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Introduction  

ñWhen one door closes another door opens; but we so often look so long and so regretfully upon the 

closed door, that we do not see the ones which open for us.ò -  Alexander Graham Bell 

 

Background ï Youôve seen and heard about it everywhere, from the media and the scientists to celebrities 

and your own family members.  Earthôs climate is changing, and we all are to blame.  All over the planet, 

people are realizing that action is needed to stabilize the Earthôs climate, and people are responding, not 

only by changing their own conduct, but also by working through their institutions to ensure that those 

institutions change.  Cities, counties, states, corporations, non-profit organizations, and even Nations are 

scrutinizing their activities, and charting a new path forward.  Cincinnati is one of more than 780 U.S. 

Cities that has committed to reducing its contribution to global climate change.  Fortunately, the more we 

learn about how to combat climate change, the more we realize that climate protection measures are 

mostly things that we have good reason to be doing anyway.  Climate protection measures can help 

conserve scarce natural resources, save money, enhance the local economy, improve air quality, create 

jobs, and improve public health.  But as with so many things, there is more than one way to do it, and 

whether climate protection work helps or hurts our community depends on the paths that we choose. 

 

Climate Protection 101 ï When the sunôs rays enter Earthôs atmosphere, some of the energy is retained, 

and some bounces back into space.  Certain chemicals in the atmosphere cause more of the sunôs energy 

to be retained, in the same way that the pane of glass on a greenhouse causes some of the sunôs energy to 

be retained inside the greenhouse.  Chemicals that behave in this way are called greenhouse gasses 

(GHG).  Human activity releases large quantities of certain greenhouse gasses into the atmosphere.  The 

most significant of these human produced GHGs is carbon dioxide, also called CO2.  Fossil fuels, 

including coal, oil, gasoline, diesel, and natural gas are composed primarily of carbon.  When fossil fuels 

are burned, the carbon is converted into CO2.  The majority of GHG emissions caused by humans come 

from the burning of fossil fuels. 

 

A variety of gasses contribute to the greenhouse effect, and each of these gasses has a different ñpotency.ò 

For ease of discussion, and computation, emissions of these various gases are commonly converted into 

the equivalent quantity of CO
2
, and are referred to as CO

2
equivalents or CO

2
e, which is sometimes further 

shortened to ñCarbonò or CO
2
. In this report anytime we quantify carbon or CO

2
, we are actually referring 

to CO
2
e, the combined effects of all GHGs. 

 

Cincinnatiôs Climate Protection Process ï In September of 2007, Mayor Mark Mallory introduced the 

motion for the City of Cincinnati to undertake a public climate protection planning process. The directive, 

unanimously passed by City Council, called upon the city Administration to establish goals for 

significantly reducing regional greenhouse gas emissions while preserving both economic development 

and transportation options throughout the region. Furthermore, the Administration would develop a 

Climate Action Plan, with significant input from the community, to implement those goals. Mayor 

Mallory then created the Climate Protection Steering Committee to assist the Administration with the 

development of the plan and appointed Vice Mayor David Crowley as Chair. Members included 

representatives of Cincinnatiôs business, government, environmental, academic, and civic organizations. 

The Steering Committee formed 5 Task Teams of more than 150 subject matter experts and concerned 

citizens in the areas of Energy, Transportation, Land Use, Waste Management and Advocacy. 

The Climate Protection Task Teams have compiled lists of hundreds of possible actions that could be 

taken in Cincinnati to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  These possible actions have been 

researched and screened to develop the list of recommendations contained in this document. Additional 

input was received at a public hearing held on February 25, 2008. Approximately 100 people attended and 

20 gave testimony. 



June 19, 2008 (V 4.0) Climate Protection Action Plan 

 

City of Cincinnati Proposed Climate Protection Action Plan Page 5 
 

Introduction  (continued) 

 

Screening Criteria ï In evaluating GHG reduction measures, the following criteria were used: 

 

1) GHG Reductions ï How much would the proposal reduce Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions? 

2) Economic Cost or Benefit ï Over the life of the proposed measure, what is the economic cost or 

benefit of the proposed measure, and what is the cost or benefit for each ton of GHG saved? 

3) Sustainability ï Does the proposal add or detract from Cincinnatiôs long term sustainability?  

Sustainability is evaluated in terms of its impact on the triple bottom line ï the environment, the 

people, and the economy of Cincinnati. 

4) Other important goals and objectives ï While largely covered by the sustainability criterion, the 

evaluation of each proposal included consideration of whether the proposal helped or hurt in the 

achievement of a wide range of local objectives. 

