Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

First Transportation and Land Use Working Group Meeting

Tuesday, December 18, 2001

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

Consultant: Dr. Sudhir Chella Rajan, Tellus Institute

Meeting #1: Summary

25 people attended the meeting, which began at 8:30 and concluded at 1:30.

I.
Documents Distributed

Prior to Meeting:

1. Agenda

2. “Development of Options: Scoping Paper for the Working Group on Transportation and Land Use“, Tellus Institute, 11/26/01

At the Meeting:

1. Technical Annex to Scoping Paper

II.      Introduction and Administrative Issues

Dr. Raab went over the Agenda for the meeting.  He then reviewed the Goals, Objectives, Structure, and Sequencing of the RIGHG Process, and explained his role as Facilitator.  The Group then went over the schedule of meetings, the list of Stakeholders, and the Transportation and Land Use Working Group list.  

Dr. Raab explained the option of designating an alternate if a Working Group participant could not attend a meeting.  He also explained that if anyone wanted to join the Transportation and Land Use Working Group, the Stakeholder Group would have to be consulted (unless the person was an alternate or replacement for person already approved.)

Dr. Raab then went over the Groundrules, explaining that as the Stakeholder Group had already accepted them, the Groundrules are binding on all Working Group members.  There was a brief discussion regarding the use of the term “consensus” in the groundrules, and Dr. Raab clarified that “consensus” for the purposes of this process was being defined as unanimity, and that where there wasn’t unanimous support for a particular recommendation, it would be so noted.  There was also a discussion about representation.  Dr. Raab clarified that although the expectation in the Stakeholder group is that members will represent their organizations, working group members (many of whom have been selected for their expertise in the area) need not represent their organization (e.g., URI) but can represent themselves.

Dr. Raab provided the Group with a summary of the Stakeholder meetings thus far, and explained that the Working Groups are charged with recommending a prioritized list of options to the Stakeholder Group, who will look at the list and make decisions on what technologies, mechanisms, programs, and policies to include across all the Working Groups.  In the second phase of the RIGHG process, the Working Groups will work with the Stakeholders’ decisions, and come up with detailed Rhode Island specific actions in each approved area.  

Finally, Dr. Raab reminded the Group that all documents, contact information, meeting schedules, etc., are available online at www.raabassociates.org.

III.
Greenhouse Gas Science, Land Use and Transportation Sector Background and Baseline Forecast in Rhode Island 

Dr. Rajan gave a brief presentation on the greenhouse gas effect on climate, and went over the major findings from Tellus’ Baseline analysis, as well as the cost-of-saved carbon curves.  He also went over select figures and tables from the Tellus baseline study, showing the break-down of greenhouse gas emissions projected thru 2020 in RI Transportation sector.

One request by the Group during the presentation of the Baseline projection, was to provide the members with a break-down of the components of change (population growth, ownership, fleet mix, VMT growth/driver).

IV.
Overview and Discussion of Existing and Potential Technologies, Programs and Policies for Reducing Greenhouse Gas in Transportation and Land Use

Dr. Rajan than presented each of the transportation options in the Tellus Scoping paper.  Under each option, the Group discussed the assumptions including whether better data or assumptions were available; whether modifications to the program conceptualization were called for; and what other, related options Tellus and the Group might consider.  The Group ran out of time, before it could discuss in detail the sequestration related options; however, there was time for group members to make initial suggestions and recommendations based on their reading of the Scoping paper.

Below, we list the observations, suggestions, and recommendations by program/policy, and conclude with a listing of “other” options that Group was interested in seeing Tellus analyze.  The list includes things said by one or more individual, and shouldn’t be construed as consensus recommendations unless indicated.

