.1
Required Extrapolations

CARB’s South Coast AQMD Planning Liaison, Earl Withycombe, PE, told me (verbally, in a phone conversation) that CARB is free to ignore S-3-05 when they set the 2035 targets. He also told me that he was instructed by his management to NOT put that into an email. Ignoring S-3-05 is illegal. S-3-05 covers the years from 2020 to 2050 so this would include 2035. If CARB is able to ignore S-3-05, then the order has no effect in any agency. Refusing to put the assertion that they are free to ignore S-3-05 in writing shows a disappointing lack of transparency. It appears that CARB wants to be able to deny that it ever said that it could ignore S-3-05. On page 117 of CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, the text refers to a linear trajectory of GHG reductions from AB32 levels down to the S-3-05 level. What is reasonable, legal, and in writing will be used in this evaluation. 
Therefore, for 2035, it is necessary to extrapolate the Governor’s Executive Order target, which is Figure 1’s gold line, out to year 2035. It is 0.87 in 2020 and it is 0.64 in 2030. Therefore, in year 2035, it will be
0.64 + [(.64 - .87)/(2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.525
Likewise, for 2035 it is necessary to extrapolate “Pavley”, Figure 1’s green line, out to year 2035. It is 0.82 in 2020 and it is 0.73 in 2030. Therefore, in year 2035 it will be 

0.73 + [(.73 - .82)/(2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.685
Note that Pavley 1 ends in 2017. It is widely assumed that it will be replaced by what is often called “Pavley 2”. If so, the extrapolation computed here is equivalent to assuming that California’s fleet of cars and light trucks will continue the trajectory forward from 2017, all the way to 2035. In other words, it is assumed that the slope of Pavley 2 will be equal to the slope of Pavley 1. At this time, this is the best assumption that can be made. Assuming that the California fleet will continually get more efficient, in terms of C02 per mile driven, relies on an assumption that a significant fraction of our car owners will be able to purchase newer model cars.

3.2.2
Calculation and Discussion
For the calculation, the following factors apply:

1. 0.87, for the per capita reduction in driving, using the 13% reduction from Table 1;
2. The factor for population is computed using the populations estimated in CARB’s http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo.co2.reduction.calc.pdf, namely 3,034,388 for 2005 and 3,984,753 for 2035. So the factor from 2005 to 2035 is 

3,984,753/3,034,388 = 1.313
Therefore, use 1.313, from the calculation shown;
3. 0.685, from the above-computed extrapolation of the green “Pavley” line of Figure 1;
4. 0.90, for the reduction in low-carbon fuel standard (LCFS), as shown on the purple line of Figure 1.
Multiplying these four factors together results in a factor of (.87)*(1.313)*(.685)*(.90) = 0.704.

This is a 30.0% reduction, which is not even close to the required S-3-05 reduction value of 47.5%, from the above-computed extrapolation of the Governor’s Executive Order target fraction of .525.
This is a significant failure and indicates that neither the MPOs nor CARB are taking their climate crisis responsibilities seriously.
3.2.3
Calculation to Show Contributing Factors
Tables 5, 6, and 7 provide a complete picture of what the various factors are and how they fail to achieve the S-3-05 reductions.

Table 5
Factors Used to Estimate 2035 GHG Reduction from 2005,


With a 13% Driving Reduction, from 2005

[image: image5.wmf] GHG Reduction Factors, 2005 to 2035                                      

VMT Per Capita Reduction of 13%

VMT Only

Population    

ARB Predict 

SANDAG

Pavley

LCFS

GovExecOrder                              

S-3-05

.870

1.313

.685

.900

.525


Table 6
Results of Combining Factors to Estimate 2035 GHG


Reductions, With a 13% Driving Reduction from 2005
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Table 7
Percent Reductions from Combining Factors to Estimate 2035


GHG Reductions, With a 13% Driving Reduction from 2005
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3.2.4
Calculation of Reduction to Meet the Governor’s Executive Order Reduction

The “VMT-Only” value that will support the S-3-05 value of .525 can be computed.

