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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Energy policy and prices remain front and center in the American consciousness,
particularly as national election consequences play out and the fragile economy
continues to make many Americans feel more vulnerable. Americans continued

to feel the painful pinch of gasoline prices in 2011—and they still do today. To curb
America’s perilous oil addiction, we continue to need effective government policies
that will increase the availability and use of efficient vehicles and clean fuels, as well
as promote smart growth and public transit.

This is the sixth edition of this report, updating the 2007,
2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011 research by David Gardiner &
Associates (DGA) and the Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC) identifying the states whose citizens feel the greatest
economic pain from gasoline prices—and the states that are
doing the most to break their addiction to oil.

Like the previous editions, this report again ranks

Which States’ Drivers Were Most at Risk in 2011?

Research by DGA & NRDC shows that the 10 states
whose drivers spent the largest percentage of their
income on gasoline in 2011—or, in other words, faced the
highest degree of gasoline price vulnerability—were:

U.S. states in two critical areas related to our nation’s 1. Mississippi — 8.98% (also #1 in 2010, 2009, 2008,
continuing addiction to oil. First, it calculates gasoline price 2007, and 2006)

vulnerability—the percentage of personal income spent

on gasoline by the average driver in each state. Second, it 2. West Virginia — 8.10% (AN from #16 in 2010)
ranks states based on their adoption of smart solutions to

reduce their oil dependence—measures they are taking to 3. South Carolina = 7.91% (* from #2 in 2010)
strategically lessen their vulnerability and to bolster America’s

security. (See Methodology section for data sources and 4. Kentucky — 7.89% (* from #3 in 2010)

methods used.) The data yield some clear conclusions:

m Qil dependence affects all states, but some states’ drivers 5. Oklahoma —7.56% (AN from #6 in 2010)

are hit harder economically than others. Drivers in every
state in 2011 spent a higher percentage of their income
on gasoline than they did in 2010, and drivers in the
most vulnerable states spent more than twice as large a
percentage of their income on gasoline as drivers in the
least vulnerable states.

6. Texas —7.30% (A\from #17 in 2010)
7. Georgia—7.21% (* from #4 in 2010)

8. lowa—7.18% (AN from #9 in 2010)

B Drivers in most states (42) were hit even harder in 2011 9. New Mexico — 7.13% (AN from #10 in 2010)
than they were during the previous heights of vulnerability
in 2008. 10. Arkansas — 7.10% (W from #8 in 2010)

B While some states are pioneering solutions and many
are taking some action, many states are still taking few,
if any, of the steps listed in this report to reduce their oil
dependence.
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GASOLINE PRICE VULNERABILITY

NRDC'’s vulnerability ranking is based on the average
percentage of income that states’ drivers spend on gasoline.
The differences are significant. In 2011, average drivers in

the least vulnerable state—which for the sixth year in a row

is Connecticut—spent about 3.5 percent of their income on
gasoline. Average drivers in the most vulnerable state—which
for the sixth year in a row is Mississippi—spent more than
two-and-a-half times as large a percentage (almost 9 percent)
of their income on gasoline.

Gasoline price vulnerability generally increased from 2006
through 2008. There was a striking reversal of that trend in
2009, due largely to much lower gas prices, with drivers in
every state spending a lower percentage of their income on
gasoline than in 2008. The original trend then reasserted
itself, with drivers in all but four states being more vulnerable
in 2010 than in 2009, though not quite as vulnerable as in
2008; drivers in 45 of the 50 states were still spending a lower
percentage of their income on gasoline in 2010 than in 2008.
In 2011, the original trend continued with a vengeance.
Drivers in every state spent a higher percentage of their
income on gasoline in 2011 than they did in 2010, and drivers
in only eight states still spent a lower percentage than in 2008.

As the economy slowly recovers, drivers clearly remain
quite vulnerable—and citizens in the high-ranking states are
feeling the pinch more.

STATE ACTION ON OIL DEPENDENCE:
THE BEST AND THE WORST

Although some states are adopting strong measures to reduce
their oil dependence, too many others are still taking little or
no action.

The solutions rankings in this report are based on the
range of key actions that states can take to reduce oil
dependence, with particular focus on policies that can have
substantial impact and be replicated by other states. This
year’s report takes a closer look at some of the categories used
in the past and what actions deserve credit.

Research by NRDC and DGA shows that the 10 states doing
the most to wean themselves from oil are:

1. California 6. Connecticut
2. Oregon 7. Maine

3. Washington 8. Maryland

4. Massachusetts 9. Rhode Island
5. New York 10. Vermont

In contrast, the 10 states doing the least to reduce their oil
dependence are:

50. Nebraska 45. Arkansas

49. Alaska 44. Indiana

48. Mississippi 43. South Dakota
47.1daho 42. Wyoming

46. North Dakota 41. Kansas

The failure of these 10 states—and many others—to take
meaningful action to reduce oil dependence exacerbates
the national security, environmental, and economic harms
associated with our current transportation habits. These and
other states need to be drivers of change.

THE BENEFITS OF REDUCING
OIL DEPENDENCE

Especially with the struggling economy, persistently high
unemployment, and relatively high gasoline and diesel
prices, reducing oil dependence can yield significant benefits.
These can include lowering the economic vulnerability that
many residents face and creating new income from the sale
of low-carbon fuels and efficient vehicles. Dollars circulate
domestically instead of undermining national security

by flowing to sources of oil that are politically unstable or
controlled by unfriendly national governments. In addition,
reduced oil consumption decreases both air pollution and
the carbon pollution that causes global climate change.

STATE POLICIES FOR REDUCING
OIL DEPENDENCE

Although the Obama Administration has taken some strong
actions on energy and climate policy, states continue to be
critical players in creating less oil-intensive transportation
habits. State strategies include:

E Clean and efficient vehicles and clean fuels. Twenty-
seven states are taking action to promote greater efficiency
and greater use of alternative fuels in state fleets. A few
states have or are developing a low-carbon fuel standard
(LCFS), which would reduce the greenhouse gas intensity
of motor vehicle fuel, and several states have signed a
memorandum of understanding to explore a regional LCFS
in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic. Meeting long-term
climate and reduced oil dependence goals will also likely
require the deployment of zero-emission vehicles (ZEVs),
including plug-in electric and hydrogen fuel cell vehicles.
Thirty states are promoting deployment of zero-emission
advanced vehicle technologies and their associated
infrastructure.
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B Transportation system efficiency. An area where
states can play a particularly influential role in reducing
oil dependence is promoting transportation system
efficiency—for example, promoting alternatives to driving
and reducing vehicle-miles traveled (VMT), and sprawl.
Relevant strategies focus on issues such as transportation,
land use, zoning, building codes, and, to a lesser extent,
idling. For example:

Nineteen states are taking action to encourage cars
already on the road to use less gasoline by placing
restrictions on idling.

Only five states have codified or official targets to reduce
VMT or transportation-related petroleum consumption.

Thirteen states have strong policies that provide
continued progress on smart growth issues.

Public investment can also be a critical strategy for states
seeking to reduce oil dependence, and in 2011, New York,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Connecticut
led the way in prioritizing the funding of public transit
through the allocation of state and federal funds.

States that adopt cutting-edge plans to reduce oil
dependence help make the nation more secure, protect
drivers’ wallets, and enhance global environmental health.
These states’ policies can serve as examples for the many
states that have thus far taken little or no such action—and
lead the way for national policies as well.

FEDERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR

REDUCING GASOLINE PRICE VULNERABILITY

The Obama Administration must execute effective energy
and transportation policies that complement and support
the actions of leading states. The administration has

already taken historic steps this year and in 2010 by setting
dramatically higher fuel-efficiency performance standards
for our car and truck fleets. Specifically, this summer the
administration announced that new vehicles must on
average achieve about twice their current efficiency level by
2025, a standard of 54.5 miles per gallon. Analysis shows that
this standard is not only the single biggest leap the United

States has ever taken to reduce oil dependence and cut global

warming pollution, but also that it will slash oil imports by

one-third, save drivers about $1.7 trillion dollars at the pump,

and create nearly 570,000 jobs as industry innovates and
retools to clear the new performance bar.!

With the wind at our back, we can make even more
progress by:

m Strengthening efforts to lower first-cost barriers for
new adopters of advanced vehicle technology and
alternative fuels, including purchase incentives and
support for research and development of advanced vehicle
technology.

® Implementing the new national transportation law
effectively. Congress labored for nearly three years to pass
a two-year transportation bill named Moving Ahead for
Progress in the 21% Century (MAP-21), which took effect on
October 1, 2012. While the bill makes changes that could
exacerbate the nation’s oil addiction, it also has provisions
that could prove useful if implemented with an eye to
saving oil, including requirements for more accountability
and transparency for the massive highway accounts in
the transportation program, requirements to establish
performance measures at national, state, and metropolitan
levels, and a dramatically increased financing program
called America Fast Forward.
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GASOLINE PRICE VULNERABILITY RANKINGS:

WHO IS HIT HARDEST?

America’s economic recovery continues to be tepid. Gasoline
prices have been volatile, as has the Middle East. In addition,
a shocking number of extreme weather events around the
globe are raising concerns about the impacts of climate
change. Given all of these factors, oil dependence and its
consequences continue to be highly salient issues.

America’s dependence on oil is problematic in several
ways, including the following:

B The United States uses several times more oil than
it possesses. The United States produces about 11.6
percent of total world petroleum supplies and has less
than 2 percent of the world’s proved oil reserves—but is
responsible for about 21.6 percent of the world’s petroleum
consumption.? We currently import about 60 percent of
our crude oil supply.?

B Our dependence on oil threatens our national economy,
particularly since about 93.5 percent of our transportation
system is fueled by oil.*

B Qil consumption is a leading contributor to the carbon
dioxide pollution that causes global climate change. In
the United States, the oil-based transportation system
is responsible for roughly one-third of carbon dioxide
pollution.®

Our national addiction to oil affects every American in
every state. However, the rankings in table 1 (mapped in
figure 1) clearly show that oil dependence hits the drivers
of certain states harder than it does others. These rankings
reflect the proportion of the average driver’s income spent on
gasoline in each state in 2011.5

Figure 1: Map of U.S. Oil Vulnerability, 2011
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Table 1: Ranking of the Most Vulnerable States, 2011

Percent of Income (and $
Amount) Spent on Gasoline
by the Average Driver, 2011

Percent of Income (and $
Amount) Spent on Gasoline
by the Average Driver, 2011

1 Mississippi 8.98% ($2,889) 26 Ohio 5.96% ($2,252)
2 West Virginia 8.10% ($2,715) 27 Arizona 5.90% ($2,118)
3 South Carolina 7.91% ($2,664) 28 Indiana 5.78% ($2,056)
4 Kentucky 7.89% ($2,657) 29 Vermont 5.76% ($2,408)
5 Oklahoma 7.56% ($2,818) 30 Wisconsin 5.70% ($2,283)
6 Texas 7.30% ($2,889) 31 Delaware 5.65% ($2,354)
7 Georgia 7.21% ($2,602) 32 Nebraska 5.58% ($2,322)
8 lowa 7.18% ($2,907) 33 New Hampshire 5.54% ($2,536)
9 New Mexico 7.13% ($2,466) 34 Virginia 5.50% ($2,528)
10 Arkansas 7.10% ($2,416) 35 Oregon 5.45% ($2,066)
M Idaho 7.06% ($2,354) 36 California 5.44% ($2,418)
12 North Dakota 7.05% ($3,227) 37 Kansas 5.39% ($2,181)
13 Utah 7.02% ($2,373) 38 Florida 5.36% ($2,119)
14 Tennessee 6.91% ($2,523) 39 Alaska 5.27% ($2,398)
15 Alabama 6.89% ($2,389) 40 lllinois 5.24% ($2,314)
16 Montana 6.86% ($2,511) 41 Pennsylvania 5.08% ($2,158)
17 Louisiana 6.80% ($2,622) 42 Maryland 4.96% ($2,534)
18 Missouri 6.74% ($2,577) 43 Hawaii 4.86% ($2,094)
19 South Dakota 6.72% ($2,795) 44 Colorado 4.64% ($2,044)
20 Michigan 6.68% ($2,440) 45 Washington 4.63% ($2,049)
21 North Carolina 6.68% ($2,415) 46 Massachusetts 4.62% ($2,480)
22 Maine 6.64% ($2,521) 47 Rhode Island 4.38% ($1,929)
23 Wyoming 6.32% ($2,991) 48 New Jersey 4.31% ($2,290)
24 Minnesota 6.30% ($2,816) 49 New York 3.83% ($1,937)
25 Nevada 6.23% ($2,379) 50 Connecticut 3.561% ($1,995)

The most vulnerable state—Mississippi—and least
vulnerable state—Connecticut—are again unchanged from
prior years. (Appendix A contains the state vulnerability
rankings for the past six years.) Citizens in Mississippi spent
almost 9 percent of their income on gasoline, while citizens
in Connecticut spent approximately 3.5 percent of theirs.

