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e Low Range % VMT Reduction (low density suburb and 20% eligible) = 5% * 20%
=1%
e High Range % VMT Reduction (urban and 100% eligible) = 15% * 1 = 15%

Preferred Literature:
e 5—15% reduction of commute VMT

The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Encyclopedia notes that because
rideshare passengers tend to have relatively long commutes, mileage reductions can be
relatively large with rideshare. If ridesharing reduces 5% of commute trips it may reduce
10% of vehicle miles because the trips that are reduced are twice as long as average.
Rideshare programs can reduce up to 8.3% of commute VMT, up to 3.6% of total
regional VMT, and up to 1.8% of regional vehicle trips (Apogee, 1994; TDM Resource
Center, 1996). Another study notes that ridesharing programs typically attract 5-15% of
commute trips if they offer only information and encouragement, and 10-30% if they
also offer financial incentives such as parking cash out or vanpool subsidies (York and
Fabricatore, 2001).

Alternative Literature:
e Up to 1% reduction in VMT (if combined with two other strategies)

Per the Nelson\Nygaard report [2], ride-sharing would fall under the category of a minor
TDM program strategy. The report allows a 1% reduction in VMT for projects with at
least three minor strategies.

Alternative Literature References:

[2] Nelson\Nygaard, 2005. Crediting Low-Traffic Developments (p.12).
http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/transportation/documents/TripGenerationAn
alysisUsingURBEMIS.pdf

Criteron Planner/Engineers and Fehr & Peers Associates (2001). Index 4D
Method. A Quick-Response Method of Estimating Travel Impacts from
Land-Use Changes. Technical Memorandum prepared for US EPA,
October 2001.

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.4 Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program

Range of Effectiveness: 0.3 — 20.0% commute vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction
and therefore a 0.3 — 20.0% reduction in commute trip GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

This project will provide subsidized/discounted daily or monthly public transit passes.
The project may also provide free transfers between all shuttles and transit to
participants. These passes can be partially or wholly subsidized by the employer,
school, or development. Many entities use revenue from parking to offset the cost of
such a project.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban context
e Negligible in a rural context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, industrial, and mixed-use projects

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

CO; = VMT x EFynning

Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage of project employees eligible
e Transit subsidy amount
e Location of project site: low density suburb, suburban center, or urban location

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction=A*B*C
Where

A = % reduction in commute vehicle trips (VT) (from [1])

]
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B = % employees eligible
C = Adjustment from commute VT to commute VMT

Detail:
° A:
Daily Transit Subsidy
$0.75 | $1.49 | $2.98 | $5.96

Worksite Setting % Reduction in Commute VT

Low density suburb 1.5% 3.3% 7.9% 20.0%*
Suburban center 3.4% 7.3% 16.4% 20.0%*
Urban location 6.2% 12.9% 20.0%* | 20.0%*
* Discounts greater than 20% will be capped, as they exceed levels recommended
by TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 and other literature.

° C: 1.0 (see Appendix C for detail)

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] Nelson\Nygaard, 2010. City of Santa Monica Land Use and Circulation Element EIR
Report, Appendix — Santa Monica Luce Trip Reduction Impacts Analysis (p.401).

[2] Nelson\Nygaard used the following literature sources: VTPI, Todd Litman,
Transportation Elasticities, http.//www.vtpi.org/elasticities.pdf. Comsis
Corporation (1993), Implementing Effective Travel Demand Management
Measures: Inventory of Measures and Synthesis of Experience, USDOT and
Institute of Transportation Engineers (www.ite.org);
www.bts.gov/nt/DOCS/474.html.

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions™
CO.e 0.3 - 20% of running
PM 0.3 - 20% of running
CO 0.3 - 20% of running
NOx 0.3 - 20% of running
SO, 0.3 - 20% of running
ROG 0. 18 - 12% of total

* The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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Discussion:

This strategy is often part of a Commute Trip Reduction (CTR), another strategy
documented separately (see TRT-1 and TRT-2). The Project Applicant should take care
not to double count the impacts.

The literature evaluates this strategy in relation to the employer, but keep in mind that
this strategy can also be implemented by a school or the development as a whole.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction ($0.75, low density suburb, 20% eligible) = 1.5% *
20% = 0.3%

e High Range % VMT Reduction ($5.96, urban, 100% eligible) = 20% * 100% =
20%

Preferred Literature:

Commute Vehicle Trip Reduction Daily Transit Subsidy
Worksite Setting $0.75 $1.49 $2.98 $5.96
Low density suburb, rideshare oriented 0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 1.9%
Low density suburb, mode neutral 1.5% 3.3% 7.9% 21.7%*
Low density suburb, transit oriented 2.0% 4.2% 9.9% 23.2%*
Activity center, rideshare oriented 1.1% 2.4% 5.8% 16.5%
Activity center, mode neutral 3.4% 7.3% 16.4% 38.7%*
Activity center, transit oriented 5.2% 10.9% 23.5%* | 49.7%*
Regional CBD/Corridor, rideshare oriented 2.2% 4.7% 10.9% 28.3%*
Regional CBD/Corridor, mode neutral 6.2% 12.9% 26.9%* | 54.3%*
Regional CBD/Corridor, transit oriented 9.1% 18.1% 35.5%* | 64.0%*

* Discounts greater than 20% will be capped, as they exceed levels recommended by
TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 and other literature.

Nelson\Nygaard (2010) updated a commute trip reduction table from VTPI
Transportation Elasticities to account for inflation since the data was compiled. Data
regarding commute vehicle trip reductions was originally from a study conducted by
Comsis Corporation and the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

Alternative Literature:
Alternate:
e 2.4-30.4% commute vehicle trip reduction (VTR)
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TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 [2] indicates transit subsidies in areas with good transit and
restricted parking have a commute VTR of 30.4%; good transit but free parking, a
commute VTR of 7.6%; free parking and limited transit 2.4%. Programs with transit
subsidies have an average commute VTR of 20.6% compared with an average
commute VTR of 13.1% for sites with non-transit fare subsidies.

Alternate:
e 0.03-0.12% annual greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction

Moving Cooler [3] assumed price elasticities of -0.15, -0.2, and -0.3 for lower fares 25%,
33%, and 50%, respectively. Moving Cooler assumes average vehicle occupancy of
1.43 and a VMT/trip of 5.12.

Alternative Literature References:

[2] Pratt, Dick. Personal Communication Regarding the Draft of TCRP 95 Traveler
Response to Transportation System Changes — Chapter 19 Employer and
Institutional TDM Strategies.

[3] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for
Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for the
Urban Land Institute. (Table D.3)
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler_Appendix%
20B_Effectiveness 102209.pdf

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.5 Provide End of Trip Facilities
Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see TRT-1 through TRT-3)

Measure Description:

Non-residential projects will provide "end-of-trip" facilities for bicycle riders including
showers, secure bicycle lockers, and changing spaces. End-of-trip facilities encourage
the use of bicycling as a viable form of travel to destinations, especially to work. End-of-
trip facilities provide the added convenience and security needed to encourage bicycle
commuting.

End-of-trip facilities have minimal impacts when implemented alone. This strategy’s
effectiveness in reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) depends heavily on the suite of
other transit, pedestrian/bicycle, and demand management measures offered. End-of-
trip facilities should be grouped with Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Programs (TRT-1
through TRT-2).

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban, and rural context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, industrial, and mixed-use projects

Alternative Literature:
Alternate:

e 22% increase in bicycle mode share

The bicycle study documents a multivariate analysis of UK National Travel Survey
(Wardman et al. 2007) which found significant impacts on bicycling to work. Compared
to base bicycle mode share of 5.8% for work trips, outdoor parking would raise the
share to 6.3%, indoor secure parking to 6.6%, and indoor parking plus showers to 7.1%.
This results in an estimate 22% increase in bicycle mode share ((7.1%-5.8%)/5.8% =
22%). This suggests that such end of trip facilities have an important impact on the
decision to bicycle to work. However, these effects represent reductions in VMT no
greater than 0.02% (see Appendix C for calculation detail).

Alternate:
e 2 -5% reduction in commute vehicle trips

The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Encyclopedia, citing Ewing (1993),
documents Sacramento’s TDM ordinance. The City allows developers to claim trip
reduction credits for worksite showers and lockers of 5% in central business districts,
2% within 660 feet of a transit station, and 2% elsewhere.
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Alternate:
e 0.625% reduction in VMT

The Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP) Guidebook attributes a 1% to 5% reduction
associated with the use of bicycles, which reflects the assumption that their use is
typically for shorter trips. Based on the CCAP Guidebook, a 2.5% reduction is
allocated for all bicycle-related measures and a 1/4 of that for this measure alone. (This
information is based on a TIAX review for SMAQMD).

Alternative Literature References:

[1] Pucher J., Dill, J., and Handy, S. Infrastructure, Programs and Policies to Increase
Bicycling: An International Review. February 2010. (Table 2, pg. S111)
http://policy.rutgers.edu/faculty/pucher/Pucher Dill Handy10.pdf

[2] Victoria Transportation Policy Institute (VTPI). TDM Encyclopedia,
http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm9.htm; accessed 3/4/2010; last update 1/25/2010).
VTPI citing: Reid Ewing (1993), “TDM, Growth Management, and the Other Four
Out of Five Trips,” Transportation Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3, Summer 1993, pp.
343-366.

[3] Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP), CCAP Transportation Emission Guidebook.
http://www.ccap.org/safe/quidebook/guide complete.html; TIAX Results of 2005
Literature Search Conducted by TIAX on behalf of SMAQMD

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.6 Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules

Range of Effectiveness: 0.07 — 5.50% commute vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
reduction and therefore 0.07 — 5.50% reduction in commute trip GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

Encouraging telecommuting and alternative work schedules reduces the number of
commute trips and therefore VMT traveled by employees. Alternative work schedules
could take the form of staggered starting times, flexible schedules, or compressed work
weeks.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban, and rural context
e Appropriate for retail, office, industrial, and mixed-use projects

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

C02 = VMT X EFrunning
Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage of employees participating (1 — 25%)
e Strategy implemented: 9-day/80-hour work week, 4-day/40-hour work week, or
1.5 days of telecommuting

Mitigation Method:
% Commute VMT Reduction = Commute
Where
Commute = % reduction in commute VMT (See table below)
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Employee Participation
1% | 3% | 5% | 10% | 25%
% Reduction in Commute VMT

9-day/80-hour work week 0.07% 0.21% | 0.35% | 0.70% 1.75%
4-day/40-hour work week 0.15% 0.45% | 0.75% | 1.50% 3.75%

telecommuting 1.5 days 0.22% 0.66% | 1.10% | 2.20% 5.5%

Source: Moving Cooler Technical Appendices, Fehr & Peers
Notes: The percentages from Moving Cooler incorporate a discount of 25% for rebound
effects. The percentages beyond 1% employee participation are linearly extrapolated.

Assumptions:

Data based upon the following references:

[1] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies
for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for the
Urban Land Institute. (p. B-54)

http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler Appendix%20B Ef
fectiveness 102209.pdf

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions®’
CO.e 0.07 — 5.50% of running
PM 0.07 — 5.50% of running
CO 0.07 — 5.50% of running
NOx 0.07 — 5.50% of running
SO, 0.07 — 5.50% of running
ROG 0.04 — 3.3% of total
Discussion:

This strategy is often part of a Commute Trip Reduction Program, another strategy
documented separately (see TRT-1 and TRT-2). The Project Applicant should take
care not to double count the impacts.

The employee participation rate should be capped at a maximum of 25%. Moving
Cooler [1] notes that roughly 50% of a typical workforce could participate in alternative

. % The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual
value will be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG
emissions have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on
a statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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work schedules (based on job requirements) and roughly 50% of those would choose to
participate.

The 25% discount for rebound effects is maintained to provide a conservative estimate
and support the literature results. The project may consider removing this discount from
their calculations if deemed appropriate.

Example:
N/A — no calculations are needed.

Preferred Literature:
e 0.07% - 0.22% reduction in commuting VMT

Moving Cooler [1] estimates that if 1% of employees were to participate in a 9 day/80
hour compressed work week, commuting VMT would be reduced by 0.07%. If 1% of
employees were to participate in a 4 day/40 hour compressed work week, commuting
VMT would reduce by 0.15%; and 1% of employees participating in telecommuting 1.5
days per week would reduce commuting VMT by 0.22%. These percentages
incorporate a discounting of 25% to account for rebound effects (i.e., travel for other
purposes during the day while not at the work site). The percentages beyond 1%
employee participation are linearly extrapolated (see table above).

