Rhode Island Greenhouse Gas Process

Third Meeting:  Transportation and Land Use Working Group

Thursday, April 25, 2002

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

Consultant: Dr. Sudhir Chella Rajan, Tellus Institute

Meeting #3: Summary

20 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:00am and concluded at 12:15pm.

I.
Documents Distributed

Prior to Meeting:

1. Agenda

2. Draft Memo from TLU Working Group to Stakeholders on option prioritization

3. Revised “Development of Options: Scoping Paper for the Working Group on Transportation and Land Use”, Tellus Institute, April 2002

4. Action Table detailing Tellus’ changes to the Scoping Paper since the last meeting

5. Sample Option Calculations Showing Tellus Methodology (CAFÉ), April, 2002

II.      Agenda Review

Dr. Raab went over the Agenda for the meeting and asked if there were any changes or corrections to the meeting summary from the last meeting.  There were none.  He then explained that this meeting was the last meeting scheduled for Phase I, and that the memo from the TLU Working Group to the Stakeholder group would be sent out to the Stakeholder Group soon after the end of this final meeting.  

III.
Review of Modifications to the Scoping Paper

Dr. Rajan then went through the modifications Tellus made to the Transportation and Land Use Working Group Scoping Paper in response to comments from group members.  He reviewed the action table detailing each comment and the changes Tellus made to the document in response.  In response to confusion about how negative cost numbers were achieved, Dr. Rajan described some of the rationale behind Tellus’ estimates on fuel economy standards, and walked the group through a spreadsheet that detailed Tellus’ calculations.
III.
Discussion and Clarification of Options

Dr. Raab then focused the Group on the non-consensus options remaining from TLU Meeting #2: the gas tax, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) based insurance, and open space protection.

It was immediately clear that no consensus had emerged on the gas tax question.  The Working Group decided not to list tallies of how many Group members felt one way or the other, but simply to note that a consensus was not achieved, and to suggest future study.

On registration-based feebates, there was a more in-depth conversation.  One group member observed that automobile registrations are bi-annual in Rhode Island, so the administration costs for a registration-based feebate might not be as high as Tellus estimated in the Scoping Paper.  It was also argued that a registration feebate might help to build a conservation ethic, as individuals would deal with it every two years as opposed to only when they purchase a vehicle.  There was some discussion about the relative merits of a registration feebate as opposed to a purchase feebate, particularly with regard to social justice issues.  Most members felt that the purchase feebate would be more effective and that a registration feebate should only be considered if the purchase feebate was not being actively pursued for implementation.

One member suggested that Option 1.2, Government-owned vehicle carbon efficiency, should be considered for all fleets, not just state-owned vehicles.  The Working Group agreed to add this suggestion as a note on the final Memo (for final wording, see Appendix A).

Another member observed that current open space bond initiatives expire in 2006, but they are currently in place, so option 3.1.2 should more appropriately refer to supporting a continuation of open space protection as opposed to advocating a new program.  The Group agreed to add a note to that effect.  There was also some discussion about how this option could have a negative CSC.  Tellus and others explained that other benefits of preserving open space could reduce the societal costs significantly.  Tellus concluded that it was difficult to determine whether those costs ultimately would be somewhat higher or lower than $0, and changed its determination from <$0 to around $0.

Another member commented that they felt that commuter rail and/or light rail is the most important element in the whole discussion, citing a statistic that 87% of RI homes are located within the Providence urban area.  Some members expressed disappointment that Tellus did not provide more analysis on the rail question, as it is a hot topic in other areas of the state government.  Another member felt that it was inappropriate to single out the rail issue for its benefits to lower income Rhode Islanders as all modes of transportation have impacts on low-income households.

Dr. Rajan clarified that the transit-oriented development (TOD) option dealt with the questions of light rail and commuter rail, but that it took a more comprehensive approach that focused on the broader issues.  Cars, buses, and trains are all considered in transit-oriented development.  The Group agreed to re-word the TOD option to allow for many of these broader considerations, but to clarify in a footnote that the calculations for CSC were not based on the full suite of transit enhancements.  Members also expressed a desire to see more RI-specific research on the topic.

The Group then spent some time talking about the airport and air-traffic related GHG emissions.  The Group achieved some greater clarity on how air-related emissions might be controlled, and several notes on that topic were suggested for the Memo to the Stakeholders.    These notes focused on improving the carbon efficiency of ground vehicles (air-side and land-side) at the airport and examining RI’s role in influencing aircraft emissions, particularly with regard to best management practices.

