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I.
Introduction
This report has been written for the Energy-Climate Committee (ECC) of the California Nevada Regional Conservation Committee (CNRCC) of the Sierra Club California (SCC). It has been written to support resolutions regarding this important and timely topic.

Abstract This report contains a brief listing of principles that conform to Sierra Club values. It has an example of a road-use fee structure that supports the listed principles. Useful background information is provided. Arguments in favor of the example road-use fee structure are presented. Finally, since CNRCC’s resolutions always contain an “Arguments Against” section, arguments against the example road-use fee pricing system are presented.
II.
Road-Use Fee Principles

1.) The first principle is that of “full-cost pricing”. Driving has enjoyed a favored status in this state and in this country, resulting in sprawl, health-damaging pollution, global warming emissions, and congestion. The CNRCC should advocate for the elimination that favoritism in California, primarily by adopting this first principle.

2.) The second principle is that the current economic rewards for good mileage must not be eroded. Due to global warming, motorists need to “go electric” as soon as possible.

The following principles require the development of feasible technology.
3.) The third principle is that road-wear factors (primarily weight), the noise generated, and the pollution generated by each individual vehicle must be taken into account. This will increase fairness and support a shift to lighter, cleaner, and quieter vehicles.
4.) The time and place of travel must be incorporated to reduce congestion.
5.) Any road-use fee structure must do no economic harm to low-income drivers.
6.) As road-use fee structures evolve, privacy must be protected at each step.
III.
An Example of a Conforming Road-Use Fee Structure
Condition 1
100% of the funding for all of the expenses of public roads, excluding those costs associated with future expansion (covered in Condition 3), comes from a road-use fee (that may include a gas excise tax), that ultimately (as affordable technology can support) contains the following Features:

1. VMT Fee
A base, per-mile (VMT) component fee paid by all motorized vehicles for road construction and maintenance.

2. Carbon Fee
An additional per-mile carbon component part is computed using an effective fee per gallon that is equal or larger than the gas tax that this per-mile carbon fee might replace, to correlate with the amount of CO2 emitted. This could either be charged at the pump, as it is now done, or could be added to the VMT fee by using a price per mile computed by dividing the effective price per gallon by the charged vehicle’s (year and model) average mileage, in the units of mile per gallon.
3. Road Wear Fee
An additional per-mile component part that is proportional to the charged vehicle’s (year and model) average weight, or other road-wear variable of the vehicle being charged.

4. Air Pollution Fee
An additional per-mile component part proportional to the charged vehicle’s (year and model) average pollution level, to be used to compensate people, schools, businesses, governments, and corporations harmed by pollution, with this rate set for full compensation.

5. Noise Pollution Fee
An additional per-mile component part proportional to the average noise pollution level of the charged vehicle, to compensate people, schools, businesses, governments, and corporations harmed by noise pollution, with the rate set for full compensation.

6. Congestion Fee
An additional per-mile component part or, alternatively a multiplier, to account for either time and place, or instantaneous traffic flow rate, to reduce or eliminate congestion, with the proceeds of this fee (collection minus collection cost) used for either the expansion or the operation of transit systems that would tend to reduce this congestion.

7. Low Income Relief
A fractional multiplier that would reduce the total per-mile cost for drivers with a sufficiently low income and a sufficiently high need to drive, but only available for a period of calendar time sufficient for the driver to change their circumstance creating the need to drive, unless this is impossible. Section V’s Section 7 has more detail.
8. Privacy
Privacy protections so that where and when people drive, the vehicle they drive, and any Feature 7 advantage, is fully protected, unless a warrant is issued by a judge in response to credible allegations of a serious, felony crime.

Condition 2
The per-mile charges of Condition 1 are also large enough to fund yearly payments to the municipalities having large, limited access roads (AKA “freeways”) within their boundaries (thereby keeping land off of their property-tax rolls), with these yearly payments equal to the average yearly property tax per acre of the adjacent land, multiplied by the total acreage covered by the road’s right of way, including frontage roads.