Alternative Literature:
Alternate:

e 9-10% reduction in VMT for participating employees

As documented in TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 [2], a Denver federal employer’'s
implementation of compressed work week resulted in a 14-15% reduction in VMT for
participating employees. This is equivalent to the 0.15% reduction for each 1%
participation cited in the preferred literature above. In the Denver example, there was a
65% participation rate out of a total of 9,000 employees. TCRP 95 states that the
compressed work week experiment has no adverse effect on ride-sharing or transit use.
Flexible hours have been shown to work best in the presence of medium or low transit
availability.

Alternate:

e 0.5 vehicle trips reduced per employee per week
e 13 -20 VMT reduced per employee per week
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As documented in TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 [2], a study of compressed work week for
2,600 Southern California employees resulted in an average reduction of 0.5 trips per
week (per participating employee). Participating employees also reduced their VMT by
13-20 miles per week. This translates to a reduction of between 5% and 10% in
commute VMT, and so is lower than the 15% reduction cited for Denver government
employees.

Alternative Literature References:

[2] Pratt, Dick. Personal Communication Regarding the Draft of TCRP 95 Traveler
Response to Transportation System Changes — Chapter 19 Employer and
Institutional TDM Strategies.

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.7 Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing

Range of Effectiveness: 0.8 — 4.0% commute vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction
and therefore 0.8 — 4.0% reduction in commute trip GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

The project will implement marketing strategies to reduce commute trips. Information
sharing and marketing are important components to successful commute trip reduction
strategies. Implementing commute trip reduction strategies without a complementary
marketing strategy will result in lower VMT reductions. Marketing strategies may
include:

e New employee orientation of trip reduction and alternative mode options
e Event promotions
e Publications

CTR marketing is often part of a CTR program, voluntary or mandatory. CTR marketing
is discussed separately here to emphasis the importance of not only providing
employees with the options and monetary incentives to use alternative forms of
transportation, but to clearly and deliberately promote and educate employees of the
various options. This will greatly improve the impact of the implemented trip reduction
strategies.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban context
e Negligible in a rural context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, industrial and mixed-use projects

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

C02 = VMT X EFrunning
Where:

VMT = vehicle miles traveled
EFunning = emission factor for running emissions
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Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage of project employees eligible (i.e. percentage of employers choosing
to participate)

Mitigation Method:
% Commute VMT Reduction=A*B*C
Where

A = % reduction in commute vehicle trips (from [1])
B = % employees eligible
C = Adjustment from commute VT to commute VMT

Detail:
o A:4% (per[1])
e C: 1.0 (see Appendix C for detail)

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] Pratt, Dick. Personal communication regarding the Draft of TCRP 95 Traveler
Response to Transportation System Changes — Chapter 19 Employer and
Institutional TDM Strategies. Transit Cooperative Research Program.

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions®’
CO.e 0.8 — 4.0% of running
PM 0.8 — 4.0% of running
CO 0.8 — 4.0% of running
NOx 0.8 — 4.0% of running
SO, 0.8 — 4.0% of running
ROG 0.5 —-2.4% of total

" The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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Discussion:

The effectiveness of commute trip reduction marketing in reducing VMT depends on
which commute reduction strategies are being promoted. The effectiveness levels
provided below should only be applied if other programs are offered concurrently, and
represent the total effectiveness of the full suite of measures.

This strategy is often part of a CTR Program, another strategy documented separately
(see strategy T# E1). Take care not to double count the impacts.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (20% eligible) = 4% * 20% = 0.8%
e High Range % VMT Reduction (100% eligible) = 4% * 100% = 4.0%

Preferred Literature:
e 4-5% commute vehicle trips reduced with full-scale employer support

TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 notes the average empirically-based estimate of reductions
in vehicle trips for full-scale, site-specific employer support programs alone is 4-5%.
This effectiveness assumes there are alternative commute modes available which have
on-going employer support. For a program to receive credit for such outreach and
marketing efforts, it should contain guarantees that the program will be maintained
permanently, with promotional events delivered regularly and with routine performance
monitoring.

Alternative Literature:

e 5-15% reduction in commute vehicle trips
e 3% increase in effectiveness of marketed transportation demand management
(TDM) strategies

VTPI [2] notes that providing information on alternative travel modes by employers was
one of the most important factors contributing to mode shifting. One study
(Shadoff,1993) estimates that marketing increases the effectiveness of other TDM
strategies by up to 3%. Given adequate resources, marketing programs may reduce
vehicle trips by 5-15%. The 5 — 15% range comes from a variety of case studies across
the world. U.S. specific case studies include: 9% reduction in vehicle trips with
TravelSmart in Portland (12% reduction in VMT), 4-8% reduction in vehicle trips from
four cities with individualized marketing pilot projects from the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA). Averaged across the four pilot projects, there was a 6.75%
reduction in VMT.
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Alternative Literature References:

[2] VTPI, TDM Encyclopedia — TDM Marketing; http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm23.htm;
accessed 3/5/2010. Table 7 (citing FTA, 2006)

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.8 Implement Preferential Parking Permit Program
Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see TRT-1 through TRT-3)

Measure Description:

The project will provide preferential parking in convenient locations (such as near public
transportation or building front doors) in terms of free or reduced parking fees, priority
parking, or reserved parking for commuters who carpool, vanpool, ride-share or use
alternatively fueled vehicles. The project will provide wide parking spaces to
accommodate vanpool vehicles.

The impact of preferential parking permit programs has not been quantified by the
literature and is likely to have negligible impacts when implemented alone. This
strategy should be grouped with Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) Programs (TRT-1 and
TRT-2) as a complementary strategy for encouraging non-single occupant vehicle
travel.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, mixed use, and industrial projects

Alternative Literature:

No quantitative results are available. The case study in the literature implemented a
preferential parking permit program as a companion strategy to a comprehensive TDM
program. Employees who carpooled at least three times a week qualified to use the
spaces.

Alternative Literature References:

[1] Transportation Demand Management Institute of the Association for Commuter
Transportation. TDM Case Studies and Commuter Testimonials. Prepared for
the US EPA. 1997.
http://www.epa.gov/OMS/stateresources/rellinks/docs/tdmcases.pdf

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.9 Implement Car-Sharing Program

Range of Effectiveness: 0.4 — 0.7% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction and
therefore 0.4 — 0.7% reduction in GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

This project will implement a car-sharing project to allow people to have on-demand
access to a shared fleet of vehicles on an as-needed basis. User costs are typically
determined through mileage or hourly rates, with deposits and/or annual membership
fees. The car-sharing program could be created through a local partnership or through
one of many existing car-share companies. Car-sharing programs may be grouped into
three general categories: residential- or citywide-based, employer-based, and transit
station-based. Transit station-based programs focus on providing the “last-mile” solution
and link transit with commuters’ final destinations. Residential-based programs work to
substitute entire household based trips. Employer-based programs provide a means for
business/day trips for alternative mode commuters and provide a guaranteed ride home
option.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban context
e Negligible in a rural context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, industrial, and mixed-use projects

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO; emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

CO; = VMT x EFnning
Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Urban or suburban context
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Mitigation Method:

% VMT Reduction=A*B/C
Where
A = % reduction in car-share member annual VMT (from the literature)
B = number of car share members per shared car (from the literature)
C = deployment level based on urban or suburban context

Detail:
o A:37% (per[1])
e B: 20 (per[2])

o C:
Project setting 1 shared car per X population
Urban 1,000
Suburban 2,000
Source: Moving Cooler

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] Millard-Ball, Adam. “Car-Sharing: Where and How it Succeeds,” (2005) Transit
Cooperative Research Program (108). P. 4-22

[2] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for
Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for the
Urban Land Institute. (p. B-52, Table D.3)
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler Appendices C
omplete _102209.pdf

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions®™
CO.e 0.4 — 0.7% of running
PM 0.4 — 0.7% of running
CO 0.4 — 0.7% of running
NOXx 0.4 — 0.7% of running
SO, 0.4 - 0.7% of running
ROG 0.24 — 0.42% of total
. %2 The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual

value will be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG
emissions have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on
a statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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Discussion:

Variable C in the mitigation method section represents suggested levels of deployment
based on the literature. Levels of deployment may vary based on the characteristics of
the project site and the needs of the project residents and employees. This variable
should be adjusted accordingly.

The methodology for calculation of VMT reduction utilizes Moving Cooler’s rule of
thumb® for the estimated number of car share members per vehicle. An estimate of
50% reduction in car-share member annual VMT (from Moving Cooler) was high
compared to other literature sources, and TCRP 108’s 37% reduction was used in the
calculations instead.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (suburban) = 37% * 20 / 2000 = 0.4%
e High Range % VMT Reduction (urban) = 37% * 20/ 1000 = 0.7%

Preferred Literature:
e 37% reduction in car-share member VMT

The TCRP 108 [1] report conducted a survey of car-share members in the United States
and Canada in 2004. The results of the survey showed that respondents, on average,
drove only 63% of the average mileage they previously drove when not car-share
members.

Alternative Literature:
Alternate — Residential or Citywide Based:

e 0.05-0.27% reduction in GHG
e 0.33% reduction in VMT in urban areas

Moving Cooler [2] assumed an aggressive deployment of one car per 2,000 inhabitants
of medium-density census tracks and of one car per 1,000 inhabitants of high-density
census tracks. This strategy assumes providing a subsidy to a public, private, or
nonprofit car-sharing organization and providing free or subsidized lease for usage of
public street parking. Moving Cooler assumed 20 members per shared car and 50%
reduction in VMT per equivalent car. The percent reduction calculated assumes a
percentage of urban areas are low, medium, and high density, thus resulting in a lower

] 83 See discussion in Alternative Literature section for “rule of thumb” detail.
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than expected reduction in VMT assuming an aggressive deployment in medium and
high density areas.

Alternate — Transit Station and Employer Based:

e 23-44% reduction in drive-alone mode share
e Average daily VMT reduction of 18 — 23 miles

TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 [3] looked at two demonstrations, CarLink | and CarLink Il, in
the San Francisco Bay Area. CarLink | ran from January to November 1999. It involved
54 individuals and 12 rental cars stationed at the Dublin-Pleasanton BART station.
CarLink Il ran from July 2001 to June 2002 and involved 107 individuals and 19 rental
cars. CarLink Il was based in Palo Alto in conjunction with Caltrain commuter rail
service and several employers in the Stanford Research Park. Both CarLink
demonstrations were primarily targeted for commuters. CarLink | had a 23% increase in
rail mode share, a reduction in drive-alone mode share of 44%, and a decrease in
Average Daily VMT of 18 miles. CarLink Il had a VMT for round-trip commuters
decrease of 23 miles per day and a mode share for drive alone decrease of 22.9%.

Alternate:
e 50% reduction in driving for car-share members

A UC Berkeley study of San Francisco’s City CarShare [4] found that members drive
nearly 50% less after joining. The study also found that when people joined the car-
sharing organization, nearly 30% reduced their household vehicle ownership and two-
thirds avoided purchasing another car. The UC Berkeley study found that almost 75% of
vehicle trips made by car-sharing members were for social trips such as running
errands and visiting friends. Only 25% of trips were for commuting to work or for
recreation. Most trips were also made outside of peak periods. Therefore, car-sharing
may generate limited impact on peak period traffic.

Alternative Literature References:

[3] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for
Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for the
Urban Land Institute. (p. B-52, Table D.3)
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler_Appendices
Complete _102209.pdf

[4] Pratt, Dick. Personal Communication Regarding the Draft of TCRP 95 Traveler
Response to Transportation System Changes — Chapter 19 Employer and
Institutional TDM Strategies. Transit Cooperative Research Program.
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Cervero, Robert and Yu-Hsin Tsai. San Francisco City CarShare: Travel-Demand
Trends and Second-Year Impacts, 2005. (Figure 7, p. 35, Table 7, Table 12)
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/4f39b7b4

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.10 Implement a School Pool Program

Range of Effectiveness: 7.2 — 15.8% school vehicle miles traveled (VMT) Reduction
and therefore 7.2 — 15.8% reduction in school trip GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

This project will create a ridesharing program for school children. Most school districts
provide bussing services to public schools only. SchoolPool helps match parents to
transport students to private schools, or to schools where students cannot walk or bike
but do not meet the requirements for bussing.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban, and rural context
e Appropriate for residential and mixed-use projects

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

C02 = VMT X EFrunning

Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Degree of implementation of SchoolPool Program(moderate to aggressive)

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction = Families * B

Where

Families = % families that participate (from [1] and [2])
B = adjustments to convert from participation to daily VMT to annual school VMT

]
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Detail:

e Families: 16% (moderate implementation), 35% (aggressive implementation),
(from [1] and [2])
e B:45% (see Appendix C for detail)

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] Transportation Demand Management Institute of the Association for Commuter
Transportation. TDM Case Studies and Commuter Testimonials. Prepared for the
US EPA. 1997. (p. 10, 36-38)
http://www.epa.gov/OMS/stateresources/rellinks/docs/tdmcases.pdf

[2] Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG). Survey of Schoolpool
Participants, April 2008. http://www.drcog.org/index.cfm?page=SchoolPool.
Obtained from Schoolpool Coordinator, Mia Bemelen.