 

Input Requested ï Cincinnati welcomes input on this Climate Action Plan.  We want to know what you 

like, what you donôt like, and how the plan can be improved.  We also want to know what involvement 

you would like to have in implementing the Climate Action Plan. You can email your input to 

oeq@cincinnati-oh.gov.  

 

Credits ï The support and assistance of the following individuals is gratefully acknowledged. 

 

Climate Protection Steering Committee Members 

 

Chair ï Vice Mayor David Crowley 

David Altman, Attorney 

Willie Carden, Cincinnati Parks Department 

Cathy Crain, Greater Cincinnati Foundation 

Carl Evert, Professor Emeritus of Electrical Engineering ï University of Cincinnati 

Ned Ford, Sierra Club 

Allan Harris, National Technical Association 

Greg Hutzel, Green Building Council  

Brad Mank, Environmental Advisory Council 

Sandra Meyer, Duke Energy 

Dan Oerther, University of Cincinnati 

Tony Parrott, Metropolitan Sewer District 

David Pepper, Hamilton County Commissioner 

John Rademacher, American Institute of Architects 

Jim Reid, Greater Cincinnati Building Trades Council 

Michael Setzer/Marilyn Shazor, SORTA 

Tim Swords, GE Aviation 

Ellen van der Horst, Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber 

Ex Officio  Brewster Rhodes, Governor's Office 

Ex Officio  Carla Walker, Mayorôs Office 

 

mailto:oeq@cincinnati-oh.gov
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Introduction (continued) 

 

Climate Protection Task Teams Members  

 

Advocacy Team Members 

 

Chair ï Linda Holterhoff, Keep Cincinnati Beautiful 

Staff - Jack Rennekamp, MSD 

Karen Anderson, Kanet Advertising 

Melinda Dietrich, Master Gardner for Hamilton County 

Jenny Edwards 
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Dollie Moore 
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Bob Vickrey, City of Cincinnati Department of Transportation and Engineering 

Christl Wigner, Cincinnati Health Dept., Div. of Environmental Health Science 

 

Energy - Conservation and Alternatives Team Members 

 

Chair ï Larry Feist, Cincinnati State Technical and Community College 

Staff - Cynthia Witte, City of Cincinnati ï Public Services 

Doug Bell, Sierra Club 

Michael Bolan 

Andy Corn, RWA Architects, Inc./AIA-COTE 

Ankur Das 

Jeff Davis 

Denny Dellinger, Dellinger Architects 

Jack Dison, Procter & Gamble 

Sarah Drees 

Chris Dwyer, EmotivEnergy 

Carl Evert, Professor Emeritus of Electrical Engineering ï University of Cincinnati 
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Ned Ford, Sierra Club 

Brian Garry, One Cincinnati 
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Energy - Conservation and Alternatives Team Members (continued) 
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Land Use Team Members 
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Sean Suder 
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Aisha Tzillah, City of Cincinnati Department of Community Development 

Rick Schoeff, Environmental Advisory Council 

Margo Warminski 

Margaret Wuerstle, City of Cincinnati Department of Community Development 

 

Transportation Team Members 

 

Chair ï Chris Moran, League of Women Voters 

Staff - Reggie Victor, City of Cincinnati Department of Transportation and Engineering 

Staff - Mel McVay, City of Cincinnati Department of Transportation and Engineering 
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Executive Summary 
 

The scientific community has become nearly unanimous in its conclusion that humans are causing 

significant changes to the Earthôs climate, and that, unchecked, those climate changes can have 

catastrophic effects on humans and ecosystems.  Cincinnati is committed to taking urgent action to reduce 

its contributions to global climate change.  Cincinnati believes that, done wisely, the same actions that 

reduce GHG emissions can yield multiple benefits, including: cleaner air and water; improved public 

health; monetary savings; stronger local economy; and creation of good local jobs.  Cincinnati is 

committed to acting in a way that produces all of these benefits simultaneously.  This Climate Protection 

Action Plan (Plan) lays out a roadmap for how Cincinnati will act to reduce local GHG emissions. 

 

Adoption of this Plan should be seen not as the final word on how Cincinnati will address global climate 

change, but as an agreement on the urgency of the problem, a consensus on the broad direction in which 

we should head, and commitment to a set of actions that will begin to make the desired changes.  This 

Plan will be assessed and revised, as necessary, to keep Cincinnati on course toward achieving all of the 

multiple benefits set forth as the goals of this Plan. 

 

Cincinnatiôs Green House Gas Emissions Inventory 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for the City of Cincinnati, and for Cincinnatiôs City Government, have 

been computed using the Clear Air and Climate Protection (CACP) software model developed by ICLEI.  

The CACP model is the one endorsed by the National Conference of Mayors and used by most cities and 

counties that have calculated their GHG emissions. 

