MEMORANDUM

DATE:

Monday, March 3, 2003

TO:

Travel Management Subcommittee

FROM:
Gabriela Vega, Transportation Engineer

SUBJECT:
Highlights of the February 25, 2003 Travel Management Subcommittee Meeting.

This memorandum contains the discussion highlights from the February 25, 2003 Travel Management Subcommittee meeting.  The attendance sheet is attached.

Item #  1.
Mr. Clifford explained the various tables and graphs in the mailout and the two steps necessary (“adjusted” and “controlled”) for the Rate of Progress estimation.  Exhibit 1 and 2 are summary tables of VOC and NOx for the Rate of Progress and Attainment Plan. The table ocntains estimates for 1996, 1999, 2002, and 2005 adjusted scenarios and 2002 and 2005 controlled scenarios.  Exhibits 3, 4, 5, and 6 contain Mobile6 emission rates for 1990, 1996, 1999, 2002, and 2005 for the District of Columbia “adjusted” for 1990. Mr. Clifford explained that the region has a VOC problem for 2002 and 2005, and a NOx surplus for the same years indicated by the preliminary analysis. Mr. Srikanth clarified to all members that the handouts have nothing to do with Conformity, the process is all part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP). 


Mr. Clifford also explained that there is a 2005 Wintertime Carbon Monoxide component that has to be included in all calculations. Ms. Posey described that the geographic area of the wintertime CO component is different than that of the ozone non-attainment area. The mobile emissions for 2005 wintertime CO using Mobile6 is 1,171 tons per day, which is an increase of 329 tons per day over the analysis using Mobile5b. Even with this large increase, the total tonnage does not exceed the 1,671 tons per day allowed in the CO budget. 


Mr. Clifford also distributed copies of a MWAQC-TAC handout showing Rate of Progress calculations. He explained that for the Rate of Progress calculations, staff started with 1990 Base year inventory adding all sources of emissions.  15% reduction of the total emissions have to be reached by 1996.  Beyond 1996, emissions have to be reduced at a rate of 3% per year in a combination of NOx and VOC.  Some percent of each pollutant must be included in the calculation (i.e., VOC may not be set at 0%).  In the sheet distributed at the meeting, VOC is shown at 1%.  A subcommittee member suggested using 0.1% VOC as had been done in Baltimore.  The group agreed.

Item #2.
Mr. Sivasailam explained that TERMs have been broken down into four categories 1) TR - Traffic Stream, 2) C – Commute, 3) Heavy Duty Vehicles (Engine Technology), and 4) SP – Specific Vehicle Type. He also explained that values for NOx and VOC have been set for speeds in the years 2005 and 2030 and that interpolation will be obtained for the target years (2015 and 2025) with data from 2005 and 2030. Revised calculations for TERMs under the Traffic Stream and Commute category have been completed and draft copies will be distributed in the next subcommittee meeting. Mr. Srikanth requested subcommittee members to use the new emission rates when developing new TERMs for the region. Mr. Biesiadny asked if there was a specific speed value jurisdictions should use when developing TERMs affecting the commute in the morning or evening periods to which Mr. Sivasailam responded that he had used an average speed of 41 mph for calculating emissions in the Commute and Traffic Stream TERMs.  Ms. Byala expressed some concerns about considering the morning period between 5:00 and 9:00 AM since Metro starts operations at 5:30AM.  Subcommittee members agreed to consider the morning commute period between the hours of 6:00 AM and 9:00 AM at an average speed of 39.4 mph for Commute TERMs and the evening commute period between 4:00 PM and 7:00 PM with an average speed of 40 mph. The Traffic Stream speed value will continue to be  the daily average of 41 mph.

Item #3.
Mr. Sivasailam requested subcommittee members to revise the list of Potential TERMs that was distributed at the meeting and to inform COG staff if any TERMs should be taken off the list or if there is relevant new information that would change the emission projection of such TERMs.  Mr. Sivasailam also requested subcommittee members to submit new ideas for TERMs. Mr. Biesiadny suggested replacing existing taxicab fleets with hybrid cars in any jurisdiction, Mr. Simons responded that hybrid cars would be cost prohibitive for the taxicab drivers and hard to implement by target date of 2005. Mr. Srikanth suggested that analysis for the proposed TERM could be evaluated if the committee focused on the TERM as a general use vehicle and targeted private and public use.  Mr. Simons requested that the TERM be described as “Clean Fuel Technology Vehicle”.


The last page of the handout contains an initial summary table of the Heavy Duty Vehicle Fleet Inventory in Fairfax County. Ms. Posey submitted a survey to all jurisdictions and has received information from all jurisdictions except Prince George’s County, Arlington County, and WMATA. Ms. Posey explained that COG staff will prepare a summary of the data that was received and develop a TERM focusing on vehicle replacement.  Staff will try to present two or more replacement strategies. Mr. Sivasailam explained that subcommittee members would have to choose VOC, NOx, or PM emission benefits. Mr. Biesiadny mentioned that vehicle replacement would have to be complete before 2005 and in practice only 5% -10% of the fleet could be replaced.  Mr. Sivasailam suggested that fuel replacement would be another option for targeting heavy duty vehicles but it would also be limited.  Mr. Simons told subcommittee members that Purinox  has limitations, and that costs for engine cleaning should be added to the analysis.  


The meeting adjourned with no additional business discussed and the next meeting is scheduled for March 25, 2003.
