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a low-carbon future is a livable future

“What we do in the next two or three years will determine our future.”

— Dr. Rajenda Pachauri, Chair of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
in reference to the immediate need to reduce greenhouse gases contributing to global warming.

By Jill Fuglister, CLF Co-Director

s Dr. Pachauri’s quote indicates,
A there is a growing sense of urgency to
immediately shrink our carbon footprint.
The naysayers have been discredited by an
overwhelming body of scientific evidence that
human activity is warming Earth’s temperatures
—namely in the form of carbon dioxide
emissions. In the past year, we have seen a
tremendous groundswell of action in response
to this crisis.

The implications of global warming caused by our
“high-carbon” way of life are far-reaching. The
biggest impacts over the years ahead will fall on
those who can least afford them—the poorest of
our brothers and sisters on the planet. Addressing
global warming is not just about environmental
sustainability, it is also about social equity.

What measures are we taking to rein in our high-
carbon ways and secure our future? Most of the
action has focused on the supply side of the
equation: clean energy and increasing energy
efficiency. States throughout the U.S. and some

local cities are leading the charge in adopting
carbon reduction goals and implementing
policies to curb carbon emissions and prepare
for the impacts of global warming.

World leaders just met in Bali to launch a series
of negotiations over the next two years aimed

at establishing a new international agreement
on global action to address climate change

after 2012, when the Kyoto Protocol expires.
Ultimately, leaders at the conference were able
to hammer out an agreement on a “roadmap”

to future negotiations, despite the fact that the
Bush administration made it clear that under

its leadership, the U.S. would not accept global
emissions caps. The good news is that we have a
presidential election coming up, which will bring
new leadership in the White House. With the
right change, we have the possibility of getting
strong, forward-thinking measures adopted at
the end of the two-year negotiation period.

Controlling carbon emissions on the supply side
of the equation must be balanced by a reduction

> Low-Carbon Future, continued on p.13.

How we design our communities has a tremendous impact on greenhouse gas emissions.
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From Words to Action...

Is there something in this
journal that intrigues or
inspires you?

Did you learn something
that made you want to
do something about it?

Well, why not make your
first action supporting CLF?

Use the enclosed envelope
to send us a contribution
or visit www.clfuture.org
and click the “make a
donation” button to
directly support a livable
future today.
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Oregon and Global Warming: In the Absence

of Federal Action, States Make Their Move

By Sallie Schullinger-Krause, Program Director, Oregon Environmental Council

ernmental Panel on Climate Change

issued its starkest assessment to date.
The consensus-driven body of interna-
tional scientists found that there is over a
90% probability that the Earth’s warming
over the last two centuries is driven by
human activity—primarily in the form of
the combustion of fossil fuels and subse-
guent release of greenhouse gas emissions.

I n February of this year the Inter-gov-

In June, polar bears were listed as an
endangered species due to loss of habitat.
Not surprisingly, a few months later in
September, Arctic researchers found

that multi-year pack ice was down to a
record low, opening the long-coveted
Northwest Passage in the upper reaches
of Canada; one researcher believes that
an ice-free Arctic by 2030 is not unrea-
sonable to expect. More recently, in
November, another storm of epic propor-
tions forced the relocation of 650,000
Bangledesh villagers as flooding inun-
dated the low-lying river delta country.

Closer to home here in the Northwest,
there is evidence that the number of
seasonal wildfires of increasing intensity
are on the rise; higher river temperatures
threaten the survival of long-endangered
species like several runs of salmon in
Idaho and Oregon; glaciers across Oregon
are receding rapidly with subsequent
consequences for salmon, hydro-
electricity and agriculture; Oregon’s
burgeoning wine industry is at risk

with a potential decrease in production
due to hotter climates in the Northwest.

As the signals to dramatically reduce
global warming pollution mount almost
on a daily basis, action on a national
scale is stalled, in part due to the Bush
administration’s continued refusal to
consider anything but the most rudimen-
tary voluntary measures and in part
due to a stalemate in Congress over a
renewable energy standard, increased
CAFE standards* and shifting subsidies
away from the fossil fuel industry to
clean, renewable sources of energy like
efficient wind power and solar energy.

At first blush the potential for substantive
global warming policies looks rather
bleak. Yet for all the wavering in D.C.,
there is good news coming out of the
states. Faced with mounting public
concern over global warming, the
prospect of business-as-usual national
policies and immediate global
warming impacts to their own
economies, states are stepping
in to take leadership roles by
enacting their own stringent
greenhouse gas reduction
measures. There’s more. Not
satisfied with individual state
policies, regional partnerships
have also been formed—first the
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative

by nine Northeastern states, followed by
the Western Climate Initiative and now
most recently an announcement from
Midwest governors that signals their
intent to pursue a similar agreement.