VMT
=
(.525) / (Population Factor * Pavley Factor * LCFS Factor)

VMT
=
(.525) / (1.313 * .685 * .90)
=
.64848
This factor corresponds to percent reduction of (1 - .64848) * 100% = 35.15%.

3.2.5
Calculation Using the Reduction to Meet S-3-05, Showing the Impacts of the Factors
The effects of the various factors are shown in Tables 8, 9, and 10.

Table 8
Factors Used to Estimate 2035 GHG Reduction from 2005,


With a 35.15% Driving Reduction, from 2005
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Table 9
Results of Combining Factors to Estimate 2035 GHG


Reductions, With a 35.15% Driving Reduction from 2005
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Table 10
Percent Reductions from Combining Factors to Estimate 2035


GHG Reductions, With a 35.12% Driving Reduction from 2005
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4.0
A Correct and Reasonable, Science-Driven 2035 Reduction 

The Section 3 result of a 35.15% per-capita VMT reduction, required to meet the S-3-05 target for year 2035, is a reasonable starting point. Given the uncertainty of the Pavley reduction by 2035 and the fact that climate scientists have shown that we need large reductions soon and need to be essentially off fossil fuels by 2050, a more reasonable reduction value for 2035 is a 45% reduction.

Results from this assertion are shown in Tables 11, 12, and 13.
Table 11
Factors Used to Estimate 2035 GHG Reduction from 2005,


With a 45% Driving Reduction, from 2005
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Table 12
Results of Combining Factors to Estimate 2035 GHG


Reductions, With a 45% Driving Reduction from 2005
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Table 13
Percent Reductions from Combining Factors to Estimate 2035


GHG Reductions, With a 45% Driving Reduction from 2005
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As shown in Table 13, the percent margin below the S-3-05 target is 8% (55.5-47.5). It can be shown that this corresponds to being nearly off carbon fuels by 2050, which is needed.
5.0
Fiscally Sound and Effective SCS Strategies
5.1
Introduction

This section will debunk SANDAG’s claim that its strategy set is “aggressive”. Nothing could be further from the truth. Significant reductions in driving can be achieved, as this section will show.

One strategy that the MPOs are trying to implement is enacting zoning changes to reduce sprawl. These changes typically increase densities and allow mixed use, especially around transit stations. These changes are said to support “smart growth”. SANDAG Directors have repeatedly been asked to define “smart growth” to be “VMT-reducing” growth, so that smart growth strategies and estimated outcomes could be quantified. These requests have been ignored. Therefore, SANDAG has done a poor job of creating their “Smart Growth Incentive Plan” and their “Smart Growth Design Guideline”. These documents had great potential. However, SANDAG preferred to keep the definition of “smart growth” vague, using such phrases as “pedestrian and bicycle friendly” so that decisions on spending money could remain arbitrary. Even so, the concept of improving zoning to reduce driving is sound. Over time and to the extent the economy supports growth, this will yield driving reductions. However, building smart growth requires a significant investment. Unless the economy improves dramatically, this strategy will produce VMT reductions that are too little and too late.
The MPOs need to identify all of the significant root causes of the car-oriented California lifestyle, besides just the urban sprawl that can only be partially mitigated by zoning specific and unique areas for smarter development. Several of these root causes are a direct result of government policies that create fundamental unfairness to those that drive less than average. MPOs need to fully develop strategies that eliminate these causes. These strategies would best be accomplished with both CARB and state legislative help.
The primary root causes are the poor methods used to get the public to pay for roads and parking. Fundamental changes in parking policy and road-use pricing, which are both related to the issue of congestion and freeway expansion, are never discussed in any depth at SANDAG. This oversight is reducing the chances of getting strategies that will bring down rates of driving on the scale that is needed. Such strategies would allow California to live up to its global warming responsibility and to do this in a way that is equitable to all.

