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April 24, 2013

Mary Nichols, Chairperson
California Air Resources Board
1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Support for Transportation Coalition Proposal in Cap and Trade Investment Plan

Drear Chairperson Nichols: -

Qver 60 organizations from across the state -- ranging from transportation and rail agencies to business
and environmental groups — are writing in support of the proposal submitted by the Transportation

Coalition for Livable Communities. This proposal would allocate funds equitably to regional governments
to establish a competitive grant process for local entities, under state criteria, to incenfivize integrated
strategies that combine land use changes with infrastructure investments at the neighborhood scale to
achieve greatest long term gréenhouse gas emission (GHG) benefits.

Unique from other funding proposals, the Transportation Coalition's proposal would stimulate local |
innovation and flexibility to get the greatest GHG reductions and best dverall benefits for commumtles -
while cost effectively meeting the goals of AB 32 and supporting co-benefits including: air quallty, pubtic
health, resource protection, equity, affordable housing, agnculture and safety

Thls proposal integrates livable communlty mfrastructure maintenance, and operaﬂons of the
transportation system to maximize GHG reductions from combinations of strategies — rather than single .
purpose investments.” It also would leverage investments in rail migdernization, interregional plans, and
other funding mechanisms to encourage more sustainable growth and transportation infrastructure. .

California faces a significant shortage in funds to maintain our existing transportation system, and lacks
adequate funding to build an active transportation network. This proposal would provide funding for
livable community investments to meet the challenges of increasing development in existing urban and
developed areas to meet the requirements of SB 375. This proposal would fund GHG-reducing
investments at the local level that implement regional Sustainable Communities Strategies within existing
urbanized or developed areas — while also helping local governments meet critical sustainable
transportation infrastructure and maintenance needs.

We support the Transportation Coalition’s proposal for combinations of transportation investments,

including: transit service, operating, and maintenance costs; road and bridge maintenance; retrofits for
complete streets and urban greening; and clean technology infrastructure — all integrated with land use
changes to achieve the maximum greenhouse gas emission reductions from the transportation sector.

This proposal is consistent with AB 32, SB 375, and the provisions of AB 1532 and SB 535 -— and most
equitably and effectively meets the transportation and greenhouse gas emission reduction goals of the
state and local communities. We request that this propeosal be considered in the Investment Plan.

Cap and frade revenue is public money resulting from the administration of AB 32, the Global Warming
Solutions Act. 1t must be spent to implement that law. We believe the Transportation Cealition's proposal
provides the most public and local community benefits while achieving the most cost effective
implementation of AB 32.

Thank you for your consideration to include funding for this proposal in the AB 32 Investment Plan.

Sincerely,

iy



Southern California Agencies
County of San Bernardino
Western Riverside Council of Governments

San Diego Council of Governments*

‘Southern California Association of Governments*

Central Coast Agencies
County of Monterey
Transportation Agency for Monterey County

Central Coast Coalition:

— Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
Council of San Benito County Governments

— Santa Barbara County Assomatlon of
Governmenis

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportatlon
Commission

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments *

San Jo_aquin Valley Agl encies

Kern Council of Governments .
Merced County Association of Governments
Madera County Transportatlon Commlssmn
County of Stanislaus '

San Joaqum Va!ley Reglonal Pohcy Councn* - -

Northern California Agencies

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Humboldt Gounty Association of Governments
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency
Shasta Regional Transportation Agency

City of Sacramento

City of Davis

County of Marin

County of Santa Clara

County of Sacramento

County of Napa _
Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency
Napa Valley Transportation Authority

Sonoma County Transportation Authority /
Regional Climate Protection Authority

Alameda County Transportation Commission

El Dorado County Transportation Commission
Sacramento Area Council of Governments*
Metropolitan Transportation Commission*
Sacramento Metro Air Quality Management District*

Transit Agencies

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers At.;thority

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
San Fran_cis'co_ Municipal Fransportation Authority
Livermore Amador Vailey Transit Authority

San Matec County Transit District’ '

Victof Valley Transit Authority

OmniTrans - San Bernardino Valley .

- Santa Cruz-Metropolitan Transit District

Santa Monica Big Blue Bus
California Transit Association™

‘ Busmess & Group Assocwanons

United Contractors
Bay.Area Council
Urban Counties Caucus

; Teichert

California Alliance for Jobs*
Transpartation California*

California State Assaciation of Countles
Leag ue of California. Clt[es*

: Self-HeIp Countles Coalltlon

' Cahforma Assomatlon of Councils of Governments

Non-Profits & Individual Support
Local Government Commission
WALKSacramento

Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition
Richmond SPOKES

California Urban Forests Council
Sacramento Tree Foundation
Sustainable Napa County

Sacramento 350

Met Sacramente High School
Cobblestone Placemaking

Marton Boarnet, Director of Graduate Programs in
Planning and Development, USC

Natural Resources Defense Council*
Environmental Defense Fund*

California Center for Sustainable Energy*

*Transportation Coalition for Livable Communities Member Organization
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 April 16, 2013

Ms. Shelby Livingston
Chief, Climate Change Program Planning and Management Branch
California Air Resources Board

Sacramento, CA 95814

" Re: Transponfatton Coalition Proposa.' for Cap & Trade Revenue Investment '

Dear Ms. Livingston, -

- The Transbortation Coalition for Livable Communities includes the California Transit
- Association, League of California Cities, California State Association of Counties,’
-Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, CALCOG, and major -

Metropolitan Planning Qrganizations including SACOG, MTC, SCAG, SANDAG and San

~ Joaquin Valtey Policy Council, as well as the Natural Resources Defense Council, California
- Alliance for Jobs, Transportation California, Environmental Defense Fund; and the
.California Center-for Sustainable Energy - in short, the agencies and institutions: respon5|ble

for operating; _mamtammg and advancing a sustamable transportatlon system in Cahfornia

‘The Coalition has developed a proposal to lnvest cap and trade revenue to address both

the greenhouse gas reduction goals of AB 32 and critical transportation systém needs
identified in the California Transportation Commission’s Statewide Transportation Needs
Assessment over the next ten years. Our uniting principle is that auction revenues derived

- from vehicle fuels should be used to fund transportation system needs in a way that _
. achieves AB 32 objectives and builds on the framework of SB 375 and other GHG reductlon
Strategles i . : :

The proposal would allooate funds equntab[y to regional governments to establ:sh a
competitive grant process for local entities, under state criteria, to incentivize integrated

_ strategies that combine land use changes with infrastructure investments at the

neighborhood scale to achieve greatest long term greenhouse gas emission (GHG)
benefits.