 

The City of Cincinnati produced approximately 8.5 million tons of CO2 equivalents (CO2e) in 2006.  At 

25.5 tons per capita, Cincinnati is slightly higher than the national average emission rate of 24.5 tons.  

Cincinnatiôs emissions come from a wide variety of activities, which can be grouped into sectors.  By 

sector, Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions come from: Commercial Buildings, 40.7%; Transportation, 26.6%; 

Residential Buildings, 18.6%; Industrial Operations, 15.6%; and Waste Disposal, -1.5%. 

 

Cincinnati City Government produced 432,179 tons of GHG emissions in 2006, or approximately 5% of 

the total GHG emissions from the City.  By far the largest contributors to these emissions were the water 

and sewer utilities, accounting for 69.5% of City Governmentôs emissions.  Other contributors to City 

Governmentôs emissions included: City Buildings, 17.8%; Streetlights, 7.9%; and City Vehicles, 5.0%. 

 

Emission Reduction Goals 

Cincinnati adopts the following GHG reduction goals: 

 

 Short Term ï      Reduce GHG emissions   8% below 2006 levels by 2012. 

 Medium Term ï Reduce GHG emissions 40% below 2006 levels by 2028. 

 Long Term ï      Reduce GHG emissions 84% below 2006 levels by 2050. 

 

These goals, reflecting a commitment to reduce GHG emissions 2% per year starting immediately, apply 

to both Cincinnati City Government and to the Cincinnati Community (everything occurring within the 

geographical borders of the City of Cincinnati).  The goals are based on 3 considerations: the level of 

reductions necessary to stabilize the Earthôs climate at a tolerable level; the commitments being made by 

other cities and counties across the country and around the world; and the availability of practical, 

affordable emission reduction measures in Cincinnati that are consistent with the multiple objectives 

established for this effort. 
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Executive Summary (continued) 

 

Using the goals stated above, and the emissions inventory data, it is possible to calculate a ñcarbon 

budget,ò meaning the amount of emission reductions that must be achieved to meet the established goals.  

The carbon budget is set forth in the following table: 

 

Year Cincinnati Community Cincinnati City Government 

2006 Baseline 8.5 million tons 432,000 tons 

2012 Reduction 680,000 tons 34,560 tons 

2028 Reduction 3.4 million tons 172,800 tons 

2050 Reduction 7.1 million tons 362,880 tons 

 

Emission Reduction Measures -This report recommends more than 80 Emission Reduction Measures that 

together can reduce Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions by the amounts called for in the carbon budget, stated 

above.  The appendices to this report quantify the GHG reductions available from the Emission Reduction 

Measures, as well as up-front costs, life-cycle costs, and payback periods for investments.  Unless a 

specific study is cited in the appendices, these figures should be regarded as first approximations.  For 

Emission Reduction Measures involving substantial costs, these figures should be verified and refined 

prior to implementation.  A summary of the data on each Emission Reduction Measure is presented in the 

table on pages 20-23. 

 

Emission Reduction Measures ï Transportation 

Transportation accounts for 26.6% of Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions.  Emissions from transportation can be 

reduced by decreasing the number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), improving the fuel economy of 

vehicles, and reducing the carbon content of fuels.  Cincinnati will use all 3 of these strategies.  Emission 

reduction measures that reduce VMT include improvements to mass transit, promotion of bicycling, 

walking, and other modes of non-vehicular travel, and land use strategies that move people closer to their 

destinations and closer to transit facilities.  Emission reduction measures that improve fuel economy 

include promoting hybrid electric vehicles, encouraging the purchase and use of fuel efficient vehicles, 

and encouraging the use of vehicles in a fuel efficient manner.  Emission reduction measures that reduce 

the carbon content of fuel include promoting electric vehicles and other alternative fuel vehicles, although 

the use of fuels derived from food crops (corn based ethanol and soy based biodiesel) has not been 

endorsed. 

 

Emission Reduction Measures ï Energy 

The use of energy in buildings accounts for nearly 75% of Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions.  The majority of 

these emissions are due to use of electricity, which has a larger GHG impact in Cincinnati than in many 

other communities because Cincinnati is heavily dependent on coal for generation of its electricity.  Major 

strategies for reducing GHG emissions due to buildings include implementing energy efficiency 

measures, installing distributed renewable energy production capacity, and reducing emissions associated 

with the centralized production of electricity.   