5.2
Road Use Fee Pricing Systems 

A San Diego County newspaper, the North County Times (NCT), in a February 9, 2009 article, reported that the Chair of the California Transportation Commission (CTC) wrote that the gas tax currently contributes nothing to road construction and only provides half of the money needed annually for repairs: 
http://www.nctimes.com/articles/2009/02/09/news/columnists/downey/z8591536f3e7332da882575510076fa1e.txt.
A Canadian company, Skymeter, is designing and installing a variable and comprehensive road-use fee pricing system, in the Netherlands by 2014 and in Denmark by 2016. The charge per mile will vary by such things as model of car, road, time of day, and congestion level. In 2005, the gas tax in the Netherlands was equivalent to $3.50 per gallon. However, with the advent of the new system, the Netherlands will eliminate the gas tax. The Netherlands estimates that the GHG from driving will drop by 10%, with the new system. Note that such a system could easily charge a price of zero cents per mile for a low-income driver. Our current system of a gas tax has no such capability. Skymeter will program the navigational-unit-like GPS boxes so that no travel information is stored, to protect driver privacy.

On July 11th 2009, the California Nevada Regional Conservation Committee (CNRCC) of the Sierra Club California passed a resolution supporting a “Comprehensive Road Use Fee Pricing System”.
The CNRCC resolution is supported by a 10-Page “Reference Document” that describes the defining characteristics of a road-use fee pricing system that would conform to Sierra Club principles. It has an example of a road-use fee structure that has these characteristics. Useful background information is also provided. This paper can be provided upon request.
On November 14th, the Environmental Caucus of the California Democratic Party (CDP) passed a 1-page resolution in support of a “Comprehensive Road-Use Fee Pricing System”. This one-page resolution contains the following words.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Democratic Party* supports a state-funded study of a design of a road-use fee pricing system that (1) would pay for all road-use costs including the environmental and health costs caused by driving, (2) could still include a fuel tax or fee, (3) would mitigate impacts on low-income users and protect privacy, (4) would include congestion pricing when that technology becomes feasible, (5) would keep the per-mile price incentive to drive energy-efficient cars at least as large as it is with today’s fuel excise tax, and (6) could be accompanied by tax reductions sized to achieve either net-revenue neutrality or near-net-revenue neutrality.
*Not true because the resolution failed in the CDP Resolution Committee
The Nevada Department of Transportation is taking comments on a proposal for a VMT fee to replace their gas tax, as shown at http://www.vmtfeenv.com/. Oregon has done a proof of concept of a decentralized VMT system.
The 2010 Platform of the California Democratic Party (at http://www.cadem.org/atf/cf/%7BBF9D7366-E5A7-41C3-8E3F-E06FB835FCCE%7D/Platform2010CDP_FINAL_June.pdf) has words that were in part inspired by the 1-page resolution identified above. These words are the following bullet:

· Work for equitable and environmentally-sound road and parking use
Using sales taxes, property taxes, income taxes, and other general taxes to pay for road expansion and operation makes it artificially cheap to drive. This is unjust to citizens that drive less than average. It also encourages driving. There is no reason why government should adopt policies that increase driving and economically discriminate against those that telecommute, walk, bike, car pool, or use transit. The unconstitutionality of the current system is plain to see since roads are built and maintained by the government. The government must be fair to citizens unless there is a significant reason to be unfair. Forcing people with no children to pay for education is justifiable because we will all suffer if we have a poor public education system. However, driving a car is not behavior that justifies government subsidy. Getting an education deserves subsidy; driving does not.
Considering all of this information, CARB has a responsibility to notify the Governor and our legislative leaders that our state has good reasons to implement a comprehensive and variable road-use fee pricing system. There is probably no reason to “reinvent the wheel”. The Skymeter system would work fine here in California. The Sierra Club California analysis can be considered to ensure an implementation that is both equitable to all and environmentally sound.

This strategy, by itself, would probably decrease driving throughout California by between 20% and 25%.