California faces a significant shortage in funds to maintain our existing transportation
system, and lacks adequate funding to build an active transportation network. This
proposal would provide funding for livable community investments to meet the challenges of
increasing development in existing urban and developed areas to meet the requirements of
SB 375. Further, it would fund GHG-reducing investments at the local level that implement
regional Sustainable Communities Strategies within existing urbanized or developed areas
— while also helping local governments meet critical sustainable fransportation infrastructure
and maintenance needs.

This approach of mtegratlng livable community infrastructure, maintenance, and operations
of the transportation system at the neighborhood scale will maximize GHG reductions from
the transportation sector through combinations of strategies — rather than single purpose
investments. This integrated approach achieves the most cost-effective results and support
a range of community benefits — including public health, resource protection, affordable
housing, equity, air quality, and safe routes to schools and other community services. It
also would serve as a leverage to investments in rail modernization, interregional plans, and
other funding mechanisms to encourage more sustainable growth and transportation
infrastructure,

Unique among most proposals for state funding programs, the Transportation Coalition's
proposal would stimulate local innovation and flexibility to get the greatest GHG reductions
and best overall benefits for communities — while cost effectively meeting the goals of AB
32.
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The proposal incentivizes combinations of transportation investments, including transit service and operating costs,
road and bridge maintenance, retrofits for complete streets and urban greening, and clean technology infrastructure
— all integrated with land use changes to achieve the maximum greenhouse gas emission reductions from the
transportation sector.

This proposal is consistent with AB 32, SB 375, and the provisions of AB 1532 and SB 535 --- and most equitably
and effectively meets the transportation and greenhouse gas emission reduction goals of the state and local
communities, Cap and trade revenue is public money resuiting from the administration of AB 32, the Global
Warming Solutions Act. It must be spent to implement thaf law. We believe the Transportation Coalition's proposal

provides the most public and local community benefits while achieving the most cost effective implementation of AB
32.

For the f|rst year Budget allocation we propose the state provide funding through the regions for plann;ng and
project development focused on this competitive and integrated approach to most effectively reduce greenhouse
gases, meet our local and regional transportation needs, and revitalize our communities. Over the life of the
program, we believe that allowance revenues related to motor vehicle fuels should be dedicated to reducing
emissions from the transportation sector, with a major part of those funds allocated to this sustainable communlty
funding program. : . .

We have commissioned research to identify how to get the best results from such a program and have brought
together the local governments and regional. agencies respensible for administering our sustainable community
programs to create a program concept that will most equitably and effectively achleve the state's short term and
fong term GHG reductton and sustamab!e community goals :

~We want to work with the Administration and the Legls!ature to craft an eﬁectwe strategy to achieve maximum GHG
_reductions and long term co-benefits under AB 32 by investing a major portion of revenues related to fuels in

integrated transportation and land use strategies consistent with.the SB 375, the California Regional Blueprint plaris
and other regional plannmg processes: We request that the followmg concepts be considered for mclusmn in the
Investment Plan: :

1. Auction revenue from fuels should implement the AB 32 regulatory program to reduce GHG emissions from
transportation

Favor cost-effective and integrated fransportation and land use sirategies

3. Project funding determinations should be done primarily at regional level under statewide criteria for
evaluating GHG impacts. Criteria for project selection should be uniform statewide and developed by the
State of California. Regions shalf administer competitive funding processes and sefect projects based on
these criteria.

4. Allow flexibility at the regional and local level to develop most cost effective projects.
Assist local governments in meeting regional GHG reduction goals

6. Create performance-based approach to maximize regional flexibility with rmproved modeling and
verification systems to ensure effective resulfs

Promote innovation, colfaboration, economic development and rural sustainabilfty

Support co-benefits: air quality, public health, resource protection, equity, affordable housing, agricufture,
and safety

We hope you will give us the opportunity to work with you to refine these concepts and take advantage of this
opportunity to make AB 32 a key component of California’s transportation investment program.

Sincerely,

California Transit Association  California Aflffance for Jobs « Natural Resources Defense Council » California State Association of
Counties « League of California Cifties « Self-Help Counties Coalifion « California Association of Councils of Governments »
Sacramento Area Council of Governments « Southern California Association of Governments » Metropolitan Transportation
Commission « San Diego Association of Govermments + Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District » San Joaquin
Valley Regional Policy Council » Transportation California « Environmental Defense Fund » California Center for Sustainable
Energy .
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April 18, 2013

The Honorable Bonnie Lowenthal

Chair, Assembly Transportation Committee
California State Capitol Room 3152
Sacramento, California 95814

Tux Eavzay Besy m FERSE

RE: AB 574 (Lowenthal) - SUPPORT

WL LEAGUE . "~ Dear Assemblymember Lowenthal,
=~ CIT IES" : :
The Transportation Coalition for Livable Communities is writing in support of AB 574,
which establishes the Sustainable Communities Infrastructure Program. This bill
establishes a program to allocate a portion of cap and trade revenues to help local
governments to implement susfainable communities strategies, mandated by $B 375,
and other regional fransportation plans reqmred by law. Key reasons for oursupport:

CCAEDG. e

Each reglon gets its fan' share of fundlng

AB 574 prowdes for a per capita distribution of funds altocated for sustalnable
communities. SB 375 imposed requirements on regions to reduce per capita:
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This bill provides fundlng on a similar basis to
assist in implementation of those requirements, :

SOUTHERN CALIFQRRIA 7

;ssoc, ationet . - ¢ ltprovides for !ocal flexibility-and innovation in meeting state GHG goals:

By focusing on outcomes—GHG reduction—rather than methods as most single
purpose-grant-programs do, it atlows local governments to find the right -
combination of strategies to reduce GHG emissions, meet local transportation
needs and provide the co-benefits—air quality, public health, economic
development, affordable housing, etc.—that best meet local needs.

