Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process Phase III

Second Meeting:  Transportation and Land Use Working Group

Friday March 17, 2005 

Facilitator: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

Consultant: Dan Meszler, P.E., Meszler Engineering Services
Phase IV, Meeting #3: Draft Summary

21 people attended the meeting, which began at 9 am and ended at about 1:30 pm.

I.
Documents Distributed and Presented

Prior to Meeting:

1. Agenda

2. Draft Executive Order on Parking, Barry Schiller, Sierra Club

At the Meeting:

3. Overview of Pavley Requirements (powerpoint), Dan Meszler
4. Nonroad Mobile Source Issues (powerpoint), Dan Meszler
5. VEIA Package, Dan Meszler
6. Phase V Potential Transportation Issues, Dan Meszler
Presentations can also be viewed on the project Working Group website:  http://righg.raabassociates.org/grpstl.asp 
II.
Introductions and Overview

Dr. Raab reviewed the agenda and the goals for the day.  He also mentioned that within the last 24 hours the US Senate approved drilling in Arctic Wildlife Preserve and AAA announced that the avg. national gasoline price had just reached an all-time high of $2.055/gallon.

III. 
VMT Option: Pay-As-You-Drive Insurance

Ken Nails, Senior VP and General Council at AMICA insurance briefed the Working Group members on how passenger car insurance rates are set and offered some of his thoughts regarding the challenges of implementing a PAYD insurance approach in RI.

Some of the points he made follow:

· RI auto insurance at $653 million/year is small compared to national market of $154 billion.

· RI is already one of the lowest accident states due primarily to relatively small mileage per driver.

· There are only 3 domestic insurers (those with main office in RI), and 82% of autos are insured by foreign (out of state) insurers.

· Foreign insurers (out of state) can leave RI if impose stringent new insurance requirements.

· AMICA insures 1 of 10 vehicles in RI, and not looking to do more so as to maintain a diversified portfolio of policies.

· Insurance rates are grouped or binned, and cost based pricing is applied to each group based on the following risk factors:

· Young drivers higher risk than older drivers.

· Males higher risk than females (but difference narrowing)

· Urban car owners higher risk than rural

· Driver’s prior driving record

· Quality of miles (driving during rush hour worse than non-peak)

· Credit history (turns out All-State insurers discovered to be better predictor than driving record)

· Mileage (10% surcharge for those who drive to work but less than 10 miles, and 20% surcharge if over 10 miles).  Ken pointed out that people are not always honest about this but still must pay claim and don’t investigate whether were driving to work or not.

· Doesn’t know of studies that isolate miles driven from other factors to determine causality.

· AMICA’s rates are basically competitive with other insurers.

· Progressive Insurance is only insurer aware of who is testing using mileage for setting rates, and jury is still out if it’s more predictive that other factors.

· If other insurers start using mileage more directly in setting insurance rates and policies, than it would likely follow to remain competitive with other insurance companies, but would not likely lead.

Following Ken’s presentation, the following points were made during the discussion:

· Current insurance practices probably penalize urban dwellers, which works against other GHG policies to reduce sprawl.  Other policies and rate structures are also problematic in this regard, (e.g., inner city transit rates similar to long distance rates, urban areas subsidize rural natural gas infrastructure).  There was some discussion about whether auto insurance really discriminates against urban living as they charge more for urban living on one factor but also charges more for longer distance commuting on another factor.

· Not clear that RI insurers offer discount for individuals who commute via mass transit and have passes, like in MA.

· Need to be able to verify mileage driven.  MA reads odometers at annual inspections.  Some experimenting with on-board GPS systems and mileage loggers

There was some confusion as to what PAYD actually entails.  The misconception was that mileage would be used as the primary or sole risk factor used in setting rates.  Instead many of the proposals being discussed would still use multiple risk factors for determining the insurance revenue requirement of each group/bin, but then the revenue requirements would be assessed on a per mileage basis to incentivize driving less.