5.3
Unbundling the Cost of Car Parking 

For the vast majority of destinations in California, the cost of car parking is hidden within other costs. This has serious consequences. For example, at most places of employment, parking costs reduce the wages that can be paid to all the employees, even those that never use the parking. Similarly, at most apartment complexes, bundled parking costs increase the rent and this is true, even for families that do not own a car. Bundled parking costs routinely increase the costs of goods, such as groceries, for all customers. Again, this is even true for those that do not drive. Since governments require businesses to provide minimum levels of parking, they are involved in this economic discrimination towards those that drive less. 

Driving less is, to some degree, a lifestyle choice. Since government has no valid reason to encourage driving, the lifestyle choice of less driving deserves constitutional, or at least legal, protection from any practices that discriminate against it, economically. So far, this agency (CARB) has not taken an active role in educating the MPOs on how parking policy effects economic fairness or how parking policies that were more fair could reduce driving.

On June 22nd 2010, I presented a paper that I coauthored, on how parking could be operated to unbundle parking costs in a way that supports the sharing of parking. This was at the 101st Conference and Exhibit of the Air and Waste Management Association, in Calgary, Canada. The session, Sustainable Land Use and Transportation, included my paper, A Plan to Efficiently and Conveniently Unbundle Car Parking Costs. The paper was extremely well received.
My paper is therefore both peer reviewed and published. I would be pleased to present this paper to the staff of CARB, in the hopes that CARB could help to bring about equitable and environmentally-sound parking policies to California.

The following points, taken from the paper, apply.

· Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are a major cause of global warming and pollution.

· California’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) will need to adopt strategies that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), in order to meet SB 375 GHG reduction targets, to be issued by the California Air Resources Board in late 2010, for years 2020 and 2035.
· The appropriate pricing of parking is one of the least costly tools documented to reduce VMT.

· New technologies, such as sensors feeding computer-generated billing, offer the potential to efficiently bill drivers for parking and alert law enforcement of trespassers.

· Reformed parking policies can increase fairness, so that, for example, people who use transit or walk do not have to pay higher prices or suffer reduced wages, due to parking.
· Methods to unbundle parking cost are inefficient unless they support the spontaneous sharing of parking spaces. Shared parking with unbundled cost would ultimately allow cities to require significantly less parking.

· Typical systems of timed parking and metered parking are far from ideal. Such parking has no automated record keeping, so it is difficult to know where there is too much or too little. 
· Good policies will eventually let cities turn parking minimums into parking maximums.
Less land and resources devoted to parking will support mixed use and make “smart growth” more economically viable. It should therefore be a key ingredient supporting the MPO’s stated desire to foster “smart” growth, where “smart” should be defined as “less VMT”.

Here is a copy of the abstract of the paper.

The Introduction shows documented driving reductions due to the pricing of parking. It notes that although the benefits of priced and shared parking are known, such parking has not been widely implemented, due to various concerns. It states that a solution, called “Intelligent Parking,” will overcome some of these concerns, because it is easy to use and naturally transparent. It asserts that this description will support a “Request for Proposal” (RFP) process. Eight background information items are provided, including how priced parking would help California achieve greenhouse gas reduction targets. A story demonstrates some of the key features of Intelligent Parking. Arguments for less parking, shared parking, and priced parking are made. Barriers to progress are identified. The fair pricing of parking is described.  New ways to characterize transportation demand management are presented. Seven goals of Intelligent Parking are listed. Eleven definitions and concepts, that together define Intelligent Parking, are described. This includes a method to compute a baseline price of parking and how to adjust that price instantaneously to keep the vacancy above 15% (“Congestion Pricing”). An implementation strategy is described.
This abstract aroused enough interest among those responsible for A&WMA’s Sustainable Land Use and Parking session that they requested that I submit a manuscript, which was ultimately selected to become part of the written Conference Proceedings and for presentation. I hope that it will similarly arouse the interest in the CARB Board and staff. CARB needs to consider working to execute the implementation strategy described in A Plan to Efficiently and Conveniently Unbundle Car Parking Costs. I would be honored to help in any way possible.

