
The Environmental 
Assault on Mobility 
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rccerltjy had the opportunity to attend a 
FedcraJ Highway Adminislr.ration w(HTk* 

shap on air-quality analysis. This session 
: was designed ta train government bureau- \ cxats to uperatc computer models for as- 

sessing a region.‘s compliance udth federal 
air puilutian regulations, The experience 
was most enlightening. 

,’ 
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ti-quBlity planning k3~ro’0ss the ration is 
heavily dependent on air-qudity *‘mod&Is.” 
Wlfortunataly, rhese models are insufxi- 
ciently coan.ect.ed to reality to be reliable 
mcmms of actual air polluti0r.I in any 
metropolitan area. In t.he mode& emieslon 
estimates G,x vehicles arc based an a “star\- 
da.rd trip” from a 1%9 Los Angeles survey. 
Whether such a “trip” would b,c rcpresenm 
tative of the types of trips taken in other 
urbzln centers across America seems dubi- 
cm. Whcthcr the cxmditions pertaining in 
1969 are relevant for: today, some 25 years 
later, is also qwcstionable.. The spccifi42 
amounwl d emissions fur each vehicle RN 
based on a sample of cars taken in Indiana, 
Whether emissions fur these types of vehi- 
cles might ditflet in the trafRc and climatic 
conditions in other locations would seem a 
pertinent ques tian, t:EsO I 

Unf-ortunately, the: fcdtral burcaw;rats in 
charge of this tccaining session declined to 
address any of these yuesti~ns. Even worse, 

an inquiry as to whethPir the air-quality 
monitoring progr~~~~ might be imprcrved by a 
greater effort to actually measure quantities 
of pollutants wau brushed aside. Appar- 
ently, the oBGls in charge dtic air-quality 
monitoring program are not intP;rcsted in 
attempting to actually mcamre pollution 
in the ambient air, nor to identify speciilc 
s0urcts of emisskns. 

Within the models, the alleged pollution. 
radltctia’ns ta be achieved by variaus mea- 
sure3 are nut evaluated for net impacrs. That 
is, there is no analysis of the pcWntial 
oifsetring negative consc~uenCes of implc- 
menting these rnetiWxz+. In t&2 case of 
transit, far example, adding buets to the 
traiAc stream would have some negative 
effects. The slower acceleration capab%Mes 
of buses and their frequent stops during 
peak-hour ttic nignificantly imp@& other 
t&k This cause6 wmc increagad vehicle 
smirsiaus. But, since the rn~&I does not 
cxglicitly calculata or Euljurt for this ef&ct, 
WC do not know wh&er incre&@ tic 
frequency and distances covered by buses 
dtcrtaacs or incrimes ,polhxim During a 
question and answer session at the wark- 
shop, my inquiry on this Issue was gt~tc-d 
with the cynical respdnse t&t the data could 
be made to show whatever we wanted it to 
ahaw. If this is true, then the mod& are 
ustdess as a guide to 6nvironmentaJ policy- 
making. 

Must of the c&Ws On current air quality 
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planning is aimed al. discouraging travel. 
Many environmental planners at this trtin- 
ing session cxprcsscd a preference for mak- 
ing travel mnm inconvenient as a means of 
reducing trips and thereby cleaning the air. 
J. find this approach discomforting. Mobility 
has a paitivc value to people. The ability 
to covet large distances in short periods of 
time cnablcs People to crljoy wider tmploy- 
ment opportunities and mare acu?bb to the 
amenities that make for a better standard 
of living. Gavemmeut p&&s that set out 
to reduce travel will leSsen these positive 
benefits. 

Serving customer3 entail5 sdlirlg them 
what they WIUIK to buy, These customers 
should be charged a price rhttt wvcrs the fzrll 
cost (includiw externalities, like pollution) 
to provide this scrvicc. While we want to 
pram&e cleaner air, a palicy aimed at 
achieving this by reducing travel makes as 
much rmse as a business seeking; to reduot: 
shopiiftiq by discouraging shoppers from 
entering the store. While restricting pe.ople’s 
travel opportunities may satisfy the self- 
righteous dictatorial proclivities of mdny cn- 
vitonm.~tal planners, it Jso serves to under- 
mint the highly valued mobility that comes 
from a w&constructed and cfliciently IIMP 
agxI highway sys&~~~ 

The potential impact of many of the “pa- 
litically acceptable” trip-reduction, pollu- 
tian-mi.tigatian mea3urcs (like r;xpanding 
the public transit system) is pitifrrIly small, 
In the Phoenix metropulil8n region, far 
example, fcwe,r than one percent of tips are 
made on public transit. Since; hansit tips 
arc: typically shorter than auto trips, the 
share of person-milsu uf travel for transit 
is even smaller. Given tranrit’s tiny market 
share of t-1 travel, expanding bus service 
would have a minuscule impact on pollu- 
rion. A doubling d Phoenix bus service 
would cost taxpayers another $30 million 
per year. At best, this might Iure one percent 
of drivers out of their cars. 