1.1.1 Improved Café Standards

· Group recognized that Café standards could be a very useful tool in reducing GHG emissions, but that RI could not act unilaterally to set Café standards that are better suited for federal action.  However, there was a strong indication from Group that some actions should be recommended in this area, including:

1. A letter from Governor to Federal Gov’t in support of stronger Café standards.

2. Guidance to Congressional delegation on support for stronger Café standards.

3. Consideration and exploration of the possibility of regional Café standards.

Members of the Group also felt that there should be some consideration of co-benefits of Café standards, including reduced dependence on foreign oil.

1.1.2 State Incentives for Raising Average Fuel Efficiency Using Feebates

· Although there was significant interest in this program, group members also raised concerns about how this could be effectively designed.

· If more people buy efficient cars, how will state not lose revenue? [Tellus and others commented, that feebates would need to be adjusted periodically]

· Doesn’t this have to be done regionally to avoid folks buying less efficient cars elsewhere [It was suggested to have fees paid upon registration instead of as sales tax].

· There was a lot of discussion about Tellus’s assumption that will only save 10% of Café.  Some felt that it could be higher, others pointed out that it may have smaller impact since fleet sales and non-profit purchasers would likely be exempt, and the number of real people buying new cars maybe smaller than Tellus assumed.  Tellus agreed to provide the Group with references on the subject.  Tellus was also asked to take a closer look at RI sales data to determine distribution of purchasers.  [Note:  Apparently this data (sales disaggregated demographically) is not available in the public domain and may require a separate study.]

· Another program some asked to be examined is a weight or efficiency based annual registration program, to deal with existing cars.

1.2 Government Fleet Vehicle Efficiency

· State felt probably not a lot of room to do something at state level, since already federally-mandated to purchase 75% of all new vehicles as alternative fuel fleet vehicles.  These are all CNG vehicles, as hybrids don’t qualify.  Some pointed out that this requirement could force purchasing of larger vehicles and thereby take back much of savings.

· Others pointed out that federal requirements do not apply to municipal fleets and that something useful might be accomplished there.

2.1 Transit Oriented Development

· One challenge is that looking at suburban areas that don’t have a lot transit already, requires new transit investment.  Easier to do more in urban areas where there’s existing infrastructure.  Look at supporting job development where already have transportation.  Also, can look at enhancing transit to existing town centers.

· Whatever done in this area should dovetail w/other RI initiatives such as Smart Growth and Corridor Planning.

· Land use patterns don’t change quickly and these types of programs may have greater impact beyond 2020.

· Another concern is that this area requires substantial cooperation from local governments, as state doesn’t have a lot of leverage over local government once state plans are approved.

2.2   Expand Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure

· State already has a policy of 200 miles of bikepaths by 2020.

· Should have bike racks at work and bike lockers at bus stations.

· Should get employees to offer to reimburse mileage for bike use.

· Should look at ways to connect bike paths.

· Include positive health externality from bike riding.

2.3 Commuting Efficiency

· The Group agreed that HOV lanes probably did not make sense for Rhode Island because they don’t have the land or enforcement capability.  There was also a sense that these types of programs have not worked well elsewhere.

· There was more enthusiasm for other HOV related programs such as incentivizing carpooling and biking.  Some suggested expanding/enhancing employee benefits of free parking by creating greater incentives for carpooling/biking.

· Some suggested converting old rails for commuting.

· One suggestion was to give buses lights and sirens and a requirement that cars need to move aside as if ambulance or police car.

2.4 Reducing Commuting Trips

· Group members suggested adding flex-time, and shifting work start/end times as another option to reduce GHG emissions associated w/commuting.

· Some group members wondered if the take-back effect from workers using their car more locally for personal trips during the work day is factored in.

4.1 Promoting Smaller Autos

· Group generally agreed that there should not be a separate program here, but that it would be taken care of de facto with option 1.1.2 “State Incentives for Raising Average Fuel Efficiency Using Feebates”.  But some Group members felt a different program (than 1.1.2) might be warranted to promote really small vehicles.

· Group members mentioned that society needs to worry about safety as promote smaller autos.