This strategy, by itself, would probably decrease driving throughout California by between 15% and 25%. This is shown by Table 1 of A Plan to Efficiently and Conveniently Unbundle Car Parking Costs.
5.4
Increase Bicycle Use: Education and Projects to Support Bicycle Transportation
The criteria for spending money for bicycle transportation should be to maximize the resulting estimated reductions in driving. The SANDAG board has been told this many times but they ignore this suggestion. SANDAG has so many criteria for bicycle projects that the result is that staff can spend their “bicycle money” however they want. As usual, the Directors provide no useful direction. CARB should urge the MPO Boards to be rationale in setting their policies. SANDAG has $270M to spend on bicycle transportation. The following strategies will maximize driving reductions.

5.4.1
Projects

Each of the smart growth place types, both existing and planned, should be checked to see if bicycle access could be substantially improved with either a traffic calming project, a “complete streets” project, more shoulder width, or a project to overcome some natural or made-made obstacle. These projects should be prioritized using a cost/benefit ratio metric. It is hereby assumed that 40% of the $270M available for SANDAG’s Regional Bicycle Plan should be used to fund the projects. They should be selected for implementation, from the top of the list (lowest cost/benefit ratio) down, until the money (about $110M) is used up. An example of one of these projects, for the proposed town center near the corner of I-5 and SR-78, is to build a pedestrian/bike bridge, over I-5, to reconnect West Vista Way in Oceanside. This would better connect a coastal neighborhood with a large regional shopping center. The current bicycle route requires more distance and a significant hill to climb over.
5.4.2
Education

The remaining 60% of the $270M, about $160M, should be used to 

1.) Teach interested adults about bicycle accident statistics (most serious injuries occur to cyclists in accidents that do not involve a motor vehicle), car-bike accident statistics (most are caused by wrong-way riding and errors in intersections; clear cut, hit-from-behind is rare), and how to ride in all conditions, to minimize problems.

2.) Teach riding-in-traffic skills and how to ride in other challenging conditions, by having the class members and instructor go out into real conditions and ride together, until proficiency is achieved.

Students that pass a rigorous written test and demonstrate proficiency in riding in traffic and other challenging conditions are paid for their time and effort. These classes should be based on the curriculum developed by the League of American Bicyclists and taught by instructors certified by the League.

Assuming a class size of 3 riders per instructor and that each rider passes both tests and earns $100 and that the instructor, with overhead, costs $500 dollars, for a total of $800 for each 3 students, means that the $160M could educate $160M/$800 = 200,000 classes of 3 students, for a total of 600,000 students. This is about 20% of the population of San Diego County.
This strategy, by itself, would decrease driving in San Diego County by at least 5%.
5.5
Replacing Freeway Expansion Projects by Transit Redesign, Construction, and Operations
5.5.1
Background Information 

SANDAG’s 2007 RTP, “RTP2030”, called for increasing the number of freeway lanes by 38%. This would be in a region that already had one of the highest VMT-per-capita metrics in the state. SANDAG also supported a sales tax measure, “TRANSNET”, that was advertised as one that would spend two-thirds of its money on roads and one-third on transit. However, after it was passed, SANDAG defined all HOV lanes to be “transit”, thereby significantly reducing the fraction of money spent on true transit.