The most obvious and recognizable
example of a state taking matters into

its own hands is California. With a long
history of precedent-setting environmen-
tal protection, California is responsible
for a recent spate of new, groundbreak-
ing legislation like the Pavley Tailpipe
Emissions Standards, Assembly Bill 32
and a Low Carbon Fuel Standard. And
while California has certainly set the
pace, there are other less flashy examples
of state climate leadership of which
Oregon is one. Oregon began to take its
own quiet steps to address global warm-
ing 15 years ago. In 1992, the Oregon State
Legislature established a benchmark level
for greenhouse gas emissions to not exceed
1990 levels. Five years later, another
global warming law was passed, the

first of its kind, that required utilities and
other large energy users to offset emis-
sions from new power plants, enabling
them to achieve emissions levels compa-
rable to 20 percent below the most effi-
cient combined cycle gas turbine facility.

Fast forward to 2003 when Governor Ted
Kulongoski joined with Governor Gray
Davis of California and Governor Gary

'The Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards are federal regulations intended to improve the
average fuel economy of cars and light trucks sold in the U.S.

dioxide (CO2) is

the most significant green-
house gas produced by human
activities, primarily through the
combustion of fossil fuels. Its
concentration in the Earth’s
atmosphere has risen by more
than 30% since the Industrial

Revolution.
www.eoearth.org

Burning one gallon of gasoline puts
19.4 pounds of CO2 into the
atmosphere, or just under one
pound per mile for the average

U.S. passenger vehicle.

U.S. EPA. “Emission Facts: Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from a Typical Passenger
Vehicle.” 2005 www.epa.gov/
otag/climate

Carbon

Locke of
Washington to
form the West
Coast Governors
Global Warming
Initiative, an agree-
ment that committed the
partners to seek solutions to
global warming and complemen-
tary measures that could be implement-
ed on a regional basis. Soon after,
Governor Kulongoski appointed the
Oregon Global Warming Advisory
Group, a team of diverse stakeholders
from around the state, and charged it
with setting carbon reduction goals and
developing a state plan to meet those
goals. Released at the end of 2004, the
Oregon Strategy for Greenhouse Gas
Reductions was the result of a year-long
process and made over 70 recommenda-
tions in the energy, transportation, land-
use planning and waste management
sectors for initial carbon reduction.

Oregon Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Goals

By 2010, arrest the growth of
greenhouse gas emissions and
begin a downward trend to
the benchmark level of 1990
levels;

By 2020, reduce emissions to
10% below 1990 levels;

By 2050, reduce emissions to at
least 75% below 1990 levels.

Adopted by the Oregon legislature in 2007.

> Global Warming, continued on page 10.
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Transportation
accounts for
approximately 1/3
of our greenhouse
gas (GHG) and
CO2 emissions,
with personal vehicle
use representing
60% of those
CO2 emissions.
Transportation is
also the fastest-
growing CO2
source in the U.S.

— U. S. EPA. “Emission
Facts: Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from a Typical
Passenger Vehicle.”
Washington, DC: U. S.
Environmental
Protection Agency. 2005.

When viewed in
total, the evidence
on land use and
driving shows that
compact develop-
ment will reduce
the need to drive
between 20 and
40%, as compared
with development
on the outer
suburban edge with
isolated homes,
workplaces, and
other destinations.

— Burer, M.J,, Goldstein,
D., and Holtzclaw, J.
“Location Efficiency as the
Missing Piece of The
Energy Puzzle: How
Growth Can Unlock
Trillion Dollar Consumer
Cost Savings.”
Washington, D.C.,
August 2004.
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nyone who has seen the beautiful display of
Adesert flowers in the spring knows that the

desert responds dramatically to a little rain.
Between 1991 and 1993, the normally arid “Four
Corners” area shared by New Mexico, Colorado,
Arizona and Utah experienced an enormous increase
in rainfall. The desert responded with an abundant
harvest of pinyon nuts and other fruits and seeds,
which in turn supported a 20-30-fold increase in the
deer mouse population of the area.

While deer mice are cute, furry little creatures that
play an important role in the food chains of certain
ecosystems, unfortunately in the Four Corners area

in 1993, they also frequently carried hantavirus which,
when inhaled by humans, can kill. Experts believe
that the dramatic change in rainfall patterns during
this three-year period led to the Four Corners
hantavirus outbreak which killed 26 people in the
summer and early fall of 1993.

