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TLU Action 1.A.1 7 Support Stricter Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards

Summary

New Hampshire should support reastringent, neaterm Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAF&nslards for
passenger vehiclesd inclusion of heavier passenger vehidies$o 10,000 Ibs gross veheclveigh rating (GVWR)

in the standargl The lattervehicle clas$ncludes large sport tility vehicles(SUVs)and pick up trucks. In addition,

the state shouldupport the adoption of CAFE standards for vehicles greater than 10,000 GVWR in the near future.
CAFE is the saleweighted average fuel economy, expressed in miles per gallon,(offpg) manuf act ur er €
light-duty vehicles and lighduty trucks. It currently applies to vehicles with a GVWR of 8,500 Ibs. or less,
manufactured for sale in the United States, for any given model year. New standards recently prahesed by
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSANould require that the combined eard light truck fleet

meet a 35mpg average by 2020 (up fraime current standrds of 27.5 mpg for light caed 22.2mpgfor light

trucks whichwere set in 1984)EXxisting analyses indicate that higher fuel economackievablewith currently

available technology and that significant improvemeotddbe made by 2015.

Program Description

1. Mechanismi(e., how the policy or program achieves the desired resiitie Secretary of Transportation has
delegated authority to establish CAFE standards to the Administrator of the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA).Congress specified that CAFE standards
andp ovi ded that the Departmentés determinations of
factors:

Technological feasibility,

Economic practicability,

Effect of other standards on fuel econorand
Need of the nation to conserve energy

= =4 -4 -

The gate,through NHDES, should work with regional and national air quality organizations supporting more
stringent standards arggressive phasa of new standards, achieving significant fuel emog improvements
by 2015. Thetate could also communicaie the New HampshireCongressional delegation the benefits

more stringent fuel efficiency standards

2. Implementation Plari.g., how to implement the specific policy or program

a. Method of Establishment (e.qg., legislation, executive ordgdpport formore stringent standardsuld
be done withminimal action required. Additional weight to the issue could be provided by legislative
action that would encourage and direct tlreM¥ampshire Congressionakl2gation to supporhore
stringent standards

b. Resarces RequiredExisting statestaff

c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to low feasibility actio®g)nificant resistance from auto
manufacturersvould makedifficult the political actionsneededo implementmore stringent CAFE
standards Higher sandards do not have to be baseexistingtechnology, but must be based on
reasonable assumptions that the necessary techradatfibe developed adequately to allow
manufacturers to meet the standard. Public education and outreach is neesedientand to more
fuel efficient vehicles.Loopholes within existing CAFE standards that reduce the rule effectiveness
must be closed.

3. Parties Affected by Implementatione(, residents, businesses, municipalities)etc
a. Parties Responsible for Impleentation NHDE S , Feder al govdot (NHTSA),

! http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov/CARS/rules/CAFE/overview.htm
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b. Parties Paying for ImplementationV ehicle manufacturers and vehicle purchasers

c. PartiesBenefiting from Implementation\/ehicle purchasers who will have lower fuel costs, companies
that providethe technology and equipment to meet the standards.

4. Related EXxisting Policies and Programe.( those that address similar issues without interajting

1 Granite State Clean Citi€palition,promoting the use of alternative fugldaadvanced technology
vehicles;

1 Granite State Clean Casyoluntary program in which auto dealerships clearly identify vehicles that
meet low emission vehicle standards and achieve 30 mpg or greater.

5. Complementary Policie$.€., those that achieve greater reductions thiopgrallel implementation
a. Existing:

b. Proposed TLU Action 1.A.37 Adopt California Low Emission Vehicle (CALEV) Standards
TLU Action 1.C.21 PromoteAdvanced Technology Vehicles and Supporting Infrastructure

6. Timeframe for Implementation: Immediatéorts are needed. Changes to CAFE standardsathost
manufacturers three years to meet the stana@dieistheir adoption NHSTA is required to review the existing
standards periodically. As new technology is develpedstandards should be readsto become increasilyg
stringent.

7. Anticipated Timeframe of Outcome: 10 to 15 years, depending on the level of increase and date by which
increases become effectivéhe NH vehicle fleet turns over (new vehicles replace older ones) about once every
8years. If new standardgereaggressively phased in (within 3 yeathe statevould realizesignificant results
within 11 yearsincreasing in future years.

Program Evaluation

1. Estimated C@Emission Reductiosn

CO, Emission ReductiongMMTC O2e)

Timeframe at Different CAFE Standards
@35mpg | @40 mpg | @45 mpg | @50 mpg
Shortterm (2012) 0.09 0.15 0.21 0.27
Mid-term (2025) 1.13 1.64 2.04 2.37
Long-term (2050) 1.85 2.64 3.25 3.75

2. EconomicEffects

a. Costs:
i. Implementation Cost: Moderately high for all senarios
ii. Timing: Constant / een for all scenarios
iii. Impacts Consumer for all scenarios
b. Savings
I. Potential Economic Benefit:
CAFE Standard Relative Savings
35mpg High
40mpg High
45mpg Very High
50 mpg Very High
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ii. Timing:  Low shortterm / nogly long-term for all scenarios
iii. Impacts Consumei evenly distributed for all scenarios

3. Other Benefits/Impacts:

a.

Environmental This would reduce emissions of carbon dioxide, greenhouse gases, and other primary air
pollutants in order to mitigate théfects of climate change and pollution of our ecosystentss would

lead to improved air and water quality directly as well as have more indirect effects on the fish and
wildlife and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

Health: Human health benefitsilvbe realized by decreasing exposure to toxic and hazardous
pollutants, many of which may have an effect that is exacerbated by the increase in hot summer days.
Avoiding the impacts adir pollution can reduce the incidence of cardiac and respirateepsh.

Social Thiswill reduce the countries dependence on oil and therefore ability to be manipulated by
foreign countries

Other. A significantamount ofUS dollarswould be retaineth the US economy rather theringsen
abroad to oil producing cotnres.

4. Potential for Implementation.€., including challenges, obstacles and opportunities

7.

d.

g.

Technical Technology currently exists to achieve an average increase of about 10 to 12 mpg. Social
acceptance of smaller vehicles will make this goal teeltigieasy to achieve.

Economic Short term additional cost to consumer with long term significant savings. Also supports
new technology industries.

Statutory/RegulatoryModerate hurdle to have more stringent standards adopted by the federal
government.

Social Strong societal support for reducing vehicle fuel costs which this will, in effect, achieve.

Other Factors of Note: Actions supporting more stringent CAFE standards are already undertaken by NH DES.

