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The goals of TCI’s regional proposal include reducing climate-changing pollution, creating economic opportunity, and improving transportation equity for currently underserved and overburdened populations. It also sets a goal of completing the policy design process within one year, after which each signatory jurisdiction- -Rhode Island is one--will decide whether to adopt and implement the policy. 
IT is important to be wary of becoming isolated to one strategic domain: decarbonize the transportation sector through transitioning to an electric powered car bus system etc. This is an important part of the solution though it in effect adds to the GHG emission profile of those places where electric vehicles are manufacturing and transported and where the energy sources for our electric grid is produced. And for the foreseeable immediate future this still will be fossil-fueled. 

A society governed by electric-powered vehicles does not automatically enhance smart growth/development, complete streets, dense development, safe pedestrian and bike modes nor will such a paradigm improve transportation equity for currently undeserved and economically marginalized populations. It is manifested that the principle solution for underserved and economically and marginalized population is a robust public transit mode the impediment that single use vehicles create for populations like the young and the elderly disables cannot be addressed by single source strategy -the transition to electric vehicles per se. Nothing changes as well in the built environment that even as the GHG emission profile does indeed improve it will only reinforce the mandate that produces more road and parking lots, parking garages and transit numbing congestion and location and land use development that optimizes access to the single user vehicle. 
Affected fuels and emission sources. Wasn’t clear if assessment of fuels in transportation included ocean and waterway shipping, though it was clear that fuels in air transport were to be exempt. Ocean shipping uses some of the most polluting fuels and should be considered in proposed TCI deliberations. 
90,000 ships carry 90% of global trade burning 2 billion barrels of the heaviest—and dirtiest crude. Fuels used in shipping have about 3500 times greater concentrations of sulphur dioxide SO (2) than automotive diesel. Though much shipping is seaborne in international waters mush travels through harbors and waterways and ports  in RI, NY, MASS, and other TCI signatories. Shipping contributes about 2-3% of global carbon dioxide CO(2). Currently the shipping sector must meet (beginning in 2020) limitations on SO (2) and Nitrogen Oxides NO and particulates as mandated by the UN International Maritime Agency. This is propelling the introduction of  using lower sulphur fuels and scrubbers. In order to meet this mandate IMP’s marine environment protection committee proposed slow-steaming an approach that could collaterally cut 750 millions of tons of CO (2) or 2% of CO (2) emission by 2050, according to the International Council on Clean Transportation. Electric battery-powered ferries have operated on a small scale and wind assisted propulsion—(sailing) is an increasing option as well. And Hydrogen technologies are also being considered.  Carbon Dioxide CO(2) levels will be the International Maritime Agency’s next focus as the SO(2), NO and PM regulations take hold. So it would be prudent to include this sector in the TCI deliberations. 
Utilize a GHG Assessment Approach. Establish a Climate Mitigation Bank

The Ninth Circuit court of Appeals ruled in 2007 that the National Highway Traffic Safety administration had to take climate impacts into consideration when devising its automobile fuel-efficiency standards.  During the Obama administration the ‘social cost of carbon’ was pegged by USEPA at $45 per ton. Using this calculus, an average car emits a ton of GHG every two months. To offset the car’s GHG, an annual expense would be added to a car’s price:  roughly $250 a year for the life of the car.
Basic GHG tax Assessment approach: 

USEPA and other federal agencies used the social cost of carbon (SC-CO2) to estimate the climate benefits of rulemakings. The SC-CO2 is an estimate of the economic damages associated with a small increase in carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, conventionally one metric ton, in a given year. This dollar figure also represents the value of damages avoided for a small emission reduction (i.e., the benefit of a CO2reduction).

The SC-CO2 is meant to be a comprehensive estimate of climate change damages and includes changes in net agricultural productivity, human health, property damages from increased flood risk, and changes in energy system costs, such as reduced costs for heating and increased costs for air conditioning. (1)
The end result of modeling GHG sources is linking, ultimately, mitigation and reduction strategies and policies that reduce or at least slow the pace of overall greenhouse gas emissions.  This approach has already been battle tested in California by several large corporations that have adopted various mitigation and reduction approaches internally.  In 2015, 437 companies calculated an internal price on carbon, up sharply from 150 in 2014, according to a new report by CDP, a nonprofit group that monitors carbon disclosures for companies. (As a result of ongoing interest carbon pricing many non- profit groups have arisen that provide carbon pricing policies for companies.)