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions®™
CO.e 7.2 — 15.8% of running
PM 7.2 —15.8% of running
CO 7.2 —15.8% of running
NOXx 7.2 - 15.8% of running
SO, 7.2 — 15.8% of running
ROG 4.3 — 9.5% of total
Discussion:

This strategy reflects the findings from only one case study.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % School VMT Reduction (moderate implementation) = 16% * 45% =

7.2%
e High Range % School VMT Reduction (aggressive implementation) = 35% * 45%
=15.8%
. ® The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual

value will be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG
emissions have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on
a statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Preferred Literature:
e 7,711 —18,659 daily VMT reduction

As presented in the TDM Case Studies [1] compilation, the SchoolPool program in
Denver saved 18,659 VMT per day in 1995, compared with 7,711 daily in 1994 — a
142% increase. The Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) [2] enrolled
approximately 7,000 families and 32 private schools in the program. The DRCOG staff
surveyed a school or interested families to collect home location and schedules of the
students. The survey also identified prospective drivers. DRCOG then used carpool-
matching software and GIS to match families. These match lists were sent to the
parents for them to form their own school pools. 16% of families in the database formed
carpools. The average carpool carried 3.1 students.

The SchoolPool program is still in effect and surveys are conducted every few years to
monitor the effectiveness of the program. The latest survey report received was in 2008.
The report showed that the participant database had increased to over 10,000 families,
an 18% increase from 2005. 29% of participants used the list to form a school carpool.
This percentage was lower than 35% in 2005 but higher than prior to 2005, at 24%. The
average number of families in each carpool ranged from 2.1 prior to 2005 to 2.8 in 2008.
The average number of carpool days per week was roughly 4.7. The number of school
weeks per year was 39. Per discussions with the Schoolpool Coordinator, a main factor
of success was establishing a large database. This was achieved by having parents
opt-out of the database versus opting-in.

Alternative Literature:
None

Alternative Literature References:
None

Other Literature Reviewed:
None

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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3.4.11 Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle

Range of Effectiveness: 0.3 — 13.4% commute vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction
and therefore 0.3 — 13.4% reduction in commute trip GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

This project will implement an employer-sponsored vanpool or shuttle. A vanpool will
usually service employees’ commute to work while a shuttle will service nearby transit
stations and surrounding commercial centers. Employer-sponsored vanpool programs
entail an employer purchasing or leasing vans for employee use, and often subsidizing
the cost of at least program administration, if not more. The driver usually receives
personal use of the van, often for a mileage fee. Scheduling is within the employer’s
purview, and rider charges are normally set on the basis of vehicle and operating cost.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban, and rural context
e Appropriate for office, industrial, and mixed-use projects

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

CO; = VMT x EFynning
Where:

VMT = vehicle miles traveled
EFrunning = emission factor for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage of employees eligible

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction=A*B*C

Where

A = % shift in vanpool mode share of commute trips (from [1])
B = % employees eligible

C = adjustments from vanpool mode share to commute VMT

]
253 TRT-11



{CcAPCOA

Transportation
MP# MO-3.1 TRT-11 Commute Trip Reduction
Detail:
. A: 2-20% annual reduction in vehicle mode share (from [1])
o Low range: low degree of implementation, smaller employers
o High range: high degree of implementation, larger employers

° C: 0.67 (See Appendix C for detail)

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] TCRP Report 95. Chapter 5: Vanpools and Buspools - Traveler Response to
Transportation System Changes.
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt 95¢5.pdf. (p.5-8)

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions®
CO.e 0.3 -13.4% of running
PM 0.3 — 13.4% of running
CO 0.3 — 13.4% of running
NOx 0.3 — 13.4% of running
SO, 0.3 — 13.4% of running
ROG 0.18 — 8.0% of total
Discussion:

Vanpools are generally more successful with the largest of employers, as large
employee counts create the best opportunities for employees to find a suitable number
of travel companions to form a vanpool. In the San Francisco Bay Area several large
companies (such as Google, Apple, and Genentech) provide regional bus transportation
for their employees. No specific studies of these large buspools were identified in the
literature. However, the GenenBus serves as a key element of the overall commute trip
reduction (CTR) program for Genentech, as discussed in the CTR Program — Required
strategy.

This strategy is often part of a CTR Program, another strategy documented separately
(see strategy T# E1). Take care not to double count the impacts.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

® The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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e Low Range % VMT Reduction (low implementation/small employer, 20% eligible)
=2% *20% * 0.67 = 0.3%

e High Range % VMT Reduction (high implementation/large employer, 100%
eligible) = 20% * 100% * 0.67 = 13.4%

Preferred Literature:
e 2-20% vanpool mode share

TCRP Report 95 [1] notes that vanpools can capture 2 to 20% mode share. This range
can be attributed to differences in programs, access to high-occupancy vehicle (HOV)
lanes, and geographic range. The TCRP Report highlights a case study of the 3M
Corporation, which with the implementation of a vanpooling program saw drive alone
mode share decrease by 10 percentage points and vanpooling mode share increase to
7.8 percent. The TCRP Report notes most vanpools programs do best where one-way
trip lengths exceed 20 miles, where work schedules are fixed and regular, where
employer size is sufficient to allow matching of 5 to 12 people from the same residential
area, where public transit is inadequate, and were some congestion or parking
problems exist.

Alternative Literature:

In TDM Case Studies [2], a case study of Kaiser Permanente Hospital has shown their
employer-sponsored shuttle service eliminated 380,100 miles per month, or nearly 4
million miles of travel per year, and four tons of smog precursors annually.

Alternative Literature References:

[2] Transportation Demand Management Institute of the Association for Commuter
Transportation. TDM Case Studies and Commuter Testimonials. Prepared for
the US EPA. 1997.
http://www.epa.gov/OMS/stateresources/rellinks/docs/tdmcases.pdf

Other Literature Reviewed:
None

]
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3.4.12 Implement Bike-Sharing Programs
Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy (see SDT-5 and LUT-9)

Measure Description:

This project will establish a bike sharing program. Stations should be at regular intervals
throughout the project site. The number of bike-share kiosks throughout the project area
should vary depending on the density of the project and surrounding area. Paris’ bike-
share program places a station every few blocks throughout the city (approximately 28
bike stations/square mile). Bike-station density should increase around commercial and
transit hubs.

Bike sharing programs have minimal impacts when implemented alone. This strategy’s
effectiveness is heavily dependent on the location and context. Bike-sharing programs
have worked well in densely populated areas (examples in Barcelona, London, Lyon,
and Paris) with existing infrastructure for bicycling. Bike sharing programs should be
combined with Bike Lane Street Design (SDT-5) and Improve Design of
Development (LUT-9).

Taking evidence from the literature, a 135-300% increase in bicycling (of which roughly
7% are shifting from vehicle travel) results in a negligible impact (around 0.03% vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) reduction (see Appendix C for calculations)).

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban-center context only
e Negligible in a rural context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, industrial, and mixed-use projects

Alternative Literature:
Alternate:

The International Review [1] found bike mode share increases:

e from 0.75% in 2005 to 1.76% in 2007 in Barcelona (Romero, 2008) (135%
increase)

e From 1% in 2001 to 2.5% in 2007 in Paris (Nadal, 2007; City of Paris, 2007)
(150% increase)

e From 0.5% in 1995 to 2% in 2006 in Lyon (Bonnette, 2007; Velo'V, 2009) (300%
increase)

London [2] is the only study that reports the breakdown of the prior mode In London: 6%
of users reported shifting from driving, 34% from transit, 23% said they would not have

]
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travelled (Noland and Ishaque, 2006). Additionally, 68% of the bike trips were for leisure
or recreation. Companion strategies included concurrent improvements in bicycle
facilities.

The London program was implemented west of Central London in a densely populated
area, mainly residential, with several employment centers. A relatively well developed
bike network existed, including over 1,000 bike racks. The program implemented 25
locker stations with 70 bikes total.

Alternate:

e 1/3 vehicle trip reduced per day per bicycle (1,000 vehicle trips reduced per day
in Lyon)

The Bike Share Opportunities [3] report looks at two case studies of bike-sharing
implementation in France. In Lyon, the 3,000 bike-share system shifts 1,000 car trips to
bicycle each day. Surveys indicate that 7% of the bike share trips would have otherwise
been made by car. Lyon saw a 44% increase in bicycle riding within the first year of
their program while Paris saw a 70% increase in bicycle riding and a 5% reduction in
car use and congestion within the first year and a half of their program. The Bike Share
Opportunities report found that population density is an important part of a successful
program. Paris’ bike share subscription rates range between 6% and 9% of the total
population. This equates to an average of 75,000 rentals per day. The effectiveness of
bike share programs at sub-city scales are not addressed in the literature.

Alternative Literature References:

[1] Pucher J., Dill, J., and Handy, S. Infrastructure, Programs and Policies to Increase
Bicycling: An International Review. February 2010. (Table 4)

[2] Noland, R.B., Ishaque, M.M., 2006. “Smart Bicycles in an urban area: Evaluation of a
pilot scheme in London.” Journal of Public Transportation. 9(5), 71-95.
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.117.8173&rep=rep1&type
=pdf#page=76

[3] NYC Department of City Planning, Bike-Share Opportunities in New York City, 2009.
(p. 11,14, 24, 68)
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/html/transportation/td _bike share.shtml

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.13 Implement School Bus Program

Measure Effectiveness Range: 38 — 63% School VMT Reduction and therefore 38 —
63% reduction in school trip GHG emissions®®

Measure Description:

The project will work with the school district to restore or expand school bus services in
the project area and local community.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban, and rural context
e Appropriate for residential and mixed-use projects

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

C02 = VMT X EFrunning

Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage of families expected to use/using school bus program

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction=A *B

Where
A = % families expected to use/using school bus program
B = adjustments to convert from participation to school day VMT to annual school VMT

% Transit vehicles may also result in increases in emissions that are associated with electricity production
or fuel use. The Project Applicant should consider these potential additional emissions when estimating
mitigation for these measures.

]
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Detail:

e A: atypical range of 50 — 84% (see discussion section)
e B:75% (see Appendix C for detail)

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] JD Franz Research, Inc.; Lamorinda School Bus Program, 2003 Parent Survey,
Final Report; January 2004; obtained from Juliet Hansen, Program Manager. (p. 5)

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions®”
COze 38 — 63% of running
PM 38 — 63% of running
CcO 38 — 63% of running
NOx 38 — 63% of running
SO, 38 —63% of running
ROG 23 - 38% of total
Discussion:

The literature presents a high range of effectiveness showing 84% participation by
families. 50% is an estimated low range assuming the project has a minimum utilization
goal. Note that the literature presents results from a single case study.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (50% participation) = 50% * 75% = 38%
e High Range % VMT Reduction (85% participation) = 84% * 75% = 63%

Preferred Literature:

o 84% penetration rate
e 2,451 - 2,677 daily vehicle trips reduced
e 441,180 — 481,860 annual vehicle trips reduced

" The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.

]
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The Lamorinda School Bus Program was implemented to reduce traffic congestion in
the communities of Lafayette, Orinda, and Moraga, California. In 2003, a parent survey
was conducted to determine the extent to which the program diverted or eliminated
vehicle trips. This survey covered a representative sample of all parents (not just those
signed up for the school bus program). The range of morning trips prevented is 1,266 to
1,382; the range of afternoon trips prevented is 1,185 to 1,295. Annualized, the
estimated total trip prevention is between 441,180 to 481,860. 83% of parents surveyed
reported that their child usually rides the bus to school in the morning. 84% usually rode
the bus back home in the afternoons. The data came from surveys and the results are
unique to the location and extent of the program. The report did not indicate the number
of school buses in operation during the time of the survey.