Level of Group Interest: Moderat&his action can be implementexhly at the federal levelt is not a program

that New Hampshirecan implement itseltike TLU Action 1.A.3 (CALEV). Thereforethe working group

considered this a supporting action to undertake in thetagar(i.e., supportsther actions and/or achieves

moder ate reductions but not considered fiessenti al ¢
and land use sector)

References:

Revised TLU Action Reports
September 82008



TLU Action 1.A.27 Support Fuel Economy Standards for HeavyDuty Vehicles

Sumnary

New Hampshire shouldupport establishment of fuel economy standards for all new vehicles greatejsb@an 8
poundsgross vehicle weight rating (GVWR9) achieve greatd2O2 reductions from future vehicle3 he state

should also support programgcha s E P A 6 sy T&nsaart PaNaership programincrease the fl@conomy

of existing heawduty vehicles. Tractatrailers consume abotwo-thirdsof all truck fuel and can be made more
fuel-efficient thiough aerodynamic retrofits, lemlling-resigancetires, and iding reduction technology. Heavy
duty velicles are very durable, many haviagiseful life of 20 years or more in the U.S. before being sold in other
countries. Improvements to the fuel economy of new truckdd have a significant ipactwithin 10 to 20 years
after implementation dbugher standards, but those standardsfilaly to bel0 or more years away from possible
implementation. Using existing technology to improve the fuel economy of existing wockshave an immediate
impact. Action on future and existing trucksuld provide both shoftand longterm emission reductions.

Program Description

1. Mechanismi(e., how the policy or program achieves the desired result

Fuel economy standards may be establisimy by thefederal government. herefore the mechanism to
implementmore stringent fuel efficiency standards wouldlr®ugh the Mw Hampshire Congressional
Delegation with active supporfrom state government for such a program.

To improve the fuel economy dfe existingvehiclefleet, New Hampshirecould join withEPA in support of the
SmartWay Transport Partnership. The statald develop finacing options, such as small business
environmental improvement loans, for vehicle owaperators to purclse SmaWay Technology Packages
2. Implementation Plari.g., how to implement the specific policy or program
a. Method of Establishment (e.qg., legislation, executive order):

1 Fuel economy standards are established by the federal government. Support abthisyatate
governmentouldb e done through existing agencies and
delegation.

1 An EPA partnership/financing program would require legislative action.
b. Resources Required
1 Existingstatestaff could assist in providinguppat of more stringenfuel economy standards.

1 New Hampshirevould need to identify the appropriate state agency to administer
partnership/financingrogram, identify a funding source, and provide staff to administer the loan
program and coordinate with BP

c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to low feasibility actiotdgntification of a funding source
and allocation ofunds to establish a logrogram.
3. Parties Affected by Implementatione(, residents, businesses, municipalities)etc

a. Parties Responsible for ImplementatiodS Environmental Protection Agency, NH state government,
fleet managers, and vehicle owsogrerators.

b. Parties Paying for ImplementationCompaniesttat own fleets as well aghicleowneroperators.
Federal funds aralso currently available.

c. Parties Benefiting from ImplementatioDrivers, fleet managerandvehicleowneroperatorsvould
see cost benefits, as wotildlividuals and companies that rely on freigBbciety as whole would
benefit fromimproved air quiity.
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4. Related EXxisting Policies and Programse.(those that address similar issues without interajting
1 Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards for vehicles <8501 GVWR
1 U.S. EPA SmartWay Transport Partnership

5. Complementary Policie$.€., those thaachieve greater reductions through parallel implementation
a. Existing
b. Proposed TLU Action1.A.11 Support Stricter Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards
TLU Action 1.C.17 Adopt a LowCarbon FukStandard
6. Timeframe for Implementation:
Improvementsa Existing Fleet Immediate
Federal Fuel Economy Standards: 10 to 15 years
7. Anticipated Timeframe of Outcome:
Improvements to Existing Fleet Immediate
Federal Fuel Economy Standards: 25 to 40 years

Program Evaluation

1. Estimated C@Emission Reduction

a. Shortterm (2012): 0.22 MMTCO2elyear
b. Mediumterm (2025): 0.94 MMTCO2elyear
c. Longterm (2050): 1.82 MMTCO2elyear

2. EconomicEffects

a. Costs:

i. Implementation Cost: Moderately high

ii. Timing: Immediate / lgherinitial costs

iil. Impacts Business evenly distributed
b. Savings

i. Potential Economic Benefit: Moderate

ii. Timing: Constant / een

iii. Impacts

3. Other Benefits/Impacts:

a. Environmental This would reduce emissions of carbon dioxide, greenhouse gases, and other primary air
pollutants in order to itigate the effects of climate change and pollution of our ecosystéhis.would
lead to improved air and water quality directly as well as have more indirect effects on the fish and
wildlife and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

b. Health: Human hedh benefits will be realized by decreasing exposure to toxic and hazardous
pollutants, many of which may have an effect that is exacerbated by the increase in hot summer days.
Avoiding the impacts o&ir pollution can reduce the incidence of cardiac asgiratory disease
including areducel incidence ofhe conditions that cause asthma and that can lead to asthma attacks as
well as aggravate other cardiovascular and respiratory conditions.

Social EPA states that the program contributes to environmprsiite.

Other. By increasing energy efficiency we improve energy security by reducing dependence on foreign
petroleum
8
Revised TLU Action Reports
September 82008



4. Potential for Implementation.¢., including challenges, obstacles and opportunities
a. Technical Medium. The proposed actionould involve establising a loan program in state government.

b. Economic Medium. Afunding sourcevould be needetb establish a loan program, but federal funding
might be available in coming years.

c. Statutory/Regulatory High. It is not anticipated that $t&iory or regulatory changes would be needed to
implement this program

d. Social High. Cleaneburningdiesel trucks are supported by all sectors. Fuel savings would be
strongly supported bthetrucking industry.
5. Other Factors of Note:

6. Level of Group hterest: High. Theworking groupconsidered this an essential action to undertake in the near
term to achieve significant reductions in CO2 emissions from the transportation and land use sector.

7. References

1 Key Resource
Therese Langer, American Counfcit an EnergyEfficient Economy, February 11, 2004,
http://www.bipartisanpolicy.org/files/news/finalReport/lll.4.a%Z20HeavyDuty%20Trucks.pdf

1 American Council for Energy Efficient Econonmergy Savings Through Increased Fuel Economy for
HeavyDuty Trucks,(February 11, 2004).

T US EPA Smartways Home Padptp://www.epa.gov/smartway/inddéwm.

1 Cheryl Bynum, US EPASmartWay Transport Partnership, February 22, 2006
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/improwvithg-fuel-economyof-heavyduty-fleets/cherylbynuril.pdf/

1 Forr average number of miles driven by age of truck:
http://www1.eere.energy.gov/vehiclesandfuels/facts/2005/fcvt_fotw36I3.htm
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TLU Action 1.A.3 7 Adopt California Low-Emission Vehicle (CALEV) Standards

Summary

New Hampshire shoulddapt California LowEmission Vehicle (CALEV) standardscluding thetailpipe

greenhouse gas emissio@&HG) standards.Under the Clean AiAct Section 209states may not develop their own
vehicle emission standards. The exception tortlatis the State of California, whichay sefts own standards
provided they are at least agragient as federal standards. Califorstiandards arg/pically more stringent than
federal standards. The remaining 49 states have the op&ttheffollowing federd emission standards adoping

the CALEV standards. The CALEV requirements include a tailpipe GHG standard that does not éedstrid
emission standard<CALEV also includes a zeremissionvehicle (ZEV) requirement (electric vehicles). States that
adopt CALEV standards mahooseo include the GHG and ZEV requirements or not. CALEV states altoyw

the sale of vehiclesertified b CALEV standards.