The issue of barges was also revisited, and members suggested that the benefits of increased barge use on GHG should be studied as soon as possible in phase II.  The group also suggested that a note be added to the memo focusing on small motors, and that Tellus should insert “carbon” before efficiency as appropriate in various places in the Scoping Paper.

III. 
Memo to the Stakeholder Group

After a short break, Dr. Raab went over the draft Memo from the Transportation and Land Use Working Group to the Stakeholder Group.  He explained that the Working Group could jointly edit the document on screen so as to reach a draft everyone could agree to.  The members agreed to go through the document in this manner so that further draft circulations would be unnecessary.

On the cover letter at the beginning of the Memo the description of the progress achieved during meeting #3 was revised, and a new “goals” paragraph was added to the letter, which reads:

“The options the Group recommends combine overarching goals of 1) increasing fuel efficiencies and converting to less carbon-intensive fuels; 2) reducing vehicle miles traveled by increasing location efficiency, increasing transit use, and reducing small trips and trip length; and 3) sequestration such as open space protection, reforesting, and agricultural conservation.”
Several options were re-numbered in the Memo to the Stakeholders because Tellus had re-organized and consolidated several options in the Scoping Paper.  For this reason references between old Scoping Papers on the final Memo to the Stakeholders might be confusing.

With regard to the gas tax, Option 1.3, the members were still unable to reach consensus on the wisdom of a tax increase and the appropriate size of an increase.  The Group did agree to note the need for more research, analysis and discussion to assess the gax tax question, and they detailed several specific areas that should be addressed in future analysis: elasticities, neighboring state effects, the advisability of state vs. federal taxes, and equity issues.  

The Group acknowledged the promise of VMT-based insurance, but only to recommend monitoring developments in this area and keep it open as a possibility.  Option 1.4 was kept in the unknown bin because of uncertainty about its potential.

With regard to Option 3.1.2, Open Space Protection, the Group agreed to re-word the option to read “Continuation of Open Space Protection,” and to move it to the high priority bin.  The Group also wanted to clarify that the saved carbon estimate presented in the Scoping Paper assumes the continuation of existing open space protection programs or comparable efforts through 2020.   The Group also agreed to lower the priority of Option 3.3.1, Conversion of Marginal Cropland to Forest, thereby eliminating the Medium Priority bin.

The Group’s recommendation that carbon efficiency standards should be applied to private fleets as well as government fleets (as detailed in Option 1.2) was also added to the Memo to the Stakeholders in the Notes section.

For Option 2.1, Transit Oriented Development, the Working Group agreed to expand the option’s description to read “Transit Oriented Development and Enhancing Transit Options and Operations” to better capture the complexity of all the issues underlying the transit question.  The Group was particularly concerned about the need to address upcoming resource limitations confronting RIPTA. The note included in the Memo recommends studying the creation of more aggressive implementation programs to relieve dependence on the automobile and provide greater public transit ridership.

The Group identified several additional options as potentially beneficial, but noted that they were not analyzed due to time and budget constraints.  The Working Group agreed to recommend to the Stakeholders that these options should be examined and monitored going forward:

· Impact of commuter rail/light rail and its potential electrification

· Improving the carbon efficiency of ground vehicles (air-side and land-side) at the airport

· Assess the current state of aircraft emissions and RI’s role in influencing it (including best management practices)

· Role of barging in the transportation system

· Taxing heavy duty vehicles

· Small engines (offroad and utility engines, including lawnmowers, boats, snowmobiles, and snowblowers)

· Location efficient mortgages

· Study the carbon impact of reallocating transportation resources from new lane miles to preserving and enhancing the transportation infrastructure

The final memo to the Stakeholder Group from the TLU Working Group appears in Appendix A to this meeting summary.

V. Wrap Up / Next Meeting

The Group then briefly discussed Phase II of the RIGHG process.  One of the big issues for structuring Phase II is whether we will develop implementation strategies for all optiors or detailed implementation plans only for certain key options 

Dr. Raab then thanked the participants for all their hard work, and expressed a desire to see the TLU Work Group participants again in Phase II of the Process.

