TRANSPORT
Every problem is just a solution in disguise

21ST

BASIC
CENTURY
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS
By 2040 it's estimated that an extra 1 billion cars will
join the 1.2 billion already occupying our roads.
The environmental impact, plus the impact of the extra
parking space and roads required, and the
overcrowding in our cities, will be enormous.
Rather, a drastic decrease in the number of cars on our
roads and the parking spots required is needed to avoid
more environmental and health disasters.
We need to open up our cities to be more livable, by
providing more mixed use, walkable community spaces
and affordable housing that require less cars on the
road and favoring mass transport and non-motorized
transport to reach a zero emission output.
We also need to retrain those people forced out of
work in the automotive industries, by creating green
jobs that are relevant for people living in a 21st century
green economy.

FLY LESS
MORE MASS TRANSIT
RUNNING ON RENEWABLES

Even if a transition to electric vehicles was made, it does nothing about the fact that the vast majority of Americans drive to work by themselves.
The US’ carbon footprint depends more on where people live rather than what they drive.
For example, residents of lower Manhattan, for example, emit less than half as much carbon as residents of nearby Nassau County, New York, a
commuter suburb with larger homes and higher rates of car ownership. (https://coolclimate.berkeley.edu/maps)
Providing residents with electric vehicles would have some effect on their carbon footprint, but the effect would be much larger if they simply moved
closer to jobs, services and shopping.
There is also the problem of time. Americans own roughly 272 million cars (2017) (https://www.statista.com/statistics/183505/number-of-vehicles-in-the-united-states-since-1990/).
Only around 17 million, or 6%, are purchased new each year (https://www.wardsauto.com/dealers/automakers-face-challenges-popular-used-vehicles).
Therefore, even if 100% of new vehicles began running on electric power by 2030, it could take another decade before they reached the penetration
necessary to significantly reduce emissions.
Rapidly expanding America’s electric vehicle fleet has implications for the climate. Stokes estimates that meeting a 2030 target for transition would
require roughly doubling America’s electrical capacity.
Studies have found that if this additional capacity came from coal-fired power plants, the resulting rides wouldn’t be significantly better for the
climate than hybrid vehicles (http://web.mit.edu/2.813/www/readings/LCAforPHEVs.pdf).

WHAT IS THE
BIG TAKEAWAY
HERE?

Plus, the production of electric vehicles is itself a carbon-intensive process that involves mining cobalt and lithium for the battery and smelting steel
for the frame.
Depending on how much you drive, a car that’s 10 to 12 years old might actually be better for the environment than replacing it with an electric
vehicle.
Then there are the knock-on effects. One of the most reliable statistics in urban planning is that when gas prices fall, people in the US drive more.
Buying electric vehicles for millions of Americans could encourage them to spend more time on the road, worsening congestion and encouraging even
more emissions. And electric cars are still cars: All of the other negative impacts of driving — from pedestrian deaths to the health effects of long
commutes to the harmful microplastics shed by rubber tires — would remain firmly in place. (https://www.latimes.com/environment/story/2019-10-02/california-microplasticsocean-study)

It’s not enough to convert vehicles to electric. And even if it was, it’s not likely to happen on a timeline that will address the carbon emissions
problem. It’s a real blind spot.
The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change projections show that the United States needs to electrify its vehicle fleet and
significantly reduce driving by 2030 to keep global warming under 1.5 degrees Celsius.
In 2018, the California Air Resources Board estimated that even a tenfold increase in electric vehicle sales would still require residents to drive 25%
fewer miles each year to reach the state’s emissions targets. (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_02_Report.pdf)

No matter what, transitioning to clean energy has to
involve a systematic reduction of energy demand by
reducing the country’s carbon footprints.
Otherwise you solve one problem and end up with a
bunch of new ones (THIS IS THE DEFINITION OF A
WICKED PROBLEM).
https://web.sas.upenn.edu/sociospatialclimate/

FLYING: there’s a hierarchy
Don’t fly, fly with the most efficient airline (always in economy), then offset.
Check efficiency first: Use Atmosfair’s airline ranking (Air France comes top).
Choose your offset scheme – it must be verifiable, traceable and permanent.
Only look at schemes that conform to the Verified Carbon Standard or Clean
Development Mechanism.

https://climatecare.org/calculator/

How are other countries
managing this transition?

WHAT ARE THE ISSUES AT
PLAY IN THE US THAT ARE
INHIBITING SIMILAR
TRANSITIONS AWAY FROM
CAR CULTURE AND
TOWARD NON-MOTORISED
FORMS OF TRANSPORT?