Deer mice may carry hantavirus, which can kil humans.
In 1993 changes in rainfall patterns caused a rapid deer
mouse population growth which led to an outbreak of
hantavirus in humans.
Human health is intimately connected to the environ-
ments in which we live. The impressive gains in life
expectancy for the U.S. over the last hundred years
are largely due to changes in our physical and social
environment, such as better sanitation, improved
nutrition, and less crowded living conditions. The
Four Corners hantavirus outbreak story is an example
of the interconnectedness between human health and
environmental health, demonstrating how climate
change fits into the picture. In this localized case, a
big increase in rainfall led to a local outbreak. Now,
consider this scenario at the global scale in the context
of greenhouse gas-induced climate change: dramatic
changes to environments in all communities every-
where followed by the emergence of new human
health risks.

x. 7y Risks and Responses
&P By Melvin Kohn, MD MPH, State Epidemiologist, Office of Disease Prevention and
Epidemiology, Oregon Department of Human Services Public Health Division

What are some of the health threats we can expect
because of climate change?

= Climate changes will likely bring more frequent
and more severe heat waves, which can kill. For
example, the week-long 2003 heat wave in Europe
is estimated to have killed 30,000-60,000 from
heat stress and cardiovascular failure.

= Severe weather events, such as hurricanes, forest
fires and flooding, are likely to become more fre-
guent. These events can cause injuries and deaths.

= Air pollutants related to greenhouse gas emissions
and elevated temperature, such as ozone and
particulates, are potent triggers for asthma attacks
and can exacerbate heart and lung disease.

= Several plant species that cause allergies, such
as ragweed and poison ivy, grow particularly
vigorously and may produce especially potent
allergens when they grow in warm environments
with excess carbon dioxide, as will be produced
by global warming.

= Changes in the availability of water will change
the distribution of important disease vectors,
such as mosquitoes and rodents, which is likely
to change the global distribution of diseases like
malaria, dengue fever, and hantavirus.

= Waterborne disease outbreaks are often linked
with severe flooding because surface water
sources of drinking water get contaminated by
runoff. Outbreaks of diseases like cholera,
cryptosporidiosis and campylobacteriosis are
likely to be more common as a result of more
frequent flooding.

= In some areas changes in climate will make the
environment inhospitable for traditional crops,
while other areas that have not traditionally been
agricultural regions, such as the far north, may
become suitable for growing crops. These changes
will radically alter patterns of food growth and
distribution. When coupled with the high cost of
fuel needed to transport crops from these new
growing areas to population centers, there is the
potential for serious food shortages in our current
population centers.

>
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= Changes in water availability will likely lead to migration
of people reminiscent of the dust bowl refugees from
the 1930s. The population movement and economic
dislocation that result have the potential to increase family
violence and suicide.

= As we are learning from Hurricane Katrina, mental
health problems are some of the most long-lasting effects
of disasters. The extreme weather events and social
dislocation caused by climate change are likely to have
important repercussions for mental health.

The health consequences of climate change provide yet more
impetus for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Electricity use
and combustion for transportation are the two largest sources
of greenhouse gas emissions in Oregon. Energy conservation
efforts, adoption of alternative energy sources, and carbon

cap and trade systems are some of the strategies available to
prevent climate change. There is a great deal we all can do to
reduce our carbon footprint and be good stewards of the Earth
for future generations.

Many of these strategies for reducing emissions have other
“co-benefits” that will improve health as well. For example,
reducing car use and increasing public transit use can reduce
emissions. In addition, these changes are likely to increase
walking, biking and other kinds of physical activity, which
can help reduce obesity, build bone strength, and reduce
depression, among other health benefits. Also, these changes
are likely to increase a sense of connection and shared
responsibility among neighbors and improve public safety
as more people walk on the street.

But even if we were immediately to make dramatic headway
in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, substantial global
warming is already underway and would continue for some
time. This means that we still need to be able to adapt to
changing climate conditions.

A robust public health system is the key to protecting our
health as the climate changes. Such a system can rapidly and
accurately detect changes in the health of our communities
such as those described above, investigate their causes, and
mount appropriate responses, including the provision of
credible health information and promulgation of appropriate
health-protecting policies and programs. Oregon’s public
health system has eroded due to lack of investment. We must
shore up that system if it is going to be able to respond to the
health threats created by climate change.