To Do:

· Prepare meeting summary – Raab

· Forward TLU Memo to Stakeholder Group to the Stakeholders – Raab

· Prepare final Scoping Paper with no redlines – Rajan 

Appendix A:

REPORT TO STAKEHOLDERS FROM TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE WORKING GROUP

Date:
April 25, 2002

To:
RI GHG Stakeholder Group

From:
Transportation and Land Use Working Group

Re:
Recommendations on Transportation and Land Use GHG Reduction Options

The purpose of this memo is to report back to the Stakeholder Group on the work completed by the Transportation and Land Use Working Group with respect to prioritizing potential greenhouse gas reduction options related to transportation and land use in Rhode Island.

The Group met three times – on December 18th, February 14th, and April 25th.  During the first meeting, the Group reviewed a scoping paper by Tellus Institute on a range of potential options.  At that meeting, the Group suggested additional options, proposed modifications to options suggested by Tellus, and reviewed and commented on a range of methodological and assumption issues.  During the second meeting, the Group reviewed additions and changes suggested by Tellus as a result of further inquiries.  The Group also prioritized the options into three bins (high, medium, and low), and reached a consensus on the placement of all the options except for option 1.3, which focuses on increasing the gasoline tax.  The Group also agreed to further research but not bin an option pertaining to VMT-based insurance premium structures. The Group spent the 3rd meeting discussing the unresolved option and reviewing this draft memo.

The options the Group recommends combine overarching goals of 1) increasing fuel efficiencies and converting to less carbon-intensive fuels; 2) reducing vehicle miles traveled by increasing location efficiency, increasing transit use, and reducing small trips and trip length; and 3) sequestration such as open space protection, reforesting, and agricultural conservation.

The Group Members concur with the Group’s findings and recommendations as portrayed in this memo including the attached table that describes how far the Group has gotten in analyzing and prioritizing options.  Table 1 portrays the Group’s recommendations to the Stakeholder Group together with the clarifying notes following the Table.  To learn more about any of these options, the Group refers the Stakeholders to Tellus’s Revised Scoping Paper.  All documents are available on the projects web area at http://righg.raabassociates.org.  

We are also attaching as Table 2 the Transportation and Land Use Roster and attendance information.

We hope that this information is helpful to the Stakeholder Group in its deliberations and we look forward to further assisting the Group and the State of Rhode Island during Phase II of this project.
Table 1:

Binning from Transportation and Land Use

Consensus Recommendation Options

	Number
	Name
	Saved Carbon

	CSC

	High Priority

	1.1.1
	National CAFÉ standards
	250
	-300

	3.1.1
	Urban/Suburban Forestry
	<120
	~0

	3.1.2
	Continuation of Open Space Protection
	60
	~0

	1.1.2
	Fuel economy improvements, using local initiatives
	25
	-300

	2.1
	Transit oriented development and enhancing transit options and operations

	19
	-500

	2.2
	Expand bicycle and pedestrian infrastructures
	19
	-500

	2.3
	Commuting efficiency
	19
	-500

	2.4
	Reducing commuting trips
	18
	-500

	1.2
	Government-owned vehicle carbon efficiency
	<2.5
	-300

	Low Priority

	3.3.1
	Conversion of Marginal Cropland to Forest 
	40
	25

	4.2
	Fleet fuel GHG content mandate
	40
	100

	3.3.2
	Conversion of Marginal Cropland to Wetlands
	<1.5
	25

	3.3.4
	Low Input Agriculture and Improved Cropping Systems
	.4
	2-6

	3.2
	Forest management
	NRA
	0-40


	Agreed to Research but Not to Bin Now

	1.4
	Create VMT-based insurance premium structures
	110
	<0


	Non-Consensus Option

	1.3
	Increase the gasoline tax
	160
	0


Notes for Table 1: Binning from Transportation & Land Use Working Group

1) For Option 1.3, Increase the Gas Tax, the members were unable to reach consensus due to significant disagreement about the wisdom and feasibility of a gas tax and its placement in the bins.  The group discussed several options, including putting it in “high” with clearly expressed uncertainty or “low” because of the political and social barriers.  The Group did agree on a need for more research, analysis and discussion to assess this option, including elasticities, neighboring state effects, the advisability of state vs. federal taxes, and equity issues.  

2) For Option 1.4, Create VMT-Based Insurance Premium Structures, the Group acknowledged that the idea is potentially promising, but the participants felt that RI should not be the first to implement such a program.  The Group agreed to recommend monitoring developments in this area and keep it open as a possibility, but for now the decision was to move 1.4 to the unknown area because of uncertainty about its potential.