It will result in the most greenhouse gas emission reductions.

By using competitive grants at the regional level based on cost effective GHG
emission reductions, it will achieve the greatest emission benefits per dollar and
provides the most cost effective way to meet state goals.

It promotes an integrated approach to land use planning and transportation investments.

This is consistent with SB 375 and necessary to implement on the ground changes
A Sty to meet regional GHG reduction goals. The GHG benefits of transit, bike and
pedestrian facilities, and other transportation investments are multiplied significantly
when combined with land use changes that support those investments.

Transportation is the largest source of greenhouse gas emissions and reducing emissions from that source
has been recognized in the Governor's Budget and the Draft investment Plan as a key priority. AB 574
provides an effective way to accomplish this objective while meeting the transportation needs of local
governments, and providing a methed to create more livable communities.

Sincerely,

California Transit Association « California Alliance for Jobs - Natural Resources Defense Council « California
State Association of Counties + League of California Cities - California Association of Councils of Governments
« Sacramento Area Council of Governments - Southern California Association of Governments « Metropolitan
Transportation Commission » San Diego Association of Governments - Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District « Transportation California + Environmental Defense Fund - California Center for
Sustainable Energy



AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 15, 2013

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE——2013—14 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLYBILL =~ No.574

“Introduced by Assembly Member Lowenthal

February 20; 20 13

An act to-amend-Seetion—73—of the Streets—and-HighwayeCede; -
relating-to-highways add Part 9 (commencing with Section 38800) to

Division 25.5 of the Health am’ Safegz Code, relaz‘mg to greenkouse_ ;

gases.

- 1EGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

AB 574, as amended Lowenthal. Stafe—hrghways*—rei—mqats]ﬂﬂent—
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Greenhouse Gasr- _
Reduction Fund: sustainable communities strategies.. o

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, deszonates s
the State Air Resources Board as the state agency charged} with
monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases.
The act authorizes the state board to include use of market-based
compliance mechanisms. Existing law requires all moneys, except for
fines and penalties, collected by the state board from the auction or
sale of allowances as part of a market-based compliance mechanism
to be deposited in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund and to be
available upon appropriation by the Legislature. Existing law requires
the Department of Finance, in consultation with the state board and
any other relevant state agency, to develop, as specified, a 3-year
investment plan for the moneys deposited in the Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Fund.

Existing law requires designated vegional transportation planning
agencies to perform certain transportation planning activities, including

98
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* the development of a regional transportation plan. Certain of these -
agencies are designated by federal law as metropolitan planning
organizations. Existing law requires a metropolitan planning
organization to adopt a sustainable communities strategy, subject to
specified requirements, as part of a regional transportation plan, which
is to be designed to achieve certain targets established by the state
board for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from automobzles
and light trucks in the region. .

¥ h:s bill would require the state board; in consultation with the
California Transportation Commission and the Strategic Growth
Council, to establish standards for the use of moneys allocated from
the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund for sustainable communities
projects, as specified. The bill would require the state board, in
consultation with the California Transportation Commission and the
Strategic Growth Council, to establish the criteria for the development
and implementation of regional grant programs, as specified. The bill
would require the California Transportation Commission, "in
consultation with the state board, to designdte the regional granting
authority within each region of the state to administer the allocated
moneys for regzonal grant progmms as specified.

98



Vote: majority. Appropnatmn no. Fiscal comrmttee yes.
State-mandated local program: no.

. The people of the State of Califomia do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. (a) The Legisiature ﬁnds and declares all of the
Sollowing:

(1) The largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in rhe state
is the transportation sector and implementation of the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 depends on achzevmg
significant emissions reductions from that sector:

(2) A key method to reduce transportation emissions is- the
development of sustainable communities strategies and other
regional plans that encourage more compact development and -
investment in alternatives to the automobile, thereby reducing rhe
total amount of driving necessary to meet mobility needs. _

(3) Local governments tasked with implementing sustainable
community strategies, and other greenhouse gas emissions
reducing regional plans, lack the funds for the infrastructure
necessary to accommodate patterns of growth consistent w:th the
state’s climate goals.

(4) Integrating transportation and public infrastructure
investments with changes in land use provide significantly greater
greenhouse gas emissions reductions than single purpose
investment strategies and contribute to making communities more
livable.

(5} Without changed land wuse patterns and improved
transportation investmentis, the state will not be able to achieve
the goals of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

(b} It is the intent of the Legislature that revenues from
market-based compliance mechanisms related to motor vehicle
fuels should be allocated to projects, programs, and policies that
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector.

SEC. 2. Part 9 (commencing with Section 38800} is added to
Division 25.5 of the Health and Safety Code, to read:

98
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PART 9. SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES INFRASTRUCTURE
PROGRAM

38800. Moneys appropriated from the Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Fund pursuant to Chapter 4.1 (commencing with Section
39710) of Part 2 of Division 26 for investments in sustainable
‘communities strategies required pursuant to Section 65080 of the

Government Code and for related purposes as provided in- this.

part, shall be allocated in accordance with this part.

38801. Appropriated moneys shall be allocated for projects
that do all of the following:

a} Provide cost-effective and feaszble reductions in greenhouse
gas emissions.

(b) Combine transportation investmenis with local land use.

modifications and other local policy changes to provide greenhouse

gas emissions veductions and, where feasible, to achieve other. -

publzc benefits, such as improvements in any of the followmg
(1) Air quality. . : o
(2} Public health.
(3) Resource protection.
(4) Environmental justice.
(3) Affordable housing supply. =
(6) Protection of agricultural land.
(7) Public safety.
(8) Water quality and supply.. .. :
(9) Economic development and job creatzon

(c) Bmplement either an approved sustainable commumtzes

strategy or alternative planning strategy, pursuant to Section
63080 of the Government Code, within existing urbanized or
developed areas in regions with a metropolitan planning
organization. For regions that do not have a metropolitan planning
organization, profects shall reduce greenhouse gas emissions
consistent with the regional transportation plan or other regional
plan.

(d) Meet the requirements of Section 38804 or 38805.