Condition 3 

No expansion of the system of public roads is done unless market research and traffic modeling show that the net revenue of the proposed road or additional lanes will fund all the expenses identified in Conditions 1 and 2. 
Condition 4 

No expansion of the system of public roads is done unless it is shown that the expansion will not negatively impact the state’s AB32 goals and responsibilities.
Condition 5 

The sales tax on gasoline should remain. Its revenue should be used as is the revenue from any other sales tax that is collected on consumer items.

IV.
Background Material
This section provides information about the current level of the gas tax, the difficulty of raising the gas tax, the use of the fuel sales tax, lane performance during times of high demand, demand under the condition of “full cost pricing”, political “push back” to full cost pricing, other opinions that a pure gas tax is becoming obsolete, and finally, information indicating that a road-use fee could be raised by a simple majority in the state legislature.
1. Current Level of Gas Excise Tax

A full accounting of the gas excise tax and what it pays for is not the responsibility of the CNRCC. A significant segment of the population probably believes that current gas tax rates are high enough. However, 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) recently 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 brief description of the historical, legislative, and regulatory background on the gas tax is in Item 4 of the Background Information of the CNRCC Resolution Supporting Fuel Tax Increase approved March 22, 2009.

2. The Difficulty of Raising the Gas Tax

This is covered in Item 4 of the Background Information of the CNRCC Resolution Supporting Fuel Tax Increase approved March 22, 2009. As stated there, for the state government to raise this tax, it would require a 2/3rd majority vote of the legislature. 

Finally, according to a CNN report, http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/02/20/driving.tax/,

Officials including [Secretary of Transportation] LaHood have opposed raising the national gas tax, particularly in the current recession.
3. Use of the Fuel Sales Tax
California has a sales tax on all consumer items sold in the state, except food and medicine. The revenues from sales taxes are generally placed in our state’s general fund. However, an exception to the general rule has been made for the sales tax on gasoline and diesel. By the conditions of a successful ballot measure, the sales tax on fuel must be used to support roads, which supplements the excise tax on fuel (also known as the “gas tax”), allowing the excise tax to be lower than necessary.

4. Lane Performance During Times of High Demand
From the DOT’s Freeway Management and Operations Handbook:

 http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freewaymgmt/publications/frwy_mgmt_handbook/fmoh_complete_all.pdf, Page 1-18, comes the following:

As flow increases from zero, density also increases, since more vehicles are on the roadway. When this happens, speed declines because of the interaction of vehicles. This decline is negligible at low and medium densities and flow rates. As the density further increases, these generalized curves suggest that speed decreases significantly just before capacity is achieved, with capacity being defined as the product of density and speed resulting in the maximum flow rate. This condition is shown as optimum speed So (often called critical speed), optimum density Do (sometimes referred to as critical density), and maximum flow Vm. (7). In general, this maximum flow (i.e. capacity) occurs at a speed between 35 and 50 mph.

Efficient freeway operation depends on the balance between capacity and demand. In the simplest terms, highway congestion results when traffic demand approaches or exceeds the available capacity of the highway system. As vehicle demand approaches highway capacity, traffic flow begins to deteriorate. Flow is interrupted by spots of turbulence and shock waves, which disrupt efficiency. Then, traffic flow begins to break down rapidly, followed by further deterioration of operational efficiency.

For the purpose of this resolution the most important result is that when demand is allowed to significantly exceed capacity, the flow rate drops well below capacity. In fact, capacity can drop to nearly zero. With no intervention, freeway lanes can be counted on to fail, just when they are needed the most.

5. Demand, Under the Condition of “Full-Cost” Pricing
The price-setting stipulations of Section III’s Features 1 through 6 of Conditions 1, in conjunction with Condition 2, could be described as “full cost pricing”. It is not the responsibility of the CNRCC to do an analysis to calculate what the average price per mile would need to be or to then determine how much driving would be reduced in reaction to this price. It may be that driving would decrease so much that congestion would disappear and the new problem would be to figure out what to do with the excess land buried under unneeded highway lanes and how to meet the large new demand for transit.