The Working Group members then discussed how they thought we should proceed with PAYD.  The Group agreed that it should continue to actively monitor progress on this issue both by other states and by individual insurers (e.g., GMAC and Progressive).  All but one of the Working Group members felt that Rhode Island, primarily because of its size, should not take the lead on this strategy but closely monitor for possible future implementation.  Some also felt that PAYD would be beneficial as part of an overall VMT reduction strategy, but not as a stand-alone approach.  One Working Group member, Barry Schiller of the Sierra Club, argued that we should continue to refine this option and keep it on the Table, as PAYD has some potential to help make urban living more competitive, and to help get the attention of the industry, which ultimately may come to see it is in their self-interest to try to reduce VMT in order to help reduce accidents. 
IV. VMT Option: Parking Subsidy Cash Out

Barry Schiller reviewed the draft Executive Order he had agreed to draft at the previous Working Group meeting that tries to implement a State Guide Plan recommendation that the state lead by example in improving commuting practices among its employees.  The Order would set up a Committee of statewide agencies to develop, publicize, and implement a Plan to give incentives to state employees to reduce vehicle miles in commuting to work.  It would include an offer of a RIPTA transit pass to employees who want that in lieu of parking privileges.

After some discussion, the Working Group agreed to send the draft Order to the named potential Committee members for comment, and to preview with the Governor’s Office to gauge their interest level.  If this can be done prior to April Stakeholder meeting than it can be discussed then, or otherwise would be moved for completion next year in Phase V.

V. VMT Option: Transit Oriented Development: Wickford Junction

George Johnson reported on the meeting in N. Kingston on the commuter rail stop in Wickford Junction.  The bottom line is that the site contiguous to rail stop was not well received by town as potential TOD site and it probably won’t happen there.  George said that they would be looking for other sites within a 10-mile radius of the site that might work as a TOD site, but still utilizing the Wickford rail stop.  

George did point out that both Cranston and E. Greenwich are interested in commuter rail stops primarily motivated by doing TOD.

The Working Group would like to have Statewide Planning present the state’s new land use plan including potential TOD sites, and commuter rail plans during Phase V.

VI. Vehicle Option: California’s Vehicle Emissions Standards for CO2 (Pavley Bill)

Dan Mesler used a powerpoint slideshow to describe California’s new standard, including its costs and benefits.  Dan explained that CA claims that the standards are cost-effective over the life of the vehicle.  He said that Rhode Island could save substantially more carbon then any other strategy in the GHP Plan if the standards were adopted here.  He also said that this will be challenged in courts by the auto manufacturers who claim that CA is preempted by federal law in adopting these regulations.  Auto manufacturers also claim that the costs would be far greater and the savings less than California maintains.

Following the presentation, the Group discussion including the following questions and points:

· PIRG has done an independent analysis on the benefits of adopting Pavley.  This was distributed, but there were insufficient copies for all present.

· Since RI recently adopted CA-LEV would it automatically have to also adopt Pavley under the Clean Air Act Amendments?  [Steve Majkut explained that it was not clear yet, but a potential analogy is some states have previously adopted CA-LEV without the ZEV piece.]

· Will costs decrease if more states adopt Pavley? [Dan Meszler said probably not since economies of scale are accounted for in the CA cost estimates]

· All 4 states that are pressing ahead with Pavley at the moment have Republican Governors (CA, NY, MA, and CT).  Matt Auten pointed out that NJ, VT, ME, WA, and MD are also considering and most of them have Democrat Governors.

· What types of technologies will the Pavley standards force?  [Dan Meszler explained that it would include several different types of technologies such as direct-injection gasoline engines that are currently available but not in widespread commercial use.]

· Preemption lawsuit will likely hinge on whether California is regulating “fuel economy” which is probably preempted or “emissions” which is not.

· Manufacturers are putting out more efficient vehicle options; however, if the fleet average doesn’t improve the new models do not produce overall carbon savings.

· Rhode Island (or any other state for that matter) would not be able to pursue this option in this manner if manufacturers are ultimately successful in their preemption claim.  However, RI could develop the rules and consider adopting by the end of 2005 to begin with model year 2009 as other states are doing.

· Rhode Island would likely adopt Pavley, if it were to do so, through a rulemaking process at DEM like it used for CA-LEV.

The Working Group members generally felt that this strategy was promising and should be evaluated further for potential rulemaking in 2005.  Furthermore, the Working Group felt that this should take priority over the VEIA in the short term, but that the VEIA should be held (and improved where possible) as a backup strategy (if RI doesn’t decide to move forward with Pavley or it’s preempted from doing so) and possible complementary strategy to Pavley.

With regard to further analysis and processing on implementing Pavley in Rhode Island, the members agreed that the following would be useful to do and present to the Stakeholder Group at its April meeting:

1. Further analyze the potential benefits and cost to Rhode Island.  Consider using higher gas prices than CA assumed.

2. Lay out the process of what it would take to actually adopt and implement Pavley in RI.  In doing this, look at how other states’ draft Pavley bills are structured.