Program Description

1. Mechanismi(e., how the policy or program achieves the desired result

Adopting CALEV with the GHG standards wouldwerN e w H a m pgseénhause §as emissions by
reducingemissions otarbon dioxide (CO2), medine (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), and hydrofluorocarbons (air
conditioner refrigerants) from motor vehicles. States that adopt CALEV are responsible for enforcing the
program provisions themselveslike states that operate under federal standards, whegdndards are
enforced by EPA. herefore NwHampshirenvould be responsible fanforcingthis program.

Californiahas adopted greenhouse (GHG) standards as petGALEV programbut hasnot yet been granted
the necessary waiver by the EnvironméRiatection Agency. The waiver denial has triggered litigatiaiis
expeced to be resolved in favor of Califormdaapproved under a nefederaladministration after January 2009.
2. Implementation Plan.e., how to implement the specific policy cogram):
a. Method of Establishment (e.g., legislation, executive ordegjislation
b. Resources RequiredES staff, funds for economic and air quality analysis to support legislative.action
c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to low feasibilitjoas) Legislative opposition to
Californiastandards
3. Parties Affected by Implementatione(, residents, businesses, municipalities,)etc
a. Parties Responsible for ImplementatioBtategovernment.

b. Parties Paying for Implementatiorit is estimatedmplementing CALEV in NH would require %2 Full
Time Employee both for program passage, rule making, adoption, egmransupport. States have
used a variety of funding options, including a fee paid by auto manufacturers, use of state funds
(taxpayer), a @hicle registration fee, and others.

c. Parties Benefiting from Implementatiofhe general public. I€aner, morduel-efficient vehicleswill
yield better air quality. The fuel savings of the vehicles meeting the lowest emissions standards are
predicted ¢ offset any higher vehicle cost in existing programs.

4. Related EXxisting Policies and Programe.( those that address similar issues without interajting

1 Governoro6és Executive Order for use of more eff
1 TLU Action 1.A.17 Support Stricter Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards

1C
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5. Complementary Policie$.€., those that achieve greater reductions through parallel implementation
a. Existing
b. Proposed TLU Action 1.B.11 Create a Poirbdf-Sale Financial Incentive for Highé&ifficiency Vehicles
TLU Action 2.A.61 Apply a Surcharge to Higarbon Fuels

6. Timeframe for ImplementationApproximately3 years to get tlough legislature and 1 toy2ars to develop and
implement a state program

7. Anticipated Timeframe of Outcome: 3%oyears for program implementatidhen an additional 8 to 10 years
for fleet saturation and significant C@ductions

Program Evaluation

1. Estimated C@Emission Reductiosn

a. Shortterm (2012): 0.00 MMTCO2elyear
b. Mediumterm (2025): 1.04 MMTCO2elyar
c. Longterm (2050): 1.61 MMTCO2elyear

2. EconomicEffects

a. Costs:
i. Implementation Cost: Moderately high
ii. Timing: Constant / een
iii. Impacts Consumer
b. Savings
i. Potential Economic Benefit: Moderatdy High
ii. Timing: Low shot-term / nostly longterm
iii. Impacts

3. Other Benefits/Impacts:

a. Environmental This would reduce emissions of carbon dioxide, greenhouse gases, and other primary air
pollutants in order to mitigate the effects of climate change and pollution of our ecosy$tasmaould
lead b improved air and water quality directly as well as have more indirect effects on the fish and
wildlife and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

b. Health: Human health benefits will be realized by decreasing exposure to toxic and hazardous
pollutants, may of which may have an effect that is exacerbated by the increase in hot summer days.
Avoiding the impacts air pollution can reduce the incidence of cardiac and respiratory disease.

c. Social: Increased energy efficiency typically has skertn paybackeriods and can then provide
savings for consumers and economic security for the State in the mid #fongBy producing energy
sustainably and domestically, the economy will benefit through increased jobs within the state.

d. Other Vehicles certified o CALEV fipartial o and fiadvance tech
(PZEV and ATPZEV) standards that are sold in states that have adopted CALEV cafgad 15
150,000mile warranty. Those same vehicles sold in-G@#LEV states carrynly the stadard
warranty (typically 3 gar$36,000 miles).

The New Hampshire Automobile Dealers Association has noted there may be negativeampact
customer choice (not as many vehicles available) and increased vehisk® tlostconsumers.

All New England tates with the exception of New Hampshire have adopted CALEV.
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4. Potential for Implementation.€., including challenges, obstacles and opportunities

a. Technical No significant technical barriers

b. Economic Because this program must be enforced bystaee, not by the federal government, there
will be some cost to the state to implement and enforce the program.

c. Statutory/Regulatory This programwill require legislative action. In the past there has been opposition
in the NH Legislature to adopt a®alifornia standards.

d. Social Itis anticipated there will be high public acceptance of this program that will bring cleaner, more
efficient vehicles with longer warranties to NH dealerships.

5. Other Factors of NoteSince all surrounding states have pigal the CALEV standard a large percentage of
vehicles sold in NH already meet that standard as dealerships want the ability to trade vehicles with their cross
border dealershipsThe GHG portion of the CALEV standard is currently under litigation anéinbeoutcome
is not clear, however, early court decisions have upheld the standard.

6. Level of Group InterestHigh. Theworking groupconsidered this an essential action to undertakied early
mid-term @012) to achieve significant reductions in C&gissions from the transportation and land use sector.

7. References:

il

1
1
f

http:/Avww.mwcog.org/uploads/committecuments/t1hZWFs20061211131143.pdf
http://www.nescaum.org/topics/mobig®urcecontrolsandprograms

http://www.nescaum.org/documsrrieducingdv-ghgnescauntooperdec2006.pdf/

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/air/rules/ghg/california/®25 slides 031808.ppt#1
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TLU Action 1.B.17 Create aPoint-of-Sale Financial Incentive for HigherEfficiency Vehicles

Summary

New Hampshire could create a new vehicle pofrda | e A ,bvehietvauldgrovide financial inceives to
purchase vehicles that are higtfuel-efficiency and low igreenhousga®s(GHG) emissions, accompanied by
financial disincentiveto purchasdéow-efficiency, highGHG-emitting vehicles.A buyer of a new vehicleould be
rewarded with a rebate farhigh-efficiency vehiclebut would have to pas fee or surcharge forlaw-efficiency
vehicle(hencethe naméi f e e b Bhe gragnantould be madevirtually revenueneutral by using theuscharges
paid on lowefficiency vehiclsto cover theebats on highefficiencyvehicles

Program Description

1. Mechanismi(e., how the glicy or program achieves the desired rekult

A point-of-sale feebate on sales of new vehiclesoairages the selection of feefficient vehicles during new

car purchases by creating financial incentives for their purchaseadttia wouldincreasehe overall

efficiency of the orroad vehicle fleet and bring about reductions in motor vehicle GHG emissions. The feebate
would add to existing market signals (e.g., high fuel prices) by prompting consumers to purchase more fuel
efficient cars. An effedte feebate would be about 5 percent of the vehicle pridficient to elicit the desired

level of response from consumers and manufacturénslike the price of fuel, the degree of incentive provided

by feebates is controllable entirely through ppbnd is immune to market fluctuations.