6. Political Pushback to the Notion of Full-Cost Pricing

There are many, well-funded “Think Tanks” and political figures and institutions that argue against raising the cost of driving. So far they have been largely successful in keeping the taxes on driving low.

7. Other Opinions That a Pure Gas Tax Is Becoming Obsolete

There are many indications that more decision makers are adopting the view that the gas tax either needs to be replaced or supplemented. The CNRCC has undertaken no comprehensive search and evaluation to quantify this. However the following examples are presented, with the first three being taken from the same NCT article identified in Section-1 of this Section.
First the Chair of the CTC pointed out that, “People are driving more-fuel-efficient cars and ones that run on alternative fuels and buying less gas. As a result, they are paying less in gas taxes”. The author of the NCT article states that the CTC Chair and others are calling for “phasing out the gas tax,” in favor of a VMT fee.

Second, Will Kempton, director of the California Department of Transportation, told local officials in Valley Center recently "we need to make a transition to a new way of collecting transportation funds." Kempton also said the state should consider following the lead of Oregon, which is exploring a tax based on the number of miles a person drives. 

Third, Jim Earp, a California Transportation Commission member from Roseville, added, "Either that or we're going to have to jack up the gas tax considerably."

Fourth, the Christian Science Monitor editorial, February 27, 2009, “A road map to better US roads,” says, “Congress should heed a panel that suggests replacing a tax on gas with one on miles driven.”

 http://www.csmonitor.com/2009/0227/p08s01-comv.html  It goes on to say,  “In Europe, the Netherlands will transition to a VMT by 2014 and Denmark by 2016. Changing behavior is the key to 21st century transport that must unclog crowded highways and reduce dependence on fossil fuels. Taxing miles alerts drivers to the real cost of using roads and can better motivate them to drive less. A VMT (fee) is the more reliable and efficient way to pay for transport. Its time has come.”

Finally, according to a CNN report, http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/02/20/driving.tax/,

Speaking to The Associated Press, Transportation Secretary LaHood, an Illinois Republican, said, "We should look at the vehicular miles program where people are actually clocked on the number of miles that they traveled."
8. Raising a Road-Use Fee Could Be Done By a Simple Majority

The Sacrament Bee printed an article by Dan Walters, on January 20th, 2009, describing a proposal to help close California’s budget gap.
http://www.nctimes.com/articles/2009/01/20/opinion/walters/zd5e9d64561b6efd78825753e006c951a.tx.

The key elements from the article are as follows.

1.)
Senate President Pro Tem Darrell Steinberg, the scheme's father, insists that it's legal, basing that assertion on a 5-year-old opinion from the Legislature's legal office.

2.)
The plan would eliminate excise and sales taxes on gasoline and raise other taxes to help close the budget deficit, then "backfill" the gasoline taxes with a new "fee" that would actually increase the bite on motorists by 50 percent, from 26 cents a gallon to 39 cents. A "fee" can be imposed by a simple majority vote as long as it relates to actual services rendered by government.
Note that this fee approach is relatively far from meeting all of the stipulations of this report. However, it would represent significant progress.

V.
Arguments in Favor
This Section provides an analogy demonstrating why roads should be operated for the equal benefit of all. It presents some of the consequences of the current level of our state gas tax. It argues that a road-use fee should include a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) component and that furthermore, a component should relate to congestion pricing (i.e. needs to account for specific time and place of travel). A road-use fee should account for environmental impacts, should protect low-income families, and contain privacy protections. It explains why revenue from a road use fee should be used to pay an effective property tax to municipalities. It argues that this resolution offers methods that would help to alleviate the state’s budget problems. It states that it is easier to discuss setting a road use fee than it is to discuss increasing an excise tax on fuel. Finally, it briefly discusses some of the emerging technologies and the relationship between technology and this resolution.