Alternative Literature:
None

Alternative Literature References:
None

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.14 Price Workplace Parking

Range of Effectiveness: 0.1 — 19.7% commute vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction
and therefore 0.1 -19.7% reduction in commute trip GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

The project will implement workplace parking pricing at its employment centers. This
may include: explicitly charging for parking for its employees, implementing above
market rate pricing, validating parking only for invited guests, not providing employee
parking and transportation allowances, and educating employees about available
alternatives.

Though similar to the Employee Parking “Cash-Out” strategy, this strategy focuses on
implementing market rate and above market rate pricing to provide a price signal for
employees to consider alternative modes for their work commute.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban context

¢ Negligible impact in a rural context

e Appropriate for retail, office, industrial, and mixed-use projects

e Reductions applied only if complementary strategies are in place:
o Residential parking
permits and market rate public on-street parking - to prevent spill-over
parking
o Unbundled parking - is not

required but provides a market signal to employers to transfer over the,
now explicit, cost of parking to the employees. In addition, unbundling
parking provides a price with which employers can utilize as a means of
establishing workplace parking prices.

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

CO, = VMT x EFynning
Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EF unning = €mission factor
for running emissions

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Location of project site: low density suburb, suburban center, or urban location
e Daily parking charge ($1 - $6)
e Percentage of employees subject to priced parking

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction = A * B

Where
A = Percentage reduction in commute VMT (from [1] and [2])
B = Percent of employees subject to priced parking

Detail:
° A:
, . Daily Parking Charge
Project Location 51 $2 $3 %6
Low density suburb 0.5% 1.2% 1.9% 2.8%
Suburban center 1.8% 3.7% 5.4% 6.8%
Urban Location 6.9% 12.5% 16.8% 19.7%

Moving Cooler, VTPI, Fehr & Peers.
Note: 2009 dollars.

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for
Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for the
Urban Land Institute. (Table 5.13, Table D.3)
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler_Appendices C
omplete 102209.pdf

[2] VTPI, Todd Litman, Transportation Elasticities,(Table 15)
http.//www.vtpi.org/elasticities.pdf.

Comsis Corporation (1993), Implementing Effective Travel Demand Management
Measures: Inventory of Measures and Synthesis of Experience, USDOT and
Institute of Transportation Engineers (www.ite.org);
www.bts.gov/ntl/DOCS/474.html.
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Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions™
CO.e 0.1 = 19.7% of running
PM 0.1 —19.7% of running
CO 0.1 = 19.7% of running
NOx 0.1 = 19.7% of running
SO, 0.1 = 19.7% of running
ROG 0.06 — 11.8% of total
Discussion:

Priced parking can result in parking spillover concerns. The highest VMT reductions
should be given only with complementary strategies such as parking time limits or
neighborhood parking permits are in place in surrounding areas.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % Commute VMT Reduction (low density suburb, $1/day, 20%
priced) = 0.5% * 20% = 0.1%

e High Range % Commute VMT Reduction (urban, $6/day, 100% priced) = 19.7%
*100% = 19.7%

Preferred Literature:

The table above (variable A) was calculated using the percent commute VMT reduction
from Moving Cooler (0.5% - 6.9% reduction for $1/day parking charge). The percentage
reductions for $2 - $6 / day parking charges were extrapolated by multiplying the
Moving Cooler percentages with the ratios from the VTPI table below (percentage
increases). For example, to obtain a percent VMT reduction for a $6/day parking charge
for a low density suburb, 0.5% * ((36.1%-6.5%) /6.5%) = 2.3%. The methodology was
utilized to capture the non-linear effect of parking charges on trip reduction (VTPI) while
maintaining a conservative estimate of percent reductions (Moving Cooler).

Preferred:
o 0.5-6.9% reduction in commuting VMT
o 0.44-2.07% reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions

® The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.

]
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Moving Cooler Technical Appendices indicate that increasing employee parking costs

$1 per day ($0.50 per vehicle for carpool and free for vanpools) can reduce GHG

between 0.44% and 2.07% and reduce commuting VMT between 0.5% and 6.9%. The
reduction in GHG varies based on how extensive the implementation of the program is.
The reduction in commuting VMT differs for type of urban area as shown in the table
below. Please note that these numbers are independent of results for employee parking
cash-out strategy (discussed in its own fact sheet).

Percent Change in Commuting VMT

Large Large Medium | Medium | Small | Small
. Metropolitan | Metropolitan
Strategy Description . : Metro Metro Metro Metro
(higher transit | (lower (higher) | (lower) | (higher) | (lower)
use) transit use)
Parking | Parking charge
Charges of $1/day 6.9% 0.9% 1.8% 0.5% 1.3% 0.5%
Source: Moving Cooler
Preferred:
Commute Vehicle trip reduction Daily Parking Charges
Worksite Setting $0.75 $1.49 $2.98 $5.96
Suburb 6.5% 15.1% 25.3%* | 36.1%"
Suburban Center 12.3% 251%* | 37.0%* | 46.8%"
Central Business District 17.5% 31.8%* | 42.6%* | 50.0%"

Source: VTPI [2]

* Discounts greater than 20% should be capped, as they exceed levels recommended
by TCRP 95 and other literature.

The reduction in commute trips varies by parking fee and worksite setting [2]. For daily

parking fees between $1.49 and $5.96, worksites set in low-density suburbs could

decrease vehicle trips by 6.5-36.1%, worksites set in activity centers could decrease

vehicle trips by 12.3-46.8%, and worksites set in regional central business districts

could decrease vehicles by 17.5-50%. (Note that adjusted parking fees (from 1993
dollars to 2009 dollars) were used. Adjustments were taken from the Santa Monica
General Plan EIR Report, Appendix, Nelson\Nygaard).

Alternative Literature:

Alternate:

e 1 percentage point reduction in auto mode share
e 12.3% reduction in commute vehicle trips

TCRP 95 Draft Chapter 19 [4] found that an increase of $8 per month in employee

parking charges was necessary to decrease employee SOV mode split rates by one
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percentage point. TCRP 95 compared 82 sites with TDM programs and found that
programs with parking fees have an average commute vehicle trip reduction of 24.6%,
compared with 12.3% for sites with free parking.

Alternate:

e 1% reduction in VMT ($1 per day charge)
e 2.6% reduction in VMT ($3 per day charge)

The Deakin, et al. report [5] for the California Air Resources Board (CARB) analyzed
transportation pricing measures for the Los Angeles, Bay Area, San Diego, and
Sacramento metropolitan areas.

Alternative Literature References:

[4] Pratt, Dick. Personal Communication Regarding the Draft of TCRP 95 Traveler
Response to Transportation System Changes — Chapter 19 Employer and
Institutional TDM Strategies. (Table 19-9)

[5] Deakin, E., Harvey, G., Pozdena, R., and Yarema, G., 1996. Transportation Pricing
Strategies for California: An Assessment of Congestion, Emissions, Energy and
Equity Impacts. Final Report. Prepared for California Air Resources Board
(CARB), Sacramento, CA (Table 7.2)

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.4.15 Implement Employee Parking “Cash-Out”

Range of Effectiveness: 0.6 — 7.7% commute vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction
and therefore 0.6 — 7.7% reduction in commute trip GHG emissions

Measure Description:

The project will require employers to offer employee parking “cash-out.” The term “cash-
out” is used to describe the employer providing employees with a choice of forgoing
their current subsidized/free parking for a cash payment equivalent to the cost of the
parking space to the employer.

Measure Applicability:

Urban and suburban context
Not applicable in a rural context
Appropriate for retail, office, industrial, and mixed-use projects
Reductions applied only if complementary strategies are in place:
o Residential parking permits and market rate public on-street parking -to
prevent spill-over parking
o Unbundled parking - is not required but provides a market signal to
employers to forgo paying for parking spaces and “cash-out” the
employee instead. In addition, unbundling parking provides a price
with which employers can utilize as a means of establishing “cash-out”
prices.

Baseline Method:
See introduction section.

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage of employees eligible
e Location of project site: low density suburb, suburban center, or urban location

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction=A*B

Where
A = % reduction in commute VMT (from the literature)

B = % of employees eligible

]
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Detail:

e A: Change in Commute VMT: 3.0% (low density suburb), 4.5% (suburban
center), 7.7% (urban) change in commute VMT (source: Moving Cooler)
Assumptions:

Data based upon the following references:

e Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies
for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for
the Urban Land Institute. (Table 5.13, Table D.3)
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler_Appendix%
20B_Effectiveness 102209.pdf

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions®

CO.e 0.6 — 7.7% of running

PM 0.6 — 7.7% of running

CO 0.6 — 7.7% of running

NOx 0.6 — 7.7% of running

SO, 0.6 — 7.7% of running

ROG 0.36 — 4.62% of running

Discussion:

Please note that these estimates are independent of results for workplace parking
pricing strategy (see strategy number T# E5 for more information).

If work site parking is not unbundled, employers cannot utilize this unbundled price as a
means of establishing “cash-out” prices. The table below shows typical costs for
parking facilities in large urban and suburban areas in the US. This can be utilized as a
reference point for establishing reasonable “cash-out” prices. Note that the table does
not include external costs to parking such as added congestion, lost opportunity cost of
land devoted to parking, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Structured (urban) Surface (suburban)
Land (Annualized) $1,089 $215
Construction
2,171 326
(Annualized) $2, $

® The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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MP# TR-5.3 TRT-15
O & M Costs $575 $345
Annual Total $3,835 $885
Monthly Costs $320 $74

Source: VTPI, Transportation Costs and Benefit Analysis Il — Parking
Costs, April 2010 (p.5.4-10)

Example:

Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (low density suburb and 20% eligible) = 3% * 0.2

=0.6%
e High Range % VMT Reduction (urban and 100% eligible) =7.7% *1=7.7%

Preferred Literature:

e 0.44% - 2.07% reduction in GHG emissions
e 3.0% -7.7% reduction in commute VMT

Moving Cooler Technical Appendices indicate that reimbursing “cash-out” participants

$1/day can reduce GHG between 0.44% and 2.07% and reduce commuting VMT

between 3.0% and 7.7%. The reduction in GHG varies based on how extensive the
implementation of the program is. The reduction in commuting VMT differs for type of
urban area is shown in the table below.

Percent Change in Commuting VMT

Large

Large

Metropolitan | Metropolitan Medium | Medium Small Small

Strategy Description (higheftransit (IO\E)ver Metro Metro Metro Metro
use) transit use) (higher) | (lower) | (higher) | (lower)

Parking Subsidy of 7.7% 3.7% 45% | 3.0% | 40% | 3.0%
Cash-Out $1/day e e =7 S e e

Alternative Literature:

Alternate:

e 2-6% reduction in vehicle trips

VTPI used synthesis data to determine parking cash out could reduce commute vehicle
trips by 10-30%. VTPI estimates that the portion of vehicle travel affected by parking
cash-out would be about 20% and therefore there would be only about a 2-6% total
reduction in vehicle trips attributed to parking cash-out.

Alternate:
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12% reduction in VMT per year per employee
64% increase in carpooling

50% increase in transit mode share

39% increase in pedestrian/bike share

Shoup looked at eight California firms that complied with California’s 1992 parking cash-
out law, applicable to employers of 50 or more persons in regions that do not meet the
state’s clean air standards. To comply, a firm must offer commuters the option to
choose a cash payment equal to any parking subsidy offered. Six of companies went
beyond compliance and subsidized one or more alternatives to parking (more than the
parking subsidy price). The eight companies ranged in size between 120 and 300
employees, and were located in downtown Los Angeles, Century City, Santa Monica,
and West Hollywood. Shoup states that an average of 12% fewer VMT per year per
employee is equivalent to removing one of every eight cars driven to work off the road.

Alternative Literature Notes:

Litman, T., 2009. “Win-Win Emission Reduction Strategies.” Victoria Transport Policy
Institute. Website: http://www.vtpi.org/wwclimate.pdf. Accessed March 2010.

(p-5)

Donald Shoup, "Evaluating the Effects of Cashing Out Employer-Paid Parking: Eight
Case Studies." Transport Policy, Vol. 4, No. 4, October 1997, pp. 201-216.
(Table 1, p. 204)

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.5 Transit System Improvements

3.5.1 Provide a Bus Rapid Transit System

Range of Effectiveness: 0.02 — 3.2% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction and
therefore 0.02 — 3% reduction in GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

The project will provide a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system with design features for high
quality and cost-effective transit service. These include:

e Grade-separated right-of-way, including bus only lanes (for buses, emergency

vehicles, and sometimes taxis), and other Transit Priority measures. Some

systems use guideways which automatically steer the bus on portions of the

route.