Two main implementation alternatives are apparent: 1) apply the rebate or surcharge at the point of sale (i.e., at
the automobile retailer), or 2) apply the rebate or surcharge at initial vehicle registratiorméedternative

would have the advantage of immediacy, i.e., the buyer would be aware of the charge prior to making a purchas
decision and could weigh the benefit/cost of the f
The latter akrnative would reduce the incidence of buyers purchasing vehicles in other states to avoid
surcharges on higBHG-emitting vehicles.

2. Implementation Plari.g., how to implement the specific policy or program

a. Method of Establishment (e.g., legislatiexgcutive order):Implementing the feebate would require
legislative action through an amendment to RSA 261 (Registration of Vehicles) and a change in
Department of Safety Rules (Chapter-8a800 Vehicle Registration Rulesyhich establishes motor
vehide registration rates, ruleand procedures.

b. Resources Required.ittle new revenues would be requiréaiwever an incremental administrative
burden woulde placed on DMV and /or towrheeks to collect the surcharge and disburse the rebate.
Additional forms and changes to accounting systems would also be required. A GHG rating system and
corresponding feebate schedule would need to be developed and maintained. Administrative costs of th
program could be built into the structure of the surchaRgsources to effectuate the necessary
legislative and administrative rule changes would also be required.

c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to low feasibility actiofislere may be consumer
resistance from those who either need higher GHG emitéhirles (contractors, those with large
families, etc.) or have a strong preference for them. The feebate program has been successfully attacke
i n ot her StU¥asamaurtingfioaam UV tax. There may be resistance from teris c
if the burden for administering the feebate program is placed on them without additional resources.

2 Bandivadekar, Anup P. (2008Valuating the Impact of Advanced Vehicles and Fuel Techniques in US Light Duty Vehicle
Fleet Massachusetts Institute of Technolodtif://web.mit.edu/mitei/research/spotlights/bandivadekar_thesis_final.gaf

pp.
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3. Parties Affected by Implementatione(, residents, businesses, municipalities)etc

a. Parties Responsible for Implementatiohown clerks and thBepartmenof Safetyi Division of Motor
Vehicles if the feebate is charged at the point of first registratoMotor Vehiclesalone,if the feebate
is handledat the poinbf sale The Department of Environmental Services womnldstlikely be
responsible fodeveloping and maintaining the vehicle GHG rating and feebate schedule.

b. Parties Paying for ImplementatiorPurchasers of higgHG-emitting vehicles; Department of Safety,
Department of Environmental Services, amghicipalities orautomotivedealers.

c. Parties Benefiting from Implementatiofurchasers of loleHG-emitting vehiclesas well as the
general public, who would benefit froraduced emissions.
4. Related EXxisting Policies and Programe.( those that address similar issues without interajting
a. Existing
1 Federal income tax credit for hybrid vehigledich expireson December 31, 2010.
1 "Granite Stat&€Clean Cars" labelingrpgram
b. Proposed

1 TLU Action 1.B.2i Implement e&Cabon-Based Vehicle RegistratioreEStructure. Thisaction
is very smilar to the feebate program bovolvesa fee applied to annual vehicle registration
instead of, or in addition to, a poiof-sale feebate

1 TLU Action 2.A.57 Increase the State Gasoline Tax

5. Complementary Policie$.€., those that achieve greater retions through parallel implementatipn
a. Existing
b. Proposed

TLU Action 1.A.17 Support Stricter Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards
TLU Action 1.A.31 Adopt California LowEmission Vehicle (CALEV) Standards
TLU Action 1.D.17 Address Travel Spesd

TLU Action 1.D.21 Address Vehicle Idling

6. Timeframe for Implementationtegislative action wouldequire one year to complete; following that, 6 to 12
months would be needed to implement the program administratively.

7. Anticipated Timeframe of Outcomdt is anticipated that the feebate would have an immediate impact on
vehicle choice. However, assuming an average passenger car fleet turnover of 12.5 percent per year, the
outcome would be felt only gradually over agehr period.

Program Evaluation

1. Estimated C@Emission Reductiosn

CO, Emission ReductiondfMMTCO2e)
2012 2025 2050

Action to Implement

Feebate of $500 per 0.01
gallon/mile (new vehicles 0.23 0.73 1.00
14% more fuel efficient)

Feebate of $1000 per 0.0
gallon/mile (new vehicles 0.34 1.07 1.47
22% more fuel efficient)
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1. EconomicEffects

a. Costs:
i. Implementation Cost: Low
ii. Timing: Constant / een
iii. Impacts State government
b. Savings
i. Potential Economic Benefit: Low
ii. Timing: Constant/even
iii. Impacts

2. Other Benefits/Impacts:

a. Environmental Many highetfuel-economy vehicles sb lower emissions of ozone puesors and
particulate emissionsgherefore, in addition to GHG reductions this action would reduce harm to
vegetation from ozone, and reduce pollutants contributing to r@diaze. If, the fee revenues were
used to support expansion of public transit, then VMT and associated GHGs emissions could decrease
and these benefits could be increased.

b. Health: Human health benefits will be realized by decreasing exposure to takitazardous
pollutants, many of which may have an effect that is exacerbated by the increase in hot summer days.
Avoiding the impacts adir pollution can reduce the incidence of cardiac and respiratory disease.

c. Social Ifimplemented as a revenpeodicing program the revenue could help support public transit,
thereby providing greater transportation choice and helping to meet the needs of the growing elderly
population and individuals who cannot afford a personal vehicle. There are added advartagks th
reduced dependence on foreign oil as higher fuel economy leads to reduced overall demand. However,
by increasing the cost of vehicles, this measure in@dgpending on the size of the fieadversely affect
individuals who cannot, or choose not tog gsiblic transportation or purchase a fuel efficient vehicle.

d. Other Keeps significant US dollars in the US economy rather then sending abroad to oil producing
countries.

3. Potential for Implementation.€., including challenges, obstacles and opportasiti

a. Technical: The existing variation in vehicle fuel economy is sufficient to allow the establishment of a
registration fee. Advanced vehicle technologies (e.g., batteries, fuel cells) are still under development,
but the carboibased registration fe@uld help to drive technological development by increasing
demand for high fuel economy/low carbon vehicles and send a clear market signal.

b. Economic Economic This measure will have an economic benefit for those who own fuel efficient
vehicles. This mesure may also create economic opportunities for the State by generating revenues to
expand transit opportunities within New Hampshire and between other states. The program can be
designed to support itself, so will not be an economic burden to thdstiget.

c. Statutory/Regulatory There may be resistance to adding additional fees to high GHG emitting vehicles
and therefore penalizing consumers for their choices. Additionally, feebates must be carefully designed
to avoid | egal pragrarh \aals dleemed ta greemid FegerabQABEGregulgbions.

d. Social There would be soci al resi stance to addin
for addressing climate change and use of the revenues (if any) to expand transportation@ptions
drive acceptance.

