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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to discuss with you the important and timely topic of parking policy and its potential to contribute to our global warming goals. 

Nearly 38% of California’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions come from the Transportation Sector, making it the largest single source of emissions in the California economy.  According to the California Air Resources Board, without any action on global warming pollution, these emissions will grow by approximately 25% by 2020.
  
NRDC’s approach to reducing global warming pollution from the Transportation sector rests on a “three-legged stool” of cleaner cars, cleaner fuels and reductions in vehicle miles travelled (VMT).  
All three strategies are necessary to meet AB32 goals and the goal set out in the Governor’s Executive Order of 80% of 1990 emissions by 2050.  Growth in VMT has tracked growth in the economy and personal incomes, and exceeded that of population, for decades.  If VMT growth continues on its historical course, the increase in driving could neutralize the environmental benefits we expect from cleaner cars and fuels.

The Adopted Scoping Plan reflects this understanding, addressing Transportation through all three “legs:” our Pavley standards for cleaner cars, a Low Carbon Fuel Standard to diversify our fuels mix, and the process outlined in SB375 for regions to reduce VMT through improved land use.  The total reductions for each strategy are outlined below:
	Program
	Reductions by 2020

	Pavley Standards (Cleaner Cars)
	31.7 MMT

	Low Carbon Fuel Standards (Cleaner Fuels)
	15 MMT

	Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets (Reduce VMT)
	5 MMT


The California Air Resources Board called for a 5 MMT CO2e reduction from improved regional land use planning. In the proceedings leading up to the adoption of the Draft Scoping Plan, the Natural Resources Defense Council supported an even higher reduction goal for land use, suggesting that CARB staff had neglected other approaches to VMT reduction—namely, pricing policies such as congestion pricing, Pay As You Drive insurance, and better pricing for parking.  

Parking Policy and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions

Parking policy can influence GHG emissions to the extent to which it facilitates or discourages certain modes of travel.   Analogous examples exist throughout our everyday world, from telephone companies and airlines that charge more during peak usage periods, to parking at airports, which is generally more expensive as you get closer to the terminal.

Over 90% of parking is free, and thereby acts, economically, as a subsidy for car travel.  The costs of the construction and maintenance of free parking are born by nearly all Californians in higher housing costs, rents and prices for goods, regardless of whether they drive. By encouraging driving, free parking also creates a number of driving-related externalities, including collisions and collision-related injury, conventional air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.
 We suggest that the price of parking, at the very least, should reflect its true cost, and, by doing so, send a clearer signal to drivers as to the real cost of their driving.  
The GHG Reduction Potential of Parking Reforms
Parking Cash-Out: Since 1992, California law has mandated that certain employers offer parking cash-out (AB 2019, Katz), giving employees the option of a cash payment for their free parking space.  In 1997, the California Air Resources Board analyzed several Los Angeles-area employers who participated in the program.  Using surveys of employees before and after the introduction of parking cash-out, CARB’s report noted a 17% reduction in solo driving and a 64% increase in carpooling.  VMT dropped an average of 12% per employee per year, the equivalent of removing one out of every eight cars driven to work.
In 2002, the California Legislative Analysts Office produced a report estimating the total VMT impact if only 15% of the total eligible employees under the current law were to choose parking cash-out.
  Assuming 15 mile round-trip commutes—only half the California average of 30 miles per commute—this quite modest version of parking cash out, covering only 43,500 employees (less than 0.5% of the total California workforce), could reduce total annual VMT by 169.5 million miles, or a reduction of global warming pollution each year of 70,000 MT CO2e, or the equivalent of taking almost 12,000 cars off the road for an entire year.
    
Regional Employee Parking Pricing: In 1996, the California Air Resources Board published a study analyzing the environmental impacts of a number of pricing strategies for the Transportation sector.
  The report analyzes the impact of a parking policy that would essentially charge every employee at least $1 per day to park at work in four regions in California.  HOV/Carpool parking was assumed to be free at workplaces.
The table below summarizes the report’s projected VMT reductions in 2010.

