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I. INTRODUCTION

Purpose of Regulation

Empioyer-based trip reduction rules adopted by air pollution contro)
districts require employers to take actions to reduce vehicle commute trips
by empioyees (e.g. by increasing employee ridesharing). State law enacted
in 1994 requires that districts which amend or adopt such rules allow
employers the option to pursue alternative stategies for reducing air
emissions as iong as the chosen option results in an equal or greater
emissions reduction benefit. (Health and Safety Code section 40717.5

(c)(3)).

In order to give employers credit for strategies that reduce air
pollution in ways other than reducing employee commute trips, a calculation
methodology is needed. The Air Resources Board (ARB) is required to adept a
caicuiation methodology for that purpose and has proposed & formula for
determining equivaiency. (Health and Safety Code section 40717.5 (d)). The
Tormula must be used by districis to calculate an emission reduction target
equivalent to meeting distirict trip reduction reguirements.

QBQEQI‘OUHQ

The California Clean Air Act, Healih and Safety Code section 40910
el. seq., requires air pollution ¢ontrol districts to adopt plans to achieve
and maintain state ambient air quality standards. The Act alsoc requires
districts to adopt transportation control measures to fthe extent necessary
to meet the attainment plan requirement (sections 40716, 40717, 40910,
40918(c), 40919(a) and (d), 40920(a) and (c), and 40920.5(a)). The
transporation control measures are to reduce growith in vehicie trips and
miles traveled, and to increase vehicle occupancy during commute periods.

To meet these requirements, a number of air districts have adopted empiover-
based trip reduction regulations and included these measures in iheir
attainment pians.

Employer-based trip reduction rules require major employers to
reduce air poliution emissions associated with the commute ftravel of their
employees by reducing drive-alone commute trips. The progress of these
programs is measured by the employment site's average vehicle ridership
(AVR) which is based on a survey of employees. An AVR goal is imposed by
the air district. If an empioyer fails fo meet the designated AVR goal, the
empioyer is generally required to increase trip reduction efforts.

The first employer-based trip reduction regulation was adopfed by
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1887. Since
then, three more local and regicnal air agencies (Ventura, San Francisco Bay
Area, and San Joaquin Valley) have adopted rules that require employers to
develop commute trip reduction pians. Other air districis have employer
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trip reduction rules with less extensive requirements (Shasta and Mohave
" Desert).

In recent years several changes have been made tc state law
requiring statewide consistency and flexibility in air district ridesharing
regulations. 1In 1992, AB 2783 (Sher) mandated that air districts allow
employers the option to use alternative strategies to achieve emission
reductions equal to the benefits of achieving emplioyer-based trip reduction
goals. Districts must provide for use of alternative strategies when
adopting or amending employer-based trip reduction rules. (Health and
safety Code section 40717.5(c)(3)). ' :

Alternative strategies are actions that reduce emissions by some
means other than reducing commute period work trips, and also, go beyond
those measures already included in regional air quality plans. Examples of
alternatives being considered are identification and repair of high emitting
vehicles, purchase of cleaner fueled buses, retrofit of cars and trucks to
operate with cleaner fuels, and scrappage of high emitting vehicles.

Several air districts already have regulations that allow the use of
~equivalent emissjon reducing strategies: Bay Area, San Joaguin Valley, and
South Coast. South Coast Rule 1501.1, which provides for alternatives, was
adopted by the South Coast District Board on April 14, 1995.

State law also requires congestion management agencies to adopt and
implement trip reduction programs. (Government Code section 65089(b)(3)).
These Jocal ordinances are expected to be consistent with air guality goals
for the area but also have additional congestion relief goals tc meet.
These local ordinances are not subject to the requirement for alternatives
that applies to air districts. However, the congestion management based
rules adopted tc date are less stringent than air district trip reduction
requirements. :

Need for Uniformity

Empioyers who do business in more than one air district would like
statewide consistency in implementation of trip reduction requirements. In
1993, AB 1336 (Gotch; Health and Safety Code section 39613) required the Air
Resources Board to establish a statewide technical working group to define
standard definitions for a number of terms relating to ridesharing
reguiations. The Board approved a set of definitons in June, 1994. Air
districts have been receptive to these standard definitions, and are tfaking
steps to incorporate them into existing rules.