By far, the state with the largest increase in vulnerability
from 2010 to 2011 was West Virginia (see table 2), where
the percentage of income spent on gasoline increased by
about 2.8 percentage points (and its vulnerability ranking
rose 14 spots to number 2 on the list).

As table 2 makes clear, gasoline price vulnerability
generally increased from 2006 through 2008. There was a
striking reversal of that trend in 2009 due largely to much
lower gas prices that year, with drivers in every state spending
a lower percentage of their income on gasoline in 2009 than
in 2008, and with drivers in all but five states spending a
lower percentage of their income on gasoline in 2009 than in

2006. In 2010, the original trend reasserted itself, with drivers
in all but four states—Kansas, Louisiana, Montana, and
Rhode Island—more vulnerable in 2010 than in 2009, though
not quite as vulnerable as in 2008 and the two previous years.

And 2011 continued the original trend with a vengeance.
Drivers in every state were more vulnerable in 2011 than in
2010, and in all but eight states—Hawaii, Indiana, Kansas,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Montana, New Jersey, and Rhode
Island—drivers were more vulnerable in 2011 than they were
even in 2008. The national average vulnerability reflects this
trend, with the 2011 average of 6.11 percent surpassing the
previous 2008 high of 5.58 percent.

One reason for the marked decreases in all states from
2008 to 2009 was likely that gas prices spiked in 2008 (U.S.
average $3.30), but in 2009 dropped below anything seen
in the previous few years (U.S. average $2.41). In 2010, gas
prices began to climb again, and as shown in figure 2, were
basically back at 2008 levels in 2010 and 2011.
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Table 2: Percent of Income Spent on Gasoline by the Average Driver (2006 to 2011)

STATE 2006 2007 2008 2009
MS 6.87% 7.87% 9.14% 6.35% 7.23% 8.98%
WV 5.17% 6.17% 5.62% 4.20% 5.31% 8.10%
SC 6.03% 7.21% 7.59% 5.27% 6.31% 7.91%
KY 5.77% 6.69% 6.84% 5.03% 6.13% 7.89%
OK 5.47% 6.28% 7.50% 5.28% 5.80% 7.56%
X 5.16% 5.85% 6.80% 5.09% 5.31% 7.30%
GA 5.67% 7.08% 6.71% 4.66% 5.81% 7.21%
IA 5.04% 6.20% 5.25% 4.06% 5.60% 7.18%
NM 5.66% 6.55% 6.79% 4.38% 5.48% 7.13%
AR 5.38% 6.28% 6.68% 4.69% 5.67% 7.10%
ID 4.64% 5.69% 6.20% 4.74% 5.81% 7.06%
ND 5.09% 5.81% 5.64% 4.42% 5.71% 7.05%
uT 5.04% 5.81% 6.61% 4.76% 5.19% 7.02%
TN 4.85% 5.82% 6.25% 4.68% 5.35% 6.91%
AL 5.03% 6.01% 5.68% 3.87% 5.47% 6.89%
MT 4.84% 5.80% 8.07% 6.08% 5.48% 6.86%
LA 5.34% 6.83% 7.00% 5.45% 5.07% 6.80%
MO 5.02% 6.00% 5.94% 4.15% 5.36% 6.74%
SD 4.70% 5.72% 5.93% 4.48% 5.26% 6.72%
Ml 4.53% 5.78% 5.58% 4.24% 5.13% 6.68%
NC 4.92% 5.70% 5.93% 4.24% 5.34% 6.68%
ME 5.15% 6.09% 6.36% 4.59% 5.28% 6.64%
WY 4.46% 5.21% 5.36% 4.34% 4.80% 6.32%
MN 5.00% 5.79% 5.50% 3.88% 5.15% 6.30%
NV 4.57% 5.37% 4.66% 3.69% 511% 6.23%
OH 4.54% 5.41% 5.50% 3.96% 4.78% 5.96%
AZ 5.28% 6.06% 5.65% 3.65% 4.68% 5.90%
IN 5.04% 6.46% 6.44% 3.74% 4.56% 5.78%
VT 4.17% 5.06% 4.66% 3.91% 4.64% 5.76%
WI 4.30% 4.95% 5.18% 4.02% 4.61% 5.70%
DE 4.25% 4.89% 5.37% 3.52% 4.41% 5.65%
NE 3.95% 4.64% 4.69% 3.45% 4.39% 5.58%
NH 4.04% 4.65% 4.21% 3.10% 4.34% 5.54%
VA 4.35% 5.13% 5.14% 3.78% 4.45% 5.50%
OR 4.06% 4.83% 4.91% 3.71% 4.30% 5.45%
CA 4.31% 5.37% 5.16% 4.06% 4.65% 5.44%
KS 3.65% 4.85% 5.86% 4.21% 4.03% 5.39%
FL 3.74% 4.63% 4.65% 3.49% 4.21% 5.36%
AK 3.55% 3.87% 4.33% 3.45% 4.37% 5.27%
IL 3.84% 4.80% 4.78% 3.40% 4.06% 5.24%
PA 3.57% 4.41% 4.56% 3.40% 4.03% 5.08%
MD 3.83% 4.52% 4.19% 2.99% 3.97% 4.96%
HI 3.98% 4.58% 5.19% 3.96% 4.11% 4.86%
CO 3.77% 4.47% 4.29% 3.11% 3.58% 4.64%
WA 3.77% 4.26% 4.43% 3.41% 3.66% 4.63%
MA 3.11% 3.50% 3.66% 2.63% 3.24% 4.62%
RI 3.25% 3.97% 5.40% 3.95% 3.43% 4.38%
NJ 3.53% 4.10% 4.49% 3.28% 3.73% 4.31%
NY 2.79% 3.28% 3.44% 2.62% 3.13% 3.83%
CT 2.78% 3.17% 3.24% 2.56% 2.83% 3.51%
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Figure 2: Weekly U.S. All Grades All Formulations Retail Gasoline Prices
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BREAKING OUR ADDICTION: SOLUTIONS

TO OIL DEPENDENCE

Identifying the problem of oil addiction is only the beginning;
the next step is to adopt workable solutions.

Some who frame the problem solely as one of energy
security and reducing dependence on foreign oil propose
that the United States merely drill for more oil domestically.
Apart from the fact that this “solution” would exacerbate the
problem of climate change, it also ignores several key points.
Here are two:

B First, no country on Earth has had its oil resources more
thoroughly explored and developed than the United States;
it is home to more than half a million producing oil wells—
about 60 percent of all those in the world, more than 35
times the number in the Middle East, more than 14 times
as many as the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting
Countries (OPEC), and more than all the other countries
in the world put together.” And, as noted earlier, the
United States produces about 11.6 percent of total world
petroleum supplies and has less than 2 percent of the
world’s proved oil reserves—yet is responsible for about
21.6 percent of the world’s petroleum consumption.?

B Second, oil is a global commodity. America’s oil reserves
are not big enough to ever really affect the price of oil by
increasing production. Swings in oil prices will continue
to affect the U.S. economy as long as our economy is so
reliant on oil. Looking to Canada shows how beholden we
are to a global marketplace—despite Canada producing
more than 1.5 times the amount of oil it consumes,
Canadian prices at the pump track the global price of oil
just as American prices do.?

The simple truth is that we must reduce our dependence
on oil. By promoting cleaner and more efficient vehicles,
clean fuels, smart growth, and public transit, state
governments can play an important role in putting an end to
an unhealthy addiction that threatens our wallets, coastlines,
national security, economy, and environment.

STATE SOLUTIONS RANKINGS:
WHO IS GETTING IT RIGHT?

The solutions rankings in this report are based on the range
of key strategic actions that states can take to reduce oil
dependence, with particular focus on policies that can have
substantial impact, can be replicated by other states, and
are a smart use of limited state budgets. The rankings also
take into account the level of funding priority being given
to public transit as compared to highways. As table 3 shows,
some states have already adopted significant measures

to promote clean and efficient vehicles, clean fuels, and
transportation system efficiency, but far too many states are
failing to take adequate action.

This year’s report takes a closer look at some of the

categories used in the past and at what actions deserve credit.
The categories in this year’s report have thus been slightly
changed or refined from prior years:

B Once again, states are not receiving credit for having

vehicle greenhouse gas emission standards. This category
was briefly resurrected in last year’s report. Given the
continued importance of state leadership on vehicle fuel
efficiency, such standards remain important for advancing
good policy. However, since the federal standards for 2017
to 2025 have now been issued, this category has again been
removed.

The “State Fleet Efficiency” category has been more
explicitly expanded to account for states that are actively
moving their fleets away from oil dependence, through
both fleet efficiency and alternative vehicle acquisition
requirements.

The category considering incentives for electric vehicles
(EVs) and charging infrastructure has been made both
broader and more demanding, with a focus on states
with policies promoting deployment of advanced vehicle
technologies, which at this time largely consist of zero
emission vehicles (ZEVs)—electric and hydrogen fuel cell
vehicles—and the associated infrastructure. The credit
awarded to the category have also been increased to a full
point. States with a ZEV mandate receive full credit. States
receive partial credit if they offer consumer incentives for
ZEVs or have state EV councils that have created written
plans with concrete recommendations.

The overarching “Clean Vehicles” and “Clean Fuels”
categories have been merged, reflecting the increasingly
hazy line between promoting one versus the other.

The telecommuting category has been removed. While
the technical potential remains significant—the current
2.9 million telecommuters in the United States save about
390 million gallons of gasoline and prevent the release of
about 3.6 million tons of greenhouse gases each year'®—it
is unclear whether the fuel savings from the existing state-
level programs will be meaningful.

The criteria for awarding credit for smart growth policies
were strengthened to require some level of confidence

that there will be real progress. For example, there will

be a strong state role or alignment of state funding to
ensure local or regional plans meet smart growth criteria
(particularly relating to land use, fuel consumption, vehicle
miles traveled, or sprawl), or enforced and restrictive
mandatory growth boundaries.
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There have been changes such as these to the criteria
occasionally over the past several years, reflecting an effort to
be as fair and accurate as possible while keeping the focus on
the most effective policies and investments states can make
to reduce oil dependence.

All changes in rank have many sources: states enacting
new policies; states repealing policies or allowing them to
expire; states increasing or decreasing transit investment
levels; and categories being added, removed, refined, or
weighted differently in this report. Despite these changes,

Table 3: Solutions Rankings

Clean Vehicles and Fuels

however, some things have stayed constant. The leaders
remain the leaders—California, Connecticut, New York,
Oregon, and Washington have been in the top 10 each of the
past six years. And the laggards remain the laggards—with
Wyoming being the only state to have been in the bottom

10 all six years, though frequently accompanied by states
such as South Dakota, Mississippi, Nebraska, Alaska, and
Arkansas. (Appendix B contains all solutions rankings for
the past six years.)

Transportation System Efficiency

Advanced
Low- Vehicle
State Fleet Carbon Fuel Technology
Rank States Requirements Standard Policy

1 California q o0 o (| o o 13 (9.86%) ($50.68)
2 | Oregon q ( 1] ([ q ([ ([ 25 (2.44%) ($11.23)
3 | Washington q o0 q o ( 35 (1.563%) ($10.58)
4 | Massachusetts (| [ o q ([ 3(37.63%) ($179.80)
5 | New York q (| [ J (| o 1(54.17%) ($235.65)
6 | Connecticut (| q o q () 5 (32.71%) ($164.69)
7 Maine q o (| [ o 28 (2.02%) ($26.33)
8 | Maryland (| (] (| ([ 2 (38.95%) ($201.22)
9 | Rhode Island 4 (| o q o 6 (17.99%) ($82.07)
10 | Vermont q q o o 19 (5.52%) ($93.03)
11 Delaware (| q ([ 8(14.73%) ($175.58)
12 | New Jersey o q o 9 (14.55%) ($77.76)
13 | Hawaii q q ([ 46 (0.76%) ($2.85)
14 | Tennessee q (| o 22 (3.15%) ($14.41)
15 | Pennsylvania (| (| (| 7 (156.80%) ($114.43)
16 | Minnesota q (| 4 (34.71%) ($217.42)
17 | North Carolina (| q q 24 (2.96%) ($17.04)
18 | Texas q (| (| 37 (1.32%) ($6.12)
19 | Virginia 4 q q 12 (10.65%) ($62.94)
20 | lllinois q q 11 (11.65%) ($55.97)
21 | South Carolina (| (| 31 (1.79%) ($8.55)
22 | Arizona (| q 33 (1.64%) ($8.04)
23 | West Virginia q q 40 (1.25%) ($17.98)
24 H::nvpshire « « 41 (1.07%) ($9.39)
25 | Louisiana 4 (| 49 (0.46%) ($3.86)

00 -2pt @®=1pt dC=%pt * =Ypt
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Table 3: Solutions Rankings

Clean Vehicles and Fuels Transportation System Efficiency
Transit Spending
Prioritization
Vehicle Ranking (with

Miles percentage transit

Advanced Traveled / vs. highway, and

Low- Vehicle Petroleum Smart dollars spent on

State Fleet Carbon Fuel Technology Idling Reduction = Growth transit per urban

Rank States Requirements Standard Policy Restrictions Targets Policies resident)?
26 | Colorado (| 10 (12.82%) ($57.69)

27 | Michigan (| 15 (8.13%) ($35.78)
28 | New Mexico q 16 (7.81%) ($51.77)
29 | Wisconsin q 17 (6.09%) ($38.72)
30 | Florida (| 18 (5.71%) ($25.48)
31 | Georgia (| 20 (5.29%) ($24.62)
32 | Kentucky q 21 (3.80%) ($36.92)
33 | lowa q 27 (2.19%) ($19.15)
34 | Montana (| 29 (1.99%) ($25.61)
35 | Missouri q 30 (1.95%) ($12.62)

36 | Oklahoma q 38 (1.30%) ($9.46)

37 | Alabama q 44 (0.89%) ($5.98)

38 | Nevada q 45 (0.79%) ($3.25)

39 | Ohio q 47 (0.70%) ($3.54)

40 | Utah q 50 (0.26%) ($1.87)

41 | Kansas 4 36 (1.37%) ($9.40)

42 | Wyoming 14 (9.03%) ($147.63)

43 | South Dakota 23 (3.10%) ($33.26)
44 | Indiana 26 (2.31%) ($15.44)
45 | Arkansas 32 (1.76%) ($12.52)
46 | North Dakota 34 (1.57%) ($19.54)
47 | Idaho 39 (1.25%) ($10.02)

48 | Mississippi 42 (1.04%) ($9.42)
49 | Alaska 43 (0.96%) ($16.49)

50 | Nebraska 48 (0.60%) ($6.26)

@ Ranking based on the ratio of 3-year average transit spending per urban resident to 3-year average highway spending per urban resident.