 

Efficiency measures include both behavior changes (e.g. accepting cooler winter temperatures and 

warmer summer temperatures) and structural changes (e.g. constructing more energy efficient new 

buildings and retrofitting existing buildings for energy efficiency).  Distributed renewable energy systems 

include solar thermal, solar electric, geothermal, and other technologies that can be installed on virtually 

any building, whether residential, commercial, or industrial.  Emissions associated with the centralized 

production of electricity can be reduced by using more renewable energy (wind, biomass, etc.), increasing 

efficiency through Combined Heat and Power projects, and developing cleaner coal technologies, 

including use of carbon capture and sequestration systems.  Recommendations from the Energy Task  
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Executive Summary (continued) 

 

Team are divided into residential and commercial categories.  They are further divided based on whether 

the GHG emission reductions were quantifiable, with a separate section for policy recommendations that 

would facilitate GHG reductions. 

 

Emission Reduction Measures ï Waste 

Disposal of wastes and the resulting emission of methane from landfills, constitutes only a tiny 

percentage of Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions. This is due, in part, to the comprehensive methane capture 

and reuse system at Rumpke Landfill. However, by utilizing resources that are currently being landfilled, 

Cincinnati can dramatically reduce the Cityôs GHG emissions.  This is true because discarded products 

have imbedded energy, the energy that was used to manufacture the product, and much of this energy is 

recaptured when a product is recycled.  The productive recycling or reuse of materials currently being 

landfilled may provide as much as 40% of the GHG emission reductions achieved in the early years of the 

Climate Protection Action Plan.  Key strategies will include incentives for higher participation levels for 

commercial and residential recycling, and development of infrastructure to reuse currently unusable 

components of the waste stream, such as a composting facility for food waste. 

 

Emission Reduction Measures ï Land Use 

Higher density, more compact mixed-use development patterns can offer significant reductions in GHG 

emissions due to 3 complementary effects: (1) reduced vehicle miles of travel, (2) improved heating and 

cooling efficiency, and (3) reduced municipal infrastructure requirements.  Additional GHG reductions 

are available by adding trees, natural greenspaces, and sustainable urban agriculture to our existing 

communities.  Trees and native plants capture carbon dioxide from the air and sequester the carbon in 

biomass and topsoil. Sustainable urban agriculture can sequester carbon, and also reduces local 

dependence on foods produced using energy intensive methods that are shipped for long distances prior to 

use.  Promoting infill development, redeveloping brownfields, and enhancing our trail system to 

encourage walking and biking to destinations are all strategies that will lead to reduced GHG emissions.  

 

Emission Reduction Measures ï Advocacy 

Many of the GHG reduction measures described above will rely in whole or in part on voluntary behavior 

changes on the part of Cincinnatiôs residents and businesses.  Some of those changes will happen for 

economic reasons, such as people buying more fuel efficient cars and appliances due to rising energy 

prices.  Some changes will be motivated by financial incentives, such as programs that incentivize the 

installation of renewable energy systems.  In order to maximize the voluntary participation of people and 

businesses in GHG reduction measures, it is necessary to advocate change using two key strategies, (1) 

educate people about the importance of the choices they make that impact GHG emissions, and (2) 

aggressively promote the desired behavior.  A multi-layered marketing plan and public education program 

will be used to promote GHG emission reductions.  A Climate Summit will be used to bring in local 

partners to join in the promotional effort. 

 

Emission Reduction Measures - Food 

An increasing body of literature documents the GHG impact of food choices.  Food issues were not 

researched or discussed extensively by any of the Task Teams that helped to prepare this Plan.  A Task 

Team should be formed to give further consideration to food related issues and prepare recommendations 

for inclusion in a subsequent edition of this report.  An Emission Reduction Measure encourages 

voluntary reductions in meat consumption, documenting significant GHG reductions available from 

relatively small dietary shifts. 
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Executive Summary (continued) 

Discussion of Emission Reduction Measures 

The Emission Reduction Measures recommended in this plan were selected from a wide range of 

available options based on several criteria.  To the extent possible, the plan relies on: (1) voluntary rather 

than regulatory approaches; (2) actions that, over their lifecycle, save more money than they cost; and (3) 

actions that advance multiple local objectives, such as improving air and water quality, creating local 

jobs, improving the regionôs economic competitiveness, and conserving natural resources.  

 

Some of the recommendations in this report are fully researched and ready to implement, while others are 

documented only well enough for a first assessment of their desirability.  The chart on page 20-23 

identifies which recommendations are ready for implementation, and which recommendations will require 

additional research prior to implementation. 

 

Many of the actions recommended in this plan will require some initial investment, followed by savings 

that more than pay back the investment over time. A full economic analysis of each of the actions 

recommended in this plan was beyond the scope of this effort; however, to the extent possible, a first 

approximation of start-up costs, lifecycle costs, and payback period for the initial investment has been 

included. 