Similarly, multi-site employers need a simple, standardized
caicuiation procedure to determine the level of emission reductions needed
to replace trip reduction programs. To this end, AB 2358 (Sher; Health and
Safety Code section 40717.8(d)) was passed in 1994, requiring the Air
Resources Board to provide a "calculation methodology" for determining a
level of emission reductions that would be equivalent tc achieving employer
AVR goals. The language in the law reads:
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"The state board, in consultation with the public, the regulated
community, and other interestied parties, shall develop, and adopt
in a public hearing, within six months of the enaciment of this
section, and periodically update, & calculation methedology which
shall be used by districts te determine emissions ecuivalency
pursuant to paragragh (3) of subdivision (¢). In developing the
formula, the state board shall take into account and consider any
suggestions made by these parties.” (Health and Safety Code
section 40717.5 (d); emphasis added).

A state adopted formula provides air districts and employers a
consistent way to calculate an emissien reduction goal for employers wno
wish to turn to alternatives to meei their employer-based tr1p reduction
obligations. ,

velo t o roposed ulatio

Deve1dpment of the emissions formula began two years ago. The
Tormula was released in June 1983 as pari of & more comprehensive guidance
document. ({Iransportation Performance Standards of the California Clean Air

-Act: Guidance Revisjon. 1993, Preliminary Draft, May, 1993). The larger
document was sent to air districts, congestion management agencies,

ransportation agencies, private industry, environmental organizations, and
other interested individuals. Two workshops were held: one in Sacramento
and one in the Los Angeles area. The response to the emissions formula was
positive and at least one district (Bay Area AQMD) has been using the
formula in conjunction with its rule.

After the passage of AB 2358, ihe proposed formula was circuiated to
& wide audience in January, 1985. Staff received roughly twenty responses
to the draft. The formula was revised to reflect comments. It has been
simplified but remains essentially unchanged from the 1993 version. In
February 1995, staff held & workshop on the simpiified version of the
formula in the Los Angeles area.

Subsequently, staff incorporated the formula into a proposed
reguiation. A workshop on the proposed regulation is scheduled for May 10,
1995. The proposed requlation is found in Appendix A of this staff report.

II. PROPOSED EMISSIONS FORMULA

The proposed emissions formula is based on four variables: average
daily peak period employees, average vehicle ridership (AVR) base, AVR goal,
and an annual commuie emission factor. More specifically, the employer-
based emissions reduction goal equals the product of three terms: 1) average
daily peak period employees, (2) the difference of the inverses of the AVR
base and the AVR goal, and (3) the annual commute emission factor for each
pollutant analyzed. The formula is written algebraically in Appendix A.



The proposed regulation inciudes the definitions the districts will
need in order to use the formula. One element of the formula--the average
daily peak period employees--is not defined in the proposed regulation.
Instead, the regulation references the definitions in district rules. The
regulation is designed this way in order to ensure that the formula can be
used in conjunction with air district rules. District rules contain
definitions that identify the number of peak period employees whose
associated vehicle trips must be reduced. This number is used in ARB's
emissions formula to set the emissions goal. Referencing district
definitions will not resuit in inconsistent uses of the formuls.

The proposed regulation allows the use of algebraic expressions of
the formula that give the same mathematical results. This approach was S
taken because the formula is already in pliace in some districts (expressed |
in @ different form).

The ARB would be required to provide emission facters to use in the
formula. The regulation requires ARB to provide district specific emission
factors and to perijodically update those factors. The factors amust be
provided to districts in a format that allows emission estimates to reflect
variabie trip lengths. The ARB will provide emission fTactors based on a
typicai commute vehicle fleef and peak period speed distributions and
temperatures, :

Once the proposed ARB regulation is adopted, the formula will be
binding on all districts that amend or adopt empioyer ~based trip reduction
regulations. It will not apply in districts with existing rules untii the
ruie is amended, due to the language in the statute.

III. DISCUSSION OF ISSUES

Staff was able to address the public comments by revising the
formula or the emission factors except for two issues: (1) what credit
shouid be given for specific alternative strategies and (2) a concern that
emission reductions based on AVR targets put an unrealistic burden on
employers.

Twe major gas companies reguesied that dedicated compressed natural

- gas (CNB) cars receive a greater credif than certification standards
estabiish and that the purchase of CNG cars should qualify as an alternative
strategy. One company expressed interest in emission credits for remcte
sensing and repair of gross poilut1ng vehicles.

These issues go beyond the scope of the proposed regulation, which
establishes an emissions formuila only. The formula provides a means of
establishing an emission reduction target as required by state law. It is
not intended to address how the target is achieved through the granting of
emission reduction credits for alternative strategies. The CNG strategy,
along with other alternatives, will be acceptable substitutions for trip
reduction programs provided the emission reductions are not already required
in regional air quality plans.