00 -2pt @=1pt d=%pt * =Ypt
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EFFICIENT VEHICLES AND CLEAN FUELS

The federal government has finally joined a large set of
states in the driver’s seat in terms of requiring development
of cleaner, more fuel-efficient vehicles. In December 2011,
for instance, the Environmental Protection Agency and
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration jointly
proposed strong new greenhouse gas and fuel economy
standards for light-duty vehicles for model years 2017 to
2025, building on the 2012 to 2016 model year standards;"
these standards were finalized in August 2012.'* States still
play a key role, however, in enacting policies to promote
clean and efficient vehicles and clean fuels. While many of
the oil alternatives for powering vehicles have the potential to
be good for both energy security and climate goals, not all do.
West Virginia, for example, provides an investment tax credit
for coal-based synthetic fuels, which are incredibly carbon
intensive.!® And debates continue with respect to the climate
benefits of some biofuels.

Accordingly, credit here was given to states with strong
requirements to promote greater efficiency and greater
use of alternative fuels in state fleets, meaningful efforts
to promote low-carbon fuels, and strategies to promote
deployment of advanced zero-emission vehicle technologies
(electric and hydrogen fuel cell vehicles and their associated
infrastructure).

State Fleet Requirements

Twenty-seven states are taking action to promote greater
effficiency and use of alternative fuels in state fleets. These
states have policies mandating stronger fuel efficiency,
petroleum reductions, and/or alternative fuel vehicle
acquisitions for the state fleet. While state fleets are usually
fairly small relative to the overall number of vehicles in a
state, these state standards represent a positive step and an
important avenue for increasing the visibility of and drivers’
experience with high-efficiency and alternative fuel vehicles.

For states to get credit, their policies must have explicit
targets for fleet efficiency, petroleum reductions, or the
percentage of alternative vehicles acquired or present in the
fleet. The policies also have to be leading what is otherwise
happening in federal policy and in the private fleet (for
example, federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE)
standards, EPAct 1992 requirements for alternative fuel
vehicle acquisition by state fleets). For example:

B Alabama requires an annual increase in average state
fleet fuel economy of 4 percent for light-duty vehicles,
3 percent for medium-duty vehicles, and 2 percent for
heavy-duty vehicles.!

B Delaware requires state agencies to reduce petroleum
consumption from state vehicle use by 25 percent.'

B Ohio requires all new state agency vehicles to be capable
of using an alternative fuel and to actually use such fuel
if reasonably available at a reasonable price.'

B Montana, in contrast, did not get credit because its
requirements only say that state vehicles must meet
or exceed federal CAFE standards.”

States receive partial credit if they have a real aim of
reducing petroleum use (or increasing alternative fuel use)
and specify the means to get there, but specific targets are
either absent or weak, or the goals can be met with just
reformulated gasoline, flex fuel vehicles (with no requirement
to actually use alternative fuels), or low-efficiency vehicles.
Virginia, for instance, has a statute directing establishment
of a plan to replace state vehicles with ones that run on
natural gas, electricity, or other alternative fuels, and via
executive order has released a public-private partnership
solicitation to expand provision of alternative fuel vehicles in
the Commonwealth’s fleet—but has no specific target it aims
to achieve.'®

Several states have requirements that state agencies issue
reports describing the progress made toward achieving their
fuel efficiency or vehicle acquisition targets. For instance,
New York and Missouri have each issued public reports
indicating that efforts to meet the state targets are having
real effect.!® Such public reports are laudable and should be
implemented by all states to promote transparency in their
efforts to reduce their fleets’ oil dependence.

In addition, it is important to note that while improved fuel
efficiency directly correlates with reduced greenhouse gas
emissions, the same is not necessarily true for all alternative
fuels. States should conduct lifecycle greenhouse gas analyses
and focus their efforts on incorporating alternative fuels that
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Low-Carbon Fuel Standard

California has a low-carbon fuel standard (LCFS), Oregon
and Washington are developing their own, and the Northeast
states are exploring a regional one. To get full credit, states
must have a LCFS in place or under active development.
Only three states—California, Oregon, and Washington—

get full credit:

B In 2007, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed an
executive order calling for the adoption of a state LCFS
that seeks to reduce the global warming pollution
“intensity” of motor vehicle fuel sold in California by
10 percent by 2020.?° The California Air Resources Board
(CARB) approved the state LCFS in 2009, and it went into
effect in 2010; though the standard is being challenged in
court, California is moving forward with it while the case
is on appeal.?

® In July 2009, Oregon Governor Ted Kulongoski signed
HB 2186 into law authorizing the Oregon Environmental
Quality Commission to adopt a state LCFS with the same
targets as California, and rule development is under way.?

B In Washington, a 2009 executive order from Governor
Christine Gregoire directed the Washington Department
of Ecology to evaluate a state LCFS; in February 2011, the
department issued its final report analyzing state LCFS
scenarios.??

Both Oregon’s and Washington’s LCFSs are basically on
hold due to uncertainty about the fate of California’s LCFS
in the courts. Oregon’s LCFS is also on hold due to the state
legislature’s inclusion of a 2015 sunset date in the LCFS bill.*

PAGE 13 | Fighting Oil Addiction



In the Northeast, Massachusetts Governor Deval Patrick
and state congressional leadership announced their
support in 2008 for adopting a similar state LCFS, and the
Clean Energy Biofuels Act directed consideration of one. In
addition, Massachusetts has spearheaded the effort to get
the other Northeast and Mid-Atlantic states to commit to
creating a regional LCFS.? For its leadership, Massachusetts
receives half credit.

The other Northeast and Mid-Atlantic states get quarter-
credit for signing on to the December 2009 memorandum
of understanding to develop a regional LCFS framework
that could then be adapted into a model rule that each of
the states could adopt.? (In September 2011, the Northeast
States for Coordinated Air Use Management unveiled the
final results of its economic analysis of a potential Northeast/
Mid-Atlantic clean fuels standard.?”) New Hampshire enacted
alaw in June prohibiting the state from participating in
any LCFS program without legislative approval, a process
that would have to be followed anyway.?? However, both
New Jersey and Maine have indicated that they would not
implement or adopt state LCFSs, so those two states do not
get credit in this category.?®

Promoting low-carbon fuels supports oil alternatives
because sustainably produced biofuels (especially those
derived from plant cellulose using new techniques), plug-in
hybrid-electric vehicles, and the like can yield substantial
reductions in carbon pollution and petroleum use, dual
benefits not gained by states (for example, Hawaii) that have
“alternative fuel standards” or similar measures that do not
account for the carbon content of fuels. California estimates
that achieving its 10 percent reduction goal will reduce motor
vehicle petroleum consumption by about 20 percent.*® Such a
big effect makes the LCFS one of the most important policies
a state can adopt to reduce oil dependence.

Advanced Vehicle Technology Policies

Thirty states have policies promoting deployment of
advanced vehicle technologies—primarily electric vehicles
(EVs) and their associated infrastructure, but also hydrogen
fuel cell vehicles. A vehicle charged with electricity is more
fuel-efficient and cleaner than an average conventional
gasoline vehicle, even if owned and driven by the 18 percent
of Americans in communities powered by high-carbon-
pollution-intensity electricity grids.?! For states to get full
credit, they must have adopted California’s ZEV mandate.
The program, introduced by California in 1990, requires
large vehicle manufacturers to have a designated percentage
of vehicles produced for sale in California be ZEVs. The
program has changed and evolved over the years, and in
2009, CARB shifted the ZEV program to focus not only on
criteria air pollutants but also on greenhouse gases—and
directed CARB staff to prepare a ZEV electric infrastructure

plan for the state.3? Under Section 177 of the federal Clean Air
Act, states can adopt either federal or California new motor
vehicle emission standards,* though states that adopt the
California “clean car” standards do not have to adopt the
ZEV mandate.?* States that have adopted California’s ZEV
mandate similarly require large vehicle manufacturers to
have a designated percentage of vehicles produced for sale in
California be ZEVs. Those states are: California, Connecticut,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York,
Oregon, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

States receive partial credit if they have a consumer
incentive for EVs or advanced vehicles, or have a state council
or taskforce that has produced a comprehensive written plan
with concrete recommendations for promoting advanced
vehicle technologies in the private vehicle fleet. For example,
Georgia provides an individual tax credit for ZEVs for up
to 20 percent of the vehicle cost (up to $5,000), as well as a
business tax credit for 10 percent of the cost to purchase or
lease EV supply equipment (up to $2,500).% Illinois not only
has a rebate program for purchases of vehicles fueled by
electricity or hydrogen (among other fuels), but it also has a
state Electric Vehicle Advisory Council created by the General
Assembly that issued a final report with recommendations at
the end of 2011.%

The Role of State Utility Regulators

The decisions of state utility regulators will largely
determine the price, availability, and environmental
benefits of electricity as a transportation fuel. Legislatures
can direct state utility regulators to adopt policies that will
accelerate deployment of advanced vehicle technologies
and reduce oil dependence.

For example, California SB 626 (2009) directed the
California Public Utilities Commission to “evaluate policies
to develop infrastructure sufficient to overcome any
barriers to the widespread deployment and use of plug-in
hybrid and electric vehicles.” The resulting rulemaking
is the nation’s most comprehensive effort by a utility
regulatory body to increase the use of electricity as a
transportation fuel.

In Virginia, Chapter 408 of the 2011 Acts of Assembly
clarified that electric vehicle (EV) charging service
providers are not considered public utilities, directed the
State Corporation Commission to evaluate options for
rates and other incentives for EV owners to charge during
off-peak times, and authorized the commission to approve
pilot projects on time-differentiated EV rates.

Policies such as these will be essential to overcoming
barriers to widespread deployment and use of EVs.

PAGE 14 | Fighting Oil Addiction



TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM EFFICIENCY

States can lower oil dependence through policies that reduce
sprawl, the number of miles traveled in vehicles, and the
amount of time vehicles are running. State-level policies

can also promote accessible public transit systems. Relevant
strategies focus on issues such as transportation, land use,
zoning, building codes, and, to a lesser extent, idling.

By concentrating growth and redevelopment within
already existing urban areas and communities, states can
reduce the need to develop farther outside of cities and
towns, where entirely new infrastructure must be built. New
development in suburban and rural areas also increases
the distance that citizens must travel for work and other
activities, increasing inconvenience and pollution. In general,
the area of transportation efficiency is one in which states
currently can have significantly more influence than the
federal government.

Idling Restrictions

Nineteen states have policies restricting vehicle idling. States
receive credit if they have statewide restrictions on idling—
whether for all vehicles or simply commercial and heavy-
duty vehicles. There is a great deal of variation among idling
policies. For example:

B Virginia forbids commercial and public service vehicles
from idling for more than three minutes in commercial or
residential urban areas, and tour buses and diesel vehicles
from idling more than 10 minutes.”

B West Virginia does not allow commercial motor vehicles
weighing more than 10,000 pounds to idle for more than 15
minutes in any 60-minute period.*®

B New Hampshire restricts idling for all gasoline- and diesel-
powered vehicles, with permitted idling times based on the
outside temperature.®

Idling restrictions not only promote an ethic of efficiency,
but also can result in significant oil savings. Argonne National
Laboratory estimates that in the United States, idling
annually consumes more than 6 billion gallons of fuel (more
than 2 billion of which comes from commercial trucks),
which equates to more than 390,000 barrels of oil daily.*°

Vehicle Miles Traveled/Petroleum
Reduction Targets

Only five states have codified or official targets to reduce
VMT or transportation-related petroleum consumption.
VMT and related targets can be key drivers of a wide range of
statewide actions to reduce oil dependence. To receive credit,
states must have: 1) a VMT target; 2) a greenhouse gas target
for vehicles that will drive VMT reductions; or 3) a target to
reduce transportation-related petroleum consumption. That
target has to be codified in state law or be an official target
that is being acted upon—not simply a goal in a non-binding
state climate action plan.

