Modifications to Transportation and Land-Use Scoping Paper


Modifications to the Scoping Paper for the Transportation and Land-Use Working Group

This table is based on input received from second working group meeting through March 3, 2002. The action taken is noted opposite each suggestion.

	Suggestion
	Action

	More transparency in how calculations were developed; post original spreadsheets on website
	Each option uses a different set of assumptions and linked spreadsheets that would be difficult to understand in their current form.  Rather than spend the time and effort at this juncture to make them so, Tellus is willing to provide the derivation of specific calculations that members may request.  However, since the same member who requested this was particularly interested in the rationale for obtaining options w/negative costs, Tellus has provided the details of one such option (fuel economy standards) for illustrative purposes.

	Consider registration-based feebates
	While this does indeed have the advantage of providing an annual “signal” to consumers, the amplitude of the signal is extremely weak (a small range around a fee amounting to say, $100 per year).  We ask that the group consider the practical effect this could have on purchasing behavior as opposed to a premium or rebate on the purchasing price that could be in the order of a couple of thousand dollars, which is what the feebate introduces.  We also ask that it consider that the annual administrative costs incurred by the former option could be comparable to those incurred one-time by the latter, with potentially greater benefits. 

We recognize that this suggestion was intended to find an instrument to address the fuel efficiencies of the entire fleet of existing vehicles, and to try and induce people to shift towards newer, more efficient ones.  It is important to remember, however, that the average fuel efficiencies of automobiles and light trucks (respectively) have remained virtually unchanged since around 1985.  This means that there would be little or no savings in discontinuing the use of older vehicles (from a GHG standpoint) unless there was also a way to guarantee or encourage purchasing of more efficient replacement models.  (This point is also relevant for the old vehicle scrappage idea.)

	Consider the relevance of neighborhood vehicles
	We have expanded the discussion on TOD to include DOT (Development-Oriented Transit) with some qualitative discussion on the possible role of neighborhood vehicles.  There is very scant information on costs related to this option, and to first order we assume no change in costs because of these refinements.

	Tax on heavy-duty vehicles, and feebate for heavy vehicles/trucks
	We have included discussion as a new option, but in the absence of new research not been able to quantify the impacts.

	Regional zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) initiative
	We have included discussion on ZEV mandates.

	Expand EPACT AFV to include all fleets
	While we had originally expected that this could be considered as a new option, we have proposed only the need to include private fleets in Option 1.2

	Increase the range of the feebate
	We don’t have sufficient information to measure the impacts of increasing the range beyond, say, 7-10% of sale price, although a larger feebate may well result in greater impact.  We have included a summary table on existing feebates in Europe and Canada.

	Explain why the open space cost appears negative, because it costs money to buy open space.  Determine whether entire GHG reduction for this option is incremental or includes savings from already planned State program.
	In the Scoping Paper, we indicated the costs as being “hard to quantify, driven by co-benefits,” but set them as “<0” only to be able to place the option (close to 0) on the scatter plot.  This was purely a judgment call on our part, since we believe that the sound land-use and conservation changes this option would produce would induce some net benefits, and could also dovetail nicely with the TOD/DOT option.

The carbon reduction estimate does not take into account existing planned acquisitions. In fact, upon reviewing the impacts of the Open Space protection program, we realize that this option would be hard-pressed to produce additional carbon benefits.  We propose that the existing program be continued and harmonized with other land-use policies, but that no new program or policy may be necessary.



	Look for numbers quantifying GHG benefits of commuter rail
	We have mentioned the importance of improving commuter trunk service but also emphasized that a hybrid light/commuter system will offer much better service to the poor, disadvantaged and minority riders than an infrequent peak-hour commuter rail system.  It was difficult to quantify the specific GHG benefits of commuter rail without extensive additional research.

	Look for numbers quantifying GHG benefits of barges as opposed to trucks, and add recommendation for broader regional study
	It was difficult to quantify the specific GHG benefits of barges without extensive additional research.

	Decouple speed limit enforcement sub-option from 1.1.2
	We have done this, with the caveat that the emissions benefit could be less than 10%.

	Include discussion on 

a) voluntary commitments by boat dealers to improve efficiency

b) opportunities for airport to improve ground equipment

c) potential for hybrids in stop and go trips
	In our judgment the % improvement in GHG emissions from all of these options is miniscule compared to other options under consideration, but worthy of mention in the discussion mainly for the purposes of public information concerning the variety of opportunities available.  These have been mentioned as promising strategies that need additional research.



	Review and incorporate suggested changes to text by George Johnson
	Has been done.
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