 

Implementation 
The implementation phase of the Cityôs climate protection effort will be lead by a Steering Committee, 

closely resembling the Steering Committee that has lead the planning phase.  For each recommended 

action, an entity will be identified willing to spearhead implementation.  The lead entity could be an 

individual, a City department, a business, or an organization, depending on the nature of the action being 

implemented.  A staffing level of at least 2 people will be needed to facilitate implementation of this Plan.  

The current temporary Climate Protection Coordinator position should be maintained by the City through 

the end of 2008, and 2 permanent positions should be created in the Cityôs FY09 budget process.  A 

portion of the funding needed for implementation should be provided through the Cityôs budget process, 

with additional funding coming from private investors, state and federal programs, and various grant 

opportunities. The Steering Committee will be responsible for preparing an annual progress report and 

providing status reports to City Council. The Climate Protection Action Plan will be revised and updated 

as necessary to keep it current. 



June 19, 2008 (V 4.0) Climate Protection Action Plan 

 

City of Cincinnati Proposed Climate Protection Action Plan Page 14 
 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

The Climate Protection Planning Process includes development of a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

Inventory.  The purpose of the inventory is to establish a baseline.  The reduction measures can then be 

compared against the reduction goals to determine if those goals are being achieved.    Additionally, 

comparing the inventory to other benchmarks, for example, national averages or indexes derived from 

other cities or communities, allows a relative performance measure.  Lastly, it provides some strategic 

insight into those areas offering the greatest opportunity for improvement. 

 

The methodology employed for the inventory was the Clear Air and Climate Protection (CACP) software 

model created for the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI
1
.)  The model 

covers Greenhouse Gases (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide) and criteria air pollutants (NOx, SOx, 

carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, PM10) associated with electricity and fuel use and waste 

disposal. The inventory quantifies GHG emissions for Cincinnati government activities and those for the 

Cincinnati community at large.  The baseline year for analysis is 2006, the most recent year for which 

reliable data was available.  The model incorporates energy consumption data for a multitude of sources 

including electricity, natural gas, propane, vehicle fuels, etc.  

Cincinnati Community Results 

 

Community results indicate that total emissions were approximately 8.5 million tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalent
2
 for 2006.  This equated to 25.5 tons per capita, (based on a 2005 population of 331,283) 

slightly above the national average of 24.5 tons.  On a sector basis, buildings and facilities were the 

largest producers of emissions with the commercial buildings and facilities accounting for 10.4 tons per 

person, residential 4.7 tons, and industrial 4.0 tons.  The Transportation Sector accounted for 6.8 tons.   

The emissions from the waste sector, due to the methane recovery systems in use, were inconsequential. 

However, waste management improvements can significantly reduce Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions 

because, although the considerable energy imbedded in the waste itself is not counted in the baseline 

inventory, it is counted when saved by a GHG reduction measure. Similarly, carbon sequestered by our 

existing trees and agricultural practices are not included in the baseline, but increases in carbon 

sequestration resulting from GHG reduction measures are counted. 

Buildings and facilities accounted for nearly 75% of all emissions but 58% of the energy consumed.  The 

Commercial sector was the most carbon intensive representing about 40% of GHG although only 26% of 

energy.  Transportation was 26% of emissions but 42% of the energy.  See chart on next page. 

 

 

 

 

1 
ICLEIτLocal Governments for Sustainability ICLEI, founded in 1990 is an international association of local governments and 

national and regional local government organizations that have made a commitment to sustainable development. More than 
700 cities, towns, counties, and their associations worldwide comprise ICLEI's growing membership. (www.ICLEI-USE.org) 

2 
For convenience, emissions of various GHGs are converted into an equivalent quantity of CO

2 
using weighting factors 

ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ōȅ 9t! ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ άǇƻǘŜƴŎȅέ ƻŦ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƎŀǎǎŜǎΦ Lƴ ǎƘƻǊǘƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŘƛƻȄƛŘŜ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ 
sometimes referred to as CO

2
ŜέΣ ƻǊ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŀǎ ά/h

2
έ ƻǊ άŎŀǊōƻƴέΦ 



June 19, 2008 (V 4.0) Climate Protection Action Plan 

 

City of Cincinnati Proposed Climate Protection Action Plan Page 15 
 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory (continued) 

 

 Equiv CO2 

(tons) 

Equiv CO2 

(%) 

Energy 

(MMBtu) 

Residential 1,571,402 18.6 10,914,010 

Commercial 3,449,658 40.7 16,076,400 

Industrial 1,324,883 15.6 8,766,809 

Transportation 2,251,539 26.6 26,257,131 

Waste -127,005 -1.5  

    

Total 8,470,477 100.00 62,014,351 
 

  

In terms of emissions by source, electricity accounted for 56% of all emissions, gasoline 22%, natural gas 

11%, and coal and diesel, 5% each.  Other sources, including propane and fuel oil, accounted for 1%. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory (continued) 

 

City of Cincinnati Government Results 
 

The GHG emissions for City Government, at 432K tons, accounted for approximately 5% of the 

Communityôs emissions.  The operations analyzed included all buildings/facilities, traffic lights and 

streetlights, the vehicle/equipment fleet, water and sewage operations, and waste.  