Personal Carsharing

Carsharing companies have been part of the alternative
transportation landscape for more than a decade. By
using computers and mobile technology to reserve cars
in assigned locations for short-term rentals, carsharing

is a reasonable alternative to private car ownership.
Importantly, carshare members drive fewer overall miles.
There are now carshare companies in more than 60 North
American cities.

The past couple of years have seen tremendous
growth in a version of carsharing that could be even
more significant: personal carsharing. The average
privately owned vehicle spends 23 hours per day parked.
The idea behind personal carsharing is to utilize this
enormous fleet of vehicles more efficiently by matching
the owners of these parked cars with those looking for
short-term rentals. The proliferation of smartphones and
improvements in vehicle computing allow for seamless
transactions between car owners and renters, with
keyless entry into vehicles and computer-based payment
arrangements.

Perhaps the most important development in personal
or peer-to-peer carsharing has been changes in laws
governing auto insurance. Previously, insurance
companies treated personal carshare vehicles as
commercial vehicles for transporting passengers, similar
to limousines and taxicabs. Commercial insurance rates
were prohibitively expensive, and insurance companies
themselves wanted clarification of just how a shared
vehicle’s driver could be held accountable while the
vehicle’s owner could not. Fortunately, in California,
Oregon, Massachusetts, and Washington, regulatory
changes specifically aimed at promoting personal
carsharing have now opened the door to this fuel-saving
entrepreneurial business model, with nearly a dozen start-
ups racing to capture the value of our massive underused
fleet of parked cars.

Only California, Washington, Oregon, and Massachusetts
have VMT targets or their greenhouse gas equivalent:

® California enacted SB 375, the Sustainable Communities
and Climate Protection Act, in 2008, requiring CARB
to develop regional greenhouse gas reduction targets
for passenger vehicles—targets that CARB finalized in
February 2011.%!

B Washington enacted HB 2815 in 2008 and set VMT per
capita reduction targets of 18 percent by 2020, 30 percent
by 2035, and 50 percent by 2050.%2

B Oregon’s Land Conservation and Development
Commission adopted new rules in May 2011, codifying
targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from auto
travel by 17 to 21 percent per person by 2035 in the
state’s major metropolitan service districts, as directed
by a 2010 law.®
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B Massachusetts’s 2010 GreenDOT policy set a goal of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions by more than 2 million
tons by 2020, a reduction of about 7.3 percent below 1990
transportation sector emission levels.*

Maine is unique in having a codified statewide, economy-
wide petroleum reduction target: at least 30 percent from
2007 levels by 2030, and at least 50 percent by 2050. Adopted
in 2011, the law requires the state’s oil reduction plan to
“prioritize the improvement of energy efficiency and the
transition to the use of alternative energy sources for heating
and transportation” and to draw on analyses and data from
the state’s climate action plan.* Given the substantial targets,
the prioritization of transportation-related consumption,
and the state’s existing smart growth laws, Maine’s plan to
meet the targets will likely require promotion of efforts to
reduce VMT.

New York no longer receives credit under this category.
The state had an Interagency Vehicle-Miles Traveled
Reduction Work Group, created by former Governor
Paterson’s Renewable Energy Task Force, that was charged
with developing a plan to reduce VMT statewide by 10
percent from projected levels within 10 years. Although the
state has taken several steps to reduce VMT, the Work Group
has not met in years and the VMT target is no longer truly
active.*®

Smart Growth Policies

Thirteen states have strong and effective smart growth
policies. Growth management legislation is one of the most
comprehensive ways to promote smart growth and reduce
VMT. To receive full credit, states must have effective growth
management policies that provide confidence there will
be real progress on smart growth criteria and principles—
policies that include: (a) a strong state role in ensuring that
local or regional plans meet smart growth criteria, such as
state veto power over plans or strong funding incentives to
obtain state approval (mere state approval or review does
not qualify); (b) alignment of state funding towards plans
that meet smart growth criteria; or (c) mandatory growth
or service boundaries, if they are enforced and restrictive,
usually with permits or an oversight commission/council.
Ideally, states should have VMT or related targets and
the strong smart growth policies to help achieve them.
California’s SB 375 has set the new gold standard for having
this integrated suite of targets and policies. In addition
to directing establishment of regional greenhouse gas
reduction targets for passenger vehicles, SB 375 requires
each of California’s 18 metropolitan planning organizations
(MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)
that demonstrates how those targets will be met through
integrated land use, housing, and transportation planning.
Each SCS is incorporated into the federally enforceable
regional transportation plan and must be reviewed and
approved by CARB as meeting the regional greenhouse gas
target.”” Washington, Oregon, and Maine also have both
targets and smart growth policies.

Southern California’s

Regional Transportation Planning

We may well have just seen a watershed year in the
history of sustainable regional transportation and land use
planning. Under SB 375, the Sustainable Communities
and Climate Protection Act, California’s regions are
required to create regional plans that model transportation
investment and land use patterns that meet greenhouse
gas emissions goals set by the state. In 2012, the

San Diego region created the first such Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS).

But the steps taken by SCAG (Southern California
Association of Governments) in its SCS may very well
have national consequences. SCAG is the largest regional
transportation planning organization in the country,
representing more than 18 million people in six counties
and 191 cities, making up half of California’s population.

In the midst of a recession, with drastic funding cuts

and a depressed housing market, the 83-member SCAG
Board nevertheless unanimously approved a revolutionary
regional plan, some of the highlights of which include:

B Committing $246 billion, almost half the plan’s funding,
to public transportation

B Funding 12 major transit expansion projects in Los
Angeles over the next 10 years

m |ncreasing funding for walking and bicycling by more
than 300 percent, from $1.8 billion to $6.7 billion

m Aiming for a 24 percent per capita reduction in
congestion, despite the addition of 4 million new
residents over the life of the plan

m Creating a projected 4.2 million new jobs for the region,
87 percent of which will be within a half-mile of transit

B [ncreasing the percentage of housing near transit by
50 percent from business-as-usual projections

m Saving 400 square miles of open space from
development, an area nearly one-third the size
of Yosemite

The key to the plan’s wide acceptance was a multi-
faceted approach to considering its benefits. Advocates
stressed the plan’s environmental and public health
benefits (for example, more active transportation and
less air pollution), fiscal savings for local governments (for
example, more compact development equals savings in
infrastructure and public service costs), and the changing
nature of the housing market and regional demographics.
This consensus enabled the unanimous adoption of a
$524 billion plan in April 2012, which has been hailed in
the Los Angeles Times as “a model of sustainability."@

@ Rick Cole, “Southern California hailed as model of sustainability,” Los Angeles
Times, April 17, 2012, http://articles.latimes.com/2012/apr/17/opinion/la-oe-cole-
sustainable-socal-vision-20120417.
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Several states—Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Maryland,
New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and
Vermont—Ilack a VMT target but have strong smart growth
policies. Maryland, for example, enacted a package of smart
growth policies in 1997 under Governor Parris Glendening
establishing Priority Funding Areas to focus state funds on
promoting growth in areas already served by infrastructure.*®
In 2009, under Governor Martin O’Malley, the state enacted
the “Smart, Green, and Growing” legislative package, which
included a statewide smart-growth goal. The package
also included requirements for localities to implement
comprehensive plans and submit annual reports with
specified smart-growth metrics and indicators, as well as
12 new Planning Visions (which guide local plans).*® In 2011,
Governor O’Malley accepted PlanMaryland, which seeks
to improve coordination between state agencies and local
governments on smart growth, as the state development plan
and issued an executive order directing its implementation,
including directing state agencies (coordinated by the
Smart Growth Subcabinet) to review and modify their plans,
programs, and policies to support the plan’s goals.>

A few states that have traditionally been considered strong
smart growth states, such as Massachusetts, have recently
eliminated funding for some key smart growth programs (or
put them on hold) and thus do not currently receive credit.*

Some States Have Prioritized the Funding
of Public Transit

Public transit systems, such as bus, commuter rail, subway,
and light rail programs, are important components in state
efforts to promote smart growth and reduce oil dependence.
By creating or expanding reliable and accessible public
transit programs, states can reduce the number of single-
passenger cars on the road, consequently lowering average
driving per person. And accessible public transit provides an
important transportation alternative as gas prices rise. While
rural transit services are important, most transit passengers
are in metropolitan areas, and many transit options are a
better fit for urban and suburban neighborhoods.

States have the ability to “flex” certain federal funds that
ordinarily would be spent on highway projects and instead
use them to pay for public transit programs. States that
choose not to transfer federal funds to transit programs are
not necessarily neglecting transit funding, however, as they
may be spending more state dollars on transit. The best way
to understand state transit prioritization is to compare the
amount of total state spending (including flexed federal
funds) on mass transit with the total spent on highway
programs. To be fairer to rural states, this year’s report once
again focuses on spending per urban resident, and to be
fairer to all states given the variability of transportation
spending, this report once again uses a rolling three-year
average. By this measure, the top five states prioritizing
public transit spending are New York (ranked first again),
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Connecticut. Utah
and Louisiana have the lowest transit prioritization.

Of course, transit investment is useful only if it is well
targeted—getting people from where they live to where they
need to go—and states are encouraged not only to invest in
transit, but to do so wisely.*
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CONCLUSION: STATES MUST TAKE ACTION,

FEDS MUST STEP IT UP

Drivers in all states are dependent on oil for their
transportation needs. However, some states are more
vulnerable to gas price increases than others, and some are
taking significantly more action to curtail oil dependence.

Responsible states are making efforts to promote clean
fuels, efficient vehicles, and smart growth and transit. These
states are helping to make the nation more secure, protecting
their citizens’ wallets, and enhancing global environmental
health. These states’ policies serve as examples for the many
states that have thus far taken little or no such action.

While states can take a great deal of initiative to reduce
consumer gasoline bills, the federal government needs to
play a big role as well. Specifically, the Obama Administration
and Congress should drive down oil dependence by:

m Strengthening efforts to lower first-cost barriers for
new adopters of advanced vehicle technology and
alternative fuels. This is key to the continued expansion
of the advanced vehicle market. Technology costs are
decreasing quickly, but in the short-term, purchase
incentives are key to achieve cost-parity with conventional
vehicles. Federal support for research and development
of advanced battery technology is also key to drive down
first-costs over the long-term.

® Implementing the new national transportation law
effectively. While MAP-21 makes changes that could
exacerbate the nation’s oil addiction, such as allowing state
highway agencies to divert as much as half the funding
previously dedicated to air-quality-improving projects,
such as rail and bus lines, it also has provisions that could
prove useful if implemented with an eye to saving oil.

For example, there are provisions that require more
accountability and transparency for the massive highway
accounts in the transportation program, which are
nearly inscrutable right now. There are also requirements
to establish performance measures at national, state,
and metropolitan levels. Steps towards new public
transportation investments have been reduced and
simplified, and a dramatically increased financing
program called America Fast Forward could help deliver
more such investments.

Congress must provide effective policy tools, and the
executive branch must in turn use them aggressively (as the
Obama Administration has laudably done with fuel-efficiency
standards), with an eye to reducing oil dependence in the
United States by delivering more clean vehicle, fuel, and
transportation options to consumers who deserve no less.
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METHODOLOGY

GASOLINE PRICE VULNERABILITY RANKING

The gasoline price vulnerability ranking is based on data
from the following sources:

Motor Gasoline Consumption (2011)

B Federal Highway Administration’s Motor Fuel
Reported by States
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/
motorfuelhwy_trustfund.cfm

Gasoline Prices by State (2011)
B American Automobile Association
http://www.fuelgaugereport.aaa.com/.

Gasoline Taxes by State (2011)
B American Petroleum Institute’s State Gasoline Tax Reports

http://www.api.org/statistics/fueltaxes/upload/State_Motor_

Fuel_Excise_Tax_Update.pdf

Licensed Drivers by State (2010)

B Federal Highway Administration's Highway Statistics 2010
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/
dl22.cfm

Per Capita Personal Income by State (2011)

B Bureau of Economic Analysis
http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/spi/spi_
newsrelease.htm

The gasoline price vulnerability ranking is based on the
percentage of personal income spent on gasoline in each
state in 2011. To calculate this percentage, the amount of
motor gasoline consumed in each state is multiplied by the
average price per gallon of fuel (including state and federal
taxes) to produce the total amount spent in each state on
gasoline. This figure is then divided by the total number of
licensed drivers to produce the amount spent on gasoline per
driver. Finally, this number is divided by per capita income
and multiplied by 100 to produce the average percentage of
drivers’ income spent on gasoline.