3. Refine the analysis of GHG savings to RI to look at on apples-to-apples basis with other RI strategies in the Plan.

4. Analyze the loss in gas tax revenue associated with the adoption of Pavley.

5. At the Stakeholder meeting, have Dan Meszler present his powerpoint (updated with the above).  Plus invite auto manufacturers and UCS to provide their perspectives on the relative costs and savings of Pavley (but not on preemption which will be determined by the courts).

The Working Group members also asked to be invited to this part of the Stakeholder Group meeting so that they can hear the presentations and discussions.

VII. Vehicle Option: VEIA

Dan Meszler went through the powerpoint presentation put together to describe in lay person’s terms the current design of the VEIA draft legislation.

Dan was asked what percentage of RI purchases would receive a rebate or pay a fee compared to the 25%/75% split between available models.  Dan said he didn’t know this off the top of his head, but that the percentages could be produced using the Brown spreadsheet for 2002.  He reminded people, however, that if the program was effective the percentage of purchases in the top 25% of efficiency should increase.

One Working Group member asked whether the VEIA legislation would be introduced by this year by the RI GHG Stakeholder Group.  Dr. Raab responded that this isn’t the plan at this point, given the lack of consensus in the Group, and the interest in possibly pushing Pavley first.  However, the revised legislation and explanatory powerpoint are available if Ken Payne or particular legislators decide to reintroduce it.

VIII. Non-Road Vehicles and Equipment

Dan Meszler presented his powerpoint analysis on GHG emissions from non-road vehicles and equipment.  

DEM mentioned that there are federal standards for NOx for most of the non-road vehicles and equipment, except for aircraft, which is regulated internationally.  DEM also pointed out that some of the NOx standards could make GHG emissions worse off.

The Working Group decided that rail electrification (which Dan evaluated in some detail) did not appear to be a priority strategy given the potential savings.  The Group recommends that the non-road vehicle and equipment potential savings be included in an updated inventory for Rhode Island, and that RI monitor and consider piggybacking on actions taken by other states for these end uses, but that it not pursue them independently at this time given their relatively low 

emissions reductions .

IX. Phase V Priorities

Dan Meszler presented his powerpoint on potential TLU activities for Phase V.  The remaining Working Group members agreed that the following priorities should be recommended to the Stakeholder Group:

1).
Pavley-- Consider for RI

2) VEIA—Participate in regional discussions.  If Pavley goes forward, consider ways that VEIA can complement it.

3) PAYD—Bring in Progressive or other insurers considering PAYD.  Monitor MA and other states efforts.

4) Parking Cash Out  -- Finalize Executive Order.

5) TOD – Presentation by Statewide Planning

6) Non-Road Vehicles and Equipment – Include in inventory/baseline, monitor other states developments

7) Congestions management – unsure given that some congestion alleviation programs could actual increase VMT.

Because many Working Group members had left the meeting prior to this last discussion, remaining Members asked that this list be circulated for comment prior to forwarding to Stakeholder Group.

VI.
Next Steps/To Dos

· Send the Parking Subsidy Cash Out draft Executive Order to the named potential Committee members for comment, and to preview with the Governor’s Office to gauge their interest level – Janet Keller/Barry Schiller.   

· Present the state’s new land use plan including potential TOD sites, and commuter rail plans during Phase V –Statewide Planning 
· With regard to further analysis and processing on implementing Pavley in Rhode Island, the members agreed that the following would be useful to do and present to the Stakeholder Group at its April meeting:

1. Further analyze the potential benefits and cost to Rhode Island.  Consider using higher gas prices than CA assumed – Dan Meszler.

2. Lay out the process of what it would take to actually adopt and implement Pavley in RI.  In doing this, look at how other states’ draft Pavley bills are structured. –Dan Meszler and Steve Majkut

3. Refine the analysis of GHG savings to RI to look at on apples-to-apples basis with other RI strategies in the Plan--Dan Meszler

4. Analyze the impact on RI gas tax revenues.

5. Present updated powerpoint (incorporating the above 1-4) to the Stakeholders -- Dan Meszler.

6. Invite auto manufacturers and UCS to provide their perspectives on the relative costs and savings of Pavley (but not on preemption which will be determined by the courts)—Jonathan Raab

· Circulate Phase IV priority list among Working Group members for comment prior to forwarding to Stakeholder Group—Jonathan Raab
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