 

As expected, the water and sewage operations represented the vast majority of both the energy consumed 

and GHG emissions, 61% and 69%, respectively.  The buildings/ facilities category was second with 

almost 18% of emissions.  Traffic lights and streetlights (8%) actually contributed more GHGs than the 

entire City vehicle and equipment fleet (5%.)  Like the community analysis, the emissions from generated 

waste were inconsequential.  

 

 Equiv CO2 

(tons) 

Equiv CO2 

(%) 

Energy 

(MMBtu) 

Buildings 76,807 17.8 414,222 

Vehicle Fleet 21,453 5.0 254,569 

Streetlights 34,064 7.9 105,919 

Water/Sewage 300,363 69.5 1,214,160 

Waste -508 -0.1  

    

Total 432,179 100.00 1,988,871 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory (continued) 

 

In terms of emissions by source, electricity accounted for 87% of all emissions, natural gas 8%, gasoline 

3%, and diesel 2%.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A listing of data sources for the GHG Inventory analysis is located in Appendix I. 
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Cincinnatiôs Emission Reduction Goals 

 

 

The Climate Protection Steering Committee recommends that Cincinnati should set a short term, medium 

term, and long term goal for green house gas (GHG) emission reductions.  The recommendation is: 

 

Short Term -  Reduce GHG emissions   8% below 2006 levels by 2012 

 Medium Term - Reduce GHG emissions 40% below 2006 levels by 2028 

 Long Term ï  Reduce GHG emissions 84% below 2006 levels by 2050 

 

These emission reduction goals call for reductions in Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions of 2% per year, 

starting immediately, and continuing until 2050. 

 

Three key factors influenced the selection of Emission Reduction Goals for Cincinnati: 

 

1) Scientific studies quantifying the emission reductions needed to stabilize the Earthôs climate 
at a tolerable level.   

a) The group Combat Climate Change has determined that the global temperature rise must 

be held to no more than 2
0
C to keep climate change impacts at a tolerable level.  Combat 

Climate Change (www.combatclimatechange.org) is a Business Leadersô Initiative 

composed of 46 large companies from 11 countries, including Duke Energy and General 

Electric. 

b) The U.N.ôs International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC www.ipcc.ch) says that to limit 

global temperature increases to 2-2.4
0
C, global GHG emissions must peak no later than 

2015, and be reduced 50-85% by 2050.  It is probably not possible to keep the global 

temperature rise to less than 2
0
C. 

2) Comparisons to goals being established by Cities, Counties and States across the country. 

a)  Many entities, including Hamilton County and the Cool Counties initiative, have adopted 

the goal of reducing emissions 2% per year, and at least 80% by 2050. 

3) Availability of practical, affordable emission reduction measures in Cincinnati which are 

consistent with other local objectives. 

a) This report contains recommendations that collectively are anticipated to achieve 100% 

of the proposed emission reduction goals for City Government and the broader 

community for 2012 and 2028.  While the chart on page 20-23 quantifies only 45% to 

96% of the emission reductions needed to meet the reduction goals, 30 of the 

recommendations in this report have yet to be fully quantified. In addition, City 

Government has major improvements underway that will significantly reduce GHG 

emissions that are not quantified in this report. 

 

Base Year Determination ï The Climate Protection Steering Committee has received a preliminary 

recommendation that the City should use 2006 as its base year for setting emission reduction goals and  

calculating emission reductions.  This recommendation is based primarily on the inability to obtain data  

necessary to complete an emissions inventory for any prior year.  Some organizations that began their 

climate protection efforts a number of years ago are using 1990 or 2000 as their base year.  It would be 

desirable to use 1990 as the base year because that is the base year for the Kyoto Protocol.  However, the 

risk of error in back-projecting a 1990 or 2000 emission level based on 2006 data is judged to outweigh 

the advantages of having data comparable to early-acting entities. 