	Region
	Min Price
	Weekday VMT Change
	Fuel Use/CO2 Change 

	Bay Area
	$1.00
	-0.8%
	-1.0%

	
	$3.00
	-2.1%
	-2.4%

	Sacramento
	$1.00
	-1.0%
	-1.1%

	
	$3.00
	-2.6%
	-2.7%

	San Diego
	$1.00
	-0.9%
	-1.0%

	
	$3.00
	-2.4%
	-2.5%

	South Coast
	$1.00
	-0.9%
	-1.1%

	
	$3.00
	-2.5%
	-2.7%


The range of reductions hovered around a 1% VMT reduction at $1/day and reached around an average 2.5% reduction at $3/day.  As a comparison, for the period December 2007 to December 2008, which included some of the highest gas prices on record and the earliest stages of a major recession, total California VMT declined by 2.7%.
  Even charging drivers just $1/day alone can have significant impacts on VMT and GHG emissions.  
Land Use and Off-Street Parking: Off-street parking requirements, initially designed to eliminate congestion and improve air quality, have instead encouraged driving, reduced development densities and increased the cost of development and the cost of housing.  Land committed to parking cannot be committed to other uses, and the cost of providing free parking can hamper developers’ ability to complete projects.  One study of Oakland’s introduction of an off-street parking requirement showed higher per unit development costs, lower average densities and lower land values.
  

The bedrock notion behind SB375 is that compact development and smart transportation policies and investments can lower VMT while offering residents a variety of viable travel options.  In Growing Cooler, the definitive work on the relationship between climate change and urban form, the authors conclude that smarter, more compact development can reduce household VMT by as much as 40%.
  While in some localities, the type of development envisioned in Growing Cooler requires zoning reform, many other localities already have zoning in place but find development intensities diminished, partly due to parking requirements.  

While comprehensive transportation planning could call for instead creating off-street parking maxima, prohibiting localities from establishing parking minima would be an important first step.  By leaving the provision of parking on private property, and its financing, to the market, developers are provided the flexibility of tailoring their product to specific local land use and transportation contexts.  
Parking, which should be a fixed cost of car ownership born by car owners, is instead born by property owners, who are required by local regulations to provide free parking.
  A reform to address this is the unbundling of parking from leases or purchase agreements.  Similar to parking cash-out for residential properties, unbundling separates the cost of parking from the total cost of housing.  This rewards those who do not choose to own a car with more affordable housing, while transferring to car owners the true, rightful cost of owning an automobile.  

 Parking Reforms: Why Now?

The challenge of combating climate change has required us to reexamine the way we settle the land and move upon it.  Fifty years of auto-dependency are now taking their toll, and it is incumbent upon all of us to reform land use to lead us to a more sustainable future.

But while many of the land use reforms envisioned in the Scoping Plan and SB 375 may take years to realize, parking reforms can be done now, at relatively low cost, and have a major impact.  They are the proverbial “low hanging fruit:” reforms that can do the double duty of reducing VMT while lowering the cost of housing and development.  
At NRDC we have staff working to create strategies for reducing GHG emissions from every sector of the economy. McKinsey & Company has evaluated a variety of emissions reduction strategies and found that those strategies that cost less than the anticipated cost of carbon in a cap and trade program (roughly $30 per ton) are considered to be extremely attractive.  In a recent study of the potential for pricing curbside parking in San Francisco, Nelson-Nygaard the GHG emissions reductions from market-priced parking would not only have no cost, but would actually generate $1400 in public revenue for each ton of emissions it eliminated. 
When viewed in the context of some of the other strategies currently being considered, market-priced parking becomes an extremely promising strategy that can deliver immediate GHG emissions reductions while generating badly needed revenue for local agencies and recalibrating land use and development to better meet our climate goals.  
I very much appreciate your time and attention and make myself available for questions.
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