(e) Are selected through a competitive process based on
cost-effective greenhouse gas emissions reductions using criteria
Jor evaluating long-term greenhouse gas emissions benefils
established by the state board.

98
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—5— AB 574

(h Comply with the requirements to benefit economically
disadvantaged communities, pursuant to Chapter 4.1 (oomm'encing
with Section 39710} of Part 2 of Division 26.

38802. (a) The California Transportation Commission, in
consultation with the state board, shall designate the regional -
granting authority within each region of the state to administer
moneys allocated pursuant to subdivision (b). The regional
granting authority shall be the agency responsible for the

development of the regional transportation plan pursuant to Section .~

65080 of the Government Code. Two or move entities responsible
for the development of a regional transportation plan pursuant to
Section 65080 of the Government Code may create a multzregzonal '
granting authority.

(b) Moneys that are allocared for regxonal grant programs shall '
be allocated to the regional granting authority in each region on. -
a per capita basis by the Controller using the latest information
from the Demographic Research Umt of the Deparnnenr of '
Finance. L

fc) Moneys that are allocated to mterreoazonal investments Shall
be administered by the Business and Tmnsportatzon Agency, in
consultation with the California Transportation Commission and
the High-Speed Rail Authority for rail modernization that has both
regional and interregional benefits and for other statewide
transportation priorities that achleve greenhouse zas emzsszons
reductions. T

38803, (a) The state board, in consultanon wzth the Calzforma I
Transportation Commission and. the Strategic Growth Council,
shall establish the criteria for the development and implementation
of regional grant programs that do all of the following:

(1) Require that projects be selected within each region by the
regional granting authovity through a competitive public process
based on greenhouse gas emissions reductions.

(2) Provide criteria for evaluating long-term greenhouse gases
impacis. '

(3) Establish the methods for evaluating, monitoring, and
verifying project effectiveness, including those related to travel
demand reduction, system efficiency, safety improvements,
demographic characteristics, and integrated land use and
transportation strategies.

98
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{4} Encourage flexibility, collaboration, and innovation at the
local level to develop cost-effective projects and to address local
and regional transportation and community needs.

(5} Provide for the development and implementation of pro;ecrs
that integrate infrastructure investment with land use or local code -
changes to achieve the maximum greenhouse gas emissions

reductions.

(6) Provide for public parttczpatzon in the review of proposed _
projects. Regional granting authorities shall, at a minimum,
conduct a 30-day public review and comment process consistent

with the public participation requirements of Section 134(i)(6}(4) .

of Title 23 of the United States Code.

(7) Provide for consultation and coovdination wzrh air pollutlon
control and air quality management districts.

(b) The state board, in consultation with the Strategic Growrk :
Council and metropolitan planning organizations, shall establish..
standards for integrated modeling systems and measurement
methods to ensure consistency in evaluating the potential
effectiveness of projects and venﬁzmg actual benefits of pmjects :
after completion.

(¢} The state board shall review the zmplementatzon of this
section on an annual basis and may revise the criteria for project
selection, evaluation, monitoring, -and verification as needed to
improve program performance. - - - :

38804. The state board, in consultatzon wzz.‘h rke Calzforma
Transportation Commission and the Strategic Growth Council,
shall establish standards for the use of moneys for projects to
ensure compliance with this division. Eligible uses of the moneys
shall include any of the following:

(a) Transportation network and demand management, including,
but not limited to, trip-reduction programs, congestion pricing,
and roadway modifications, such as roundabouts.

(b) Public transportation, including operations, maintenance,
and capital costs.

(¢) Road and bridge maintenance; operations and retrofits for
complete streets, bike, and pedestrian safety enhancements; safe
routes to schools; and urban greening.

(d) Clean transportation fueling infrastructure and support.

(e) Multimodal network connectivity to reduce travel distances
and improve access to parks, schools, jobs, housing, and markets

98
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—7— AB 574

- for rural and urban communities, mcludmg neighborhood scale

planning.

(f) Development and adoption of local plans -and land use
policies that help to implement regional plans.

(g) Community infrastructure, including public worlcs and
municipal improvements necessary to support transit-oriented
development, affordable housing, infill in existing urbanized areas,
and small walkable communities in rural neighborhoods. =

(h). Multiuse facilities and accommodatwns for btcyclzsts
pedestrians, and neighborhood electric vehicles.

(i) Interregional rail modernization and related commumty
infrastructure.

(1) Administrative costs and deveiopment and use. of evaluatzon
monitoring, and verification systems.

38805. The state board in consultation with the California _
Transportation Commission may identify additional eligible uses -
of funds that provide greenhouse gas- emissions reduct:ons :
consistent with the requirements of- thzs part. . '

38806. It is the intent of the Legislature that moneys Shall be
appropriated for this part only in a manner consistent with the
requirements of this division, Chapter 4.1 (commencing with

Section 39710) of Part 2 of Division 26, and Article 9.7

(commencing with Section 16428.8) of Chaprer 2 of Part 2 of
Division 4 of Title 2 of the Government Code. '

38807.  Implementation of this part, including development of
standards and guidelines by the state board and the provision of .
Jfinancial assistance to eligible recipients, is contingent upon
appropriation of funds for these purposes by the Legislature.

98
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April 16, 2013

.Re: Transportation Coalition'Proposal for Cap & Trade Revenue Ihvestment .

' The'Transportation Coalition for Livable Communities includes the 'Califor'nia Transit

Association, League of California Cities, California State Association of Counties,
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, CALCOG, and major
Metropolitan Planning Qrganizations including SACOG, MTC, SCAG, SANDAG and
San Joaquin Valley Policy Council, as well as the Natural Resources Defense Council,
California Alliance for Jobs, Transportation California, Environmentat Defense Fund,
and the California Center for Sustainable Energy - in short, the agencies and institutions
responsible for operating, mamtammg, and advancing a sustainable trensportatuon

_system in California.

The Coalifion has developed a proposal to invest cap and trade revenue to address
both the greenhouse gas reduction goals of AB 32 and critical transportation system.
needs identified in the California Transportation Commission’s Statewide Transportation
Needs Assessment over the next ten years. Our uniting principle is that auction -~
revenues derived from vehicle fuels should be used to fund transportation system heeds
in a way that achieves AB 32 objectives and bunds on the framework of SB 375 and

. _other GHG reduction strategies.