Frequent, high-capacity service

High-quality vehicles that are easy to board, quiet, clean, and comfortable to ride.

Pre-paid fare collection to minimize boarding delays.

Integrated fare systems, allowing free or discounted transfers between routes

and modes.

Convenient user information and marketing programs.

e High quality bus stations with Transit Oriented Development in nearby areas.

e Modal integration, with BRT service coordinated with walking and cycling
facilities, taxi services, intercity bus, rail transit, and other transportation services.

BRT systems vary significantly in the level of travel efficiency offered above and beyond
“identity” features and BRT branding. The following effectiveness ranges represent
general guidelines. Each proposed BRT should be evaluated specifically based on its
characteristics in terms of time savings, cost, efficiency, and way-finding advantages.
These types of features encourage people to use public transit and therefore reduce
VMT.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban context

e Negligible in a rural context. Other measures are more appropriate to rural
areas, such as express bus service to urban activity centers with park-and-ride
lots at system-efficient rural access points.

e Appropriate for specific or general plans

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO; emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

]
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CO; = VMT x EFynning

Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Existing transit mode share
e Percentage of lines serving Project converting to BRT

The following are optional inputs. Average (default) values are included in the
calculations but can be updated to project specificity if desired. Please see Appendix C
for calculation detail:

e Average vehicle occupancy

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction = Riders * Mode * Lines * D

Where
Riders = % increase in transit ridership on BRT line (28% from [1])
Mode = Existing transit
mode share (see table below)
Lines = Percentage of lines
serving project converting to BRT
D = Adjustments from transit ridership increase to VMT (0.67, see Appendix C)
Project setting Transit mode share
Suburban 1.3%
Urban 4%
Urban Center 17%

Source: NHTS, 2001 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tsip/tab/
documents/travelsurveys/Final2001_StwTravelSurveyWkdayRpt.pdf
(Urban — MTC, SACOG. Suburban — SCAG, SANDAG, Fresno County.)
Urban Center from San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Countywide Transportation Plan, 2000.
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e D: 0.67 (see Appendix C for detail)

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] FTA, August 2005. “Las Vegas Metropolitan Area Express BRT Demonstration
Project”, NTD, http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/cs?action=showRegion
Agencies&region=9

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions "
COe 0.02 — 3.2% of running
PM 0.02 — 3.2% of running
CO 0.02 — 3.2% of running
NOx 0.02 — 3.2% of running
SO, 0.02 — 3.2% of running
ROG 0.012 - 1.9% of total
Discussion:

Increases in transit ridership due to shifts from other lines do not need to be addressed
since it is already incorporated in the literature.

In general, transit operational strategies alone are not enough for a large modal shift [2],
as evidenced by the low range in VMT reductions. Through case study analysis, the
TCRP report [2] observed that strategies that focused solely on improving level of
service or quality of transit were unsuccessful at achieving a significant shift. Strategies
that reduce the attractiveness of vehicle travel should be implemented in combination to
attract a larger shift in transit ridership. The three following factors directly impact the
attractiveness of vehicle travel: urban expressway capacity, urban core density, and
downtown parking availability.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (suburban,10% of lines) = 28% * 1.3% * 10% *
0.67 = 0.02%

" The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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e High Range % VMT Reduction (urban, 100% of lines) = 28% * 17% * 100% *
0.67 =3.2%

Preferred Literature:
o 28% increase in transit ridership in the existing corridor

The FTA study [1] looks at the implementation of the Las Vegas BRT system. The BRT
supplemented an existing route along a 7.5 mile corridor. The existing route was scaled
back. Total ridership on the corridor (both routes combined) increased 61,704 monthly
riders, 28% increase on the existing corridor and 1.4% increase in system ridership. The
route represented an increase in 2.1% of system service miles provided.

Alternative Literature:
Alternate:

° 27-84% increase in total
transit ridership

Various bus rapid transit systems obtained the following total transit ridership growth:
Vancouver 96B (30%), Las Vegas Max (35-40%), Boston Silver Line (84%), Los
Angeles (27-42%), and Oakland (66%). VTPI [3] obtained the BRT data from BC
Transit’s unpublished research. The effectiveness of a BRT strategy depends largely on
the land uses the BRT serves and their design and density.

Alternate:

e 50% increase in weekly transit ridership
e 60— 80% shorter travel time compared to vehicle trip

The Martin Luther King, Jr. East Busway in Pennsylvania opened in 1983 as a separate
roadway exclusively for public buses. The busway was 6.8 miles long with six stations.
Ridership has grown from 20,000 to 30,000 weekday riders over 10 years. The busway
saves commuters significant time compared with driving: 12 minutes versus 30-45
minutes in the AM or an hour in the PM [4].

Alternative Literature References:

[2] Transit Cooperative Research Program. TCRP 27 — Building Transit Ridership: An
Exploration of Transit's Market Share and the Public Policies That Influence It
(p.47-48). 1997. [cited in discussion section above]

[3] TDM Encyclopedia; Victoria Transport Policy Institute (2010). Bus Rapid Transit;
(http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm120.htm); updated 1/25/2010; accessed 3/3/2010.
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[4] Transportation Demand Management Institute of the Association for Commuter
Transportation. TDM Case Studies and Commuter Testimonials. Prepared for the
US EPA. 1997. (p.55-56)
http://www.epa.gov/OMS/stateresources/rellinks/docs/tdmcases.pdf
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3.5.2 Implement Transit Access Improvements
Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy. [See TST-3 and TST-4]

Measure Description:

This project will improve access to transit facilities through sidewalk/ crosswalk safety
enhancements and bus shelter improvements. The benefits of Transit Access
Improvements alone have not been quantified and should be grouped with Transit
Network Expansion (TST-3) and Transit Service Frequency and Speed (TST-4).

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, mixed use, and industrial projects

Alternative Literature:

No literature was identified that specifically looks at the quantitative impact of improving
transit facilities as a standalone strategy.

Alternative Literature References:
None

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.5.3 Expand Transit Network

Range of Effectiveness: 0.1 — 8.2% vehicle miles travelled (VMT) reduction and
therefore 0.1 — 8.2% reduction in GHG emissions’"

Measure Description:

The project will expand the local transit network by adding or modifying existing transit
service to enhance the service near the project site. This will encourage the use of
transit and therefore reduce VMT.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban context

e May be applicable in a rural context but no literature documentation available
(effectiveness will be case specific and should be based on specific assessment
of levels of services and origins/destinations served)

e Appropriate for specific or general plans

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO;, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

CO; = VMT x EFynning

Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage increase transit network coverage
e Existing transit mode share
e Project location: urban center, urban, or suburban

" Transit vehicles may also result in increases in emissions that are associated with electricity production
or fuel use. The Project Applicant should consider these potential additional emissions when estimating
mitigation for these measures.
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The following are optional inputs. Average (default) values are included in the
calculations but can be updated to project specificity if desired. Please see Appendix C
for calculation detail:

e Average vehicle occupancy

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction = Coverage * B * Mode * D

Where
Coverage = % increase in transit network coverage
B = elasticity of transit
ridership with respect to service coverage (see Table below)
Mode = existing transit mode share
D = adjustments from transit ridership increase to VMT (0.67, from Appendix C)
B:
Project setting Elasticity
Suburban 1.01
Urban 0.72
Urban Center 0.65
Source: TCRP 95, Chapter 10

Mode: Provide existing transit mode share for project or utilize the following

averages
Project setting Transit mode share
Suburban 1.3%
Urban 4%
Urban Center 17%

Source: NHTS, 2001http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tsip/tab/
documents/travelsurveys/Final2001_StwTravelSurveyWkdayRpt.pdf
(Urban — MTC, SACOG. Suburban — SCAG, SANDAG, Fresno County.)
Urban Center from San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Countywide Transportation Plan, 2000.

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:
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[1] Transit Cooperative Research Program. TCRP Report 95 Traveler Response to
System Changes — Chapter 10: Bus Routing and Coverage. 2004. (p. 10-8 to

10-10)
Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:
PollutOant Category Emissions Reductions’
COze 0.1 — 8.2% of running
PM 0.1 — 8.2% of running
CcO 0.1 — 8.2% of running
NOx 0.1 — 8.2% of running
SO; 0.1 — 8.2% of running
ROG 0.06 — 4.9% of total
Discussion:

In general, transit operational strategies alone are not enough for a large modal shift [2],
as evidenced by the low range in VMT reductions. Through case study analysis, the
TCRP report [2] observed that strategies that focused solely on improving level of
service or quality of transit were unsuccessful at achieving a significant shift. Strategies
that reduce the attractiveness of vehicle travel should be implemented in combination to
attract a larger shift in transit ridership. The three following factors directly impact the
attractiveness of vehicle travel: urban expressway capacity, urban core density, and
downtown parking availability.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (10% expansion, suburban) = 10% * 1.01 * 1.3% *

67 =0.1%
e High Range % VMT Reduction (100% expansion, urban) = 100% * 0.72 * 17% *
67 =8.2%

The low and high ranges are estimates and may vary based on the characteristics of
the project.

2 The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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Preferred Literature:

e (.65 = elasticity of transit ridership with respect to service coverage/expansion (in
radial routes to central business districts)

e (.72 = elasticity of transit ridership with respect to service coverage/expansion (in
central city routes)

e 1.01 = elasticity of transit ridership with respect to service coverage/expansion (in
suburban routes)

TCRP 95 Chapter 10 [1] documents the results of system-wide service expansions in
San Diego. The least sensitivity to service expansion came from central business
districts while the largest impacts came from suburban routes. Suburban locations, with
traditionally low transit service, tend to have greater ridership increases compared to
urban locations which already have established transit systems. In general, there is
greater opportunity in suburban locations.

Alternative Literature:
e -0.06 = elasticity of VMT with respect to transit revenue miles

Growing Cooler [3] modeled the impact of various urban variables (including transit
revenue miles and transit passenger miles) on VMT, using data from 84 urban areas
around the U.S.

Alternative Literature References:

[2] Transit Cooperative Research Program. TCRP 27 — Building Transit Ridership: An
Exploration of Transit's Market Share and the Public Policies That Influence It
(p.47-48). 1997. [cited in discussion section above]

[3] Ewing, et al, 2008. Growing Cooler — The Evidence on Urban Development and
Climate Change. Urban Land Institute.

279 TST-3



tCA‘PCOA

i
Transportation

CEQA# MS-G3 TST-4 Transit System
Improvements

3.5.4 Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed

Range of Effectiveness: 0.02 — 2.5% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction and
therefore 0.02 — 2.5% reduction in GHG emissions’?

Measure Description:

This project will reduce transit-passenger travel time through more reduced headways
and increased speed and reliability. This makes transit service more attractive and may
result in a mode shift from auto to transit which reduces VMT.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban and suburban context

e May be applicable in a rural context but no literature documentation available
(effectiveness will be case specific and should be based on specific assessment
of levels of services and origins/destinations served)

e Appropriate for specific or general plans

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

C02 = VMT X EFrunning

Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

Percentage reduction in headways (increase in frequency)
Level of implementation

Project setting: urban center, urban, suburban

Existing transit mode share

" Transit vehicles may also result in increases in emissions that are associated with electricity production
or fuel use. The Project Applicant should consider these potential additional emissions when estimating
mitigation for these measures.
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The following are optional inputs. Average (default) values are included in the
calculations but can be updated to project-specific values if desired. Please see
Appendix C for calculation detail:

e Average vehicle occupancy
Mitigation Method:

% VMT Reduction = Headway * B * C * Mode * E

Where
Headway = % reduction in headways
B = elasticity of transit
ridership with respect to increased frequency of service (from [1])
C = adjustment for level of implementation
Mode = existing transit mode share
E = adjustments from transit ridership increase to VMT
Detail:
e Headway: reasonable ranges from 15 — 80%
e B:
Setting Elasticity
Urban 0.32
Suburban 0.36
Source: TCRP Report 95 Chapter 9
e C:

Level of implementation = Adjustment
number of lines improved / total
number of lines serving project
<50% 50%
>=50% 85%
Fehr & Peers, 2010.

e Mode: Provide existing transit mode share for project or utilize the following

averages
Project setting Transit mode share
Suburban 1.3%
Urban 4%
Urban Center 17%

Source: NHTS, 2001http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tsip/tab/
documents/travelsurveys/Final2001 StwTravelSurveyWkdayRpt.pdf
(Urban — MTC, SACOG. Suburban — SCAG, SANDAG, Fresno County.)
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Urban Center from San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Countywide Transportation Plan, 2000.

e E:0.67 (see Appendix C for detail)
Assumptions:

Data based upon the following references:

[1] Transit Cooperative Research Program. TCRP Report 95 Traveler Response to
System Changes — Chapter 9: Transit Scheduling and Frequency (p. 9-14)

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions”
CO.e 0.02 — 2.5% % of running
PM 0.02 — 2.5% % of running
CO 0.02 — 2.5% % of running
NOXx 0.02 — 2.5% % of running
SO, 0.02 — 2.5% % of running
ROG 0.01 — 1.5% % of total
Discussion:

Reasonable ranges for reductions were calculated assuming existing 30-minute
headways reduced to 25 minutes and 5 minutes to establish the estimated low and high
reductions, respectively.