Scientists have come a long way in terms of modeling changes
in climate on a worldwide basis. However, it is another thing
entirely to understand how climate change is going to play
out at the local level, where planning for health threats

created by climate change must take place. For example, is

the Portland area going to experience more rain, less rain or
just more extreme rain events? Which disease vectors are likely
to emerge in the metro area? While we know that the poor
typically suffer more in disasters than those with more means,
which groups in Portland are likely to be especially vulnerable
to the health threats created by climate change, and ought to
be the focus of particular prevention and planning efforts?
These kinds of analyses are needed in order to effectively
prepare to counter these threats. We have a great deal of work
to do to model the health effects of climate change for specific
local areas.

While the health effects of climate change seem overwhelming,
the good news is that our public health system already has
experience with addressing health threats in our social and
physical environment. But we need to get busy now to engage
the public health system in planning for the new health threats
brought by climate change, and to ensure that our public
health system has adequate resources and support to address
these threats. ¢

Muir and Riggs Glaciers

Sources of Greenhouse Gases at Glacier Bay National Park

and Preserve, Alaska
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Growing Smarter, Growing Cooler:
A Blueprint for Oregon’s Future

By Mary Kyle McCurdy, Staff Attorney, 1000 Friends of Oregon

ver the past two years, 1000
O Friends of Oregon, the Bus

Project, SOLV, and over 50 other
organizations—including the Coalition
for a Livable Future—hosted a series of
town halls in 16 locations across the state,
from Newport to Baker City, Medford to
Hood River. Called “Envision Oregon,”
these forums attracted more than 2,200
Oregonians from over 140 towns and
places. We asked participants to describe
their vision for Oregon’s future, and to
help create strategies for making that
vision a reality. We discussed issues
concerning farms and forests, towns and
neighborhoods, transportation, natural
areas, land use fairness, and the role of
citizens in land use decision making.

Town hall participants represented all
types and sizes of communities, from
very rural to very urban, and a mix of
ages, genders, and party affiliation.
Yet what emerged was a remarkably
consistent set of values we hold and
visions we have for our future—and
that is a future made better by careful
and thoughtful land use planning. It is
no accident that Oregon is a special place,
and to keep and enhance this place we
call home for future generations will
require actions just as intentional.

1000 Friends of Oregon took what we
heard in Envision Oregon and crafted
the Blueprint for Oregon’s Future. The
Blueprint starts by looking at the big
picture: what goals and visions do
Oregonians share for the future? It then
looks at the challenges and opportunities
Oregon will face in the decades to come
in meeting those goals—increased state
population, a global economy, rising
energy costs, and global climate change.
The Blueprint next identifies strategies

to meet those goals. Finally, it sets forth
specific actions that citizens and elected
officials should take immediately to
make the vision of Oregonians a reality.

Land use and transportation planning are
just beginning to be recognized as critical
tools in our approach to addressing global
climate change. Increased fuel efficiency
and cleaner gasoline alone will not result
in stabilizing or reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. To do that, we must each drive
less, and that means designing where and
how we live in ways that reduce the need
for driving. A number of studies, regional-
ly and nationally, have shown that green-
house gas emissions from transportation
can be reduced by at least one-third
through compact, mixed-use, pedestrian-
friendly communities that provide trans-
portation alternatives to the automobile.*

The Blueprint calls for immediate action

in three areas, as well as specific strategies

in each of those areas, that Oregon and
the Portland metro region can take:

1. Protect Our Best Farm Land,
Forest Land, and Natural Areas

< Enact a land stewardship program
to fund the purchase of easements
on farm, forest, and range lands.

< Designate rural reserves to
protect Oregon’s diverse and
growing family farms.

4 Strengthen state farm land laws.

2. Ensure That Transportation and
Development Projects Reduce
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

< Require transportation programs to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
<+ Charge inefficient sprawling
development a carbon impact
fee adequate to pay for projects

or incentives to reduce emissions Amount of
Driving

in our existing communities.

<+ Strengthen current land use
laws to require more compact,
mixed-use development patterns,
with affordable housing and
transportation choice.

3. Create a Healthy, Climate-Friendly
Transportation System

<+ Fix-it-First: Redistribute state
highway dollars to pay for
maintaining and repairing the
existing transportation system,
before building new highway
and road miles.

<+ Create true choice and balance
in our transportation system,
by expanding transit, pedestrian,
and bicycle options and
improving local street systems.

< Use the existing transportation
system more efficiently, through
increased funding for programs
such as access management
and transportation demand
management.