The data that were used to create figure 2 came from the
following source:

B Energy Information Administration, Weekly U.S.
All Grades All Formulations Retail Gasoline Prices,
release date September 4, 2012
http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hist/LeafHandler.
ashx?n=pet&s=emm_epmO0_pte_nus_dpg&f=w

SOLUTIONS RANKING

The solutions ranking was based primarily on reviews of
individual state policies, and the policies given credit are
listed in appendix C. (The rankings generally focus only

on whether states have policies on the books; effective
implementation of policies was only considered with respect
to some state fleet and smart growth policies.) In addition,
the following sources provide useful summaries and/or
compilations of state policies:

Vehicles and Fuels

State Fleet Requirements

B Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy, Alternative Fuels Data Center
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/laws/state

Low-Carbon Fuel Standard

®m Center for Climate and Energy Solutions,
U.S. States & Regions, Low Carbon Fuel Standard
http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/low-
carbon-fuel-standard

B NESCAUM, Clean Fuels Standard
http://www.nescaum.org/topics/clean-fuels-standard/

Advanced Vehicle Technologies Strategy

B Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Energy, Alternative Fuels Data Center
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/laws/state

Transportation System Efficiency

Idling Restrictions

B American Transportation Research Institute,
Compendium of Idling Regulations
http://www.atri-online.org/research/idling/ATRI_Idling_
Compendium.pdf

B Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Energy, Alternative Fuels Data Center
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/laws/state

VMT Targets and Smart Growth Policies

B ACEEE, 2011 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard
http://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/
researchreports/e115.pdf

B Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, U.S.
States & Regions, VMT-Related Policies and Incentives
http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/vehicle-
miles-traveled
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http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hist/LeafHandler.ashx?n=pet&s=emm_epm0_pte_nus_dpg&f=w
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/laws/state
http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/low-carbon-fuel-standard
http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/low-carbon-fuel-standard
http://www.nescaum.org/topics/clean-fuels-standard/
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/laws/state
http://www.atri-online.org/research/idling/ATRI_Idling_Compendium.pdf
http://www.atri-online.org/research/idling/ATRI_Idling_Compendium.pdf
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/laws/state
http://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/e115.pdf
http://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/e115.pdf
http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/vehicle-miles-traveled
http://www.c2es.org/us-states-regions/policy-maps/vehicle-miles-traveled

B NRDC and Smart Growth America, Getting Back
on Track, appendix C, Dec. 2010
http://www.nrdc.org/smartGrowth/files/
GettingBackonTrack_report.pdf

B Smart Growth America, Driving Down VMT
http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/
smartgrowthclimatepolicies.pdf

State transit prioritization is based not on state policies but
on state spending. Data on population and spending come
from the following sources:

State Urban Population Totals

® US Census Bureau, Percent urban and rural
in 2010 by state
http://www2.census.gov/geo/ua/PctUrbanRural_State.xIs

State Transit Funding

B Federal Highway Administration,
Highway Statistics 2010, 2009, and 2008
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/
mtla.cfm

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/
mt1b.cfm

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/
mtla.cfm

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/
mtib.cfm

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2008/
mtla.cfm

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2008/
mt1b.cfm

State Highway Funding

B Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 2010,
2009, and 2008
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/
sf21.cfm

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/
sf21.cfm

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2008/
sf21.cfm

In order to calculate a solutions ranking of the 50 states,
NRDC and DGA started by assigning a value of either a
quarter point, half point, one point, or two points to each
action in the table that a state currently takes. Actions with a
bigger impact on oil dependence received more points:

B 2 points: LCFS in place or actively under development

® 1 point: ZEV mandate; codified/official VMT or related
target; smart growth policies

B % point: State fleet requirements for efficient and/or
alternative fuel vehicles; signed on to the LCFS MOU;
advanced vehicle technology consumer incentives or state
councils with written recommendations; statewide idling
restrictions

B % point: Real aim of reducing petroleum use (or increasing
alternative fuel use) in state fleets, with specific means to
get there, but (a) specific targets are either absent or weak,
or (b) the goals can be met with just reformulated gasoline,
flex fuel vehicles (with no requirement to actually use
alternative fuels), or low-efficiency vehicles.

NRDC and DGA then added a fraction of a point to states’
scores based on how their transit prioritization compared
with the highest state’s transit percentage (New York: 54.17
percent). In other words, New York’s transit prioritization

of 54.17 percent was given a value of 1 point, and all other
states were given a value proportional to this score. For
example, Colorado’s transit spending percentage of 12.82 was
divided by New York’s 54.17; the resulting 0.2366 was added to
Colorado’s total points.
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http://www.nrdc.org/smartGrowth/files/GettingBackonTrack_report.pdf
http://www.nrdc.org/smartGrowth/files/GettingBackonTrack_report.pdf
http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/smartgrowthclimatepolicies.pdf
http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/smartgrowthclimatepolicies.pdf
http://www2.census.gov/geo/ua/PctUrbanRural_State.xls
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/mt1a.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/mt1a.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/mt1b.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/mt1b.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/mt1a.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/mt1a.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/mt1b.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/mt1b.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/mt1a.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/mt1a.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/mt1b.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/mt1b.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/sf21.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2010/sf21.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/sf21.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2009/sf21.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2008/sf21.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2008/sf21.cfm

APPENDIX A

Rankings of Most Vulnerable States over the Past Six Years

STATE 2006 2007

Alabama 17 14 20 31 12 15
Alaska 45 47 44 39 85 39
Arizona 9 13 21 36 27 27
Arkansas 8 10 10 38 10
California 30 27 33 23 28 36
Colorado 40 42 45 45 46 44
Connecticut 50 50 50 50 50 50
Delaware 32 3 28 37 &3 31
Florida 42 39 40 38 38 38
Georgia 4 3 9 12 4 7

Hawaii 36 40 31 27 39 43
ldaho 24 25 15 9 5 11
lllinois 38 36 36 42 40 40
Indiana 16 7 12 33 31 28
lowa 15 10 30 24 9 8
Kansas 43 34 19 20 42 37
Kentucky 3 5 6 7 3 4
Louisiana 8 4 5 3 24 17
Maine 12 12 13 13 18 22
Maryland 39 41 47 47 43 42
Massachusetts 48 48 48 48 48 46
Michigan 27 22 24 19 22 20
Minnesota 19 21 25 30 21 24
Mississippi 1 1 1 1 1 1

Missouri 18 15 16 22 13 18
Montana 22 20 2 2 11 16
Nebraska 37 38 37 40 34 32
Nevada 25 28 38 35 23 25
New Hampshire 35 37 46 46 36 33
New Jersey 46 45 42 44 44 48
New Mexico 5 6 8 16 10 9
New York 49 49 49 49 49 49
North Carolina 20 24 18 18 15 21
North Dakota 13 18 22 15 7 12
Ohio 26 26 26 26 26 26
Oklahoma 6 9 4 4 6 5
Oregon 34 35 35 34 37 35
Pennsylvania 44 43 41 43 41 41
Rhode Island 47 46 27 28 47 47
South Carolina 2 2 3 5 2 3
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Rankings of Most Vulnerable States over the Past Six Years

STATE 2006 2007

South Dakota 23 23 17 14 19 19
Tennessee 21 17 14 11 14 14
Texas 11 16 7 17 6
Utah 14 19 11 8 20 13
Vermont 33 31 39 29 29 29
Virginia 29 30 34 32 32 34
Washington 41 44 43 41 45 45
West Virginia 10 11 23 21 16 2
Wisconsin 31 32 32 25 30 30
Wyoming 28 29 29 17 25 23
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APPENDIX B

Rankings of States Leading on Policy Solutions over the Past Six Years

STATE 2006 2007 2008

Alabama 43 48 44 42 38 37
Alaska 34 50 41 50 48 49
Arizona 38 24 13 33 18 22
Arkansas 28 42 43 40 46 45
California 3 1 1 1 1 1

Colorado 12 12 16 19 30 26
Connecticut 10 4 5 5 7 6
Delaware 36 45 28 22 15 11
Florida 13 17 10 11 12 30
Georgia 22 22 17 16 21 31
Hawaii 11 32 14 10 14 13
ldaho 32 33 49 37 39 47
lllinois 33 7 21 29 17 20
Indiana 25 29 33 32 44 44
lowa 15 26 27 25 47 33
Kansas 16 27 39 43 36 41
Kentucky 44 38 36 30 33 32
Louisiana 6 20 19 21 28 25
Maine 7 11 20 27 11

Maryland 9 3 11 12

Massachusetts 18 21 2 3

Michigan 35 25 38 28 31 27
Minnesota 20 30 18 8 19 16
Mississippi 48 49 47 44 40 48
Missouri 27 41 22 34 43 35
Montana 17 44 34 24 35 34
Nebraska 46 34 40 48 50 50
Nevada 39 40 30 35 22 38
New Hampshire 45 39 25 20 23 24
New Jersey 2 10 9 13 B 12
New Mexico 30 6 4 9 20 28
New York 8 8 6 4 4 5
North Carolina 23 23 31 38 32 17
North Dakota 31 37 42 41 49 46
Ohio 41 28 32 47 41 39
Oklahoma 14 19 45 45 37 36
Oregon 5 5 8 2 2 2

Pennsylvania 19 9 7 7 13 15
Rhode Island 4 14 12 14 8 9
South Carolina 29 18 26 26 34 21
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Rankings of States Leading on Policy Solutions over the Past Six Years

STATE

2006

2007

2008

South Dakota 47 47 46 39 45 43
Tennessee 24 16 24 18 27 14
Texas 42 36 37 31 26 18
Utah 40 13 29 36 24 40
Vermont 26 15 15 23 10 10
Virginia 37 85 23 15 16 19
Washington 1 2 3 6 9 3
West Virginia 49 43 50 46 29 23
Wisconsin 21 31 35 17 25 29
Wyoming 50 46 438 49 42 42
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APPENDIX C

To access the links to the policies for which states have received credit, please see: http://www.nrdc.org/energy/states/

List of Policies for Which States Received Credit

STATE

POLICIES

Alabama State Fleets: Code of Alabama §841-17A-1 through 41-17A-6
Alaska
Arizona State Fleets: Executive Order 2010-14 (2010); Arizona Revised Statutes §41-803(G) — (T)
Advanced Vehicles: Arizona Revised Statutes §843-1090, 43-1176
Arkansas
State Fleets: California Public Resources Code 8825722.5, 25722.6, 25722.8
LCFS: Executive Order S-01-07 (2007); ARB Resolution 09-31
Advanced Vehicles: ZEV program; CARB Resolution 09-66 (2009); AB 118 (2007); Clean Vehicle Rebate Project; EV
California Action Plan
Idling: California Code of Regulations Title 13, §2485
VMT/GHG/Petroleum Target: SB 375 (2008); ARB Executive Order No. G-11-024
Smart Growth: SB 375 (2008)
Colorado Advanced Vehicles: C.R.S. 839-22-516.5

Connecticut

State Fleets: Executive Order 22 (2009); Connecticut General Statutes §4a-67d

LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)

Advanced Vehicles: Regulation 822a-174-36b; Connecticut Clean Fuel Program; Connecticut EV Infrastructure Council
final report (2009)

Idling: Regulation §22a-174-18(b)(3)

Smart Growth: Connecticut General Statutes §588-23, 8-35a, 16a-27, 16a-31, 16a-35d

State Fleets: Executive Order 18 (2010)
LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)

DOlEETe Idling: 7 Delaware Administrative Code 81145
Smart Growth: Delaware Strategies for State Policies and Spending (2010)
Florida State Fleets: Florida Statutes $§286.29
Georgia Advanced Vehicles: Georgia Code 848-7-40.16
State Fleets: Hawaii Revised Statutes §8103D-412, 196-9
Hawaii Idling: Hawaii Administrative Rules §11-60.1-34
Smart Growth: Hawaii Revised Statutes §8205-2, 205-16, 205-17, 226-104
Idaho
linois State Fleets: Executive Order 11 (2009); 30 lllinois Compiled Statutes §500/25-75
Advanced Vehicles: 415 lllinois Compiled Statutes §120/30; lllinois Electric Vehicle Advisory Council final report (2011)
Indiana
lowa Advanced Vehicles: lowa Code §422.7
Kansas State Fleets: Kansas Statutes 8875-4616 through 75-4618
Kentucky State Fleets: Kentucky Revised Statutes §45A.625
Louisiana State Fleets: Louisiana Revised Statutes $39:364
Advanced Vehicles: Louisiana Revised Statutes §47:6035
State Fleets: 5 Maine Revised Statutes §1812-E
Advanced Vehicles: 06-096 CMR Ch. 127
Maine Idling: 38 Maine Revised Statutes 8585-L