 

http://www.combatclimatechange.org/
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Cincinnatiôs Emission Reduction Goals (continued) 

 

Carbon Budget 

 

Based on the Emissions Inventory which has quantified Cincinnatiôs GHG emissions at 8.5 million tons 

per year, the reduction goal would be: 

 

 Emission Reduction Goals 

 

Year Cincinnati Community Cincinnati City Government 

2006 Baseline 8.5 million tons 432,000 tons 

2012 Reduction 680,000 tons 34,560 tons 

2028 Reduction 3.4 million tons 172,800 tons 

2050 Reduction 7.1 million tons 362,880 tons 
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Emission Reduction Measures 

 
 
 
# Name 

City 
Gov 
2012 

Comm 
2012 

City 
Gov 
2028 

Comm 
2028 Cost LC Cost Cost/Ton 

Pay 
Back 

Period 

Sust. 
& 
Other 
Goals 

Recom- 
mendation 

TTT1 Hybrid Transit Busses 0 1,637 0 12,771 6,000,000 0 0 10-12 yrs + Implement (I) 

TTT2 Cincinnati Fleet Fuel Efficiency 669 669 803 803 2,407,130 0 0 5-7 yrs 0 I 

TTT3 Streetcar 0 4,300 0 28,068 182,000,000 0 0 10-12 yrs ++ S 

TTT4 Expanded City Bus Service TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD + Further Study S) 

TTT5 Shared Car Service 0 1,000 0 5,000 1,000,000 0 0 2-4 yrs + S 

TTT6 Green Locomotives 0 2,168 0 2,168 12,000,000 0 0 7-10 yrs 0 I 

TTT7 Electric Car Dealership 52 1,047 277 5,534 250,000 0 0 3-5 yrs + I 

TTT8 Idle Reduction Campaign 0 78 0 78 0 0 0 0 + I 

TTT9 Increase Bicycle Use 0 6,300 0 6,300 0 0 0 0 + I 

TTT10 Rideshare Program 100 4,010 100 4,010 0 0 0 0 0 I 

TTT11 Improved  Fuel Efficiency TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 0 S 

TTT12 Complete Streets TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ I 

TTT13 Regional Light Rail 0 0 0 97,921 30,000,000 TBD NA TBD ++ S 

TTT14 Regional Bus Service Expansion TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD + S 

TTT15 Ohio Hub Rail TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD + S 

ETT1A-1 Residential Energy Efficiency 0 10,200 0 10,200 1,510,000 0 0 < 1 yr ++ I 

ETT1A-2 Programmable Thermostats 0 35,000 0 35,000 1,500,000 0 0 < 1 yr ++ I 

ETT1A-3 Cold Water Wash 0 1,314 0 1,314 0 0 0 0 ++ I 

ETT1A-4 Air Dry Dishes 0 1,952 0 1,952 0 0 0 0 ++ I 

ETT1A-5 Water Heater Blanket 0 6,417 0 6,417 750,000 0 0 < 1 yr ++ I 

ETT1A-6 Energy Star Residential Construction 0 500 0 2,500 0 0 0 < 1 yr ++ I 

ETT1A-7 Free CFLs TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD S 
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Emission Reduction Measures (continued) 

 
 
 
# Name 

City 
Gov 
2012 

Comm 
2012 

City 
Gov 
2028 

Comm 
2028 Cost 

LC 
Cost 

 
Cost/Ton 

Pay 
Back 

Period 

Sust. 
& 
Other 
Goals 

Recom- 
mendation 

ETT1A-8 Green Loan 0 18,000 0 90,000 0 0 0 7-10 yrs ++ I 

ETT1A-9 Photovoltaics 25 500 10,000 198,326 800,000 0 0 10-12 yrs ++ I 

ETT1A-10 Solar Thermal Res. 0 11,476 0 57,380 6,000,000 0 0 7-10 yrs ++ I 

ETT1B-1 Educational Outreach N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD N/A N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT1B-2 Contractor Training N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD N/A N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT1B-3 Conservation Corp N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT1C-1 Low Income Grant N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A TBD S 

ETT1C-2 Best Practices ï Residential N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT1C-3 LEED Tax Abatement N/A N/A N/A N/A 50,000 N/A N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT1C-4 Bldg Performance Disclosure N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A 0 S 

ETT1C-5 State & Fed Policy Action N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A ++ S 

ETT2A-1 Banks Project 0 6,043 0 6,043 0 0 0 7-10 yrs ++ I 

ETT2A-2 Cincinnati Public Schools TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

ETT2A-3 Expand Green Cincinnati TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD S 

ETT2A-4 High SRI TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD S 

ETT2A-5 Streetlights 2,440 2,440 13,824 13,824 0 0 0 0 ++ I 

ETT2A-6 Bus Passes 2,163 2,163 2,163 2,163 162,000 0 0 < 1 yr ++ I 

ETT2A-7 Community Building Codes TBD TBD TBD TBD 0 0 TBD TBD TBD S 

ETT2A-8 Solar Thermal Comm. 0 4,046 0 20,229 9,000,000 0 0 0 ++ I 

ETT2A-9 Energy Efficiency Comm/Indust Bldgs 9,500 190,000 47,700 954,000 TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