· Apparently Bermuda requires downsized vehicles.

4.2 Increase the Gasoline Tax

· There was a general sense that even if this tax was made revenue neutral by reducing taxes elsewhere (e.g., income tax), that this would be unlikely to pass the Legislature.  (A group member also pointed out that if did pass revenue from the tax was unlikely to be used for transportation improvements, as RI is only state that doesn’t currently dedicate its gas tax to such activities).

· Could have disproportionately adverse impact on low-income.

· Not clear to the Group how Tellus derived a cost-of-saved carbon, if the option was revenue neutral and income taxes are decreased.

4.3 VMT-Based Insurance

· Group didn’t understand how the 110,000 tonnes of carbon was derived. [Note: Based on Litman(1997), referenced in the text, which assumes a 10% reduction in VMT from VMT-Based Insurance]

· Many in Group were skeptical that this could work, given other constraints for setting insurance (e.g., urban drivers that often drive less pay more due to higher theft/accident rates).

· Others wanted to know how it would be enforced, and how other states do it. [Note: Oregon and Texas legislation referenced in the text]

4.4 Fleet Fuel GHG Content Mandate

· Many felt that this could be counter-productive, that it would be better just to focus on carbon efficiency.  Members questioned how hard RI should push CNG as it might be an expensive way to go which could result in unintended negative consequences such as reducing bus service.  At the same time, it was pointed out that the states have put in a lot of infrastructure to support CNG, and none to support other fuels such as ethanol.

3.1-3.3.2 Land Use and Forestry Options

The Group ran out of time before it could go over in detail each of the programs/policies outlined in the Tellus scoping paper.  Nonetheless, Dr. Raab asked the Group to provide any initial feedback and suggestions based on their reading, so that Tellus could continue to work on these options prior to the next meeting.

· Many of forestry programs sound more like national focus than state level.

· DEM already looking at getting private landowners to make improvements in practices thru tax incentives.

· Sierra Club as an organization is much more skeptical and less supportive of sequestration type programs and policies.  It feels there’s less long-term certainty.

· Carbon sequestration has apparently increased already by 30% in the last 15-20 years, primarily from large tree growth.

Other Programs

One or more Group members suggested the following policy options to supplement or modify those posed in the Tellus Scoping paper:

· Weight or efficiency based annual registration feebate to deal w/existing car stock.

· Look at state policy to currently provide free parking for all state employees (but recognize that this is considered an employee benefit)

· Increase access and ridership on commuter rails (esp. in West Bay). [Look at latest studies.]

· Preferential parking for smaller vehicles.

· Ocean sequestration programs (anything can be done around RI waters to protect/increase ocean sequestration?)

· Increase consumption of locally produced food to reduce transportation energy to serve Rhode Island

· Program to address heavy duty vehicles – at minimum support RI advocating for national policies/programs

· Program to address smaller motors such as lawnmowers and outboard motors

· Promote sustainable wood to replace steel.

· Group members suggested adding flex-time, and shifting work start/end times as another option to reduce GHG emissions associated w/commuting.

· Program to buy old cars that are currently exempt from inspection/maintenance programs.

Other Non-Program Specific Comments

· Indicate for all programs where numbers came from, and level of uncertainty.

· On VMT, can we differentiate between short-trips and long trips?  This might lead us to different policies.

· Add information for all programs on when they start, and what the cumulative impact will be.

· Use the term negative costs instead of net benefits

· Get better data from State on various transportation issues [Contact, Rachel Ede, RIPTA]

VI.  Wrap-up/Next Steps

Put Scoping Paper Technical Annex on web—Tellus/Raab

Meeting summary—Raab

Consider all recommendations for changes and additional programs – Tellus/Raab

Memo before next meeting addressing issues brought up and helping to frame next meeting—Tellus/Raab

Agenda for next meeting—Raab


Get better data from State on various transportation issues [Contact, Rachel Ede, RIPTA--Tellus
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