The proposal would allocate funds equitably to regional governments to establish a
competitive grant process for local entities, under state criteria, to incentivize integrated
strategies that combine land use changes with infrastructure investments at the o
nelghborhood sca!e to ach|eve greatest long term greenhouse gas emission (GHG)

o benefits.

Califomia faces a significant shortage in funds to maintain our existing fransportation
system, and lacks adequate funding to build an active transportation network. This
proposal would provide funding for livable community investments to meet the
challenges of increasing development in existing urban and developed areas to meet
the requirements of SB 375. Further, it would fund GHG-reducing investments at the
local level that implement regional Sustainable Communities Strategies within existing
urbanized or developed areas — while also helping local governments meet critical
sustainable transportation infrastructure and mainienance needs.

This approach of integrating livable community infrastructure, maintenance, and
operaticns of the transportation system at the neighborhood scale will maximize GHG
reductions from the transportation sector through combinations of strategies — rather
than single purpose investments. This integrated approach achieves the most cost-
effective results and support a range of community benefits — including public health,
resource protection, affordable housing, equity, air quality, and safe routes to schools
and other community services. It also would serve as a leverage to investments in rail
modemization, interregional plans, and other funding mechanisms to encourage more
sustainable growth and transportation infrastructure.

Unique among most proposals for state funding programs, the Transportation Coalition's
propesal would stimulate local innovation and flexibility to get the greatest GHG
reductions and best overall benefits for communities — while cost effectively meeting the
goals of AB 32.

The proposal incentivizes combinations of transportation investments, including transit
service and operating costs, road and bridge maintenance, refrofits for complete streets
and urban greening, and clean technolegy infrastructure — all integrated with land use
changes to achieve the maximum greenhouse gas emission reductions from the
trangportation sector.
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This proposal is consistent with AB 32, 8B 375, and the provisions of AB 1532 and 8B 535 -— and most
equitably and effectively meets the transportation and greenhouse gas emission reduction goals of the state
and local communities. Cap and trade revenue is public méney resulting from the administration of AB 32,
the Global Warming Solutions Act. It must be spent to implement that law. We believe the Transportation .
Coalition's proposal provides the most public and local commumty benefits while achrevmg the most cost
effective lmplementatlon of AB32. =

For the first year Budget allocation we propose the state provide funding through the regions for planning
and project development focused on this competitive and integrated approach to most effectively reduce
greenhouse gases, meet our local and regional transportation needs, and revitalize our communities. Over
the life of the program, we helieve that allowance revenues related to motor vehicle fuels should be
dedicated to reducing emissions from the transportation sector, with a major part of those funds allocated to
this sustainable community funding program.

We have tommissioned research to identify how to get the best resuilts from such a program and have
brought together the local governments and regional agencies responsible for administering our sustainable
‘community programs to create a program concept that will most equitably and effectively achleve the state's
short term and long term GHG reductlon and sustamable commumty goals.

We want to work with the Administration and the Legislature to craft an effective strategy to achieve
maximum GHG reductions and long term co-benefits under AB 32 by investing a major portion of revenues
related to fuels in integrated transportation and land use strategies consistent with the SB 375, the California
Regional Blueprint plans and other regional planning processes. We request that the following concepts be
consrdered for inclusion in the Investment Plan:

1. : _Auctron revente from fuels should rmplement the AB 32 regulatory program to reduice GHG
emrssrons from transportation

2. Favor cost-effective and integrated transportation and land use strategres

Project funding determinations should be done primarily at regional level under statewide criteria for
evaluating GHG impacts. Criteria for project selection should be uniform statewide and developed
by the State of California. Regions shall administer competitive funding processes and select
projects based on these criteria.

4. Allow flexibility at the regional and local level to develop most cost effective projects.

5. Assist local governments in meeting regional GHG reduction goals

6. Create performance-based approach to maximize regional flexibility with improved modeling and
verification systems to ensure effective results .

7. Promote innovation, collaboration, economic development and rural sustainability

Support co-benefits: air quality, public health, resource protection, equity, affordable housing,
agriculture, and safety

We hope you will give us the opportunity to work with you to refine these concepts and take advantage of
this opportunity to make AB 32 a key component of California’s transportation investment program.

Sincerely,

California Transit Association » California Alliance for Jobs + Natural Resources Defense Council - California
State Association of Counties » League of California Cities « Self-Help Counties Coalition - California
Association of Councils of Governments » Sacramento Area Council of Governments - Southern California
Association of Governments » Metropolitan Transportation Commission + San Diego Council of Governments +
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District - San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council +
Transportation California » Environmental Defense Fund + California Center for Sustainable Energy
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TRANSPORTATION COALITION PROPOSAL

Our uniting principle is that auction révenues derived from vehicle fuels should be used to fund
transportation system needs in a way-that implements the AB 32 regulatory program building on the
framework of SB 375 and other GHG reduction strategies. -

Based o‘n.researoh which illustrates the benefit of combined approaches to transportation investments,

this proposed Livable Community Infrastructure Program would leverage a cost effective investment

porifolio across transportation efficiency measures, land use incentives, and improved transportation
options to yield the greatest GHG reductions associated with the transportation sector.

Coalition: Princioles/Proqram Framework

1.

2.
C 3

o~

Auction revenue from fuels should |mplement the AB 32 regulatory program to reduoe GHG
emissions from transportatron
Favor cost-effective and rntegrated transportatron and Iand Lse strategles

‘Project funding determinations should be done primarily at regional level under statewide

criteria for-evaluating GHG impacts. Criteria for project selection should be uniform statewide
and developed by the State of California. ' Regions shall admrnlster competitive fundmg
processes and select projects based on these criteria.