<+ Require new transportation
projects to reduce our need to
drive and result in reduced
carbon emissions. >

The Three-legged Stool of
CO2 Emissions from Cars

Carbon per
Gallon of
Fuel

Fuel Efficiency

Cutting CO2 from cars means shortening
each leg of the stool. A focus on one leg

at the expense of the others will undermine
our ability to achieve our carbon goals.

! Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change; Urban Land Institute, 2007.
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A “smart location”— one that allows people to

drive less— as depicted in these photos outperforms
even the greenest house whose drivers use hybrid
cars when it’s located in a low-density sprawling area.
(136 million BTU/year vs. 158 milllion BTU/year.)
Lovaas Deron, “Smart Growth and Energy,” Natural
Resources Defense Council, 2006.) Photo top far left,
provided by 1000 Friends of Oregon. Photo top left,
www.buckmanapartments.com. Photos below, © CLF

“Adding one mile

of new highway

lane will increase
CO2 emissions by
more than 100,000
tons over 50 years.”

In the Portland metropolitan region, the focal

point for implementing these actions is Metro’s
New Look and, in particular, its program to
designate rural and urban reserves and its Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP).

Metro, in conjunction with the three metro-area
counties, plans to designate rural reserves and urban
reserves by the end of 2009. Rural reserves are meant
to offer long-term protection for the region’s most
important agricultural areas and natural resources—
protecting them from urbanization for 40 to 50 years.
Urban reserves are meant to indicate where urban-
ization will occur over that same time period.

Agriculture is one of the region’s most important eco-
nomic engines, providing employment and producing
products traded internationally. Because a diversity
of crops is grown by family farmers in the metro area,
the Portland region boasts dozens of neighborhood
farmers markets. That same diversity of crops is also
fueling a growing niche industry in specialty foods
and restaurants. It is critical that Metro and the
counties in the region include enough farm land in
the rural reserves to ensure a healthy and productive
agricultural economy for the long term.

These farm and forest lands and natural areas also
provide the physical backdrop—the sense of place—
for where we live, work, and recreate. Metro’s desig-
nation of urban reserves must be limited, to demon-
strate a true commitment to compact, mixed-use
neighborhoods that offer transportation choice and
contribute to reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.
The urban reserves must also respect those landscape
features that define the region by containing urban-
ization within them (e.g., Sandy River, Willamette
River, Sauvie Island and other similar natural areas).

2Cortright, J., Portland’s Green Dividend, CEOs for Cities, July 2007.

on file (center, © K. Bartholomew).

global climate change goes to the heart
of whether this community continues
= to be vibrant, economically competitive,
*IA3 equitable, and sustainable—all goals of
' the New Look and RTP. This challenge
D is an opportunity for Metro: to provide
national leadership on using a linked
transportation and land use system to
stabilize and then reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Metro did this a decade ago by implementing

much of the results in the Land Use, Transportation,
Air Quality connection. LUTRAQ was a project of
1000 Friends of Oregon, which showed that land
use densities, designs, and locations, and their link
to the transportation system, matter. By carrying
out LUTRAQ on the ground, Metro demonstrated,
and the nation learned, that more efficient use of
land and transportation choice has resulted in a
region that consumes less land, has a high quality
of life that continues to attract people and businesses.
Another result is that we drive on average 20% less
than other metropolitan areas—saving $2.6 billion
each year.?

In 2007, the Oregon Legislature passed HB 3543.
This law commits the state to stopping growth in
greenhouse gas emissions by 2010, and to reducing
them by 10% below 1990 levels by 2025, and by
75% by 2050.

Absent changes in current trends, Oregon green-
house gas emissions will grow by more than 60%
just during the lifetime of this RTP. To meet the
state’s goals, Metro—and all of us—must start now,
including the New Look and RTP.

Transportation emissions are responsible for 38%
of the state’s total greenhouse gas emissions. There
certainly is no reason to believe it is any less than
that in the Metro region. Vehicle miles traveled per
person in the Portland region has stayed stable for
the past few years. However, with an increasing

> Growing Smarter, continued on page 11.
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— Clark Williams-Derry,
Sightline Institute
(“Increases in
greenhouse-gas
emissions from highway-
widening projects”)

“If sprawling
development
continues to fuel
growth in driving,
the projected 59%
increase in the
total miles driven
between 2005 and
2030 will over-
whelm expected
gains from vehicle
efficiency and
low-carbon fuels.”

— Smart Growth
America Press release,
discussing a new book by
Reid Ewing of the Nation
Center for Smart Growth
Research and Education

Public transporta-
tion reduces U.S.
petroleum
consumption by a
total of 1.4 billion
gallons of gasoline
annually. This is
equivalent to a
supertanker leaving
the unstable Middle
East every 11 days.