1. Full-Cost Pricing

Roads should be priced so that they are no longer an economic burden on those that choose to drive less than average. Yet, it is hard to be objective about roads. Here’s an analogy. Assume that California owned a large number of 2-bedroom apartments that it allowed families to live in if they paid a tax of $500 a month, even though the market rental value of the apartments was $1000 a month. Clearly, the people living in the apartments are the winners and all the other citizens of California are the losers, because if the state set the price to the market value, it would have additional money that it could either use for the benefit of all citizens or it could return the money to everyone as a tax rebate. Some might note that since there are a large number of these apartments, almost everyone that wants one could get one, so those that don’t live in these 2-bedroom apartments are losing out because of their own poor choice. However, since not every citizen wants to live in these apartments, the State’s practice is indefensible. The correct thing for the state to do would be to allow low-income citizens to remain in the rental units at the subsidized price of $500 a month, stop calling the price-per-month a “tax” and instead call the price-per-month a “user fee”, and set the price for the families that are not low income to the market value of $1000 per month. In this case, the low-income families remain winners. Even though all the others are losers, they are losing much less than before. This assumes that the state takes the additional earnings and uses it in a way that benefits all citizens. Buying more 2-bedroom apartments would not qualify.  This analogy’s original operation is similar to what California does by under pricing road use fees, as described below.
2. Consequences of the Current Level of Gas Tax
It is not the responsibility of the CNRCC to provide a full accounting of where money is currently coming from to build and maintain roads. The information in Section IV’s Section 1 applies.

a. Economic Inequity

Because our state gas tax is too low, funds derived from taxes (and fees) that are not related to the choice of driving a car must be used to support our system of public roads. Examples are our sales tax, our income tax, our property tax, and the development fees that increase many of our costs. In effect what is happening is that money is systematically being taken from those that drive less and being given to those that drive more.

This violates a fundamental principle of our free market system. People should pay for what they use and, conversely, people should not be forced to pay for what they do not use. It is true that we often willingly violate this principle, for some higher purpose. Education, mass transit, and Section 8 housing are good examples. However, there is no valid reason to increase driving by making it artificially cheap to drive, or for that matter, to park a car. The facts about global warming suggest quite the opposite.

b. Global Warming Threat and the California Example of Road-Use Pricing

According to an article in the June 2008 issue of Scientific American, The Ethics of Global Warming (on Page 100 of the well-respected magazine), there is a 5% chance that the level of CO2-equivalent gasses in our atmosphere, expected in just 20 years, will result in a 14.4 Degree increase in temperature and this could result in "a devastating collapse in the human population, perhaps even to extinction."

From http://www.sandiego.edu/EPIC/ghginventory/GHG-On-Road1.pdf.pdf, we learn that in San Diego County, emissions from on-road vehicles are about 46% of regional GHG emissions. Item 4 of the Background Information of the CNRCC Resolution Supporting Fuel Tax Increase (39-6-0) March 22, 2009, says that 40% of the state’s GHG emissions come from transportation. Many world leaders know that many of our citizens have taken all of the time and cost variables into account and then built their life around their automobiles. How can we expect the world to do its part to reduce GHG emissions, if they see us unwilling to reform the way we price the use of roads, so as to conform to the basic free-market principles that we claim to hold dear? 

c. Other Pollution 

Besides GHG emissions it is well known that on-road transportation contributes significantly (around 50% by some accounts) to our air and noise pollution. Cars cause air and water pollution directly and indirectly. This occurs when they are manufactured, when their fuel is transported and refined (refineries are, by far, the biggest cause of ground-water contamination in California), and when they are driven.

d. Urban Sprawl

The dominance of the automobile is the primary reason for our sprawling, urban land-use patterns. For example, it is well known that a simple 4-lane freeway, with frontage roads, can consume 26 acres per mile. An acre of land can only park 117 cars. Sprawl has taken valuable farm land, wet lands, and wild-life habitat. It makes it more difficult to walk or to bicycle. It also makes it more difficult to provide or to use transit.