4. Other Factors of Notelf combined with other Actions that improve fuel economy, a feebate has the potential to
increase the average fuel economy to a greater degree.
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5. Level of Group InterestHigh. Theworking groupconsideredhis an essential action to undertake in the-near
term to achieve significant reductions in CO2 emissions from the transportation and land use sector.

6. References:
¢ http://www.nescaum.org/documents/redueldg-ghgnescaunrtcooperdec2006.pdf/
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TLU Action 1.B.27 Implement a Carbon-Based Vehicle Registration Fee Structure

Summary

This action would utilize the annual vehicle registration fee to create a finanaative to purchase high
efficiency/low-greenhousgasemitting vehicles and a financial disincentive to purchase-Gigks-emitting

vehicles. The proposed measure would create a sliding scale of annual vehicle registration fees based on vehicle
efficiency: Higherefficiency vehicles would have lower registration fees, while legfficiency vehicles would

have higher registration fees or surchargBse prograntouldbemade virtually revenuaeutral by using the
surcharges paid on lowfficiency vehclesto cover the reduced feea highefficiencyvehicles, or the program

could be used to create revenue to support other actions stahsatsoptions.

The described actios similar to the feebate concepbposed in TLU Action 1.B.but differsin one important
way: Feebates would providenetime incentives effectivefor new vehicle purchases, while variable registration
fees wouldrepresentecurring, annual incentives.

Program Description

1. Mechanismi(e., how the policy or program achieves ttesired result

A carbonbased vehicle registration fee encages faster adoption of fugfficient vehicles by making the

annual cost of registration for inefficient vehicles more expendités mechanism would be designed to

support the point cfale feebate (TLWction 1.B.1) and would be implemented several years after the feebate so
as not to penalize motorists for vehicles purchased prior to implementation of the system. By making the
Ainefficiency s entratheathag jas poiatof-saée event @hich emay be effectively hidden

and forgotten by rolling it into vehicle financinghe overall goal of increasing vehicle efficiency is supported.

2. Implementation Plani.g., how to implement the specific policy or program

a. Method of Establishment (e.g., legislation, executive ordemplementing the carbebased registration
fee would require legislative action through an amendment to RSA 261 (Registration of Vehicles) and a
change in the Dept. of Safety Adminstrative Rufesgpter SafC 500) which established motor vehicle
registration rates, rules, and procedures.

b. Resources Required:ittle new revenues would be required; however, an incremental administrative
burdenwould be placed on DMV and /anvn derks to collecthe surcharge and disburse the rebate.
Additional forms and changes to accounting systems would also be required. A GHG rating system and
corresponding feebate schedule would need to be developed and maintained. Administrative costs of th
program cou be built into the structure of the surcharge. If implemented in conjunction with a feebate
program (TLUAction 1.B.1.) then the administrative costs of the program would already be mostly
covered.. Resources to effectuate the necessary legislatiaglaistrative rule changes would also be
required.

c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to low feasibility actioBgcause this applies to all
vehicles, not just new vehicles as in the feebate program @dtidn 1.B.1.) there are potential equit
impacts resulting from relatively higher impacts ondowome drivers who are more likely to own
older, less efficient vehicles and cannot afford to purchase more efficient vehicles. There may also be
consumer resistance from those who either need@hi@RG emitting vehicles (contractors, those with
large families, etc.) or have a strong preference for them. Feebate andlmasbdriee programs have
been successfully at-5H8YV¥k&aadamounting SV taherentayebse a s
restrictions from townlerks if the burden for administering the program is placed on them without
additional resources.

17
Revised TLU Action Reports

September 82008



3. Parties Affected by Implementatione(, residents, businesses, municipalities)etc

a. Parties Responsible for Implementatiohiown clerks and the Deptartmeoit Safety, Division of Motor
Vehicles. The Department of Environmental Services would most likely be responsible for developing
and maintaining the vehicle GHG rating and fee schedfione in conjunction with a feebateggram
(TLU Action 1.B.1), the same vehicle rating and fee schedule would be applicable to both programs.

b. Parties Paying for ImplementatiorOwners of highGHG-emitting vehicles; Department of Safety,
Department of Environmental Services

c. Parties Benefitig from ImplementationOwners of fuelefficient vehicles would have lower annual
registration fees, and society would gain from associated environmental and health. benefits

4. Related EXxisting Policies and Programs.(those that address similar isswethout interacting:

5. Complementary Policies.€., those that achieve greater reductions through parallel implemenjtation
a. Existing:

b. Proposed:All actions that influence the cost of driving (Goal 2A) and improve transit opportunities
(Goal 2B),thereby reducingvehicle miles traveledGoal 1 includes supportingciions thatvould allow
this action to proceed successfully.

6. Timeframe for Implementation: Several years after implementation ofAdtldn 1.B.1 feebates Thisdelay
would allow motorigs a time in which to make more efficient vehicle choicesvemuld also allow a phased
development of the sliding fee scaléhichwould be more manageable for the implementing agencies.

7. Anticipated Timeframe of Outcome: The outcome of the feebatgamwould begin immediately. The
carbonbased registration fee programuld increase the impact of the feebate program over time as fleet
turnover occurs and both fees o a greatepercentagef high-fuel-economy vehicles in the fleet.

Program Evhuation

a. Estimated C@Emission Reductiosm

CO, Emission Reductions

Action to Implement MMTCO2e)
2012 2025 2050
New car registration fee
differential of $500 per 0.01
gallon/mile (new vehicles 14% 0.23 0.73 1.00
more fuel efficient)
1. EconomicEffects:
a. Costs:
i. Implementation Cost: Low
ii. Timing: Constant / een
iii. Impacts State government
b. Savings
i. Potential Economic Benefit: Low
ii. Timing: Constant / een

iii. Impacts

2. Other Benefits/Impacts:
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a. Environmental Many higheffuel-economy vehicles alsower emissions of ozone peeirors and
particulate emissions. hierefore, in addition to GHG reductignisis action would reduce harm to
vegetation from ozone, and reduce pollutantgrdmuting to regional haze. the fee revenues were
used to supporxpansion of public transit, then VMT and associated GHGs emissions could decrease
and these benefits could be increased.

b. Health Human health benefitgould be realized by decreasing exposure to toxic and hazardous
pollutants, many of which may have effiect that is exacerbated by the increase in hot summer days.
Avoiding the impacts ahir pollutionwould reduce the incidence of cardiac and respiratory disease.

c. Social Ifimplemented as a revenpeoducing progranthe revenue could help support paltransit,
thereby providing greater transportation choice and helping to meet the needs of the growing elderly
population and individuals who cannofafl personal vehicke There are added advantages through
reduced dependence on foreign oil as highel economy leads to reduced overall dematddwever,
by increasing the cost of vehicles, this meastighti depending on the size of the feadversely affect
individuals who cannot, or choose not to, usdiputansportation or purchase feefficient vehicls.

d. Other

3. Potential for Implementation.€., including challenges, obstacles and opportunities

a. Technical The existing variation in vehicle fuel economy is sufficient to allow the establishment of a
registration fee. Advanced vehicle témologies (e.g., batteries, fuel cells) are still under development,
but the carbo#based registration fee could help to drive technological development by increasing
demand for high fuel economy/low carbon vehicles and send a clear market signal.

b. Economt: This measurgould have an economigenefit for those who own fueffficient vehicles.
This measurenightalso createconomic opportunities for théase by generating revenues to expand
transit opportunities within New Hampshaad between otherates. The prograntould be designed to
support itselo as not tive an economic burden to the state budget.

c. Statutory/RegulatoryAdding a new fee will involve political challenges, and may require legislation to
implement. Given level of support folimate change actions now this seems plausible.

d. Sociat There would be soci al resistance to adding
for addressing climate change and use of the revenues to expand transportation options could drive
aaeptance.