The level of implementation adjustment is used to take into account increases in transit
ridership due to shifts from other lines. If increases in frequency are only applied to a
percentage of the lines serving the project, then we conservatively estimate that 50% of
the transit ridership increase is a shift from the existing lines. If frequency increases are
applied to a majority of the lines serving the project, we conservatively assume at least
some of the transit ridership (15%) comes from existing riders.

In general, transit operational strategies alone are not enough for a large modal shift [2],
as evidenced by the low range in VMT reductions. Through case study analysis, the
TCRP report [2] observed that strategies that focused solely on improving level of
service or quality of transit were unsuccessful at achieving a significant shift. Strategies
that reduce the attractiveness of vehicle travel should be implemented in combination to
attract a larger shift in transit ridership. The three following factors directly impact the

™ The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.

282 TST-4



iCAPCOA

i
Transportation

CEQA# MS-G3 TST-4 Transit System
Improvements

attractiveness of vehicle travel: urban expressway capacity, urban core density, and
downtown parking availability.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (15% reduction in headways, suburban, <50%
implementation) = 15% * 0.36 * 50% * 1.3% *0.67 = 0.02%

¢ High Range % VMT Reduction (80% reduction in headways, urban, >50%
implementation) = 80% * 0.32 * 85% * 17% * 0.67 = 2.5%

Preferred Literature:

e (.32 = elasticity of transit ridership with respect to transit service (urban)
e (.36 — 0.38 = elasticity of transit ridership with respect to transit service
(suburban)

TCRP 95 Chapter 9 [1] documents the results of frequency changes in Dallas.
Increases in frequency are more sensitive in a suburban environment. Suburban
locations, with traditionally low transit service, tend to have greater ridership increases
compared to urban locations which already have established transit systems. In
general, there is greater opportunity in suburban locations

Alternative Literature:

0.5 = elasticity of transit ridership with respect to increased frequency of service
1.5 to 2.3% increase in annual transit trips due to increased frequency of service
0.4-0.5 = elasticity of ridership with respect to increased operational speed

4% - 15% increase in annual transit trips due to increased operational speed
0.03-0.09% annual GHG reduction (for bus service expansion, increased
frequency, and increased operational speed)

For increased frequency of service strategy, Moving Cooler [3] looked at three levels of
service increases, 3%, 3.5% and 4.67% increases in service, resultingina 1.5 - 2.3%
increase in annual transit trips. For increased speed and reliability, Moving Cooler
looked at three levels of speed/reliability increases. Improving travel speed by 10%
assumed implementing signal prioritization, limited stop service, etc. over 5 years.
Improving travel speed by 15% assumed all above strategies plus signal
synchronization and intersection reconfiguration over 5 years. Improving travel speed
by 30% assumed all above strategies and an improved reliability by 40%, integrated
fare system, and implementation of BRT where appropriate. Moving Cooler calculates
estimated 0.04-0.14% annual GHG reductions in combination with bus service
expansion strategy.
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Alternative Literature References:

[2] Transit Cooperative Research Program. TCRP 27 — Building Transit Ridership: An
Exploration of Transit's Market Share and the Public Policies That Influence It
(p.47-48). 1997. [cited in discussion section]

[3] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies
for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for
the Urban Land Institute. (p B-32, B-33, Table D.3)
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler_Appendices _Compl
ete 102209.pdf
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3.5.5 Provide Bike Parking Near Transit
Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy. [See TST-3 and TST-4]

Measure Description:

Provide short-term and long-term bicycle parking near rail stations, transit stops, and
freeway access points. The benefits of Station Bike Parking have no quantified impacts
as a standalone strategy and should be grouped with Transit Network Expansion (TST-
3) and Increase Transit Service Frequency and Speed (TST-4) to encourage multi-
modal use in the area and provide ease of access to nearby transit for bicyclists.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, mixed use, and industrial projects

Alternative Literature:

No literature was identified that specifically looks at the quantitative impact of including
transit station bike parking.

Alternative Literature References:
None

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.5.6 Provide Local Shuttles
Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy. [See TST-4 and TST-5]

Measure Description:

The project will provide local shuttle service through coordination with the local transit
operator or private contractor. The local shuttles will provide service to transit hubs,
commercial centers, and residential areas. The benefits of Local Shuttles alone have
not been quantified and should be grouped with Transit Network Expansion (TST-4) and
Transit Service Frequency and Speed (TST-5) to solve the “first mile/last mile” problem.
In addition, many of the CommuteTrip Reduction Programs (Section 2.4, TRP 1-13)
also included local shuttles.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban context
e Appropriate for large residential, retail, office, mixed use, and industrial projects

Alternative Literature:
No literature was identified to support the effectiveness of this strategy alone.

Alternative Literature References:
None

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.6 Road Pricing/Management

3.6.1 Implement Area or Cordon Pricing

Range of Effectiveness: 7.9 — 22.0% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction and
therefore 7.9 — 22.0% reduction in GHG emissions.

Measure Description:

This project will implement a cordon pricing scheme. The pricing scheme will set a
cordon (boundary) around a specified area to charge a toll to enter the area by vehicle.
The cordon location is usually the boundary of a central business district (CBD) or urban
center, but could also apply to substantial development projects with limited points of
access, such as the proposed Treasure Island development in San Francisco. The
cordon toll may be static/constant, applied only during peak periods, or be variable, with
higher prices during congested peak periods. The toll price can be based on a fixed
schedule or be dynamic, responding to real-time congestion levels. It is critical to have
an existing, high quality transit infrastructure for the implementation of this strategy to
reach a significant level of effectiveness. The pricing signals will only cause mode shifts
if alternative modes of travel are available and reliable.

Measure Applicability:
e Central business district or urban center only

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

C02 = VMT X EFrunning

Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Percentage increase in pricing for passenger vehicles to cross cordon
e Peak period variable price or static all-day pricing (London scheme)
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The following are optional inputs. Average (default) values are included in the
calculations but can be updated to project-specific values if desired. Please see
Appendix C for calculation detail:

e % (due to pricing) route shift, time-of-day shift, HOV shift, trip reduction, shift to
transit/walk/bike

Mitigation Method:
% VMT Reduction = Cordon$ *B * C

Where
Cordon$ = % increase in pricing for passenger vehicles to cross cordon
B = Elasticity of VMT with respect to price (from [1])
C = Adjustment for % of VMT impacted by congestion pricing and mode shifts
Detail:
e Cordon$: reasonable range of 100 — 500% (See Appendix C for detail))
o B:045([1]
e C:
Cordon pricing scheme Adjustment
Peak-period variable pricing 8.8%
Static all-day pricing 21%
Source: See Appendix C for detail

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation
Strategies for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices.
Prepared for the Urban Land Institute. (p. B-13, B-14)
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler_Appendix%
20B_Effectiveness 102209.pdf
o Referencing: VTPI, Transportation Elasticities: How Prices and Other
Factors Affect Travel Behavior. July 2008. www.vtpi.org
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Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions "
CO.e 7.9 - 22.0% of running
PM 7.9 - 22.0% of running
CO 7.9 - 22.0% of running
NOx 7.9 - 22.0% of running
SO, 7.9 - 22.0% of running
ROG 4.7 — 13.2% of total
Discussion:

The amount of pricing will vary on a case-by-case basis. The 100 — 500% increase is
an estimated range of increases and should be adjusted to reflect the specificities of the
pricing scheme implemented. Take care in calculating the percentage increase in price
if baseline is $0.00. An upper limit of 500% may be a good check point. If baseline is
zero, the Project Applicant may want to conduct calculations with a low baseline such
as $1.00.

These calculations assume that the project is within the area cordon, essentially
assuming that 100% of project trips will be affected. See Appendix C to make
appropriate adjustments.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Low Range % VMT Reduction (100% increase in price, peak period pricing) =
100% * 0.45 * 8.8% =4.0%

e High Range % VMT Reduction (500% increase in price, all-day pricing) = 500% *
0.45* 21% = 47.3% = 22% (established maximum based on literature)

Preferred Literature:

e -0.45 VMT elasticity with regard to pricing
e 0.04-0.08% greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction

Moving Cooler [1] assumes an average of 3% of regional VMT would cross the CBD
cordon. A VMT reduction of 20% was estimated to require an average of 65 cents/mile
applied to all congested VMT in the CBD, major employment, and retail centers. The

" The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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range in GHG reductions is attributed to the range of implementation and start date.
Moving Cooler reports an elasticity range from -0.15 to -0.47 from VTPIl. Moving Cooler
utilizes a stronger elasticity (0.45) to represent greater impact cordon pricing will have
on users compared to other pricing strategies.

Alternative Literature:

e 6.5-14.0% reduction in carbon emissions
e 16-22% reduction in vehicles
e 6-9% increase in transit use

The Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP) [2] cites two case studies in Europe, one in
London and one in Stockholm, which show vehicle reductions of 16% and 22%,
respectively. London’s fee reduced CO; by 6.5%. Stockholm’s program reduced injuries
by 10%, increased transit use by 6-9%, and reduced carbon emissions by 14% in the
central city within months of implementation.

Alternative Literature References:

[2] Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP), Short-term Efficiency Measures. (p. 1)
http://www.ccap.org/docs/resources/715/Short-
Term%20Travel%20Efficiency%20
Measures%20cut%20GHGs%209%2009%20final.pdf

CCAP cites Transport for London. Central London Congestion Charging: Impacts
Monitoring, Sixth Annual Report. July 2008 http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/
downloads/sixth-annual-impacts-monitoring-report-2008-07.pdf (p. 6) and Leslie
Abboud and Jenny Clevstrom, “Stockholm's Syndrome,” August 29, 2006, Wall
Street Journal.http://transportation.northwestern.edu/mahmassani/Media

/WSJ 8.06.pdf (p. 2)

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.6.2 Improve Traffic Flow
Range of Effectiveness: 0 - 45% reduction in GHG emissions

Measure Description:

The project will implement improvements to smooth traffic flow, reduce idling, eliminate
bottlenecks, and management speed. Strategies may include signalization
improvements to reduce delay, incident management to increase response time to
breakdowns and collisions, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to provide real-time
information regarding road conditions and directions, and speed management to reduce
high free-flow speeds.

This measure does not take credit for any reduction in GHG emissions associated with
changes to non-project traffic VMT. If Project Applicant wants to take credit for this
benefit, the non-project traffic VMT would also need to be covered in the baseline
conditions.