e. Summary Statement

GHG emissions, urban sprawl and air, water, and noise pollution are made worse by making driving seem artificially inexpensive to the public. It is time for the government of California to stop being hypocritical about its loudly-proclaimed love of the free market, its loudly proclaimed concern for the environment, and its loudly proclaimed desire to combat global warming. Note that for every penny earned by raising the price per mile to drive to its correct value, a penny could be cut from other taxes and fees that are unrelated to driving. Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood’s statement shown in Section IV’s Section 2 (“we can’t raise the gas tax in a recession”) shows that he misses this important point. This point has been made by the Sierra Club, as shown in http://www.sierraclub.org/policy/conservation/trans.aspx, where it says, of subsidies to driving, “These subsidies should be publicly scrutinized and eliminated by appropriate fuel and carbon taxes, parking and road user charges, .  .  .” This was also pointed out in CNRCC Resolution Supporting Fuel Tax Increase adopted March 22, 2009.

3. Section III’s Condition 5, The Use of the Gasoline Sales Tax
As stated in Section IV’s Section 3, the sales tax on fuel must be used for the same purposes as the excise tax on fuel. This is contrary to the normal rule for sales taxes, whereby sales taxes are used for general-fund purposes, unrelated to the item sold. For example, the sales taxes from running shoes are not removed from the general fund to be used to build running facilities. Likewise, the sales tax on alcoholic beverages is not separated out to be used to subsidize the building of more drinking establishments. If we are going to end our unfortunate favoritism towards roads, we need to end the practice of using the sales tax from gasoline as if it were the gas tax. This practice would be ended if the implied recommendations of this report were enacted. The sales tax on gasoline should continue. Gasoline should certainly not be placed in a special category such as medicine or food. The sale of gasoline should enrich the general fund, as does the sale of other consumer items.
4. Reasons to Adopt Section III’s Feature 1, a VMT Based, Road-Use Fee
The Sierra Club’s national policy on transportation, 

http://www.sierraclub.org/policy/conservation/trans.aspx, shows a hierarchy of favored transportation modes. These ideas could be slightly amended and the modes could then be listed out as the following:
Mode 0: 
Telecommuting (no need to leave the house)

Mode 1:
Walking

Mode 2:
Cycling (skate boarding and any other device-aided, non-motorized transportation mode)
Mode 3:
Transit

Mode 4:
Electric cars or cars that get great mileage

Mode 5:
Other cars
In terms of reducing pressure to expand road capacity, Modes 0, 1 and 2 are many times more desirable than even Mode 4, which is many times better than Mode 5. The point here is that as much as we want to see more electric cars and more cars that get exceptional mileage, we should not lose sight of the fact that unless all road users pay their fair share, those people using Modes 0, 1 and 2 are not being fully rewarded for not using road capacity, and this is poor environmental policy, based on the desirability factors suggested. All cars are large, manufactured devices with a finite life. They all promote sprawl. People that routinely use Modes 0, 1 and 2 have often set up their lives so that they could drive less. Those life-style choices need to be fully rewarded. The statements of Sections 2a and 2d of this Section apply.
5. Reasons to Adopt Road-Use Pricing Methods Tied to Specific VMT

a. Need to Support Section III’s Feature 6

The current gas tax is simple and, in theory it could be raised to cover the costs of driving (for those vehicles that use fuel. Alternatively, it is easy to imagine odometers that transmit their values at scheduled times to a billing computer. With vehicle-recognition schemes, implemented at the pump or within the billing computer containing odometer data, it would be possible to expand these simple methods to support Section III’s Features 1 through 5, Feature 7, and Feature 8. However, these simple methods would not support Section III’s congestion pricing Feature 6, which is sufficiently important that it must be identified and supported.

b. Value of Section III’s Feature 6: Congestion Pricing

Various names have been proposed for Section III’s Feature 6, including “congestion pricing” or “convenience pricing”. Regardless of the name, it is a powerful way to reduce our society’s propensity for expanding highways. Proponents of freeway expansion frequently mention the fact that highway “gridlock” harms our public safety because it can significantly delay emergency vehicles. Individuals in society see this in personal terms. We can all imagine a need to get home to attend to a child, or to get to an emergency room. The consequences of congestion can go well beyond being just a frustrating inconvenience. Sometimes people feel that they would pay almost anything to be able to drive at higher speeds. How many people have missed a plane, or a train, or a critical business meeting, “stuck in traffic”? Besides this, lanes also often support transit. Transit success requires dependable and reasonably fast bus travel.  In addition, stop and go traffic wastes fuel, increasing global warming and unhealthy emissions.