— Public Transportation
and Petroleum Savings in
the U.S: Reducing Foreign
Dependence on Oil.” ICF
International, January
2007
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The Columbia River Crossing (CRC)
Project Creates an Unprecedented
Opportunity
he Columbia River Crossing is the
I first major transportation project
under consideration in the region
since global warming has risen in public
consciousness. Now that greenhouse
gas reduction goals have been enacted
in both Oregon and Washington, the
CRC is our first opportunity to plan
a transportation project in a way that
minimizes its global warming impact.

The Columbia River Crossing project is

a planned highway construction project
on Interstate 5 between Portland and
Vancouver. Currently estimated to cost
$4.2 billion, the project is considering
several alternatives to increase vehicle
capacity beyond the existing six lanes,
including a replacement bridge of 10 or
12 lanes and a supplemental bridge
increasing total lanes to eight. There is also
a no-build option that is not seriously
being considered. For each of the build
options, the project is considering includ-
ing either light rail or bus rapid transit.

At a recent Task Force meeting, the
project staff spoke favorably about a
replacement bridge, seeming to indicate
that it will recommend replacing

the existing structures as the Locally
Preferred Alternative. The staff also
discussed light rail as the most cost-
effective public transportation alternative
to carry the greatest number of people.

As we evaluate transportation projects,
we need to consider the connection
between transportation and global
warming. In the Regional Transportation
Plan, the Metro regional government
identifies global warming as a “serious
and growing threat to Oregon’s economy,
natural resources, forests, rivers,
agricultural lands, and coastline.” It

is well-known that transportation is a
major cause of greenhouse gas emissions.
The Oregon Department of Energy has
estimated that 38% of Oregon’s CO,
emissions, the primary greenhouse gas,
is from vehicle exhaust.

Given this data, it is evident that it’s in
our interest to develop strategies to
reduce vehicle exhaust. We need multi-
ple strategies to address the problem.
Increasing fuel efficiency is an important
step, but we still need to address the
other main transportation driver (no pun
intended) of greenhouse gas emissions:
the number of miles we travel in vehicles.

In order to begin to address climate
change and meet the carbon goals we
set for ourselves, every transportation
investment must be considered with an
eye toward reducing carbon emissions.
This approach is consistent with our
region’s aspiration to lead the nation in
sustainable planning. It is also consistent
with the recommendation by the
Governor’s Advisory Group on Global
Warming to use climate change as a
key criterion in state funding decisions.

We Can’t Build Our Way Out of
Congestion

The good news: both the replacement
and supplemental bridge proposals
include some elements that increase
transportation choices and have a posi-
tive impact on global warming emissions.
Light rail would provide a low-emis-
sions, high speed alternative to vehicle
travel into the city core. Increased access
for bicycles and pedestrians would,

if well-designed with adequate space,
provide a zero-carbon emitting, healthy
way to cross the bridge. And assuming
equity considerations are adequately
addressed, tolling could be a good tool
to decrease the number of vehicles using
the bridge, particularly during the most
congested hours. All these considerations
are commendable.

Yet it is unclear why we need a 10 to
12-lane, $4 billion bridge to achieve these
improvements. Transportation planners
agree that you can’t build your way out
of congestion. When road capacity is
increased, congestion is temporarily
reduced, but new demand quickly
increases the congestion again because
people make trips they previously would

The Columbia River Crossing’s
Carbon Tire-Print

By Mara Gross, Policy Director for CLF

not have made. An analysis of seven
separate studies of highway projects
showed that the added demand
immediately consumes 10-50% of new
road capacity, and that 50-100% of the
capacity is gone in just four years.?

A recent study by the Sightline Institute
found that adding lanes to a highway
significantly increases global warming
emissions.® It estimates that each extra
lane-mile built will increase emissions
of carbon-dioxide by more than 100,000
tons over 50 years. In the short term,
adding lanes will briefly decrease
emissions because the vehicles traveling
are idling less in traffic. However, any
short-term fuel savings from congestion
relief are quickly overwhelmed by
increased traffic volumes on the road-
way. What we’re left with is even more
cars sitting in traffic.