Measure Applicability:
e Urban, suburban, and rural context

Baseline Method:

See introduction to transportation section for a discussion of how to estimate trip rates
and VMT. The CO, emissions are calculated from VMT as follows:

CO; = VMT x EFynning
Where:

VMT = vehicle miles
traveled

EFrunning = €mission factor
for running emissions

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Average base-year travel speed (miles per hour (mph)) on implemented roads
(congested’® condition)

TA roadway is considered “congested” if operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F
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e Future travel speed (mph) on implemented roads for both a) congested and b)
free-flow’” condition

e Total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on implemented roadways

e Total project-generated VMT

Mitigation Method:
Project GHG Emission; syrategy

% CO, Emissions Reduction = 1— - —
Project GHG emission .gine

Where

Project GHG emissionpest srategy = EFrunning after strategy implementation * project VMT

Project GHG emissionpaseine = EFrunning before strategy implementation * project VMT

EF running = emission factor for running
emissions [from table presented under “Detail” below]

Detail:
Grams of CO, / mile
mph
congested Free-flow
5 1,110 823
10 715 512
15 524 368
20 424 297
25 371 262
30 343 247
35 330 244
40 324 249
45 323 259
50 325 273
55 328 289
60 332 306
65 339 325
70 353 347
75 377 375
80 420 416
85 497 478
Source: Barth, 2008, Fehr & Peers [1]

A roadway is considered “free flow” if operating at LOS D or better
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By only including the project VMT portion, the reduction is typically on scale with the
percentage of cost for traffic improvements and full reduction calculated for project VMT
should be used. However, if the project cost is a greater share than their contribution to
the VMT on the road, than the project and non-project VMT should be calculated and
the percent reduction should be multiplied by the percent cost allocation. The GHG
emission reductions associated with non-project VMT (if applicable) would be calculated
as follows:

Metric Tonnes GHG

0, H * _ H * _
reduced due to improving = % Cost Allocation * Non-Project VMT * (EF congested ~EFreetiow) / (1,000,000

non-Project traffic flow gram/MT)
Where:
Non-Project VMT = portion of non-project VMT
that the Project’s cost share impacts
EFcongested = emissions for
congested road in g/VMT
EFfreefiow = emissions for

freeflow road in g/VMT

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

[1] Barth and Boriboonsomsin, “Real World CO, Impacts of Traffic Congestion”,
Transportation Research Record, Journal of the Transportation Research Board,
No. 2058, Transportation Research Board, National Academy of Science, 2008.

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions’
CO.e 0 - 45% of running
PM 0 - 45% of running
CcoO 0 - 45% of running

® The percentage reduction reflects emission reductions from running emissions. The actual value will
be less than this when starting and evaporative emissions are factored into the analysis. ROG emissions
have been adjusted to reflect a ratio of 40% evaporative and 60% exhaust emissions based on a
statewide EMFAC run of all vehicles.
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NOx 0 - 45% of running
SO, 0 - 45% of running
ROG 0 - 27% of total
Discussion:

Care must be taken when estimating effectiveness since significantly improving traffic
flow essentially lowers the cost and delay involved in travel, which under certain
circumstances may induce additional VMT. [See Appendix C for a discussion on
induced travel.]

The range of effectiveness presented above is a very rough estimate as emissions
reductions will be highly dependent on the level of implementation and degree of
congestion on the existing roadways. In addition, the low range of effectiveness was
stated at 0% to highlight the potential of induced travel negating benefits achieved from
this strategy.

Example:
Sample calculations are provided below:

e Signal timing coordination implementation:
o Existing congested speeds of 25 mph
o Conditions post-implementation: would improve to 25 mph free flow speed
o Proposed project daily traffic generation is 200,000 VMT
o Project COy Emissionspaseline = (371 g CO2/mile) * (200,000 VMT daily) * (1
MT /1 x 10° g) = 74 MT of CO, daily
o Project CO2 Emissionspest strategy = (262 g CO2/mile) * (200,000 VMT daily)
*(1 MT /1 x 10° g) = 52.4 MT of CO, daily
o Percent COzemissions reduction = 1- (52.4 MT/ 74 MT) = 29%
e Speed management technique:
Existing free-flow speeds of 75 mph
Conditions post-implementation: reduce to 55 mph free flow speed
Proposed project daily traffic generation is 200,000 VMT
Project CO2 Emissionspaseiine = (375 g CO2/mile) * (200,000 VMT daily) * (1
MT /1 x 10° g) = 75 MT of CO, daily
Project CO, Emissionspest strategy = (289 g CO2/mile) * (200,000 VMT daily)
*(1 MT /1 x 10° g) = 58 MT of CO, daily
o Percent COzemissions reduction= 1 — (58 tons/ 75 tons) = 23%

o O O O

O

Preferred Literature:
e 7 —12% reduction in CO, emissions
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This study [1] examined traffic conditions in Southern California using energy and
emissions modeling and calculated the impacts of 1) congestion mitigation strategies to
smooth traffic flow, 2) speed management techniques to reduce high free-flow speeds,
and 3) suppression techniques to eliminate acceleration/deceleration associated with
stop-and-go traffic. Using typical conditions on Southern California freeways, the
strategies could reduce emissions by 7 to 12 percent.

The table (in the mitigation method section) was calculated using the CO, emissions
equation from the report:

In(Y)zbO"’b1*X+bz*xz"'b?,*XB'*'b4*X4
where

y = CO, emission in grams / mile
X = average trip speed in miles per hour (mph)

The coefficients for b; were based off of Table 1 of the report, which then provides an
equation for both congested conditions (real-world) and free-flow (steady-state)
conditions.

Alternative Literature:

e 4 -13% reduction in fuel consumption
The FHWA study [2] looks at various case studies of traffic flow improvements. In Los
Angeles, a new traffic control signal system was estimated to reduce signal delays by
44%, vehicle stops by 41%, and fuel consumption by 13%. In Virginia, a study of
retiming signal systems estimated reductions of stops by 25%, travel time by 10%, and
fuel consumption by 4%. In California, optimization of 3,172 traffic signals through 1988
(through California’s Fuel Efficient Traffic Signal Management program) documented an
average reduction in vehicle stops of 16% and in fuel use of 8.6%. The 4-13%
reduction in fuel consumption applies only to that vehicular travel directly benefited by
the traffic flow improvements, specifically the VMT within the corridor in which the ITS is
implemented and only during the times of day that would otherwise be congested
without ITS. For example, signal coordination along an arterial normally congested in
peak commute hours would produce a 4-13% reduction in fuel consumption only for the
VMT occurring along that arterial during weekday commute hours.

Alternate:

e Upto 0.02% increase in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions

Moving Cooler [3] estimates that bottleneck relief will result in an increase in GHG
emissions during the 40-year period, 2010 to 2050. In the short term, however,

|
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improved roadway conditions may improve congestion and delay, and thus reduce fuel
consumption. VMT and GHG emissions are projected to increase after 2030 as
induced demand begins to consume the roadway capacity. The study estimates a
maximum increase of 0.02% in GHG emissions.

Alternative Literature References:

[2] FHWA, Strategies to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Transportation
Sources. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/glob _c5.pdf.

[3] Cambridge Systematics. Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies
for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Technical Appendices. Prepared for
the Urban Land Institute.
http://www.movingcooler.info/Library/Documents/Moving%20Cooler_Appendix%
20B_Effectiveness 102209.pdf

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.6.3 Required Project Contributions to Transportation Infrastructure
Improvement Projects

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy. [See RPT-2 and TST-1 through 7]

Measure Description:

The project should contribute to traffic-flow improvements or other multi-modal
infrastructure projects that reduce emissions and are not considered as substantially
growth inducing. The local transportation agency should be consulted for specific
needs.

Larger projects may be required to contribute a proportionate share to the development
and/or continuation of a regional transit system. Contributions may consist of dedicated
right-of-way, capital improvements, easements, etc. The local transportation agency
should be consulted for specific needs.

Refer to Traffic Flow Improvements (RPT-2) or the Transit System Improvements (TST-
1 through 7) strategies for a range of effectiveness in these categories. The benefits of
Required Contributions may only be quantified when grouped with related
improvements.

Measure Applicability:

e Urban, suburban, and rural context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, mixed use, and industrial projects

Alternative Literature:

Although no literature discusses project contributions as a standalone measure, this
strategy is a supporting strategy for most operations and infrastructure projects listed in
this report.

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.6.4 Install Park-and-Ride Lots

Range of Effectiveness: Grouped strategy. [See RPT-1, TRT-11, TRT-3, and TST-1
through 6]

Measure Description:

This project will install park-and-ride lots near transit stops and High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lanes. Park-and-ride lots also facilitate car- and vanpooling. Refer to Implement
Area or Cordon Pricing (RPT-1), Employer-Sponsored Vanpool/Shuttle (TRT-11), Ride
Share Program (TRT-3), or the Transit System Improvement strategies (TST-1 through
6) for ranges of effectiveness within these categories. The benefits of Park-and-Ride
Lots are minimal as a stand-alone strategy and should be grouped with any or all of the
above listed strategies to encourage carpooling, vanpooling, ride-sharing, and transit
usage.

Measure Applicability:

e Suburban and rural context
e Appropriate for residential, retail, office, mixed use, and industrial projects

Alternative Literature:
Alternate:
e 0.1 -0.5% vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction

A 2005 FHWA [1] study found that regional VMT in metropolitan areas may be reduced
between 0.1 to 0.5% (citing Apogee Research, Inc., 1994). The reduction potential of
this strategy may be limited because it reduces the trip length but not vehicle trips.

Alternate:
e 0.50% VMT reduction per day

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) [2] notes the above number
applies to countywide interstates and arterials.

Alternative Literature References:

[1] FHWA. Transportation and Global Climate Change: A Review and Analysis of the
Literature — Chapter 5: Strategies to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions from
Transportation Sources.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/glob _c5.pdf
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[2] Washington State Department of Transportation. Cost Effectiveness of Park-and-
Ride Lots in the Puget Sound Area.
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/research/reports/fullreports/094.1.pdf

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.7 Vehicles

3.7.1 Electrify Loading Docks and/or Require Idling-Reduction Systems
Range of Effectiveness: 26-71% reduction in TRU idling GHG emissions

Measure Description:

Heavy-duty trucks transporting produce or other refrigerated goods will idle at truck
loading docks and during layovers or rest periods so that the truck engine can continue
to power the cab cooling elements. Idling requires fuel use and results in GHG
emissions.

The Project Applicant should implement an enforcement and education program that
will ensure compliance with this measure. This includes posting signs regarding idling
restrictions as well as recording engine meter times upon entering and exiting the
facility.
Measure Applicability:

e Truck refrigeration units (TRU)

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

e Electricity provider for the Project
e Horsepower of TRU
e Hours of operation

Baseline Method:
CO, Exhaust
Activity x AygHP xLF

GHG emission =

xHpxHrxCxLF

Where:
GHG emission = MT CO.e
CO, Exhaust = Statewide daily CO, emission from TRU for the relevant horsepower tier
(tons/day). Obtained from OFFROAD2007.
Activity = Statewide daily average TRU operating hours for the relevant horsepower
tier (hours/day). Obtained from OFFROAD2007.
AvgHP = Average TRU horsepower for the relevant horsepower tier (HP).
Obtained from OFFROAD2007.
Hp = Horsepower of TRU.
Hr = Hours of operation.
C = Unit conversion factor
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LF = Load factor of TRU for the relevant horsepower tier (dimensionless).
Obtained from OFFROAD 2007.

Note that this method assumes the load factor of the TRU is same as the default in
OFFROAD2007.

Mitigation Method:
Electrify loading docks

TRUs will be plugged into electric loading dock instead of left idling. The indirect GHG
emission from electricity generation is:

GHG emission = UtilityxHpxLFxHrxC

Where:
GHG emissions MT CO,e
Utility = Carbon intensity of Local Utility (CO,e/kWh)
Hp = Horsepower of TRU.
LF = Load factor of TRU for the relevant horsepower tier (dimensionless).
Obtained from OFFROAD2007.
Hr = Hours of operation.
C = Unit conversion factor

_ UtilityxC

GHG Reduction %"° = 1
EFx10°°

Idling Reduction

Emissions from reduced TRU idling periods are calculated using the same methodology
for the baseline scenario, but with the shorter hours of operation.

time, ..
GHG Reduction % = 1— —mugated
tim Chaseline

Electrify loading docks

Power Utility | TRU Horsepower (HP) | Idling Emission Reductions®™
<15 26.3%
LADW&P <25 26.3%
<50 35.8%

” This assumes energy from engine losses are the same.
& This reduction percentage applies to all GHG and criteria pollutant idling emissions.
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<15 72.9%

PG&E <25 72.9%
<50 76.3%

<15 61.8%

SCE <25 61.8%
<50 66.7%

<15 53.5%

SDGE <25 53.5%
<50 59.5%

<15 67.0%

SMUD <25 67.0%
<50 71.2%

Idling Reduction

Emission reduction from shorter idling period is same as the percentage reduction in
idling time.

Discussion:

The output from OFFROAD2007 shows the same emissions within each horsepower
tier regardless of the year modeled. Therefore, the emission reduction is dependent on
the location of the Project and horsepower of the TRU only.