-Emission reduction credits are sought for a number of reasons.
Emission credits are needed to provide offsets for stationary source
growth, employer trip reduction programs, and emission reduction shortfalls
in regional air quality plans designed to improve air quality, among other
things. The Air Resources Board will continue its role of working with
Tocal air districts and the regulated community on how to quantify the
benefits of emission reduction strategies. '

The Santa Clara County Manufacturing Group raised the concern that
AVR targets are unrealistic and shouid not be mandatory. . They believe that
emission targets based on AVR tfargets put an unreasonable burden on
employers.

Local air district regulations estabiish AVR targets--not
this regulation. Thus, this issue is outside the scope of the
propesed requiation. The proposed regulation provides a fermuia for
translating the AVR targets into emission reduction targets. It does not
establish these targets. The districts are required by law to hoid public
hearings before adopting or amending their rules and regu]atﬁons, including
their empioyer-based trip reduction regulations. The public is encouraged
to present testimony on AVR goals and other issues at the district hearing.

Iv. ENVIRONMENTAL ‘AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS
nvi e 5

Staff have determined that adopting the propeosed new sections to
Title 13 of the California Code of Reguiations, propesed sections 2330,
2331, and 2332, would not result in significant adverse air gquality or other
environmental impacis. Adoption of the proposed regulation would enhance
the implemeniation of current air district employer-based trip reduction
reguiations, provide additional flexibility to affected parties, and would
not compromise the air quality benefits of the regulations. Thus, the
reguiation may have a beneficial impact on the environment.

onomicg cts

Staff have determined that adopting the proposed new sections to
Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, proposed sections 2330,
2331, and 2332, would not result in significant economic impacts. Adoption
of the proposed reguiation would provide additional flexibility to affected
parties which may reduce compliance costs. The proposed formula enables
empioyers to defermine an emissions goal to substituie for their AVR goal.
This allows emplioyers to meet their obligations with strategies other than
trip reduction programs and ito choose the most cost effective option. The
emissions approach provides flexibility, and imposes no new reguirements.



V. RECOMMENDATION

ARB staff recommend that tHe Board approve the propesed regulation

establishing a standardized emissions formula for determining the emission
penefits egual to achieving employer-based trip reduction goals.
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APPENDIX A: TEXT OF PROPOSED REGULATION



(b) The state board shall provide the districts with district-specific emission factors to be
used in the emissions equivalence formula and shall periodically update these
factors. The factors shall be in a format that allows for varying trip lengths.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 39600, 39601, 40717.5 (d), and 40916 (c), Health and Safety
Code. Reference: Sections 39613, 40717, 40717.1, 40717.5, 40916, 40918, 40919, 40920, 40920.5,

Health and Safety Code.



PROPOSED REGULATION ON EMISSIONS FORMULA
FOR EMPLOYER-BASED TRIP REDUCTIONS

Adopt new Section 2330, 2331, and 2332, Subchapter 8.5, Title 13, California Code of
Regulations, to read as follows:

Subchapter 8.5 EMISSIONS FORMULA FOR EMPLOYER-BASED TRIP
' REDUCTIONS

2330. Applicability. This subchapter shall be applicable to any air pollution control or air
quality management district which adopts or amends a rule or reguiation which
establishes employer-based trip reduction requirements.

2331.  Definitions. The following defintions shall apply to this subchapter:

(a) "AVR Base" is the average vehicle ridership based on the most recent survey of
employees at the site or an average value provided by the air district. Employers
shall have the option to choose either value.

(b) "AVR Goal" is the average vehicle ridership goal for a given year provided by the
air district or implementing agency.

() "Annual Commute Emission Factor" is the annual emission factor, expressed in
pounds per year, for a given year and pollutant based on a typical commute vehicie
fleet, peak period speed distributions and temperatures, and average commute trip
lengths for a given area.

2332. Emissions Formula. ,

(a) Air pollution control districts, air quality management districts, and employers
subject to air district empioyer-based trip reduction regulations shall use the
following emissions formula, or an algebraic expression of the formula which
produces the same mathematical resuits, to determine employer-based emissions
reduction goals equivalent to employer-based frip reduction goals:

Employer-Based Emissions Reduction Goal =

Average Daily i
k 1 1 Annual Commute
Peak Period Employees X - - X L. _
o AVR Base  AVR Goal Emission Factor
as defined in district rules :

Example: If peak employees equal 100, AVR Base is 1.2, AVR Goal is 1.5, and
Annual Commute Emission Factor for Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) in 1995 is 21
Ibs/year, then the Employer-Based Emissions Reduction Goal for ROG equais:

(100)x(—— : —:l-)X(Zl) = 336 Ibs/ year of ROG
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