- Allow flexibility at the regional and local level to develop most cost effective projects -

Assist local governments in meeting regional GHG reduction goals -
Create performance-based approach to maximize regional ﬂexrbrlrty with |mproved mode!:ng
and verification systems to ensure effective results

‘Promote innovation, collaboration, economic development and- rura! sustalnablhty

Support co-benefits: air quality, publlc health, resource protection, equity, affordable'housmg,
agriculture, and safety

Additional Considerations for Program Framework

Integrate interregional rail modermization and roadway operational improvements with regional
investments that implement or enhance long-term GHG reduction strategies in statewide and
regional transportation plans.

Use statewide criteria to ensure compliance with SB 535.

Program Design

1) Allocate transportation funds primarily on a regional basis:

» Direct funds to MPQO’s or other regional transportation agency outside of an MPO.

* Use an objective standard, such as population, as basis for funding allocation between
regions to ensure all parts of the state have equitable funding.

= Establish statewide modeling to allow region-to-region consistency in evaluating and
verifying the effectiveness of all eligible projects, including those related to travel
demand reduction, system efficiency and safety improvements, demographic
characteristics and integrated land use and transportation strategies.
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2) Allocate funding within regions to achieve optimum mix of GHG reductions and co-benefits:

= Structure program whereby regional agencies are required to establish competitive
_ grants for local entities that incentivize integrated strategies that combine land use
changes with infrastructure investment at the neighborhood scale to achieve greatest
long term GHG benefits, :

» - Funds must be used for local land use strategies and transportation investments that
implement an approved Sustainable Communities Strategy/ Altemative Planning
Strategy_within existing urbanized or developed areas and reduce GHG emissions.

+- Allow areas outside of MPO reglons to seek funding for long-term GHG reductlon
strategles contamed in thelr Reglonal Transportatlon Plan.

s Suppor’c rural sustainability through funding mamtenance, farm to market and
interconnectivity needs that implement the:adopted regional strategy

3) Alldt:"a'te funding to administer 'cb'mpetitive grant program for intercity and interregional f’ré'il7 '
modernization, and roadway operational and maintenance improvements, that implement or
enhance GHG reduction strategies in statewide and regional t_rahspo_rtation plans.

4) CARB will establish minimum standards for the development of regional and interregional
funding programs, including criteria for evaluating GHG impacts that ensure program
compliance while retaining flexibility to meet transportation goals. CARB.will periodically

review each region’s eﬁectlveness in meeting the standards to ensure legal comphance
‘with AB 32 reqwrements : SR : : S :

Eligible Uses of Funds

Implementing SB 375 and other GHG-reducing regional plans outside of metropolitan planning
organizations (MPQs) requires Livable Community Infrastructure to rebuild aging infrastructure within
urban infill and existing rural communities. This includes transportation efficiency measures such as
network and demand management strategies, transit service and operating costs, road and bridge
maintenance, retrofits for complete streets and urban greening, and clean technology infrastructure. All of
these transporiation investments yield greater and more cost-effective GHG reductions when co-
implemented with land use incentives and improved transportation options, such as developing land use
modifications to support regional plans, transit-oriented development, and other community infrastructure
needed for infill development.

by -

Keeping in mind that all expenditures must implement the AB 32 regulatory program to reduce GHG
emissions, we support a broad array of eligible expenditures within existing urbanized or developed
areas as follows:

1) Transportation efficiency measures:

+ Network and demand management (&.g. transit/bike priority signalization; trip
reduction programs; roundabouts/roadway medifications; congestion pricing)

» Transit service, maintenance and operating costs (e.g. Bus Rapid Transit)
* Road and bridge maintenance, operations and retrofiis for complete streets and urban

greening (e.g. pavement and striping conditions; streetscape enhancements; bike/ped
safety enhancements)
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Clean technolegy infrastructure and planning {(e.g. EV station planning and
implementation)

Multi-modal network connectivity to reduce travel distances and im'prove access {o
parks, schools, jobs, housing, and markets for rural and urban communities (e. g
nelghborhood scale planning)

2) Land use incentives and improved fransportation options. -

Funding to develop and implement land use modifications to support regional plans {e.g.
updating zoning Codes parking standards, Level of Service policies)

Other community infrastructure (e.g. water, sewer, greening) to support Transif '

Oriented Development affordable housing, urban infill and small walkable communltles in
rural nelghborhoods o

' 'Transrt infrastructure and clean technoiogy conversmn (e g. hybnd busses statlon

enhancements)

Multi-use facilities and aceommodations for bicyclists, pedestrians and Neighborhood
Electric Vehicles (e.g. multi-use trails)

_ -Multi—modal network connectivity within new development (e.g. street design)

Livable Comrnu'nity Infrastructure to support i'nter're'gional rail modernization and '
roadway operational investments (e.g. Capitol Corridor enhancements)

3) Administration/Evaluation Measures:

Administrative costs and development and use of evaluation, monitoring and verification
systems fo validate AB 32 compliance, including modeling systems to evaluate regional
proposals against program criteria, and verification and measurement systems for on-
going evaluation and modification of regional and state programs.
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TRANSPO RTATION COALITION PROPOSAL

Our unltlng prmclple is that auction revenues derlved from vehicle fuels should be used to fund
transportatlon system needs in a way that |mpiements the AB 32 regulatory program bw!dlng on the
framework of SB 375 and other GHG reduction strategies,

Based on research which illustrates the benefit of combined approaches to transportation investments,
this proposed Livable Community Infrastructure Program would leverage a cost effecfive investment
portfolio across transportation efficiericy measures, land use incentives, and improved transportation
options to yield the greatest GHG reductions associated with the transportation sector.

Coalition Principles/Program Fféhqewdrk )

1.

2.
3

o~

Auction revenue from fuels should implement the AB 32 reguiatory program to reduce GHG
emissions from. transportation-

Favor cost-effective and mtegrated transportation and land use strategies

PrOJect funding determinations should be done primarily at regional level under statewide
criteria for evaluating GHG impacts. Criteria for project selection should be uniform statewide
and developed by the State of California. Regions shall administer competitive funding
processes and select projects based on these criteria.