“Convenience Lanes” could provide an option for drivers when they feel it is worth the extra money to drive beyond congestion speeds. This pricing also provides a means to keep one or more lanes operating close to their theoretical capacity, instead of at the greatly reduced flow rate that comes when demand is large. (See Section IV’s Section 4.) The pricing can adjust automatically so as to keep demand below capacity, on one or more lanes. This means that congestion in parallel lanes will clear sooner than if all lanes were allowed to stay severely congested.

“Convenience Lanes” also offer the hope of significant revenue generation, if enough people are willing to, in effect, bid up the price. (This will probably happen if the “political pushback” of Section IV’s Section 6 “trumps” the condition of “full-cost pricing” in Section IV’s Section 5, meaning that the price of driving is kept low enough in regular lanes that there are still times and places where congestion is significant.) Section III’s Feature 6 would require that proceeds (collection minus collection costs) be used for transit systems that would tend to reduce the congestion. As stated in Section IV’s Section 4, the lanes and roads that are parallel to the “convenience priced” lanes can be counted on to fail to carry their capacity when serious congestion strikes. Fortunately, there is no comparable effect for transit. Although it is conceivable that transit demand could exceed transit carrying capacity, when this happens, the transit can be counted on to continue to carry its full capacity.

c. Section III’s Feature 6 and Road Price Variability

Some roads are relatively expensive to build; others are relatively inexpensive. There is no reason we have to settle for charging the same per-mile price for all roads. Similarly, driving at different times should be priced differently. It is well understood that freeways are sized and expanded to facilitate peak driving times. Since it is more costly to provide the added capacity needed at peak times, it is reasonable to charge peak-time drivers more. Charging more at the times that demand is high will tend to smooth out traffic demand over various times of the day.

d. Section III’s Feature 6 and Pollution

Section III’s Feature 6 can reduce congestion. This is important because stop-and-go traffic probably increases pollution and GHG emissions when compared to lanes operating at “optimum speed” as identified in Section IV’s Section 4. 

e. Section III’s Feature 6 Supported by the CTC

These powerful arguments have evidently been recognized by the CTC. In their Addendum to the 2007 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, Addressing Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions During the RTP Process, adopted on May 29, 2008, they provide strong support to lane pricing.

 http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/rtp/Adopted_Addendum_2007_RTP_Guidelines.pdf, 

In the CTC’s Pricing Strategies Section (Page 3), the CTC instructs Metropolitan Planning Organizations to “model adding pricing to existing lanes, not just as a means for additional expansion. Variable/congestion pricing should be considered.”

Variable/congestion pricing cannot be done without Section III’s Feature 6 of its Condition 1.
f. Arguments to Support the CTC’s Road-Pricing Guideline

Politically speaking, the Pricing Section took great courage on the part of the CTC. The Sierra Club should publicize the CTC guideline and defend it against critics. There is widespread confusion regarding who owns existing lanes and what promises were made. Converting existing, “free” lanes to be lanes that are priced can be justified by explaining that gas taxes have always been road-use fees and that any stated or implied promise that paying gas tax entitled drivers, for all time forward, to drive free on the roads that the gas taxes may have been used to fund was specious. Specifically, the claim that drivers “already paid” for roads through the payment of gas taxes is incorrect because (i) many drivers have just started driving; (ii) many drivers that paid gas tax for many years have died; and (iii) paying a fee to use a public road is no different than paying rent to use property and paying rent does not lead to quasi ownership. These same arguments can be used against statements supporting the idea that drivers can forever drive free over a bridge because the tolls have paid off the loan for the bridge.

6. Reasons for Section III’s Features 2 – 5

These features charge vehicles for their environmental impacts.