4. Other Factors of Note:

5. Level of Group InterestHigh. Theworking groupconsidered this an essential action to undertake iadtig
mid-term (2012) to achieve significant reductions in,@@issions from the transportation and land usesect

6. References:
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TLU Action 1.C.17 Adopt a Low-Carbon Fuel Standard

Summary

New Hampshire could reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by addptingCarbon Fuel Standard (LCES)

This mechanism would reduce emissibysensuringhatthe mix of fués sold in New Hampshirevould meet, on
averagea setstandard for GHG emissions measured in, Equivalent gram per unit of fuel energy solthe
standardvould be measured on a lifecydlasisto account forall emissions from fuel consumption and protion,
including the Aupstreamod emi ssions that are major c

Program Description

1. Mechanismi(e., how the policy or program achieves the desired result

Fuel supply and distribution infracacture limitations necessitate a regional apph to adoption of a LCFS.
NHDES currently participates in LCR&rking grou with both NESCAUM (Northeast States for Coordinated
Air Use Managementvhich incorporates all New England states plus New aoik New Jersey) and the NEG
ECP (Northeast GovernsEastern Canadian Premier€governor Deval Patrick (MA) has recently invited all
Northeast states to participate in a regional effort. A Northeast W& need to identify lowecarbon fuel
potentals for the region, including availability of biomass for regional production of advanced bifchlas
cellulosic ethanol and biodiesel. Other alternatiekiclefuelslike natural gas and propane also offer lower
carbon impacts than conventionatnpdeum fuels despitetheir beingfossil fuels themselvedNatural gas can be
a verylow-carbon fuel when recovered from landfill operations, animal feed and waste facilities, and other non
traditional sources. Technological innovatisould alsobe animportantcomponent of a successful LCFS, with
increased use of battery electric igdds charged by lowearbon eergy (solar, wind, etc.) askey stategy to

meet such a standard.

I f i mplemented al ong t he | iwoddutlize markethdsedimechamisnes tbs p r ¢
allow providers to choose how they reduce emissions while responding to consumer derosiugrs could,

for example purchase and blend more laarbon ethanol into gasoline products, purchase credits from electric
utilities supplying lowcarbon electrons to electric passenger vehicles, diversify intadolon hydrogen as a

product or choosenew strategies yet to be developed.

Determination of the carbon intensity of a given furelild require a full lifeycle analgis, includingsecondary
impacts such thoses nowbeing realizedvith cornbased ethanpWwherefuel corn is competing witfood crops
for agricultural land and forcing new land to be cleared.

2. Implementation Plan.€., how to implement the specific pglior progran):

a. Method of Establishment (e.qg., legislation, executive ordéfrk with Northeast states and eastern
Canadian provinces to develop a regional standard, then have the standard adopted hydietadbnju
through appropriatkegislation orby executive order.

b. Resources Requiredstaff to participate in regional planning and development rule language, then a
program within DES or DOS to monitor and enforce compliance with the fuel standards.

c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to feasibility actions): Political will to pass legislation;
cost and availability of biofuels; cost and availability of electric vehicles, vehicle batteries, and other
advance technologies.

3. Parties Affected by Implementatione(, residents, businessegmcipalities, eto):
a. Parties Responsible for ImplementatioBtate Government, fuel providers, vehicle manufacturers

b. Parties Paying for Implementatiorf-uel companies and consumers

c. Parties Benefiting from Implementatioonsumers and environment
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4. Related Existing Policies and Programs.( those that address similar issues without interagti@yanite
Steae Clean Cities Coalitiorencouraging the use of alternative fuel and advanced technology vehicles
5. Complementary Policie$.€., those that éhieve greater reductions through parallel implementgtion
a. Existing:

b. Proposed: TLU Action 1.A.31 Adopt California Vehicle LonEmission Vehicle (CALEV) Standards
TLU Action 1.C.21 PromoteAdvanced Technology Vehidand Supporting Infrastructure
GLA Action4.1.27 Increase Use of Cleaner Fuels and Advanced Technologies

6. Timeframe for Implementation: Development of a LCFS for the region needs to begin now so that a standard
would be available for adoption by the region in the next 3 to 5 yeaeseRn of the standard would occur over
the next 10 to 15 years, achieving a 10% reduction in about 2025.

7. Anticipated Timeframe of Outcome025

Program Evaluation

1. Estimated C@Emission Reduction

a. Shortterm (2012): 0.00 MMTCO2elyear
b. Mediumterm(2025): 0.89 MMTCO2elyear
c. Longterm (2050): 1.32 MMTCO2elyear

2. EconomicEffects

a. Costs:
i. Implementation Cost: Low
ii. Timing: Immediate / igherinitial cost
iii. Impacts State government
b. Savings
i. Potential Economic Benefit: Moderate
ii. Timing: Constant / een
iii. Impacts Consumei evenly distributed

3. Other Benefits/Impacts:

a. Environmental Many alternative fuels also lower emissions of ozonecprsors and particulate
emissionsreducing harm to vegetation from ozone, and reducing regiorealissuesThis would lead
to improved air and water quality directly as well as have more indirect effects on the fish and wildlife
and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

b. Health: This would lead to reduced exposure to particulate matter, toxicrdaromants, and ground
level ozone. Human health benefits will be realized by decreasing exposure to toxic and hazardous
pollutants, many of which may have an effect that is exacerbated by the increase in hot summer days.
Avoiding the impacts oir pollution can reduce the incidence of cardiac and respiratory disease.

c. Social Reduced dependence on foreign oil; regional economic development from new local fuels
industry

d. Other:
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4. Potential for Implementation.€., including challenges, obstacles angbogtunities:

a. Technical Available vehicle technology (batteries/fuel cells/etc) is still developing, but standards such
as this also help to drive such technology development by providing a guaranteed market. This standarc
would also drive development advanced biofuels which currently exist, but are not yet being produced
on a commercial scale.

b. Economic Will likely require incentives to start market development

c. Statutory/RegulatoryWill require legislation to implement. Given level of supportdiimate change
actions now this seems plausible

d. Social Very high Broad public support given climate change awareness and recent oil company profits.
5. Other Factors of Note:

6. Level of Group InterestHigh. Theworking groupconsidered this an esseaitaction to undertake in the early
mid-term (2012) to achieve significant reductions in CO2 emissions from the transportation and land use sector.
7. References:

1 A Low Carbon Fuel Standard for California, Part 1: Technical Analysis and Part 2: Policysi&nAlygust
1, 2007 http://www.energy.ca.gov/low carbon fuel standard/

1 http://www.travelmatters.org/calculatoansit/methodology
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TLU Action 1.C.2 7 Promote Advanced Technology Vehicles an&upporting Infrastructure

Summary

This action would promote development and deployment of alternative fuel vehicles (AFV) and associated fueling
infrastructure (naturalasg, prgpane, ethanol, biodiesel, etcl} would also promotadvanced technology vehicles

such as hybd electric vehicles (HEV), plutn hybrids (PHEV), advanced electric vehiclasd fuel cell vehicles

(FCV).