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

e California Air Resources Board. Off-road Emissions Inventory. OFFROAD2007.
Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/offroad/offroad.htm

e California Climate Action Registry Reporting Online Tool. 2006 PUP Reports.
Available online at: https://www.climatereqistry.org/CARROT/public/reports.aspx

Preferred Literature:

The electrification of truck loading docks can allow properly equipped trucks to take
advantage of external power and completely eliminate the need for idling. Trucks would
need to be equipped with internal wiring, inverter, system, and a heating, ventilation,
and air conditioning (HVAC) system. Under this mitigation measure, the direct
emissions from fuel combustion are completely displaced by indirect emissions from the
CO; generated during electricity production. The amount of electricity required depends
on the type of truck and refrigeration elements; this data could be determined from
manufacturer specifications. The total kilowatt-hours required should be multiplied by
the carbon-intensity factor of the local utility provider in order to calculate the amount of
indirect CO, emissions. To take credit for this mitigation measure, the Project Applicant

302



ig APCOA
- \
| ransportatlon

MP# TR-6 Vehicles

would need to provide detailed evidence supporting a calculation of the emissions
reductions.

Alternative Literature:
None

Other Literature Reviewed:

1. USEPA. 2002. Green Transport Partnership, A Glance at Clean Freight Strategies: Idle
Reduction. Available online at: http://nepis.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/P1000S9K.PDF

2. ATRI. 2009. Research Results: Demonstration of Integrated Mobile Idle Reduction
Solutions. Available online at: http://www.atri-
online.org/research/results/ATRI1pagesummaryMIRTDemo.pdf

None

303



iCAPCOA

_ AN
Transportation

CEQA# MM T-21 VT-2 Vehicles

3.7.2 Utilize Alternative Fueled Vehicles

Range of Effectiveness: Reduction in GHG emissions varies depending on vehicle
type, year, and associated fuel economy.

Measure Description:

When construction equipment is powered by alternative fuels such as biodiesel (B20),
liquefied natural gas (LNG), or compressed natural gas (CNG) rather than conventional
petroleum diesel or gasoline, GHG emissions from fuel combustion may be reduced.

Measure Applicability:
e Vehicles

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

Vehicle category

Traveling speed (mph)

Number of trips and trip length, or Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Fuel economy (mpg) or Fuel consumption

Baseline Method:
Baseline CO, Emission = EF x é x VMT xC

Where:

Baseline CO, Emission = MT of CO,
EF = CO,emission factor, from CCAR General Reporting Protocol (g/gallon)
VMT = Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) =T x L
FE = Fuel economy (mpg)
C = Unit conversion factor
Baseline N,O /CH, Emission = EF x VMT xC

Where:
Baseline N,O/CH4 Emission = MT of N,O or CH,4

EF = N,O or CH,emission factor, from CCAR General Reporting Protocol (g/mile)

VMT = Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) =T x L
T = Number of one-way trips
L = One-way trip length
FC = Fuel consumption (gallon) = VMT/FE
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FE
C

Fuel economy (mpg)
Unit conversion factor

The total baseline GHG emission is the sum of the emissions of CO,, NoO and CHa,
adjusted by their global warming potentials (GWP):

Baseline GHG Emission
= Baseline CO, Emission + Baseline N,O Emission x 310 +Baseline CH; Emission x 21

Where:
Baseline GHG Emission = MT of COe
310 = GWP of N,O
21 = GWP of CH,

Mitigation Method:

Mitigated emissions from using alternative fuel is calculated using the same
methodology before, but using emission factors for the alternative fuel, and fuel
consumption calculated as follows:

GHGemiSSionS:éxERxVMT xEFgop + VMT xEFyp0 + VMT xEF;y,

Where:

ER = Energy ratio from US Department of Energy (see table below)
EF = Emission Factor for pollutant

VMT = Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
FE = Fuel economy (mpg)

Energy Ratio:
Fuel Amount of fuel needed to provide same energy as
1 gallon of Gasoline 1 gallon of Diesel
Gasoline 1 gal 1.13 gal
#2 Diesel 0.88 gal 1 gal
B20 0.92 gal 1.01 gal
126.

CNG 67 ft® 143.14 ft®
LNG 1.56 gal 1.77 gal
LPC 1.37 gal 1.55 gal
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Emission reductions can be calculated as:

Mitigated Emission
RunningEmission

Reduction = 1 —

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:

Pollutant Category Emissions Reductions
CO.e Range Not Quantified”’
PM Range Not Quantified
CO Range Not Quantified
NOx Range Not Quantified
SO, Range Not Quantified
ROG Range Not Quantified
Discussion:

Using the methodology described above, only the running emission is considered. A
hypothetical scenario for a gasoline fueled light duty automobile in 2015 is illustrated
below. The CO, emission factor from motor gasoline in CCAR 2009 is 8.81 kg/gallon.
Assuming the automobile makes two trips of 60 mile each per day, and using the
current passenger car fuel economy of 27.5 mpg under the CAFE standards, then the
annual baseline CO, emission from the automobile is:

2x60x365
x———— """«

8.81 107° =14.0 MT/year

Where 10is the conversion factor from kilograms to MT.

Using the most recent N,O emission factor of 0.0079 g/mile in CCAR 2009 for gasoline
passenger cars, the annual baseline N,O emission from the automobile is:

0.0079%x2x365x60x10°° =0.000346 MT/year

® The emissions reductions varies and depends on vehicle type, year, and the associated fuel economy.
The methodology above describes how to calculate the expected GHG emissions reduction assuming the
required input parameters are known.
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Similarly, using the same formula with the most recent CH4 emission factor of 0.0147
g/mile in CCAR 2009 for gasoline passenger cars, the annual baseline CH4 emission
from the automobile is calculated to be 0.000644 MT/year.

Thus, the total baseline GHG emission for the automobile is:

14.0+0.000346x310+0.000644x21=14.1 MT/year

If compressed natural gas (CNG) is used as alternative fuel, the CNG consumption for
the same VMT is:

Mmze.a?:zm,?m #
275

Using the same formula as for the baseline scenario but with emission factors of CNG
and the CNG consumption, the mitigated GHG emission can be calculated as shown in
the table below

Emission
Pollutant (MT/yr)
CO, 11.0
N,O 0.0022
CH,4 0.0323
CO.e 12.4

Therefore, the emission reduction is:

1—12—'4:11.4%
14.0

Notice that in the baseline scenario, N,O and CH4 only make up <1% of the total GHG
emissions, but actually increase for the mitigated scenario and contribute to >10% of
total GHG emissions.

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

e California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 2009. General Reporting Protocol.

Version 3.1. Available online at:
http://www.climateregistry.org/tools/protocols/general-reporting-protocol.html
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e US Department of Energy. 2010. Alternative and Advanced Fuels — Fuel
Properties. Available online at: http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/properties.html

Preferred Literature:

The amount of emissions avoided from using alternative fuel vehicles can be calculated
using emission factors from the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General
Reporting Protocol [1]. Multiplying this factor by the fuel consumption or vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) gives the direct emissions of CO, and N,O /CH,, respectively. Fuel
consumption and VMT can be calculated interchangeably with the fuel economy (mpg).
The total GHG emission is the sum of the emissions from the three chemicals multiplied
by their respective global warming potential (GWP).

Assuming the same VMT, the amount of alternative fuel required to run the same
vehicle fleet can be calculated by multiplying gasoline/diesel fuel consumption by the
equivalent-energy ratio obtained from the US Department of Energy [2]. Using the
alternative fuel consumption and the emission factors for the alternative fuel from
CCAR, the mitigated GHG emissions can be calculated. The GHG emissions reduction
associated with this mitigation measure is therefore the difference in emissions from
these two scenarios.

Alternative Literature:
None

Notes:

[1] California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 2009. General Reporting Protocol. Version
3.1. Available online at:
http://www.climateregistry.org/tools/protocols/general-reporting-protocol.html

[2] US Department of Energy. 2010. Alternative and Advanced Fuels — Fuel Properties.
Available online at: http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/properties.html

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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3.7.3 Utilize Electric or Hybrid Vehicles

Range of Effectiveness: 0.4 - 20.3% reduction in GHG emissions

Measure Description:

When vehicles are powered by grid electricity rather than fossil fuel, direct GHG
emissions from fuel combustion are replaced with indirect GHG emissions associated
with the electricity used to power the vehicles. When vehicles are powered by hybrid-
electric drives, GHG emissions from fuel combustion are reduced.

Measure Applicability:
e \Vehicles

Inputs:
The following information needs to be provided by the Project Applicant:

Vehicle category

Traveling speed (mph)

Number of trips and trip length, or Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Fuel economy (mpg)

Baseline Method:

Baseline Emission = EF x (1 - R)x VMT xC

Where:
Baseline Emission = MT of Pollutant
EF = Running emission factor for pollutant at traveling speed, from EMFAC.
VMT = Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
R = Additional reduction in EF due to regulation (see Table 1)
C = Unit conversion factor

Mitigation Method:

Fully Electric Vehicle

Vehicle will run solely on electricity. The indirect GHG emission from electricity
generation is:

Mitigated Emission = UtilityxéxVMT xERxC
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Where:

Mitigated Emission = MT of CO.e

Utility = Carbon intensity of Local Utility (CO,e/kWh)
VMT = Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
ER = Energy Ratio = 33.4 kWh/gallon-gasoline or 37.7 kWh/gallon-diesel
FE = Fuel Economy (mpg)
C = Unit conversion factor
Carbon-Intensity
Power Utility (Ibs CO.e/MWh)
LADW&P 1,238
PG&E 456
SCE 641
SDGE 781
SMUD 555

Criteria pollutant emissions will be 100% reduced for equipment running solely on
electricity.

Hybrid-Electric Vehicle

The Project Applicant has to determine the fuel consumption reduced from using the
hybrid-electric vehicle. The emission reductions for all pollutants are the same as the
fuel reduction.

Emission reductions can be calculated as:

Mitigated Emission
RunningEmission

GHG Reduction% = 1—

Emission Reduction Ranges and Variables:
See Table VT-3.1 below.

Discussion:

Using the methodology described above, only the running emission is considered. A
hypothetical scenario for a gasoline fueled light duty automobile with catalytic converter
in 2015 is illustrated below. The running CO, emission factor at 30 mph from an EMFAC
run of the Sacramento county with temperature of 60F and relative humidity of 45% is
336.1 g/mile. From Table VT-3.1, there will be an additional reduction of 9.1% for the
emission factor in 2015 due to Pavley standard. Assuming the automobile makes two
trips of 60 mile each per day, then annual baseline emission from the automobile is:
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336.1><(100%-9.1%)><2><365>< 60x107° =13.4 MT/year

Where 10®is the conversion factor from grams to MT. Assuming the current passenger
car fuel economy of 27.5 mpg under the CAFE standards, and using the carbon-
intensity factor for PG&E, the electric provider for the Sacramento region, the mitigated
emission from replacing the automobile described above with electric vehicle would be:

2><365><60><334 1

456 % Ax—
2.204%10°

j =11.0 MT/year

Therefore, the emission reduction is:

l—H =17.9%
13.4

Assumptions:
Data based upon the following references:

e California Air Resources Board. EMFAC2007. Available online at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/latest version.htm

e California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 2009. General Reporting Protocol.
Version 3.1. Available online at:
http://www.climateregistry.org/tools/protocols/general-reporting-protocol.html

e California Climate Action Registry Reporting Online Tool. 2006 PUP Reports.
Available online at: https://www.climateregistry.org/CARROT/public/reports.aspx

e US Department of Energy. 2010. Alternative and Advanced Fuels — Fuel
Properties. Available online at: http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/properties.html

Preferred Literature:

The amount of emissions avoided from using electric and hybrid vehicles can be
calculated using CARB's EMFAC model, which provides state-wide and regional
running emission factors for a variety of on-road vehicles in units of grams per mile [1].
Multiplying this factor by the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) gives the direct emissions.
For criteria pollutant, emissions can be assumed to be 100% reduced from running on
electricity. For GHG, assuming the same VMT, the electricity required to run the same
vehicle fleet can be calculated by dividing by the fuel economy (mph) and multiplying
the gasoline-electric energy ratio obtained from the US Department of Energy [2].
Multiplying this value by the carbon-intensity factor of the local utility gives the amount
of indirect GHG emissions associated with electric vehicles. The GHG emissions

311



(carcos
) \(
Transportation

CEQA# MM T-20 VT-3 Vehicles

reduction associated with this mitigation measure is therefore the difference in
emissions from these two scenarios.

Alternative Literature:
None

Notes:

[1] California Air Resources Board. EMFAC2007. Available online at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/latest version.htm

[2] US Department of Energy. 2010. Alternative and Advanced Fuels — Fuel Properties.
Available online at: http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/properties.html

Other Literature Reviewed:
None
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