Allow flexibility at the regional and local level to develop most cost effective prOJects

Assist local governments in meeting regional GHG reduction goals '
Create performance-based approach to maximize regional ﬂeXIblIlty w:th :mproved modellng
and verification systems to ensure effective results

Promote innovation, collaboration; economic development.and rural sustalnablllty

Support co-benefits: air quality, public health, resource protection, .equity,. affordable housing,
agriculture, and safety

Additional Considerations for Program Framework

Integrate interregional rail modernization and roadway operational improvements with regional
investments that implement or enhance long-term GHG reduction strategies in statewide and
regional transportation plans.

Use statewide criteria to ensure compliance with SB 535.

Program Design

1} Allocate transportation funds primarily on a regional basis:

» Direct funds to MPO's or other regional transportation agency outside of an MPO.

* Use an objective standard, such as population, as basis for funding allocation between
regions to ensure all paris of the state have equitable funding.

= Establish statewide modeling o allow region-to-region consistency in evaluating and
verifying the effectiveness of all eligible projects, including those related to travel
-demand reduction, system efficiency and safety improvements, demographic
characteristics and integrated land use and fransportation strategies.
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2) Allocate funding within regions to achieve optimum mix of GHG reductions and co-benefits:

+  Structure program whereby regional agencies are required to establish competitive
grants-for local entities that incentivize integrated strategies that combine tand use
changes with infrastructure investment at the neighborhood scale to achieve: greatest
long term GHG benefits.

-+ Funds must be'used for local land use strategies and transportation investments that
implement an approved Sustainable Communities Strategy/ Alternative Planning
Strategy within existingUrbanized or developed areas and reduce GHG emissions. '

. Allow areas outside of MPO regions to seek funding for long-term GHG reductlon
strategies contained in their Reglonal Transportation Plan.

«  Support rural sustalnabshty through fundmg malntenance farm to market and
interconnectivity needs that implement the adopted regional strategy

3) Allocate funding to adm:nister competltlve grant program for intercity and interregional rail
modermzatlon and roadway operational and maintenance improvements that |mp[ement or
enhance GHG reduction strategies in statewide and regional transportation plans.

4) CARB will establish minimum standards for the development.of regional and interregiohal '
funding programs, including criteria for evaluating GHG impacts that ensure program
compliance while retaining fiexibility to meet transportation goals. CARB will periodically
_rewew each region’'s effectiveness in meetmg the standards to ensure legal comphance

'with AB 32 requirements. - : -

Eligible Uses of Funds

Implementing SB 375 and other GHG-reducing regional plans outside of metropolitan planning
organizations (MPQOs) requires Livable Community Infrastructure to rebuild aging infrastructure within
urban infill and existing rural communities. This includes transportation efficiency measures such as
network and demand management strategies, transit service and operating costs, road and bridge
maintenance, retrofits for complete streets and urban greening, and clean technolegy infrastructure. All of
these transportation investments yield greater and more cost-effective GHG reductions when co-
implemented with land use incentives and improved transportation options, such as developing land use
medifications to support regional plans, transit-oriented development, and other community infrastructure
needed for infill development.

Keeping in mind that all expenditures must implement the AB 32 regulatory program to reduce GHG
emissions, we support a broad array of eligible expenditures within existing urbanized or developed
areas as follows: ‘

1) Transporiation efficiency measures:

= Network and demand management (e.g. transit/bike priority signalization; trip
reduction programs; roundabouts/roadway meodifications; congestion pricing)

- Transit service, maintenance and operating costs (e.g. Bus Rapid Transit)
= Road and bridge maintenance, operations and retrofits for complete streets and urban

greening (e.g. pavement and striping conditions; streetscape enhancements; bike/ped
safety enhancements)

by -
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Clean technology infrastructure and planning (e.g. EV station planning and
implementation)

- Multi-modal network connectivity to reduce trave! distances and improve access to

parks, schools, jobs, housing, and markets for rural and urban communities (e. g
neighborhood scale pianning)

2) Land use incentives and improved transportation options;

Funding to develop and implement land use modifications to support regional plans (e.g.
updating zoning codes, parking standards, Level of Service policies)

Other community infrastructure (e.g. water, sewer, greening) to support Transit

Criented Development, affordable housing, urban infill and small watkable communities in
rural neighborhcods

Transit infrastructure and clean technology conversion (e.g. hybrid busses; station
enhancements) : '

- Multi-use facilities and accommodations for bicycl'ists, pede'strians and Neighbbrhood

Electric Vehicles {e.g. multi-use trails)

Multi-modal network connectivity within new development (e.g. sireet design)

.Livable Community Infrastructure to support intérregional rail modernization and

roadway operational investments (e.g. Capitol Corridor.enhancements)

3) Administration/Evaluation Measures:

Administrative costs and development and use of evaluation, monitoring and verification
systems to validate AB 32 compliance, including modeling systems to evaluate regional
proposals against program criferia, and verification and measurement systems for on-
going evaluation and modification of regional and state programs.
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“In Davie, bike infrastructure, “As students who go to schoolin an urban core, we enjoy
' careful land use planning, and being able to walk to parks, bike to cofleehouses, and take -
“housing and transit designed " transit to our internships and community service act:wtles
with student access to UC Davie This funding will increase safety for students biking, waikmg, o
in ind, are the cornerstone of and taking transit to school to make sure student safetyis
‘our sustainable transportation. - a prlority 4 U g : :
strategy. The frameworklaid - Zelia Gomza!esj %!a Cimde
out in‘this funding proposat will Met Sacramento High Sc‘ho‘o{
' empover all communities in R Th&s proposa! wnllsupportthe necessarylmpmvements
- California to apply thetr owrl umque' e mterreglona! transport services like the Capitol
hso!utuons .- Corridor trains in orderto meet the mobiilty needs of v
: ~ Joe Rrovoza, Magor . CGal ifornia and ensure comphance wﬁ:h the state 5. c{ean L

City of Davis = @ goa 5 pur‘suaﬁtto AB32”

t@ Em@st in Cahforma S nelghborhoods
through a transformative grant program
centered on collaboratlon, innovation, and
accountability. ST o

“Urban greening and urban forestry improve “Local government is where transportationand .- -
community health, reduce water and energy  1and use planning becomes real. Having flexibility

‘ consumption, and help the State meet to address distinct Focai needs and encourage

. its AB 32 goals.. This funding proposal innovation that achieves success in GHG

. would integrate these strategies into local reduction is something very valuable to support.”