Our Transportation Choices and
Land Use Patterns are Closely
Intertwined

Adding new highways can induce
low-density sprawl, which in turn
lengthens trip distances and requires
car travel for nearly all trips. New roads
can tilt development patterns toward
car-dependent lifestyles for decades
to come. As a result, the Governor’s
Advisory Group on Global Warming
encourages policy decisions that limit
sprawl development and encourage
efficient development of residential,
business and industrial land.*

Yet we haven’t seen any meaningful
analysis of future land use patterns

we might expect to see in Clark County
if we build a big bridge. The CRC staff
should study how adding lanes may
lead to new low-density development
on the urban fringe and increased
emissions. Results on this study must

be included in the project’s analysis,
since a bridge that encourages more cars
and increased vehicle miles will erase
gains from increased fuel efficiency and
make it much harder to reach our global
warming goals. >
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Although there is a great deal of information still missing from the analysis, some
of the data already available is concerning. Specifically, the number of vehicle
trips predicted in the future under every alternative is well above the number
needed to address climate change. Climate change scientists have determined
that in order to avoid dramatic damage from temperature increases, we must
reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80% below 1990 levels. Rather than moving
toward these targets, every alternative being examined, including the no-build,
shows an almost 30% increase in vehicle trips over 2005 levels by 2030.° This means
CO, emissions will go up in every scenario, undermining our efforts to reduce
emissions through clean energy strategies and efficiency improvements. We should
identify alternatives that, at a minimum, keep the future trip count to current levels.

More Transportation Choices Reduces Greenhouse Gases

According to a new survey by the National Association of Realtors and Smart
Growth America, three-fourths of Americans believe that improving public
transportation and building communities that do not require as much driving
are better long-term solutions for reducing traffic than building roads. This trend
is playing out in public decisions as voters are becoming unwilling to pay for
transportation projects that do not include a consideration of global warming.

Just last month, Seattle area voters rejected a tax increase that would pay for
both roads and transit projects. According to exit polling, 20% of people who
voted “no” on the measure cited global warming as the main reason they voted
“no.”® The global warming impact was enough to cause some people who
supported transit to vote against the project, and the global warming voters
swung the vote. People in the Pacific Northwest and across the country—
including unlikely groups like the National Association of Realtors—understand
that we can’t ignore global warming when it comes to transportation planning.
The Portland area, known nationally for its sustainable land use and
transportation planning approach, should be at the forefront of figuring out
how to integrate greenhouse gas reduction into transportation planning.

We know that poorly planned growth is bad for commuters, bad for the
environment, and bad for the economy. We know that increasing freeway capacity
leads to increased traffic and pollution. And now, thanks to recent studies, we
also know that increasing freeway capacity increases global warming emissions.

As the most expensive transportation project in the region’s history, the Columbia
River Crossing will set the precedent for how we address climate change in trans-
portation planning for years to come. We can’t pretend that our transportation
system will reduce greenhouse gases if the projects we build increase emissions.

We have an important choice to make, and we, along with future generations

of Oregonians and Washingtonians, deserve smart solutions that will protect both
our environmental and economic future. Smaller-scale solutions can improve
mobility while also reducing fuel use and climate impacts at a much lower cost.
Before deciding whether the solution being proposed for the Columbia River
Crossing will best meet the needs of the region for next 100 years or more, we
need the project to provide complete information on the carbon impacts of the
current proposal, and we need to consider a carbon-neutral solution for I-5. <>

* 2035 Regional Transportation Plan Draft, Portland Metro Area, 2007, page iii. www.metroregion.org/
index.cfm/go/by.web/id=25037.

2 John Holtzclaw, “Induced Traffic Confirmed.” www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/transportation/seven.asp.

3 Clark Williams-Derry, Sightline Institute, www.sightline.org/research/energy/res_pubs/
climate-analysis-gge-new-lanes-10-07.

* Oregon Strategy for Greenhouse Gas Reductions: Governor’s Advisory Group On Global Warming
(December 2004), Pages 84 and 81, www.oregon.gov/ENERGY/GBLWRM/docs/GWReport-Final.pdf.

® Columbia River Crossing Project, Task Force - November 27, 2007 Meeting Materials 1 of 2, page 72,
www.columbiarivercrossing.org/Library/Default.aspx.

‘seattletimes.nwsource.com/ABPub/2007/11/08/2004002419.pdf.
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A Seattle study found that the households
located in the most interconnected areas of
Seattle generated less than half the VMT of
households located in the least-connected areas
of the region, holding true after adjusting for
household size, income and vehicle ownership.

— Frank, Lawrence.
Transportation Research — Part D March 2000.

An Atlanta study by some of the same
researchers as the Seattle study above

found that people who live in more walkable
neighborhoods—with a mix of housing types
and streets that connect to shops, offices
and other destinations—drive 30 % less than
those in conventional auto-oriented settings,
even when they own the same number of
cars at the same rate.