 Out of a $57 billion dollar budget for RTP2030, SANDAG budgeted about 1% for mitigation. This mitigation is split evenly between “smart growth” incentive money and a Regional Bicycle Plan. They have published a Smart Growth Incentive Plan, a Smart Growth Design Guideline, as well as the Regional Bicycle Plan. SANDAG has an excellent staff. However, the Board does not provide useful direction. One obvious direction needed was to adopt a metric of reducing VMT to decide what “smart growth” should get funding, what “smart growth” design guidelines should be adopted, and what bicycle programs should be funded. They were asked repeatedly to put citizen comments, directed toward the early drafts of these documents, on line, to be viewed by all. Not doing this made it easy for the staff to ignore significant public comment and to instead spend bike money mostly for trails and smart-growth money for beautification projects in areas deemed suitable for eventual smart growth. If reduced driving reductions were used as a criteria for spending money, then funding the League of American Bicyclist’s class on how to ride a bike in traffic and the development of equitable and environmentally-sound parking policy (good enough to be politically acceptable), would have been a large part of the spending. Instead, bicycle education and car-parking policies were marginalized to the point of being essentially unfunded.

5.5.2
Putting a Stop to Freeway Expansion
One of the most powerful strategies to reduce GHG would be to stop expanding freeways. Instead of costing money, it would generate money. It is well understood that the metric of freeway-lane miles per square mile of developed land increases an area’s average car-trip length and thereby increases VMTs. SANDAG is ignoring this fact and this is probably one of the primary reasons that its 2035 GHG Reduction Target is unacceptably small. When the SANDAG TRANSNET tax was passed, few voters understood that we were threatened with a climate catastrophe and that our responsibility was to drive significantly less. Given our current understanding, SANDAG has a responsibility to go back to voters with a ballot measure that reconfigures TRANSNET to be 100% for transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.

One current freeway-widening project being considered is to widen I-5 from 8 to either 12 or 14 lanes, from La Jolla to Camp Pendleton, at a cost of over $4 billion dollars. The DEIR was released in early July. Caltrans is holding public meetings, where no member of the public is allowed to speak publicly. It sent postcard notifications to those living along the route. However, instead of honestly notifying the recipients of the radical, land-consuming nature of the proposal, these postcards only refer to a “managed lane project”. Nowhere on the postcard was there any information suggesting a wider freeway, a taking of land, a reducing of property-tax rolls, an increase in noise, an increase in driving, an increase in air pollution, an increase in GHG or even that there is any kind of construction project being proposed.

If TRANSNET was reconfigured to support transit, the Coaster service, for example, could be redesigned into an electric, automated system that would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. With skip-stop stations, travel time from Oceanside to San Diego could be substantially decreased, especially at off-peak times.
This strategy, by itself, would decrease driving in San Diego County by between 5% and 10%.
6.0
Conclusions
Targets will have to be more stringent than the AB 32 and S-3-05 target trajectories if we are going to fulfill our world leadership responsibility and give the world a chance at avoiding climate destabilization. The 2020 Target of -7% (per-capita from VMT) can only result in an AB 32 level reduction if both “Pavley” and the LCFS factors are used. The 2035 reduction target of -13% would have to instead be 35.15%, to just meet the straight-line trajectory of S-3-05 for 2035, and this is assuming the Pavley reductions continue on the “Pavley 1” trajectory all the way to 2035. This assumption about “Pavley” may be overly optimistic. The science-supported 2035 reduction is 45%.
The best, largely overlooked strategies to reduce VMT are a comprehensive and variable road use fee pricing system, as is being installed by Skymeter; unbundling the cost of car parking; good bicycle projects and bicycle education; putting a stop to all freeway expansions; and reconfiguring sales taxes for freeways or freeway/transit combinations to instead be 100% for transit. These strategies could easily be implemented by 2020 and would easily decrease driving by a sum of at least 45%. The strategies to do this are primarily those that increase fairness for families that drive less than average. 

Given this set of conclusions, it is clear that the reductions proposed for SANDAG are neither just nor reasonable. By extension, this is true for the reductions proposed for the other MPOs.

Sincerely yours,
mike_bullock@earthlink.net

760-754-8025
[image: image14.png]



� � HYPERLINK "http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/sb375/files/sb375.pdf" ��http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/sb375/files/sb375.pdf�






Bullock to CARB Re Draft GHG Targets
Page 16
Sept. 20, 2010


