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COMMENTS 
 
This letter will serve as my comments on the Association of Bay Area Governments' (ABAG) and 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission's (MTC) Plan Bay Area (Plan), March 2013,  
 
The proposed Plan should be rejected and, if required by impending deadlines, the No Project 
alternative should be adopted. The No Project alternative achieves the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) greenhouse gas emissions reduction objectives and would avoid the considerable social and 
economic costs that could result from the proposed Plan. 
 
In the interests of brevity, I comment on three of the most important issues and on a point from my 
previous comments that did not receive a response from ABAG/MTC. Each of these points is sufficient 
justification for rejection of the proposed Plan and adoption of the No Project alternative. 
 
(1) Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) Reduction 
 
During the Plan Bay Area process, the prospects for GHG emissions reductions in California have 
radically improved. These improvements have been ignored in Plan Bay Area, which is, as a result, stale-
before-adoption. 
 



On August 12, 2012, the Obama Administration adopted fuel economy standards that require new light 
vehicles to achieve an average of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025. The US Department of Energy, Energy 
Information Administration (EIA) issued new greenhouse gas emission projections on December 5, 2012. 
These projections reflect a 14.6 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions per mile of travel by light 
vehicles in comparison to the previous regulations (attributable to the new regulations).1  
 
By 2040, the GHG emissions reduction advantage of the proposed Plan compared to the No Project 
alternative as projected in the FEIR is only two percent (Table 3.1-29). This is dwarfed by the 15 percent 
improvement attributable to the new fuel economy standards. Further, as Plan Bay Area acknowledges, 
additional fuel economy improvements are expected (Stronger federal fuel economy standards could be 
adopted to apply to years after 2025 and additional technological improvements could occur). After all is 
said and done, the GHG emissions in the Bay Area will improve beyond the level sought by CARB, (by 
2035) as a result of the Bay Area2 objective and its AB1493/Pavley and low carbon fuel standards 
(LCFS), as well as the new federal fuel efficiency standards. The progress from the Obama 
Administration’s new fuel economy standards should not be used as an opportunity to move the overall 
CARB GHG “goalposts” further away.  
 
On this basis alone, the proposed Plan merits rejection. Deadline concerns can be addressed by adopting 
the No Project alternative.3 
 
(2) Housing affordability: My previous comments indicated the likely housing cost increases both for all 
households and for low income households, from the strategies of the proposed Plan. ABAG/MTC 
responded (150-22) that consideration of housing affordability was not required in the DEIR. The issue 
should have been addressed in the policy process that developed Plan Bay Area. In one of the world’s 
most expensive housing markets, approval of the proposed Plan would represent a profound public policy 
failure. 
 
(3) Economic analysis: My previous comments showed that the cost of GHG emissions reduction by the 
transportation and land use strategies were likely to be well above the $20 to $50 per ton maximum cited 
by the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Any expenditure above this 
level is extravagant and wasteful by definition and should be rejected out of hand. Yet no such cost 
metric was applied to the costs of Plan Bay Area (such as the higher house costs and rental rates likely to 
result). From a public policy perspective, it is not sufficient, as ABAG/MTC states, that “MPOs do not 
have the option of claiming that it is simply too expensive to reduce GHG emissions” (C150-12).  
 
No such suggestion was made or implied; rather it is proposed that extravagantly costly over-shooting of 
the overall GHG emissions reduction objective would be inappropriate. The fundamental issue is that 
Plan Bay Area’s transportation and land use  strategies are unnecessary, since the CARB GHG emissions 
reduction objectives (including Pavley and LFCS) will be exceeded, by virtue of the substantial 
improvement from the new federal fuel efficiency standards (#1, above). 
 
(4) Impact of traffic congestion on GHG emissions: My comment as follows did not receive a response 
(page 9 of my previous comments): 
 

“Greater Traffic Congestion Retards Expected GHG Emissions Reductions from Less 
Driving 
 
The greater traffic congestion could virtually cancel most or all of the GHG emissions reductions 
that might otherwise be expected from reducing driving (in the Proposed Plan compared to the 
No Project Alternative). Each gallon of gasoline produces the same volume of GHG emissions. 
Greater fuel consumption in congested traffic can result in GHG emissions over 70 percent higher 
per mile than in free-flow traffic.” 
 



In addition, insufficiently addressed issues remain, such as the exaggerated transit ridership forecast and 
the unreliability of transportation and land use modeling, especially when the result is miniscule change.4  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Wendell Cox 
Principal 
 
 
                                                      
1 This is for 2035. Pre-regulation change projections for 2040 are not available. 
2 The Bay Area objective of a 15 percent per capita greenhouse gas reduction agreed upon between ABAG/MTC 
and CARB is more stringent than the 13 percent objective agreed between the California Air Resources Board and 
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for the Los Angeles, Riverside San Bernardino 
Oxnard and El Centro metropolitan areas. Even so, the SCAG region is projected to grow faster than the Bay area 
through 2035, according to the California Department of Finance. It is not clear why they area residents are 
proposed to be subject to more stringent greenhouse gas emission reductions than in Southern California. 
3 Moreover, it is apparent that ABAG and MTC fail to acknowledge the extent to which greenhouse gas emission 
prospects have improved.  Master Response Comment D.1 indicates “Technological improvements in vehicles and 
fuels, however, are likely to be offset by the growth in VMT expected to occur as the United States recovers from a 
period of economic recession” [FEIR, Page 3.1-18]. In fact, projections by the EIA and in Plan Bay Area itself 
demonstrate that, even with increased driving, substantial GHG emissions reductions will be achieved. 
4 Only 7 percent of the lower transportation GHG emissions in 2040 (from 2010) would be attributable to Plan Bay 
Area’s transportation strategies, while only 5 percent of the lower land use GHG emissions would be attributable to 
Plan Bay Area’s land use strategies. 