Program Description

1. Mechanismi(e., howthe policy or program achieves the desired rgsult

New Hampshirevould promotehe use ofdvanced technology and alternative fuel vehicles by helping to
increase thavailability anddemand for these fuels and vehicl@his action is consistent withés t at e 6 s
objectives of reducing emissiofrem fossil fuels anaur dependence on foreign oiln response to rising
petroleumprices advanced technology vehicksuld also provide users with loweost transportation fuel
optiors. In this regard,he use of advanced technology and alternative fuel vehicles to rétBemissions
would be at least partially driven by market forces

Conventional HEVs combine conventional gas and diesel engines and mgdtieigpsvith hybrid drive system

to create stred battery powehat replaces fueltlower speedsherebyboosing mpgand reducingmissions.
PHEVs are simil ar -ihocompdieiM ogetmuch of thedt enetgycopnleatirg directly to

the electric grid. FCVs are essentially aliectehicles that get their enerfipm on-board hydrogen fuel cells
which power their electric motors. AFVs include dedicated natural gas, propane, electric, and other vehicles
designed to run on a fuether than gasoline or diesel.

2. Implementation Plafi.e., how to implement the specific policy or program

a. Method of Establishment (e.qg., legislation, executive ordEnge combination of increasing petroleum
costs andreenhousgas emission legislation may help to drive this development, but invedisnen
federal and state government in research and development is needed, as is early adoption by state and
federal fleets. Continued support for federal programs that provide funding for both technology
development and deployment is critical.

b. Resources &yuired

i. Resources include existing DEgff, for which funding is available through 201Bunding is
not guaranteed beyond that posa additional fundsouldberequired

il. Utilities mightneed to make changes in domestic generation and distnlof electricity if
there wasvidespread adoption of PHEVssulting fromadditional demand on the grid. Lower
nonpeak rates would encourage recharging overnight when the existing utitieander
utilized. Infrastructure changes to provide plug in soc e s f owmouldBe-hEededd sind
would berelativelyeasy to implement. Development of alternative fuel infrastructure (natural
gas/hydrogen/propani) relatively expensive, bebuldbe supported by large fuel users who
would save in the long rubecause ofower fuel costs.

c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to low feasibility actioftsg: cost of infrastructure
development for alternative fuel vehicles is a significant barrier, but federal funding is available to help
offset those costsHybrid and PHEV development is moving forward quickly and will likely be
avail able by 2010 to 2012, though perhaps on a
hydrogen fuel is unavailable. Range of both FFVs and full electric vehicktsexpand to reach broad
public acceptance.
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3.

7.

Parties Affected by Implementatioing(, residents, businesses, municipalities,) etc

a. Parties Responsible for Implementatiétromotion of these vehicles would be done by both government
and environmentajroups. Automobile manufacturers are responsible for developing and marketing the
vehicles. Fuel providers and utilities would be involved in developing the necessary fueling/charging
infrastructure.

b. Parties Paying for ImplementatiorSome of the promainal efforts can be covered by federal funding,
but much will be the responsibility of state government. Ultimately the consumers will pay a higher cost
for these vehicles, but it is anticipated those costs will be offset by fuel savings.

c. Parties Benefihg from ImplementationAutomobile manufacturers through unit sales. Consumers (both
residential and commercial) by having | ower <co
generators of electricity and electric utilities with under utilizagacity or favorable market conditions.

Related Existing Policies and Programs.( those that address similar issues without interaj:ti@ganiteState
Clean Cities Coalitiorpromoting the use of advanced technology and alternative fuel vehicles.

Complementary Policies.€., those that achieve greater reductions through parallel implemenjtation
a. Existing:

b. Proposed: TLU Action 1.A.11 Support Stricter Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards
TLU Action 1.A.31 Adopt California Low Emission Vehie (CALEV) Standards
TLU Action 1.B.17 Create a Poinbf-Sale Financial Incentive for High&fficiency Vehicles
TLU Action 1.C.17 Adopt a Low Carbon Fuel Standard
GLA Action 4.17 Revise State Vehicle Procurement Policy

Timeframe for ImplementationThe Granite State Clean Cities program has been promoting these vehicles and
fuels since 2002, with membership in the coalition growing each year. Continued efforts are needed to build
demand for vehicles and fuels. PHEVs are expected to be on the m&@#&0 to 2012. Continued escalation

of petroleum pricingvould helpdrive this marketbut eventual consumer acceptance of higher prices or any
downturn in pricesvould stall suchgrowth, necessitating the continued involvement of government to provide
incentives andhfluence the marketThe FCV market is unknown amuld have to compete with an ultra
competitive PHEV market.

Anticipated Timeframe of Outcome010 through 2050

Program Evaluation

1.

2.

Estimated C@QEmission Reductiag Thisaction notindividually quantified.

EconomicEffects

a. Costs:
i. Implementation Cost: Moderately high
ii. Timing: Constant / een
iii. Impacts Consumer regressive
b. Savings
i. Potential Economic Benefit: Very High
ii. Timing: Low shortterm / nostly longterm
iii. Impacts Consumei evenly distributed
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3. Other Benefits/Impacts:

a. Environmentld Thisactionwould reduce emissions of carbon dioxide, greenhouse gases, and other
primary air pollutants in order to mitigate the effects of climate change and pollutionedfasystems.
This would lead to improved air and water quality directly as well as have more indirect effects on the
fish and wildlife and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

b. Health: Human health benefits will be realized by decreasing exposureitcatak hazardous
pollutants, many of which may have an effect that is exacerbated by the increase in hot summer days.
Avoiding the impacts adir pollution can reduce the incidence of cardiac and respiratory disease.

c. Social: Reduced reliance on foreigi and continued use of the automobile for transportation
d. Other. Growth of nuclear energy in the domestic generating

4. Potential for Implementation.¢., including challenges, obstacles and opportunities
a. Technical Minimal technical challengesgchnology is rapidly improving
b. EconomicConti nued escal ation of petroleum costs wi
c. Statutory/RegulatoryGrowth of generating facilities
d. Social Continued use of the automobile provides minimal social change

5. Other Factoref Note: PHEV use is projected to climb over decades (2010 to 2050) to reduce dependence on
petroleum energy for transportation and to rely more on the energy from the electric grid. During this period,
generating facilities with high emissions willlegt be retrofitted or retired and replaced with lower emitting
facilities. Thus, net emissions are projected to be greatly reduced. Additional generating capacity will be neede
for U.S. economic growth but currently, upwards of 40% of generating capatlite U.S. is reduced during the
overnight |1 oad. Of f peak charging of most PHEVOs

It is projected that a PHEV sedan could be charged for three or four hours o @426t and a commercial
delivery van for four or fie hours on a 24U connection. For the typical consumer, this may require an
additional outlet in their garage, or on the exterior of their house, or additional outlets where the vehicles are
parked overnight. Use of all fuels and technologies mustdlgzad on a full life cycle energy balance to
ensure sustainable, verifiable GHG reductions.