3) For Option 3.1.2, Continuation of Open Space Protection, the Group clarified that this saved carbon estimate assumes the continuation of existing open space protection programs or comparable efforts through 2020.

4) For Option 1.1.1, National CAFÉ Standards, the group agreed that the bigger the region covered by CAFÉ standards the better and that the Group’s clear preference is to focus Rhode Island’s efforts on supporting the establishment of a more efficient national standard.  If establishment of a more efficient national standard isn’t immediately forthcoming, however, the Group agreed that RI should look at the viability of a regional standard, but that a Rhode Island only standard does not really make sense.    

5) For Option 1.2, Government-Owned Vehicle Carbon Efficiency, the option on the table deals only with government fleets, but the Group agrees that these standards should also be applied to private fleets.

6) For Option 2.1, Transit Oriented Development and Enhancing Transit Options and Operations, the members acknowledge the relationship of transit oriented development and increased non-automobile transit opportunities, and recommend studying the creation of more aggressive implementation programs to relieve dependence on the automobile and provide greater public transit ridership.

7) Other Options
The following additional options were identified as potentially beneficial options in this area, but were not analyzed due to time and budget constraints.  They should be examined going forward.

· Impact of commuter rail/light rail and its potential electrification

· Improving the carbon efficiency of ground vehicles (air-side and land-side) at the airport

· Assess the current state of aircraft emissions and RI’s role in influencing it (including best management practices)

· Role of barging in the transportation system

· Taxing heavy duty vehicles

· Small engines (offroad and utility engines, including lawnmowers, boats, snowmobiles, and snowblowers)

· Location efficient mortgages

· Study the carbon impact of reallocating transportation resources from new lane miles to preserving and enhancing the transportation infrastructure

Table 2:

	Transportation and Land Use Working Group Sign-in List
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	12/18
	2/14
	4/25

	Diane
	Badorek
	RI Dept. of Transportation
	x
	x
	

	Sue
	Barker
	East Coast Greenway Alliance
	x
	x
	

	Lenette
	Boiselle
	RI Petroleum Institute
	 
	x
	

	Clark
	Collins
	APA
	x
	 
	

	Rachel
	Ede
	RIPTA
	x
	x
	x

	Craig
	Estes
	RI Builders Association
	x
	 
	x

	Bill
	Ferguson
	Dept. of Adminstration
	x
	 
	

	Diane
	Geaber
	New England Gas
	 
	x
	x

	Michael
	Geisser
	Alliance Environmental Group
	x
	 
	

	Topher
	Hamblett
	Save The Bay
	x
	x
	

	Tim
	Howe
	RISEO
	x
	x
	x

	George
	Johnson
	Statewide Planning
	x
	x
	x

	Alicia
	Karpick
	Sierra Club
	x
	 
	

	Karina
	Lutz
	Northeast Sustainable Energy Association
	 
	x
	x

	Steve
	Majkut
	RIDEM- Air Resources
	x
	x
	x

	Jennifer
	McCann
	URI/RISea Grant/CRC
	x
	 
	x

	Janice
	McClanaghan
	RI State Energy Office
	x
	 
	x

	Dave
	Moniz
	New England Gas Company
	x
	 
	

	Bob
	Murray
	AAA Public Affairs
	x
	x
	

	Barry
	Schiller
	Sierra Club Transportation Chair
	x
	x
	x

	Rob
	Thompson
	URI Community Planning/LS Arch.
	x
	 
	

	Harold
	Ward
	Brown University
	x
	 
	x

	Roger
	Warren
	RI Builders Association
	x
	x
	x

	Kelly
	Woodward
	Aquidneck Island Planning Commission
	x
	 
	x

	Jim
	Zisiades
	RI Airport Corporation
	x
	x
	x

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Others
	
	
	12/18
	2/14
	4/25

	Tom
	Dupree
	DEM/DFE
	x
	 
	

	Karen
	Knee
	Brown University
	x
	 
	

	Don
	Pryor
	NOAA
	 
	
	x



� Options are sorted by saved carbon potential within each bin.


� Estimates of thousands of tonnes in 2020


� The carbon savings and CSC are based on the TOD option in the Scoping Paper, which does not include additional savings and costs associated with transit enhancements.
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