. transportation and land use investments - - Suzanne Smith, Executive Director
| encouraging the most innovative approaches Sonoma County
~ to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.” _ Transportation Authority

- Nancy Hughes, Executive Director — propr 5
California Urban Forests Council E INFO: .
www.transfunding.org
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LIVABLE COMMUNITY
INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM

the strategy

With California’s regions planning
for higher density and more
~compact development patterns,
successful implementation of SB 375
and other regional GHG reduction
strategies relies on cost-effective
‘and integrated investments in land
use and transportation in existing
urban and rural communities.
Livable Community Infrastructure.
includes the streets and sidewalks

that connect our neighborhoods, the pipes that move water to and from homes and

businesses, and the parks and trees needed to

what we propose to fund

Jimprovements in conjunction with land use strategies. Examples:

P

¢ Like facilities ® rail improvements
» smoothroads * streetscape enhancements
s frequent and predictable transit e traffic calming

® clean tachnology infrastructure

improve quality of life in neighborhoods.

® multi-use paths
* underground utilities

¢ urban greening



the numbers behind it all

what it means
» The interactions of land use, urban form, and transportation are complex. They vary over time :

impact when they affect the full spectrum of travel purposes, destinations, and trip lengths. |
reduction, illustrated above are measures applied at a community-wide or corridor level scale «

« Transportation efficiency measures such as lowering speed limits, using congestion pricing, éx[
years to generate reductions in GHGs prior to 2020. Compounding GHG reductions can be ac

» While strategies that involve land use patterns and improved transportation options take a lo
of 9% to 15% by 2050. Early investments must be made in land use in order to achieve these

» Road maintenanceis a transportation system efficiency strategy that canyield up toa 10% ¢
efficiently, and well-maintained bridges keep detours to a minimum ~ improving traffic flow and

» Combining land use and transit strategies is projected to yield GHG reductions of 4% by 202

» Transportation efficiency measures yield greatest short term (2020) GHG benefits between
complete streets facilities have additional benefits such as improved public health.™

» When streets and transit infrastructure are co-implemented with land use, greater reductior
combined with expanded transit services achieve stronger GHG reductions than when only one
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nd depend on the context, scale, and intensity of application. Many achieve their greatest
vhen attempting to project the full iong-range effects of investments on travel and GHG
f development such as within a specific plan.

:anding transit service, or making operational improvements, could be implemented within a few
rieved when combined with land use strategies and transit infrastructure.

iger time to implement, notable reductions are realized by 2030, with greater GHG reductions
significant reductions.™

ecrease in GHG emissions, Maintaining smooth roads allows vehicles to operate more
‘educing associated greenhouse gas emissions.

Yand 16% by 2050 as compared to 2050 baseline trends.”

4% and 20% from 2050 trends, but infrastructure investments in land use, transit, and

5in GHGs are realized, especially over a long term horizon. For example, land use code changes
option is implemented.
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why it's important
No single strategy can achieve AB 32 goals. Key trends from existing research can help shape an
understanding of why an integrated approach must be taken to maximize our investments in GHG
reduction. From an initial assessment of research, a policy framework can be built around allocating
funding to regions to promote combinations of integrated strategies for transportation efficiency, land
use incentives, and improved transportation options at the local level. Implementing various “bundles”
of transportation and land use strategies at a regional and local level
could achieve 30% greater annual GHG emission reductions than
expected baseline levels in 2050.

Combinations of transportation and land use strategies create
synergies that substantially enhance the potential reductions from
individual measures. The diagram and table presented in this
document are a synthesis of the latest research on the ranges of GHG
reduction from individual and combined strategies based on research
published by various Universities, Caltrans, the Transportation
Research Board, California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
US Environmental Protection Agency, and found within the books
Growing Cooler and Moving Cooler, and other institutions.

how we got here

1.  Handy, Susan: Senate Bill 375 - Research: Transportation Related Policies Based on a Review of the Empirical Literature. Institute of
Transportation Studies at UC Davis and UC Irvine. Report for California Air Resou.rces Board. 2010-11 http://ultrans.its.ucdavis.edu/
doc/policy-design-and-behavior-research-%E2%80%93-policy-briefs

2. CAPCOA. Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. August 2010. http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/
CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final pdf

3. Rodier, Caroline J. A Review of the International Modeling Literature: Transit, Land Use, and Auto Pricing Strategies to Reduce Vehicle
Miles Traveled and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis. Research Report
UCD-ITS-RR-08-34. November 2008. http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/docs/rodier_8-1-08_trb_paper.pdf

4.  Transportation Research Board, National Academy of Sciences. Driving and the Built Environment: The Effects of Compact Development
on Motorized Travel, Energy Use, and CO2 Emissions. August 2009. http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/162093.aspx

5. Michele, Lauren. Policy in Motion: Transportation Planning in California after AB 32 (Chapter 2). CreateSpace. August 2011. https://
www.createspace.com/3637804

6.  Ewing, Reid, K. Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters and Don Chen. Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and
Climate Change. Urban Land Institute. 2008. http://www.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/ GrowingCooler.pdf

7. Center for Clean Air Policy. Cost-Effective Greenhouse Gas Reductions through Smart Growth and Improved Transportation Choices. June
2009. http://www.reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/ccapsmartgrowthco?_june_2009_final_pdf.pdf
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Utah. September 2008. hitep://www.climateplan.org/resources/transportation/

9.  Bartholomew, K. and R. Ewing. Land Use-Transportation Scenario Planning: A Meta-Analysis. Journal of the American Planning
Association. 75(1), 13-27. September 2009. http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01944360802508726

10. Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Urban Land
Institute, July 2009. http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/MovingCoolerExecSummaryULLpdf

11. US Environmental Protection Agency. Potential Changes in Emissions Due to Improvements in Travel Efficiency. Prepared by ICF
International. March 2011. hitp://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/policy/420r11003.pdf

12. California Department of Transportation, Prioritization of Transportation Project for Economic Stimulus with Respect to Greenhouse
Gases. Prepared by Neimer, Harvey. June 2009. http://dn.engr.ucdavis.edu/images/GHG_Report.pdf
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