VMT/GHG/Petroleum Target: Public Law, Chapter 400 (2011)
Smart Growth: 30-A Maine Revised Statutes Ch. 187, especially 884326, 4349-A
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http://alisondb.legislature.state.al.us/acas/codeofalabama/1975/coatoc.htm
http://azmemory.lib.az.us/cdm4/item_viewer.php?CISOROOT=/execorders&CISOPTR=700&CISOBOX=1&REC=8
http://www.azleg.gov/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/ars/41/00803.htm&Title=41&DocType=ARS
http://www.azleg.gov/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/ars/43/01090.htm&Title=43&DocType=ARS
http://www.azleg.gov/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/ars/43/01176.htm&Title=43&DocType=ARS
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=prc&group=25001-26000&file=25722-25723
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/eos0107.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2009/lcfs09/res0931.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/background.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/2009zevreview/res09_66.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/ab118/documents/ab_118_bill_20071014_chaptered.pdf
http://energycenter.org/index.php/incentive-programs/clean-vehicle-rebate-project
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Draft2012ZEVActionPlan(09-21-12).pdf
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Draft2012ZEVActionPlan(09-21-12).pdf
http://www.oal.ca.gov/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb_0351-0400/sb_375_bill_20080930_chaptered.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/executive_order_g11024.pdf; http:/www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_targets.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb_0351-0400/sb_375_bill_20080930_chaptered.pdf
http://boulderhc.com/FYI_Income67.pdf
http://www.ct.gov/governorrell/cwp/view.asp?A=1719&Q=431684
http://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap058.htm#Sec4a-67d.htm
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/air/regulations/mainregs/sec36b.pdf
http://www.ct.gov/dot/cwp/view.asp?a=1386&q=415022
http://www.ct.gov/ecd/lib/ecd/ev_final_recommendation_9.1.10.pdf
http://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap126.htm#Sec8-23.htm
http://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap127.htm#Sec8-35a.htm
http://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap297.htm#Sec16a-27.htm
http://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap297.htm#Sec16a-31.htm
http://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap297a.htm#Sec16a-35d.htm
http://governor.delaware.gov/orders/exec_order_18.shtml
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://regulations.delaware.gov/AdminCode/title7/1000/1100/1145.shtml#TopOfPage
http://stateplanning.delaware.gov/strategies/2010_state_strategies.pdf
http://www.flsenate.gov/Laws/Statutes/2012/286.29
http://www.legis.state.ga.us/
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol02_Ch0046-0115/HRS0103D/HRS_0103D-0412.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol03_Ch0121-0200D/HRS0196/HRS_0196-0009.htm
http://gen.doh.hawaii.gov/sites/har/AdmRules1/11-60-1.pdf
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol04_Ch0201-0257/HRS0205/HRS_0205-0002.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol04_Ch0201-0257/HRS0205/HRS_0205-0016.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol04_Ch0201-0257/HRS0205/HRS_0205-0017.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol04_Ch0201-0257/HRS0226/HRS_0226-0104.htm
http://www2.illinois.gov/Government/ExecOrders/pages/2009_11.aspx
http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs4.asp?DocName=003005000HArt.+25&ActID=532&ChapterID=7&SeqStart=8400000&SeqEnd=9800000
http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?ActID=1608&ChapterID=36
http://www.ildceo.net/NR/rdonlyres/96A30601-9C66-44DD-91BF-416E080AF9C8/0/20111230EVACFinalReport.pdf
https://www.legis.iowa.gov/DOCS/ACO/IC/LINC/Section.422.7.pdf
http://www.kslegislature.org/li/b2011_12/statute/075_000_0000_chapter/075_046_0000_article/
http://lrc.ky.gov/KRS/045A00/625.PDF
http://legis.la.gov/lss/lss.asp?doc=96385
http://legis.la.gov/lss/lss.asp?doc=672160
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/5/title5sec1812-E.html
http://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/rules/06/096/096c127.doc
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/38/title38sec585-L.html
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/bills_125th/chapters/PUBLIC400.asp
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/30-a/title30-Ach187sec0.html
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/30-a/title30-Asec4326.html
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/30-a/title30-Asec4349-A.html

List of Policies for Which States Received Credit

STATE

POLICIES

LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)
Advanced Vehicles: COMAR §26.11.34; Maryland Statutes, Tax-General Code 810-729; Maryland Statutes,
Transportation Code 813-815

Maryland Idling: Maryland Statutes, Transportation Code 822-402(c)(3)
Smart Growth: Maryland Statutes, State Finance and Procurement Code 85-7B-04; Smart, Green & Growing
legislative package (SB 280 / HB 297, SB 276 / HB 295, SB 273 / HB 294) (2009); PlanMaryland (2011); Executive Order
01.01.2011.22 (2011)
State Fleets: Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 7, Section 9A
LCFS: Clean Energy Biofuels Act (Chapter 206 of the Acts of 2008); Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)
Massachusetts Advanced Vehicles: 310 CMR 7.40
Idling: Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 90, §16A; DEP Regulations 310 CMR 7.11(1)(b)
VMT/GHG/Petroleum Target: MassDOT's GreenDOT Policy Directive
Michigan Advanced Vehicles: Michigan Compiled Laws §8211.9(i), 207.822(f)
Minnesota State Fleets: Executive Order 11-13 (2011); Minnesota Statutes §816C.135, 16C.137
Advanced Vehicles: Minnesota Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle Task Force report (2007)
Mississippi
Missouri State Fleets: Missouri Revised Statutes 88414.400 through 414.415
Montana Advanced Vehicles: Montana Code Annotated §15-30-2320
Nebraska
Nevada Idling: Nevada Administrative Code §445B.576

New Hampshire

LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)
Idling: Air Resources Division Admin. Rules Env-A 8§1101.05-.06, .09-.10

Advanced Vehicles: NJAC §7:27-29; New Jersey Statutes 854:32B-8.55

New Jersey Idling: New Jersey Administrative Code 887:27-14.3, 7:27-15.8
Smart Growth: State Strategic Plan; Transit Village Initiative

New Mexico State Fleets: New Mexico Statutes §13-1B
State Fleets: Executive Orders 111 (2001) and 142 (2005)
LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)

New York Advanced Vehicles: 6 NYCRR §218-4; NYC Private Fleet Program

Idling: 6 NYCRR §217-3
Smart Growth: Environmental Conservation Laws §86-0107

North Carolina

State Fleets: North Carolina General Statutes §8143-341(8)(i), 143-215.107C
Advanced Vehicles: Clean Fuel Advanced Technology project
Idling: 15A NCAC §02D.1010

North Dakota

Ohio State Fleets: Ohio Revised Code §125.834
Oklahoma Advanced Vehicles: Oklahoma Statutes 868-2357.22

State Fleets: Oregon Revised Statutes §8283.327 (and .305); Executive Order 06-02 (2006)

LCFS: HB 2186 (2009)

Advanced Vehicles: OAR 340-257;, Commercial Electric Truck Incentive Program; HB 3672 (2011);
Oregon Public Utility Commission of Oregon, Order No. 12-013 (2012)

Idling: HB 2081 (2011)
VMT/GHG/Petroleum Target: OAR 660 - 044 (2011); HB 2001 (2009); SB 1059 (2010)
Smart Growth: Oregon Revised Statutes Ch. 197; Statewide Planning Goals & Guidelines (2010)

Pennsylvania

LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)
Advanced Vehicles: Alternative Fuel Vehicle Rebates program (Title 73 Pennsylvania Statutes, Chapter 18E, 81647.3)
Idling: Act 124 of 2008 (Title 35 Pennsylvania Statutes, Chapter 23B)

Rhode Island

State Fleets: Executive Order 05-13 (2005)

LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)

Advanced Vehicles: Air Pollution Control Regulation No. 37

Idling: Rhode Island General Laws §831-16.1-1 to -4; Air Pollution Control Regulation No. 45

Smart Growth: Rhode Island General Laws Ch. 45-22.2; Rhode Island State Land Use Policies and Plan (2006)

South Carolina

Advanced Vehicles: South Carolina Code of Laws §§12-6-3376, 12-6-3377; Act 161 (2012)
Idling: South Carolina Code of Laws §856-35-10 et seq.
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http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/SubtitleSearch.aspx?search=26.11.34.*
http://mlis.state.md.us/asp/statutes_respond_2013.asp?article=gtg&section=10-729&Extension=HTML
http://mlis.state.md.us/asp/statutes_respond_2013.asp?article=gtr&section=13-815&Extension=HTML
http://mlis.state.md.us/asp/statutes_respond_2013.asp?article=gtr&section=22-402&Extension=HTML
http://mlis.state.md.us/asp/web_statutes_2013.asp?gsf&5-7B-04
http://planning.maryland.gov/OurWork/2009Legislation.shtml
http://www.plan.maryland.gov/plan/plan.shtml
http://www.governor.maryland.gov/executiveorders/01.01.2011.22eo.pdf
http://www.malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleII/Chapter7/Section9A
http://www.malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2008/Chapter206
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CEcQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.mass.gov%2Fdep%2Fair%2Flaws%2Flevregs.doc&ei=zqMyULrqOeif6wGM-YHACA&usg=AFQjCNH0NuiZNR9KEn-R7zFu6_Ixd_Bq-A
http://www.malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleXIV/Chapter90/Section16a
http://www.mass.gov/dep/service/regulations/310cmr07.pdf
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/portals/0/docs/P-10-002.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%28awworp55gyp22unkmeiff355%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-211-9i
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/%28S%28awworp55gyp22unkmeiff355%29%29/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-207-822
http://www.leg.mn/archive/execorders/11-13.pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=16C.135
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=16C.137
http://www.state.mn.us/mn/externalDocs/Commerce/PHEV_Task_Force_final_report_050707091959_PHEVTaskForceFinalReport.pdf
http://www.moga.mo.gov/STATUTES/C414.HTM
http://data.opi.mt.gov/bills/mca/15/30/15-30-2320.htm
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-445B.html#NAC445BSec576
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rules/state_agencies/env-a1100.html
http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/njcode/
http://lis.njleg.state.nj.us/cgi-bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=23085610&depth=2&expandheadings=off&headingswithhits=on&infobase=statutes.nfo&softpage=TOC_Frame_Pg42
http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/njcode/
http://nj.gov/state/planning/plan-draft-final.html
http://www.state.nj.us/transportation/community/village/
http://www.nmonesource.com/nmnxtadmin/NMPublic.aspx
http://www.ogs.state.ny.us/purchase/spg/pdfdocs/EO142_EEP.pdf
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.dec.ny.gov/regs/4247.html
http://www.nyserda.ny.gov/en/Page-Sections/Research-and-Development/Alternative-Fuel-Vehicles/New-York-City-Private-Fleet-Program.aspx
http://public.leginfo.state.ny.us/LAWSSEAF.cgi?QUERYTYPE=LAWS+&QUERYDATA=$$ENV6-0107$$@TXENV06-0107+&LIST=LAW+&BROWSER=BROWSER+&TOKEN=06349431+&TARGET=VIEW
http://www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/BySection/Chapter_143/GS_143-341.html
http://www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/BySection/Chapter_143/GS_143-215.107C.html
http://www.ncsc.ncsu.edu/cleantransportation/CFATproject.php
http://reports.oah.state.nc.us/ncac/title 15a - environment and natural resources/chapter 02 - environmental management/subchapter d/15a ncac 02d .1010.html
http://codes.ohio.gov/orc/125
http://webserver1.lsb.state.ok.us/os/os%5F68%2D2357.22.rtf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/283.html
http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/pdf/eo0602.pdf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/hb2100.dir/hb2186.intro.pdf
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_300/oar_340/340_257.html
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/OIPP/Pages/Commercial_Electric_Truck_Program.aspx/
http://landru.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measures/hb3600.dir/hb3672.en.html
http://apps.puc.state.or.us/orders/2012ords/12-013.pdf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measures/hb2000.dir/hb2081.en
http://cms.oregon.egov.com/LCD/docs/rulemaking/trac/660_044.pdf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measures/hb2000.dir/hb2001.en.html
http://www.leg.state.or.us/bills_laws/concepts/sen/SB1059.pdf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/197.html
http://cms.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/goals/compilation_of_statewide_planning_goals.pdf
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/alternative_fuels_incentive_grant/10492/alternative_fuel_vehicles/553206
http://government.westlaw.com/linkedslice/default.asp?SP=pac-1000
http://www.dep.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/airwaste/aq/cars/idling.htm
http://government.westlaw.com/linkedslice/default.asp?SP=pac-1000
http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/pdfs/Exec_order_5_13_green_clean_vehicles.pdf
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.dem.ri.gov/pubs/regs/regs/air/air37_07.pdf
http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/Statutes/TITLE31/31-16.1/INDEX.HTM
http://www.dem.ri.gov/pubs/regs/regs/air/air45_07.pdf
http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/Statutes/TITLE45/45-22.2/INDEX.HTM
http://www.planning.ri.gov/landuse/121/landuse2025.pdf
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t12c006.php
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/sess119_2011-2012/bills/3059.htm
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t56c035.php

List of Policies for Which States Received Credit

STATE

South Dakota

POLICIES

Tennessee

State Fleets: Tennessee Code §84-22-101 and 4-3-1109
Advanced Vehicles: Public Chapter No.473 / HB 2139, Section 41, Item 27 (2011)
Smart Growth: PC 1101 (1998)

Texas

State Fleets: Texas Statutes, Government Code §§2158.004-2158.009
Advanced Vehicles: Texas Statutes, Health and Safety Code §8382.210, 394
Idling: Texas Administrative Code §830.114.510 to 30.114.517

Utah

Advanced Vehicles: Utah Code §859-7-605, 59-10-1009, 19-1-401 through 19-1-405

Vermont

State Fleets: Executive Order 10-30 / 14-03 (2003); Vermont Statutes Title 3, Chapter 45, §2291 (and 2291a and b)
LCFS: Northeast and Mid-Atlantic LCFS MOU (2009)

Advanced Vehicles: Air Pollution Control Regulations, Subchapter XI, §85-1106

Smart Growth: Act 250 (10 V.S.A. Ch. 151)

Virginia

State Fleets: Virginia Code §2.2-1176(B): Executive Order 36 (2011)
Advanced Vehicles: Virginia Get Ready Initial Electric Vehicle Plan (2010)
Idling: Virginia Administrative Code 89-5-40-5670(C)

Washington

State Fleets: Executive Order 05-01 (2005); Revised Code of Washington §43.41.130

LCFS: Executive Order 09-05 (2009); LCFS scenario analysis (2011)

Advanced Vehicles: Revised Code of Washington §882.08.809, 82.08.816, 82.12.809, 82.12.816, 82.29A.125
VMT/GHG/Petroleum Target: HB 2815 (2008)

Smart Growth: Revised Code of Washington Ch. 36.70a

West Virginia

Advanced Vehicles: \West Virginia Code §11-6D
Idling: SB 544 (2012); West Virginia Code 817C-13A-1 et seq.