There are complicated issues at play.
Before politicians will propose denser housing or better public transport, they need a base of constituents
who want them. In most of the United States, decades of disinvestment and sprawl have made it all but
impossible for those constituencies to form.
If you don’t live in a place where anything other than driving is a viable option, then the specter of losing
your car or cheap gas is pretty terrifying.
Electric vehicle subsidies enrich automakers, but there is little infrastructure in place to support electric
vehicles, and our electricity still comes from fossil fuels.
Rural voters are unlikely to find gas taxes and bike lanes appealing.
Environmental advocacy groups generally don’t lobby for reductions in car use as many don’t think it’s an
efficient use of their limited resources.
The theory in climate advocacy has always been to go after the gettable tons first. That means prioritizing
areas where federal regulations can reduce carbon emissions quickly and painlessly. At the federal level, that
means tightening regulations on power plants.
Promoting urban density, public transport and reductions in driving just aren’t worth the political capital it
would cost to achieve them.
Policies to reduce driving also pose a communication challenge. It’s hard to connect seemingly unrelated
policy areas like housing density to carbon emissions. Many people think of climate change as a problem
caused by fossil fuel companies, not their own commuting habits.
But perhaps the greatest challenge is how few people can imagine living in places that don’t require driving.
In the US, people struggle to understand how public transit would improve their lives because the transit is
shitty in so many places, they assume it will always be awful and will make it harder for them to get around.

CHANGES ARE POSSIBLE…..
International experience indicates that a future with less
driving may not be the dystopia voters and politicians in the
US fear.
Restrictions on cars in European cities have been overwhelmingly
popular (https://www.citylab.com/transportation/2019/07/madrid-car-ban-street-map-city-politics-mayorcourt-decision/594487/).

Decongestion changes in Stockholm and London were loathed before
they were implemented but beloved soon after.
In 2016, Barcelona closed streets to cars in one, a move which proved so
popular, that after citywide demand, it is replicating the program in five
more neighborhoods neighborhood (https://www.vox.com/energy-andenvironment/2019/4/9/18300797/barcelona-spain-superblocks-urban-plan).

DO YOU THINK IT’S POSSIBLE TO BAN CARS IN US
CITY CENTERS?

Helsinki has gone further, with an ambitious municipal master plan to
make car ownership pointless.
Finland's capital is building a 'mobility on demand' system that
integrates all forms of shared and public transport in a single payment
network that could essentially render private cars obsolete.

A larger question is how do we change our national narrative to encourage
public transit, from a narrative that currently stigmatizes it in most of the
country, to one that integrates it into a connected living experience?
If we cut out commuting by one day a week, and theoretically made it a car-free day, we could not only reduce our gasoline usage
by 20%, but could reap a whole lot more health benefits, a win-win situation.
Carpooling is another way to save money, time, frustration and gasoline. According to a 2013 report by the National Resources
Defense Council, if daily commuters in the US carpooled 20 days a month, it would reduce driving costs by 40-50
percent. (https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/driving-commuter-choice-IP.pdf)
If you’re the driver, carpooling would save you $1,100 a year, and trading off with other drivers would reduce wear and tear on
your car.
Carpools are not active in Fort Myers, though FGCU has Zipcars available to students, faculty and staff. The service is a
membership-based hourly or daily car rental option that offers a cost-effective transportation alternative to the FGCU
community.
Optimal driving techniques can also help you cut emissions and save money in a gasoline-powered car. Hard acceleration and
braking can waste fuel and lower your mileage by 33 percent on the highway and 5 percent around town, according to the Dept.
of Energy.
DOE studies show that for every 5 miles per hour you drive over 60 miles per hour, fuel economy is lowered by 7 percent, so go
easy on the brakes and gas pedal. You can also lower impacts by reducing time spent idling and using overdrive and cruise control.
And because a properly-maintained vehicle can improve your gas mileage and fuel economy by 4 percent, remember to have your
vehicle tuned up, tires inflated, and oil and air filter cleaned out regularly.
Individuals can save almost $10k a year by taking public transportation instead of driving. Moreover, this mode can lead to
substantial environmental benefits. If your commute is 20-miles round trip, a switch to public transportation could lower your
carbon footprint by 4,800 pounds annually.
If we don’t have enough public transportation options, we must
ask for more! Engage your city officials and tell them that good
public transportation options are important to you, and good for
the community.
For more tips on driving efficiently visit the Fuel Economy website.

US households that produce the least amount of carbon emissions are located near a bus or rail line. The people in those
households drive an average of 4,400 fewer miles annually compared to similar households with no access to public transit.
Communities with strong public transport can reduce the nation’s carbon emissions by 37 million metric tons annually. To achieve
a similar reduction in carbon emissions, every household in New York City, Washington, D.C., Atlanta, Denver and Los Angeles
combined would have to completely stop using electricity. (https://www.c2es.org/content/reducing-your-transportation-footprint/)