7. Reasons for Section III’s Feature 7

The ability of low-income families to be able to drive to work and other essential family errands must be protected. However, given our challenge of global warming, this needs to be “constructive charity”. The features shown in Section III suggest that a billing computer will probably be involved. If so, that computer’s database can, perhaps at the individual’s discretion, be supported with information such as current housing details, current salary, job location, occupation and job skills to include a full resume, childcare, location of family and friends, hobbies, or recreational pursuits, and other items that could be related to the individual’s current need to drive. When the software determines that the person qualifies for a reduced multiplier of the full cost of driving (a subsidy), it could then also run various programs to offer, in creative, tailored, form letters, suggestions for changing circumstances to reduce driving. This could involve a search for jobs, a search for suitable housing, a search for daycare, and a search for better locations to pursue hobbies or recreational pursuits. The availability of transit would be considered in the software and would be offered. Job training could be suggested or offered at a discount. If circumstances support it, the person could also be asked if they would be interested in a class on riding a bicycle in traffic. Taking such a class could earn the person a financial award, perhaps to include a new or used bicycle. The software would put a high priority on helping the person achieve a lifestyle that requires less driving. As a last resort the software would take into account the congestion level of various routes and offer a driving route that requires a reduced subsidy. If no billing computer is involved, the person receiving the subsidy might be required to send in data to support the running of these programs to reduce driving and the subsidy to driving. 
8. Reasons for Section III’s Feature 8

Privacy must be protected, unless confidential disclosure to law enforcement agencies is ordered by a judge based on reasonable cause. We currently rely on laws and judges to protect our privacy regarding what we say on the telephone, our emails, our internet activities, and the information we provide on our tax forms. This information could be both politically revealing and highly embarrassing, to the point where it could seriously degrade our personal and professional lives. In terms of protecting our democracy, it is especially important that our political activities be protected. Where we drive and park a car is also somewhat sensitive in this regard. However, in most cases it is less sensitive than our emails and what we say on the phone. Cell phone companies already have information about our travel. Many locations, such as Dallas, have “toll-tags” that record every time someone goes through a toll plaza and charges them accordingly.  The conclusion is that the argument that many people will never accept a computer, with built in privacy protections, from having information about where we drive is overblown and not supported by the facts.
9. Reasons for Section III’s Condition 2
Railroads pay property tax on the land under their tracks. Utility companies pay property taxes on the land under their transmission lines. There is no reason that large highways should not pay a property tax for the land they take off the tax rolls in each community. The favored status of roads should be eliminated.

10. California’s Budget Problem
California currently has a large budget gap. Children may lose their health care and education cuts will probably be severe. State parks may close. Most state funding for transit has already been eliminated. This resolution might help to persuade the state to adopt the innovative approach described in Section IV’s Section 8. If so, the money raised could reduce some of these cuts.
11. Raising the Gas Tax vs. Pricing a Road-Use Fee

There are advantages in reframing the question from should we raise the gas tax to: Should we replace the gas tax with a road-use fee and, if so, how should we set the price of the road-use fee? Section IV’s Section 2 showed that a 2/3rds vote is needed in the state legislature to raise a tax; while, as shown in Section IV’s Section 8, only a simple majority is needed to set and then raise a user fee. Besides this, there are a lot of common misunderstandings about our gas taxes. Many think they are a mechanism whereby drivers somehow buy new roads. This confusion was discussed in detail in this Section’s Subsection 5f. If we can move the discussion to one of how to properly set the price of road use, we will have already made large gains in framing the question to the advantage of environmentalists and everyone that recognizes that it is time to stop favoring driving.