The mc?agcr puton:ial of ti~rt$ 90 en&t: 
people out of their car6 inspires same en+ 
rmmental planners to pri~~~orc Ideas for 
fir&g people out of their cars. Mandatory 
no-drive days tire popular among bureau- 

crats, SQ, too, tire punitive p8rking fees, 
Strict land-use ccmtm~s to camp1 p+x$e 
IO live and work in high density zor~es are 
also viewed favorably. While these hetzvy- 
banded mmtsur0s might have a grearer im- 
pact on treveI than subsidizing tmnsit set- 
vices, their cost I in terms of saHced travel 
beneii~s, is an overlooked urnsequence. 

The; goad news is that WC can make 
significad reductions in air pollution with- 
out festrricting travel, Since it is likely thar 
the worst 10 percent of the vehicles cause 
50 percent of the polhltioa, a progrzutl to 
target these vehicle$ would appear to offer 
the best chance of meeting clean air goals. In 
this rqard, mobile emissions testing is an 
obvious policy option. There Is now a device 
cm the market, the so-catled ‘%mog dog,” 
designed tc measure emhbns from moving 
vehicles, This method of testing fur emis- 
sionz is less expensive and more effective 
than the scheduled ~nual vehicle emissions 
inspections commonly employed in most 
urban areas. 

Governmcxlts seriously copccrned about 
vehicle cont~9~~tic~1~ to air palM.ion ought 
to implcmcnt this Mad uf technology. In 
1993, the Atimna LegMature passed a law 
mandating a pilat test of’s mobile emissions 
enforcement program in the Phqznix met- 
ropolitan area, This program teak effect in 
Janusry of 1995. 

A scc~nd obvious pdicy option is to use 
pricing to cfcat peak-hour tr&c jams. Over 
half rhc tips during the peak hour arc 
classified as “discretionary” (ix., non- 
work trips]. When the explicit price of using 
the roads during peak hours is zero xherc is 
littie Incentive for -16 who place a law 
value bd their tima t.n make tbcse discre- 
tionary tips at a diiercnt time of day. The 
result is a ccslassnl waste of time and the 
creation of air pollution caused by rush-hour 
tragic tieups, This may have been cxcusablc 
when we Wked the means to overcome the 
problem+ Now, with the automatic vehicle 
identification technology that is available, 
we have the ability to charge peak-how 
wets a peak-how p&C while o,fferi~Ig an 
o&peak cIi3counr to cbrc who u$e the rImIs 
during periods when traffic is light. 
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‘km spenders no bigger than a credit card 
could bs cacnicd ia each WbiCk. Thcsc 
devices would be “read” by roadside com- 
puters as the vrhiclts passed at highway 
apceda. l’hc vehicle owners would rccci~c a 
monthly bill similar ta the ones they cur- 
rently receive for their phone seluicc. 
Charges for using the roads could ba varied 
by time and piacc, just as long-distance 
phone rates arc, to encourage people to sh& 
their demand to less busy hours. This would 
lower the total cost of highways by promot- 
ing mofy: &Kent use rrf the etislting cap&c- 
ity, and avoid the cast of having to build 
mart lane miles of roadway. 

A mare eiikitnt use of the maciways will 
also benefit the anviroum~nt. As time-of~ 

.day p&h more evenly spreads out the 
crafhc, fewer gallons of fuel will be burned 
by vehicles stuck in traimc jams. This will 
dhcctly improve air quality by reducing 
noxious cmMons. A mare efficient use of 
existing cnpacity will eliminate the ‘“need” 
to funher disrupt the environment by can- 
strutting more lane-miles of highway. 

We don’t have to give up mabilfty In order 
to have clean air, The S~OIICP this idea gets 
through ia the government’s environmental 
planners, the sooner we will be on our way to 
improving both mobility and air quality. 13 