6. Level of Group InterestHigh to medium Theworking groupwas split between categorizing this action as an
essential near term action and a supporting attiemdertake in the neéerm. The action directly supports
other essential actions such as a low carbon fuel standard, feebates, andhasedargistration fees, and by
itself can achieve moderate reductions, but in order to achieve substanti®dL©@ons from the transportation
and land use sector this action must be undertaken in concert with other essential actions.

7. References:

T www.granitestatecleancities.org

http://wwwl.eere.energy.gov/cleancities/

http://dnr.wi.gov/environmentprotect/gtfgw/documents/PHEVExecSumvoll.pdf
http://mydocs.epri.com/docs/CorporateDocuments/EPRI_JournatZ105012885_PHEV .pdf

http://www.fueleconomyov/feg/fuelcell.shtm

= =4 =4 =4
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http://dnr.wi.gov/environmentprotect/gtfgw/documents/PHEVExecSumvol1.pdf
http://mydocs.epri.com/docs/CorporateDocuments/EPRI_Journal/2005-Fall/1012885_PHEV.pdf
http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/fuelcell.shtm

TLU Action 1.C.37 Install Retrofits to AddressBlack Carbon Emissions

Summary

This action wouldristall retrofit technologies on diesel trucks with a model year of 2006 and aldetire diesel
trucks and replacthemwith new technology and cleaner operating engines to achieve reductions of blamk carb
particulate matter. Alsaetrofit technologiesvould be installeadn diesel nosroad equipmenincluding
construction equipment, diesel generators, and the like.

Program [@scription

1. Mechanisni.e., how the policy or program achieves the desired result)

Black carboris formed through the incomplete combustiomafanicfuelsand is a rgjor component of
particulate matter (PMr sootproduced byieselengines. T substanchas been identified as havindpage
and fastacting warmingeffecton the atmosphereBlack carborabsorbs light (thus increasing heatpoth
airborneparticlesand in particleslepositecbn snow packwhere they e d u c e trdflectivig/.n Fine B\
can travel long distances on air cursantd is a major cause wgionalhaze and air pollutionontributing to
respiratoryailments Measureso control black carbon emissionsuld thereforebe benefical in both
mitigatingclimatechargeand protecghg public health.

Diesel trucksbuilt in 2007 andaterinclude technologthat dramatically reduces PM emissions. élder
trucks there arevariousretrofit technologies availabfer exhaust systents reduce PM emissions frodiesel
engines. Br nonroaddieselvehicles and equipmergmissions standardsgll not be implemented unfiliture
years, so akuch vehicleand equipmenivould benefit fromPM emission retrofits.

2. Implementation Plafi.e., how to implement the specific gglior program)

a. Method of Establishment (e.qg., legislation, executive ordeéxecutive Order to require retrofits for
equipment working on state contracts and for all state vehicles (as feastintéits do not exist for all
equipment). Create awaess and promote the installation of retrofit technologies or retirement of
diesel engines with a model year of 2006 or older.

b. Resources RequiredState staff to implement program. Funds to pay for equipment. Ranges from
providing messaging and creatiaggareness to mandating retrofits on certain fleets, government,
commercial, etc.

c. Barriers to Address (especially for medium to low feasibility actio@®pending on the type of vehicle,
retrofits can range in costs from $1,000 to $10,000 per vehicle.
3. Paties Affected by Implementation (i.e., residents, businesses, municipalities, etc.):
a. Parties Responsible for Implementati@iesel equipment owners, government.

b. Parties Paying for ImplementatiorCosts can be included in construction contract costgred\by
available federal grants, or paid byedel equipment owners.

c. Parties Benefiting from ImplementatioBeneral public health as well as operators of diesel equipment
who have the greatest exposures.

4. Related Existing Policies and Programse.( these that address similar issues without interagting

1 Federal Desel Emissions Reduction Actirrently providing some limited funds for diesel retrofits and
engine rebuilds.

1 Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel requirements now in place forroad fuel and schedulédr nonroad fuel in
2010 allows use of most effective technology, particulate filters.
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5. Complementary Policie$.€., those that achieve greater reductions through parallel implementation
a. Existing:
b. Proposed:GLA Action 4.2.1i Reduce Diesel ParticuaEmissions through Use of Retrofit Devices
6. Timeframe for Implementationtmmediate as desel retrofit technologies currently exist.
7. Anticipated Timeframe of Outcome2008 through 2025. Beyond 2025, diesel trucks with a model year of 2006
or older wll be twenty years or older and will begin to be retired. Someraad engines will likely continue to

benefit from retrofits beyond this time frame.

Program Evaluation

1. Estimated C@Emission Reduction

: CO; Emission ReductiondMMTCO2e)
Action to Implement 5012 5025 5050
Employ DOCs (reduce PM emissiof
by 25%) 0.07 0.40 0.70
Employ FTFs (reduce PM emission
by 5006) 0.14 0.80 1.39
Employ DPFs (reduce PM emission
by 85%, increase diesel fuel use by, 0.23 1.30 2.25
3%)
2. EconomicEffects
a. Coss:
i. Implementation Cost: Moderate
ii. Timing: Immediate / igherinitial costs
iii. Impacts Business evenly distributed
b. Savings
i. Potential Economic Benefit: Low
ii. Timing: Constant / een

iii. Impacts

3. Other Benefits/Impacts:

a. Environmental This wouldreduce emissions of carbon dioxide, greenhouse gases, and other primary air
pollutants in order to mitigate the effects of climate change and pollution of our ecosy$tesmould
lead to improved air and water quality directly as well as have morea@iffects on the fish and
wildlife and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

b. Health: Human health benefits will be realized by decreasing exposure to toxic and hazardous
pollutants, many of which may have an effect that is exacerbated by the inareassummer days.
Avoiding the impacts adir pollution can reduce the incidence of cardiac and respiratory disease.

c. Social The reduced health impacts will result in overall benefits to the economy through reduced
healthcare costs as well as the aedidost of lost productivity due to sick days.

d. Other

4. Potential for Implementation.¢., including challenges, obstacles and opportunities
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Technical There are rimimal technical challengemnticipated as thiechnology already exists
Economic There may be resistance at the cos$bf000 to $10,000 per uridr particulate 