12. Technology

It is not the responsibility of the CRNCC to pick the technologies that will ultimately be used in the implementation of the road-use pricing described in the 4 conditions of this resolution’s Section III. Email and phone conversations with employees of “Skymeter”, http://www.grushhour.blogspot.com/, indicate that they are ready to respond to a Request For Proposal (RFP) to implement VMT pricing in the Netherlands, to include every road in the country. Their proposal will be that each car will have a GPS unit, about as large as an eye-glasses case, sitting on the dash. It will contain a database of roads and a variable set of pricing coefficients. The GPS software will determine the car’s location with sufficient accuracy so as to support software computing a running tabulation of charges, as the car is driven. They state that the final challenge was to design the software so that the unit would function when the car was being driven in the presence of GPS reflections, such as in city “canyons” which is to say around multiple large buildings. They have solved this problem with additional algorithms and have demonstrated this in the most severe conditions they could find. However, they don’t want to have to distinguish between lanes, suggesting that congestion pricing on large multi-lane roads, where pricing varies between parallel lanes, may require a Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) overlay pricing scheme, such as is currently used for “toll tags.”

There are probably several, perhaps even many, ways to accomplish road-use pricing that has the features described in this report. Nevertheless, it is important for the Sierra Club to describe the features needed to best protect the environment.

VI.
Detailed Arguments in Opposition

This section provides the details of the arguments in opposition to this resolution. It argues that driving is popular, it is the backbone of our economy, and it should be kept as cheap as possible for the benefit of low-income families. It argues that privacy can’t be protected. It argues that the Sierra Club should steer clear of complicated technological questions. Finally, this section states that our support of a road-use fee might result in a pure VMT tax that would fail to reward electric cars and cars that get exceptional mileage.
1. Driving is Popular

Most people drive. They will not favor a policy that will make it more expensive to drive. The fact that other costs could go down will not be understood or believed, especially in a state that has such a large budget gap. The Sierra Club will lose support from the general public, many of our members will desert us, and office holders will work to make sure they don’t get our endorsements.

2. Driving is the Backbone of our Economy

A strong highway system equates to a strong economy. Widening roads and building new roads are the best ways to get this country back to work and the best way to restore California’s economy. Congestion is the best way to get the general public to support highway expansion. In this sense, every traffic jam is a step in the right direction because it builds support for road building.

3. Driving Should Be as Cheap as Possible

Poor people need to drive the most. When poor people are making car payments, paying for car insurance, and paying for gas, they are being productive members of our society. They can only do this if we keep driving as cheap as possible. The whole idea that Americans would talk about a so-called “road-use fee” is wrong. Americans never used to talk of such a thing. The roads have always been subsidized like parks, schools, or libraries. We should keep them that way.

4. Privacy Must Be Protected at All Costs
Although the Sierra Club has a fairly important environmental mission, it pales in comparison to the privacy mission of the ACLU, Reason Foundation, etc. Privacy to drive our car wherever we want with no one knowing where we drive is the bedrock of any decent society. For example, a person may drive to a political meeting. If the government tracks their car, they will know that the person went to the meeting and could take action against that person if they disagree with the goals of the organization that held the meeting. There is no way to trust the government to keep records of our driving private. People know this and will never stand for any loss of privacy. Privacy concerns are getting larger every day. That is clear by what is happening on the internet. Even if a system is set up that requires a judge to approve a warrant, we know that most judges will do this even if there is no evidence of a crime (especially if there is a political meeting involved) because judges usually want to get promoted to the next level up from where they are and the people asking for warrants are often the same people that appoint judges.

5. The Sierra Club Should Steer Clear of Complicated Technology

RFID and GPS based systems may never be cost effective. We will look foolish discussing such things if it is determined, once and for all, that these technologies will always be too expensive to be practical. There is a toll road from South Chicago to a car rental dealership by O’Hare Airport that has all the technology this country will ever need. On the way from South Chicago, three times, drivers pull over to a large toll booth area. Three times drivers hand a dollar bill to a person earning a living wage. Three times that person will say hello and hand the driver two dimes in return. This is the kind of technology that will make us proud to be Americans for many generations to come. It shows that our governments are too smart to fall for untested electronic shortcuts.

6. The Road Use Fee May Be a Pure VMT Fee

Although Section III of this report identifies eight features, only Section III’s Features 1 and 6 are likely to be implemented. This will fail to reward cars that are electric or get better mileage. It is better to not support road-use fees because what we are likely to get is a pure VMT fee.
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