— U.S. EIA. “U. S. Net Imports by Country.” Washington
DC: U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information
Administration. 2006d.

All fossil fuels generate CO2 when burned.

Burning fossil fuels harms us not only by con-
tributing to global warming with the release of
CO2, but also by causing acid rain and air pollu-
tion. Power plants release the majority of sulfur
dioxide and much of the nitrogen oxides when
they burn fossil fuels, such as coal, to produce
electricity. Electricity generation is responsible
for 41% of US man-made C02 emissions.

— www.wikipedia.org

CARBON’S NAME IN OTHER LANGUAGES

* Latin: Carboneum

* Spanish: Carbono

* Croatian: Ugljik

* French: Carbone

* Swedish: Kol

* Czech: Uhlik

* |talian: Carbonio

* Norwegian: Karbon
* Portuguese: Carbono
* Russian: _Y1mepom

* German: Kohlenstoff - r

— www.environmentalchemistry.com
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> Global Warming, continued from page 3.

The recommendations made by the original Advisory Group
are gradually being implemented. In June of 2006, the
Environmental Quality Commission adopted California’s
landmark tailpipe emissions standards, which will reduce global
warming pollution from new cars and trucks (from model year
2009) by an average of 30 percent by 2016. The year 2007 was

a banner year for climate as well: the Oregon State Legislature
passed a Renewable Energy Standard, a Renewable Fuel
Standard, Business and Residential Energy Tax Credits, and the
Climate Change Integration Act which codified into state law
the reduction goals laid out by the Advisory Group (page 3).

Also in 2007, Oregon joined five other states (California,
Washington, Arizona, New Mexico and Utah) and two
Canadian provinces (British Columbia and Manitoba) to

form the Western Regional Climate Action Initiative (WCI).
This agreement commits the partners to establishing regional
greenhouse gas reduction goals, designing and implementing
a multi-sector market-based mechanism to achieve those
goals, and setting up a regional registry for reporting and
tracking emissions. The WCI has already met its first deadline
of establishing the regional carbon reduction goals: 15 percent
below 2005 levels by 2020, and is now at the start of a year-long
process of negotiating what is commonly known as a “cap and
trade” policy.

The Oregon Renewable Energy Standard requires
utilities to meet 25% of their generating needs with
renewable power by 2025, one of the strongest
standards in the country.

The Climate Change Integration Act sets greenhouse
gas reduction targets among the most stringent of
any in the nation; establishes the Global Warming
Advisory Commission to guide future policy
recommendations for mitigation and adaptation;
and creates the Climate Change Research Institute,
a multi-disciplinary academic establishment for the
study of environmental, economic and societal
impacts related to global warming in Oregon.

There is no question that we have started down the right

path, but Oregon is still a long way from actually meeting

our short-term and interim carbon reduction goals. The graphs
at right show how far each of the policies we’ve adopted will
take us toward meeting our first goal of halting the growth of
our emissions. It is strikingly evident that even by implement-
ing all the primary recommendations by sector made by the
Advisory Group (which has not happened yet) our emissions
will still hover somewhere just above 1990 levels.

The questions we now need to ask ourselves are not easy
ones. In a sense we’ve made some relatively simple decisions
related to energy supply and demand and cleaner cars, but to
take carbon levels down to 80 percent below 1990 levels will
demand a magnitude of bold, visionary planning we have yet
to commit to in a meaningful way.

Reducing our carbon footprint to the extent that is necessary
requires us as a community to re-imagine how we will live our
lives in 10, 20, 30 and 40 years from now. Moving away from a
fossil-fuel based economy requires us to not only take a long,
hard look at the kind of energy we use and how we use it, but
also the relationship between land development (urban and
rural), transport (for people and goods) and CO, emissions.
The land use and transportation planning we undertake now
should be approached through a “carbon filter” to better enable
us to make the right kind of policy decisions with implications
for development many life spans ahead.

THE PROBLEM WE FACE
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Here in Oregon we are at a critical juncture in our efforts to
meaningfully address global warming. Over the next year, as
we head into the 2009 Legislative Session, we will be faced
with myriad opportunities to ensure that we make the right
investments for transportation infrastructure planning; that
we authorize the state to implement a regionally based cap
and trade initiative to further steer our energy choices in the
direction of efficiency and renewable power; and that we take
advantage of new opportunities in the “green tech” sector to
demonstrate that sustainability and economic growth are

partners, not adversaries in a climate-friendly future.

<>
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