Wisconsin

State Fleets: \Wisconsin Statutes §16.045; Executive Order 141 (2006)

Wyoming
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http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/tncode/
http://www.tn.gov/sos/acts/107/pub/pc0473.pdf
http://state.tn.us/sos/acts/100/pub/PUBC1101.htm
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/GV/htm/GV.2158.htm
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/HS/htm/HS.382.htm#382.210
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/HS/htm/HS.394.htm
http://info.sos.state.tx.us/pls/pub/readtac$ext.ViewTAC?tac_view=5&ti=30&pt=1&ch=114&sch=J&div=2&rl=Y
http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE59/htm/59_07_060500.htm
http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE59/htm/59_10_100900.htm
http://le.utah.gov/~code/TITLE19/19_01.htm
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/statutes/fullchapter.cfm?Title=03APPENDIX&Chapter=010
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/statutes/sections.cfm?Title=03&Chapter=045
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.anr.state.vt.us/air/docs/APCR 2011.pdf
http://www.nrb.state.vt.us/lup/publications/statutes/statute 07-01-12.pdfhttp:/www.nrb.state.vt.us/lup/publications/statutes/statute 07-01-12.pdf
http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+2.2-1176
http://www.governor.virginia.gov/PolicyOffice/ExecutiveOrders/viewEO.cfm?eo=36
http://www.virginiaev.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/EV-VGR-FINAL-October-13-2010.pdf
http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+reg+9VAC5-40-5670
http://www.governor.wa.gov/execorders/eoarchive/eo_05-01.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=43.41.130
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/2009EO/2009EO_signed.pdf
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/docs/fuelstandards_finalreport_02182011.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?Cite=82
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2007-08/Pdf/Bills/Session Laws/House/2815-S2.SL.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a&full=true
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/WVCODE/Code.cfm?chap=11&art=6D#06D
http://legiscan.com/gaits/text/614575
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/WVCODE/Code.cfm?chap=17c&art=13A#13A
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/16/I/045
http://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/code/executive_orders/2003_jim_doyle/2006-141.pdf

Endnotes

1 Luke Tonachel, “Strong Clean Car and Fuel Economy Standards
Finalized, Here Are the Details and Numbers...” NRDC Switchboard,
August 28, 2012, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/Itonachel/strong_
clean_car_and_fuel_econ.html.

2 Energy Information Administration, Total Oil Supply, http://www.
eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=53&aid=1; Crude
Oil Proved Reserves, http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/iedindex3.
cfm?tid=5&pid=57&aid=6&cid=regions&syid=2007&eyid=2011&u
nit=BB; Total Petroleum Consumption, http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/
ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=5&aid=2. It should be noted that
these assessments do not account for unconventional production, which
is increasing and may lead to higher proved U.S. reserve numbers in
the future. For one perspective on this issue, see a recent analysis by
former oil industry executive Leonardo Maugeri for Harvard University’s
Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs tellingly labeled “The
Qil Revolution: The Unprecedented Upsurge of Oil Production Capacity
and What It Means for the World,” Cambridge, MA, June 2012, http://
belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Qil-%20The % 20Next % 20Revolution.
pdf.

3 Energy Information Administration, U.S. Crude Oil Supply &
Disposition, http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_sum_crdsnd_k_a.htm.

4 Energy Information Administration, “Transportation Sector Energy
Consumption,” Annual Energy Review 2010, http://www.eia.gov/
totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb0201e.

5  Energy Information Administration, “Carbon Dioxide Emissions from
Energy Consumption: Transportation Sector, 1949-2010," Annual Energy
Review 2010, http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.
cfm?t=ptb1103d; “Emissions of Greenhouse Gases, 1990-2009", http://
www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb1101.

6 For more details, see the Methodology section.

7  Deron Lovaas, “Drilling: U.S. Has Been There, Done That,” NRDC
Switchboard, March 9, 2011, (citing a 2009 Oil and Gas Journal database),
http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/drilling_us_has_been_there_
don.html.

8  See supra note 2.

9 Energy Information Administration, Oil Production, http://www.eia.
doe.gov/countries/index.cfm?view=production, Oil Consumption, http://
www.eia.doe.gov/countries/index.cfm?view=consumption; GasBuddy.
com, 48 Month Average Retail Price Chart, http://www.gasbuddy.com/
gb_retail_price_chart.aspx?city1=USA%20Average&city2=Canada%20Av
erage&city3=&crude=y&tme=48&units=us.

10 Tom Harnish & Kate Lister, The State of Telework in the U.S. How
Individuals, Business, and Government Benefit, Telework Research
Network, June 2011, p.4, http://www.workshifting.com/downloads/
downloads/Telework-Trends-US.pdf; see also Justin Horner, Telework:
Saving Gas and Reducing Traffic from the Comfort of your Home, Mobility
Choice, 2011, http://www.mobilitychoice.org/MCtelecommuting.pdf.

11 2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, Proposed
Rule, 76 FR 74853, Dec. 1, 2011, https://www.federalregister.gov/
articles/2011/12/01/2011-30358/2017-and-later-model-year-light-duty-
vehicle-greenhouse-gas-emissions-and-corporate-average-fuel.

12 The White House, Obama Administration Finalizes Historic 54.5 mpg
Fuel Efficiency Standards/Consumer Savings Comparable to Lowering
Price of Gasoline by $1 Per Gallon by 2025, Press Release, Aug. 28,

2012, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/08/28/obama-
administration-finalizes-historic-645-mpg-fuel-efficiency-standard.

13 West Virginia Code §11-13D-3d.
14 Code of Alabama §841-17A-1 through 41-17A-6.

15 Executive Order 18, Leading by Example Towards a Clean Energy
Economy & Sustainable Natural Environment, February 17, 2010, http:/
governor.delaware.gov/orders/exec_order_18.shtml.

16 Ohio Revised Code §125.834.
17 Montana Code §2-17-416.

18 Virginia Code 82.2-1176(B); Executive Order 36, Moving Toward
Alternative Fuel Solutions for State-Owned Vehicles, 2011, http://www.
governor.virginia.gov/PolicyOffice/ExecutiveOrders/viewEQO.cfm?e0=36.

19 See Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Missouri State
Fleet Efficiency and Alternative Fuel Program, Annual Report Fiscal Year
2011, http://dnr.mo.gov/pubs/pub1195.pdf; NYSERDA, Executive Order
No. 111, “Green and Clean” State Buildings and Vehicles, Statewide
Annual Energy Report for State Fiscal Year 2009/10, http://www.nyserda.
ny.gov/Page-Sections/Commercial-and-Industrial/Sectors/~/media/Files/
Publications/NYSERDA/NYSERDA-GEN-exord111-r-1-v1.ashx.

20 Executive Order S-01-07, January 18, 2007, http://www.arb.ca.gov/
fuels/Icfs/eos0107.pdf. This standard is complementary to the goals set
in California’s Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32),
under which California will cap GHG emissions at 1990 levels by 2020.

21 See California Air Resources Board memo re: Low Carbon Fuel
Standard Regulation Update, May 19, 2010, http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/
lcfs/LCFS_Regulation_Update.pdf; LCFS Enforcement Injunction Lifted,
All Outstanding Reports Now Due April 30, 2012, http://www.arb.ca.gov/
fuels/Icfs/LCFS_Stay_Granted.pdf.

22 Oregon House Bill 2186, http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/
hb2100.dir/hb2186.a.pdf; State of Oregon, Governor Ted Kulongoski,
“Governor Kulongoski signs climate change legislation into law,” Press
Release, July 22, 2009, http://www.oregon.gov/Gov/P2009/press_072209.
shtml; Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Low Carbon Fuel
Advisory Committee website, http://www.deq.state.or.us/ag/committees/
advcomLowCarbonFuel.htm.

23 State of Washington, Office of the Governor, Executive Order 09-05,
Washington's Leadership on Climate Change, May 21, 2009, http://www.
ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/2009EQ/2009EQ_signed.pdf; TIAX LLC, A
Low Carbon Fuel Standard in Washington: Informing the Decision, Feb.
18, 2011, http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/docs/fuelstandards_
finalreport_02182011.pdf.

24  Scott Learn, “Oregon’s low-carbon fuel standard faces legislative,
legal hurdles,” The Oregonian, Apr. 19, 2012, http://www.oregonlive.com/
environment/index.ssf/2012/04/oregons_low-carbon_fuel_standa.html;
Personal communications with Washington state staff.

25 Clean Energy Biofuels Act, Chapter 206 (2008), http://www.
malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2008/Chapter206; State of
Massachusetts, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs,
“Clean Energy Biofuels Act,” http://www.mass.gov/eea/energy-utilities-
clean-tech/renewable-energy/advanced-biofuels/clean-energy-biofuels-act.
html; “11 Eastern States Commit to Regional Low Carbon Fuel Standard,"”
Environment News Service, January 6, 2009, http://www.ens-newswire.
com/ens/jan2009/2009-01-06-091.asp.

26  Northeast and Mid-Atlantic Low Carbon Fuel Standard,
Memorandum of Understanding, Dec. 30, 2009, http://www.nescaum.org/
documents/Icfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/.

27 NESCAUM, Final Results: Economic Analysis of the Northeast/Mid-
Atlantic (NE/MA) Clean Fuels Standard, September 2011, http://www.
nescaum.org/documents/cfs-econ-for-stakeholder-mtgs-sep-2011.pdf/.

28 HB 1487 (2012).

29 See Maria Gallucci, Northeast Markets Eyed for Oil Sands as Clean
Fuels Standard Fades, InsideClimate News, March 29, 2012, http://
insideclimatenews.org/news/20120327/northeast-staets-clean-fuels-
standard-low-carbon-fuels-program-california-rggi-new-jersey-new-
hamsphire-afp-cea?page=4; Jason Plautz, Shifting politics imperil regional
push for low-carbon fuel standard, E&E News, Greenwire, February 21,
2012, http://www.eenews.net/Greenwire/2012/02/21/5.

