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Cost-Effective GHG Reductions
through Smart Growth & Improved Transportation Choi ces
An economic case for strategic investment of cap-and-trade revenues

The Need to Connect Transportation and Climate Chage Policies

Nearly one third of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissiorice U.S. come from the transportation
sector, making it the nation’s largest end-use @@wf emissions. Moreover, transportation is
the fastest growing source of U.S. emissions, ataog for almost half of the net increase in
total U.S. emissions between 1990 and 2b0Transportation GHG emissions are a result of
three drivers — vehicle fuel efficiency, fuel emiss and how much people drive, as measured
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). In 2007, Congreskiressed the first two drivers by improving
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standardsmaaddating reduced GHG intensity of
motor fuels. However, Congress has not put theesaffort into improving travel choices to
address how much people drive. Historically, U.@ng$portation policy and infrastructure
investments tend to encourage more driving. If @ not change how we invest in
transportation, driving will continue to increasffectively offsetting the emissions savings
expected from the recently improved fuel efficiemry low carbon fuels requirements.

Cap-And-Trade Models Ignore Smart Growth and Transportation GHG Reductions

The price signal from a cap-and-trade system woll Ioe effective in reducing VMT, due to
market imperfections and limited transportationicas in many parts of the counfrylypical
GHG reduction analyses miss the emissions redwgctaord economic benefits of improved
transportation choices and assume a high “costopérfor these reductions. They also overlook
broader benefits of smart growth and transportgpiecing including lower infrastructure costs,
consumer fuel cost savings, time saved, lower arszg costs and increased local tax revenues.

Smart Growth and Transportation Choices Reduce Emisions and Save Money

In this report, the Center for Clean Air Policy (8&) analyzes the benefits of reducing GHG
emissions through smart growth, improved transgiortachoices, and transportation pricing.
With input from Transportation for America, Smartro@th America, Natural Resources
Defense Council, Environmental Defense Fund, andRHIlz., we estimate that comprehensive
application of best practices could reduce VMT pecapita by 10 percentand reduce annual
GHG emissions 145 MMTCgLn 2030 — equivalent to the annual emissions afes@0 million
cars or 35 large coal plantsthese GHG reductions total approximately 6 percérihe 2030
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GHG reduction goal proposed in the American Cleanerfy and Security Aét.
Our analysis indicates that these reductions can bachieved profitably, when factoring in
avoided infrastructure costs, consumer savingspaogcted tax revenue growth. When viewed
holistically, many transportation-related emissioreductions are not only cheaper than
reductions in the utility and petroleum sectors, #lso would help ease the cost of compliance
on those sectors.

According to our review of the economic impactswfart growth, integrated planning can:
* Reduce infrastructure costsby approximately 25 percent or more;
» Attract private investment, increasing municipal revenues through real estetes;
* Reduce household costdreeing up disposable income, especially for waykamilies;
* Improve energy securityby reducing dependency on oil; and
* Increase walking and bicycling improve public health and reduce medical costs.

The report contains case studies at the localpnadji state and national level, which include:
* The Sacramentoregion’s smart growth plan is projected to redecaissions by 7.2
MMTCO; through 2050. CCAP calculates a net econdmaiefit of $198 per ton CO

saved through $9 billion dollars savings on infnastiure and consumer fuel savings.

* In Atlanta, CCAP calculates that the Atlantic Station projedt reduce CQ by a total
of 0.63 MMTCQ over 50 years at a net cost savings, because ipaintex revenues
from the project will be greater than what is reqdito pay back the initial project loan.

* A McKinsey analysis fof5eorgia concludes that strategic investments in transitpahd
management, and freight could yield net economiebes of over $400 billion over 30
years. CCAP calculates associated transportatio@ €vings of 18 MMTC@Q

* Rails-to-Trails calculates th&ortland, Oregon’s investment in bicycle infrastructure
will cut 0.7 MMTCGQ; with net economidenefits of more than $1,000 per ton @O'he
Center for Transit Oriented Development reports #18 million invested in the Portland
Streetcar helped attract $2.3 billion in privategstment within two blocks of the line.

» A Brookings Institution study shows that shiftirggger-mile car insurangericing could
cut VMT and related GHGs by 8 percent yielding nasice cost savings for two thirds of
households, averaging $270/vehicle/year and arsucétal savings of $50-60 billion.

Conclusion

Smart growth is not only cost-effective comparedotber mitigation measures, it can be
profitable. If we ignore the full economic bensfaf smart growth and improved transportation
choices, we miss inexpensive GHG reductions trsd ptovide additional community benefits
and reduce the burden on other sectors to redwe émissions. Dedicating a meaningful
portion of allowance value to smart growth plannmguld be a cost-effective investment that
can lower economy-wide GHG mitigation costs. Fanare in-depth look of these issues, look
for our forthcoming report, “Growing Wealthier: TEEonomic Benefits of Smart Growth.”

4145 MMTCO?2 is 5.8 percent of the 2030 savings famvered sources or 4.8 percent of economy-wide GHG
reductions in House Report 111-137: http://thonsasglov/cgi-bin/cpquery/R?cpl11:FLD010:@1(hr137).
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