Microsoft:To take an example, since 2012 Microsoft business unit managers have been required to calculate in the price of carbon emissions in their unit when reporting profits or losses each quarter. Microsoft business units are then charged an internal tax by based on each unit’s energy usage. The money is transferred into a common fund that invests in environmental sustainability projects. 

Microsoft’s environmental sustainability team inventories the amount of energy each business unit will consume in a quarter; whether from office space, data centers or business air travel. Those kilowatt-hours and gallons of fuel are then converted into metric tons of carbon. The environmental sustainability team proposes projects and plans clean energy production. For example, these plans include making buildings more efficient and requiring commitments to long-term sustainable power infrastructure offsetting the emissions.

In three years, the company has reduced its emissions by the equivalent of 7.5 million metric tons of carbon dioxide and saved more than $10 million through reduced energy consumption.  Microsoft charged its business units about $20 million for their emissions in 2016.

Investors also appear to be more interested in linking GHG emissions to investment choices. The California Public Employees’ Retirement System, for example, which manages more than $300 billion, has publicly announced support for carbon pricing efforts in its investment decisions. (2)

Transcription and Translation: At some point we will want to translate the GHG reference case modeling to agents, activities and agencies that can mitigate rising GHG emissions. A way forward is to develop a broad climate policy that ties mitigating impacts from climate change to reductions in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and financing for adoption/mitigation of climate induced impacts.  This would depend on some form of carbon pricing {though the term ‘carbon pricing’ should factor in all prominent GHG emissions (methane, water vapor, etc,).   

If TCI adopted such as approach a carbon tax or company internal GHG assessment could be deposited into a ‘carbon mitigation’ bank, for example the RI Infrastructure bank. This bank could then help fund critical projects that reduce GHG emissions e.g. public transit or solar projects supplying energy for schools and hospitals and universities. 

In addition, resiliency projects [preparing water treatments plants for flooding, e.g., that will be impacted by GHG may receive grants and awards from the mitigation bank. 

--------------------------------------------------------
(1) EPA had used the SC-CO2 to analyze the carbon dioxide impacts of various rulemakings since the interagency group first published SC-CO2 estimates in 2010 (PDF, 21pp, 847K). Some of these rulemakings have directly targeted carbon dioxide emissions, such as the car and truck standards, whereas others have set standards for conventional or toxic pollutants that indirectly affect carbon dioxide emissions, such as the final rulemaking to control mercury and other air toxic pollutants (PDF, 510 pp, 8.3 MB) from power plants. The rulemakings directly targeting carbon dioxide emissions have projected notable climate-related benefits for society. For example, the projected net present value of carbon dioxide mitigation benefits over the next forty years from three vehicle rulemakings was estimated to range from $78 billion to $1.2 trillion ($2010), depending on which of the four SC-CO2estimates were used (i.e., the average SC-CO2 at 5, 3, and 2.5 percent and the 95th percentile SC-CO2at 3 percent). These three rulemakings are:

· The Joint EPA/Department of Transportation Rulemaking to establish Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (2012-2016)(PDF, 474 pp, 5.89 MB)

· Joint EPA/Department of Transportation Rulemaking to establish Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (PDF, 553 pp, 9.12 MB)

· Joint EPA/Department of Transportation Rulemaking to establish Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (2017-2025) (PDF, 555 pp, 8.83 MB)

EPA has also estimated the benefits of reductions in non-CO2 greenhouse gas emissions, notably methane, in the regulatory impact analysis for recent rulemakings, such as the Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Proposed Emission Standards for New and Modified Sources in the Oil and Natural Gas Sector (see RIA Chapter 4). In this regulatory impact analysis, EPA used directly modeled estimates of the social cost of methane (SC-CH4) from a paper recently published in the peer reviewed literature (Marten et al. 2014 Exit, 2015 Exit). The SC-CH4 estimates in the Martin et al. paper were developed using methods that are consistent with the methods used to estimate the SC-CO2. Consistent with EPA's peer review guidance, the Agency conducted a peer review of the application of the Marten et al. (2014) non-CO2 social cost estimates in regulatory analysis and received responses that supported this application.
[[Though many of these documents may no longer be assessable on the USEPA website, they can be retrieved from the websites of the Union of Concerned Scientists and the American Public Health Association.]]
(2) Microsoft Leads Movement to Offset Emissions With Internal Carbon Tax, NYTimes  Sept26,2015
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