PAGE 28 | Fighting Oil Addiction


http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/ltonachel/strong_clean_car_and_fuel_econ.html
http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/ltonachel/strong_clean_car_and_fuel_econ.html
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=53&aid=1
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=53&aid=1
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/iedindex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=57&aid=6&cid=regions&syid=2007&eyid=2011&unit=BB
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/iedindex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=57&aid=6&cid=regions&syid=2007&eyid=2011&unit=BB
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/iedindex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=57&aid=6&cid=regions&syid=2007&eyid=2011&unit=BB
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=5&aid=2
http://www.eia.gov/cfapps/ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=5&pid=5&aid=2
http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_sum_crdsnd_k_a.htm
http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb0201e
http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb0201e
http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb1103d
http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb1103d
http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb1101
http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/annual/showtext.cfm?t=ptb1101
http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/drilling_us_has_been_there_don.html
http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/drilling_us_has_been_there_don.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/countries/index.cfm?view=production
http://www.eia.doe.gov/countries/index.cfm?view=production
http://www.eia.doe.gov/countries/index.cfm?view=consumption
http://www.eia.doe.gov/countries/index.cfm?view=consumption
http://www.gasbuddy.com/gb_retail_price_chart.aspx?city1=USA Average&city2=Canada Average&city3=&crude=y&tme=48&units=us
http://www.gasbuddy.com/gb_retail_price_chart.aspx?city1=USA Average&city2=Canada Average&city3=&crude=y&tme=48&units=us
http://www.gasbuddy.com/gb_retail_price_chart.aspx?city1=USA Average&city2=Canada Average&city3=&crude=y&tme=48&units=us
http://www.workshifting.com/downloads/downloads/Telework-Trends-US.pdf
http://www.workshifting.com/downloads/downloads/Telework-Trends-US.pdf
http://www.mobilitychoice.org/MCtelecommuting.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2011/12/01/2011-30358/2017-and-later-model-year-light-duty-vehicle-greenhouse-gas-emissions-and-corporate-average-fuel
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2011/12/01/2011-30358/2017-and-later-model-year-light-duty-vehicle-greenhouse-gas-emissions-and-corporate-average-fuel
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2011/12/01/2011-30358/2017-and-later-model-year-light-duty-vehicle-greenhouse-gas-emissions-and-corporate-average-fuel
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/08/28/obama-administration-finalizes-historic-545-mpg-fuel-efficiency-standard
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/08/28/obama-administration-finalizes-historic-545-mpg-fuel-efficiency-standard
http://governor.delaware.gov/orders/exec_order_18.shtml
http://governor.delaware.gov/orders/exec_order_18.shtml
http://www.governor.virginia.gov/PolicyOffice/ExecutiveOrders/viewEO.cfm?eo=36
http://www.governor.virginia.gov/PolicyOffice/ExecutiveOrders/viewEO.cfm?eo=36
http://dnr.mo.gov/pubs/pub1195.pdf
http://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Page-Sections/Commercial-and-Industrial/Sectors/~/media/Files/Publications/NYSERDA/NYSERDA-GEN-exord111-r-1-v1.ashx
http://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Page-Sections/Commercial-and-Industrial/Sectors/~/media/Files/Publications/NYSERDA/NYSERDA-GEN-exord111-r-1-v1.ashx
http://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Page-Sections/Commercial-and-Industrial/Sectors/~/media/Files/Publications/NYSERDA/NYSERDA-GEN-exord111-r-1-v1.ashx
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/eos0107.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/eos0107.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/LCFS_Regulation_Update.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/LCFS_Regulation_Update.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/LCFS_Stay_Granted.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/LCFS_Stay_Granted.pdf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/hb2100.dir/hb2186.a.pdf
http://www.leg.state.or.us/09reg/measpdf/hb2100.dir/hb2186.a.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/Gov/P2009/press_072209.shtml
http://www.oregon.gov/Gov/P2009/press_072209.shtml
http://www.deq.state.or.us/aq/committees/advcomLowCarbonFuel.htm
http://www.deq.state.or.us/aq/committees/advcomLowCarbonFuel.htm
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/2009EO/2009EO_signed.pdf
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/2009EO/2009EO_signed.pdf
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/docs/fuelstandards_finalreport_02182011.pdf
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/climatechange/docs/fuelstandards_finalreport_02182011.pdf
http://www.oregonlive.com/environment/index.ssf/2012/04/oregons_low-carbon_fuel_standa.html
http://www.oregonlive.com/environment/index.ssf/2012/04/oregons_low-carbon_fuel_standa.html
http://www.malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2008/Chapter206
http://www.malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2008/Chapter206
http://www.mass.gov/eea/energy-utilities-clean-tech/renewable-energy/advanced-biofuels/clean-energy-biofuels-act.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/energy-utilities-clean-tech/renewable-energy/advanced-biofuels/clean-energy-biofuels-act.html
http://www.mass.gov/eea/energy-utilities-clean-tech/renewable-energy/advanced-biofuels/clean-energy-biofuels-act.html
http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/jan2009/2009-01-06-091.asp
http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/jan2009/2009-01-06-091.asp
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/lcfs-mou-govs-final.pdf/
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/cfs-econ-for-stakeholder-mtgs-sep-2011.pdf/
http://www.nescaum.org/documents/cfs-econ-for-stakeholder-mtgs-sep-2011.pdf/
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20120327/northeast-staets-clean-fuels-standard-low-carbon-fuels-program-california-rggi-new-jersey-new-hamsphire-afp-cea?page=4
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20120327/northeast-staets-clean-fuels-standard-low-carbon-fuels-program-california-rggi-new-jersey-new-hamsphire-afp-cea?page=4
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20120327/northeast-staets-clean-fuels-standard-low-carbon-fuels-program-california-rggi-new-jersey-new-hamsphire-afp-cea?page=4
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20120327/northeast-staets-clean-fuels-standard-low-carbon-fuels-program-california-rggi-new-jersey-new-hamsphire-afp-cea?page=4
http://www.eenews.net/Greenwire/2012/02/21/5

30 David Crane and Brian Prusnek, The Role of a Low Carbon Fuel
Standard in Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Protecting Our
Economy, California Office of the Governor, 2007.

31  Don Anair and Amine Mahmassani, State of Charge: Electric
Vehicles’ Global Warming Emissions and Fuel-Cost Savings Across the
United States; Union of Concerned Scientists, Cambridge, MA, April,
2012. http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/smart-transportation-
solutions/advanced-vehicle-technologies/electric-cars/emissions-and-
charging-costs-electric-cars.html.

32 Air Resources Board (ARB), Zero-Emission Vehicle Legal and
Regulatory Activities — Background, http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/
zevprog/background.htm; CARB Resolution 09-66 (2009), http://www.arb.
ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/2009zevreview/res09_66.pdf.

33 Section 177 of the Clean Air Act (42 USC 87507)

34  See Environmental Protection Agency, 40 CFR Parts 51, 52 and 85,
[FRL-5141-8] RIN-2060-AF15, Final Rule on Ozone Transport Commission;
Low Emission Vehicle Program for the Northeast Ozone Transport Region,
Federal Register, Vol. 60, No. 15, January 24, 1995, pp. 4712 et seq.,
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1995-01-24/pdf/95-1387.pdf; Delaware
Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, Regulation
1140 - Delaware Low Emission Veehicle Program (LEV), Technical Support
Document, October 2010, pp.18-19, http://www.dnrec.delaware.gov/whs/
awm/AQM/Documents/TSD %20-%20Reg%201140.pdf.

35 Georgia Code §48-7-40.16.

36 415 ILCS 120/30; lllinois Electric Vehicle Advisory Council,

Final Report, December 30, 2011, http://www.ildceo.net/NR/
rdonlyres/96A30601-9C66-44DD-91BF-416E080AF9C8/0/20111230EVACF
inalReport.pdf.

37 Virginia Administrative Code §9-5-40-5670(C).
38 Senate Bill 544 (2012); West Virginia Code §817C-13A-1 et seq.

39 Rhode Island General Laws §831-16.1-1 to -4; Air Pollution Control
Regulation No. 45 (2007), http://www.dem.ri.gov/pubs/regs/regs/air/
air45_07.pdf.

40 Argonne National Laboratory, Transportation Technology R&D Center,
Reducing Vehicle Idling webpage, April 2011, http://www.transportation.
anl.gov/engines/idling.html; Linda Gaines et al, Argonne National
Laboratory, Estimation of Fuel Use by Idling Commercial Trucks, Paper No.
06-2567, January 2006, http://www.transportation.anl.gov/pdfs/TA/373.
pdf. Conversion of gallons of fuel to barrels of oil per day: 6 billion gallons
per year + 42 gallons per barrel = 142,857,143 barrels per year + 365 days
per year = 391,389 barrels per day.

41 SB 375 (2008); ARB Executive Order No. G-11-024, Relating to
Adoption of Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets for
Automobiles and Light Trucks Pursuant Senate Bill 375 (2011), http://
www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/executive_order_g11024.pdf; http://www.arb.
ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_targets.pdf.

42 HB 2815 (2008).

43 OAR 660 — 044, http://cms.oregon.egov.com/LCD/docs/rulemaking/
trac/660_044.pdf; SB 1059 (2010) / HB 2001 (2009).

44 MassDOT, GreenDOT Policy Directive, Policy P-10-002, June 2,
2010, http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/portals/0/docs/P-10-002.pdf.

45  Public Law, Chapter 400 (2011).

46  Transportation Issue Brief, New York State Energy Plan 2009,
December 2009, p.41, http://www.nysenergyplan.com/final/
Transportation_IB.pdf; Pace Law School, Taking Action in New York on
Climate Change: 2011 Update Report, Prepared for the NY State Bar
Association, January 28, 2011, pp.16-18, http://www.nysba.org/AM/
Template.cfm?Section=Climate_Change&Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.
cfm&ContentlD=46171; personal communications with NYS DOT.

47 SB 375 (2008); ARB Executive Order No. G-11-024, Relating to
Adoption of Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets for
Automobiles and Light Trucks Pursuant Senate Bill 375 (2011), http://
www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sbh375/executive_order_g11024.pdf; http://www.
arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_targets.pdf; ARB, Sustainable Communities
website, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375.htm.

48 Maryland Office of Planning, Managing Maryland’s Growth, Models
and Guidelines, Smart Growth: Designating Priority Funding Areas,
November 1, 1997, http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurProducts/
Publications/ModelsGuidelines/pfa.pdf.

49 State of Maryland, Governor O’Malley Signs “Smart, Green and
Growing” Legislation to Protect Maryland'’s Environment And Promote
Sustainable Growth, Press Release, May 7, 2009, http://www.governor.
maryland.gov/pressreleases/090507.asp.

50 PlanMaryland website, http://www.plan.maryland.gov/plan/plan.
shtml; Executive Order 01.01.2011.22, http://www.governor.maryland.
gov/executiveorders/01.01.2011.22e0.pdf.

51 See, e.g., Janna Chernetz, NJ Transit Village Program Doesn't
Survive Budget Fight, Tri-State Transportation Campaign, July 15, 2011,
http://blog.tstc.org/2011/07/15/nj-transit-village-program-doesnt-survive-
budget-fight/; Anthony Flint, Deval Patrick, Tea Party Champion?, Boston
Globe's The Angle blog, September 8, 2011, http://www.boston.com/
bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/blogs/the_angle/2011/09/deval_patrick_t.
html.

52 Brookings Institution, Missed Opportunity: Transit and Jobs
in Metropolitan America, May 2011, http://www.brookings.edu/
reports/2011/0512_jobs_and_transit.aspx.

PAGE 29 | Fighting Oil Addiction


http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/background.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/background.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/2009zevreview/res09_66.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/zevprog/2009zevreview/res09_66.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-1995-01-24/pdf/95-1387.pdf
http://www.dnrec.delaware.gov/whs/awm/AQM/Documents/TSD - Reg 1140.pdf
http://www.dnrec.delaware.gov/whs/awm/AQM/Documents/TSD - Reg 1140.pdf
http://www.ildceo.net/NR/rdonlyres/96A30601-9C66-44DD-91BF-416E080AF9C8/0/20111230EVACFinalReport.pdf
http://www.ildceo.net/NR/rdonlyres/96A30601-9C66-44DD-91BF-416E080AF9C8/0/20111230EVACFinalReport.pdf
http://www.ildceo.net/NR/rdonlyres/96A30601-9C66-44DD-91BF-416E080AF9C8/0/20111230EVACFinalReport.pdf
http://www.dem.ri.gov/pubs/regs/regs/air/air45_07.pdf
http://www.dem.ri.gov/pubs/regs/regs/air/air45_07.pdf
http://www.transportation.anl.gov/engines/idling.html
http://www.transportation.anl.gov/engines/idling.html
http://www.transportation.anl.gov/pdfs/TA/373.pdf
http://www.transportation.anl.gov/pdfs/TA/373.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/executive_order_g11024.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/executive_order_g11024.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_targets.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_targets.pdf
http://cms.oregon.egov.com/LCD/docs/rulemaking/trac/660_044.pdf
http://cms.oregon.egov.com/LCD/docs/rulemaking/trac/660_044.pdf
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/portals/0/docs/P-10-002.pdf
http://www.nysenergyplan.com/final/Transportation_IB.pdf
http://www.nysenergyplan.com/final/Transportation_IB.pdf
http://www.nysba.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Climate_Change&Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=46171
http://www.nysba.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Climate_Change&Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=46171
http://www.nysba.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Climate_Change&Template=/CM/ContentDisplay.cfm&ContentID=46171
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/executive_order_g11024.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/executive_order_g11024.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_targets.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_targets.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375.htm
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurProducts/Publications/ModelsGuidelines/pfa.pdf
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurProducts/Publications/ModelsGuidelines/pfa.pdf
http://www.governor.maryland.gov/pressreleases/090507.asp
http://www.governor.maryland.gov/pressreleases/090507.asp
http://www.plan.maryland.gov/plan/plan.shtml
http://www.plan.maryland.gov/plan/plan.shtml
http://www.governor.maryland.gov/executiveorders/01.01.2011.22eo.pdf
http://www.governor.maryland.gov/executiveorders/01.01.2011.22eo.pdf
http://blog.tstc.org/2011/07/15/nj-transit-village-program-doesnt-survive-budget-fight/
http://blog.tstc.org/2011/07/15/nj-transit-village-program-doesnt-survive-budget-fight/
http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/blogs/the_angle/2011/09/deval_patrick_t.html
http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/blogs/the_angle/2011/09/deval_patrick_t.html
http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/blogs/the_angle/2011/09/deval_patrick_t.html
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2011/0512_jobs_and_transit.aspx
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2011/0512_jobs_and_transit.aspx