ETT2B-1 Upgrade Website N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT2B-2 Easy Read Meters N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A ++ S 

ETT2B-3 CFLs for Kids TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

ETT2B-4 Green for All N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A ++ S 

ETT2C-1 Best Practice - Business N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A ++ I 
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Emission Reduction Measures (continued) 

 
 
 
# Name 

City 
Gov 
2012 

Comm 
2012 

City 
Gov 
2028 

Comm 
2028 Cost 

LC 
Cost Cost/Ton 

Pay Back 
Period 

Sust. 
& 
Other 
Goals 

Recom- 
mendation 

ETT2C-2 Street Work Coordination TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

ETT2C-3 No VOC Coatings TBD TBD TBD TBD 0 0 TBD TBD ++ I 

ETT2C-4 Best Practices - Govt N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT2C-5 Green Permitting N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A ++ S 

ETT2C-6 Design Awards N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A ++ I 

ETT2C-7 Greenlight District TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD S 

ETT2C-8 Carbon Offset Commission N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A ++ S 

ETT2C-9 Electricity Generation TBD TBD TBD TBD 0 0 0 0 ++ I 

ETT2C-10 State & Federal Policy N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A ++ S 

WTT1 Recycle Carts 0 19,967 0 19,967 2,800,000 0 0 10-15 yrs ++ I 

WTT2 Buy Green TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

WTT3 Commercial Recycling TBD 130,000 TBD 130,000 69,000 0 0 < 1 yr ++ I 

WTT4 Reuse Network TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

WTT5 E-Waste 0 153 0 153 900 900 6 N\A ++ I 

WTT6 Foodwaste Compost TBD 9,657 TBD 9,657 0 0 0 7-10 yrs ++ I 

WTT7 PAYT 0 77,733 0 77,733 5,000,000 0 0 3-5 yrs 0 I 

WTT8 Recyclebank 0 73,869 0 73,869 4,300,000 0 0 5-7 yrs ++ S 

LTT1-A Green Construction TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT1-B Green Development Regs TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT2-A Forest Carbon 1,220 1,596 2,439 3,192 123,000 123,000 TBD TBD ++ I 

LTT3 Community Agriculture TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT4 Industrial BMPs TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT5 Environmental Literacy TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT6-A Mixed Use/Cons. Planning TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT6-B Integrate Transit TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 
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 Emission Reduction Measures (continued) 

 

 
 
 
# Name 

City 
Gove 
2012 

Comm 
2012 

City 
Gov 
2028 

Comm 
2028 Cost LC Cost 

Cost/To
n 

Pay 
Back 

Period 

Sust. 
& 
Other 
Goals 

Recom- 
mendatio
n 

LTT6-C Reduced Parking TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT7 Regional Trails TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT8 Land Use Plan TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

LTT9 Brownfields TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD ++ S 

ATT1 Climate Summit N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,000 1,000 N/A N/A ++ I 

ATT2 Marketing Plan N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A ++ I 

ATT3 Public Education N/A N/A N/A N/A TBD TBD N/A N/A ++ I 

F-1 Reduced Meat Consumption 0 26,400 0 52,800 0 0 0 0 ++ S 

  
Totals 16,169 650,635 77,306 1,929,372 

      

            

 
Target 34,560 680,000 172,800 3,400,000 
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Transportation Task Team Recommendations 

 

The Transportation Task Team (TTT) is focused on reducing GHG emissions with an interconnected 

transportation system that moves people and goods, using less fossil fuel and using fuel more efficiently.  

Strategies include short term recommendations that can be implemented within 3 to 5 years, as well as 

long term strategies that require longer timelines for planning and construction. Some proposals are based 

on specific local plans or studies that quantify emissions reductions, quantify economic costs and 

benefits, and document other benefits. Other proposals will need additional study regarding the costs and 

benefits of implementation. 

There are several factors to consider when evaluating transportation proposals. The Transportation Task 

Team recommends expanding and implementing additional modes of public transit as an effective means 

of reducing CO2 emissions. Public transportation reduces net CO2 emissions by decreasing the number of 

vehicles on the street, and saves gasoline by decreasing congestion. In addition, public transit supports 

higher density land use that allows for fewer vehicle miles of travel (VMT) .
1
   

Implementing long term expansion initiatives similar to the Regional Rail Transit, Regional Bus 

Expansion and Ohio Hub proposals would greatly reduce CO2 emissions. However, while there would be 

economic and non-economic benefits, the cost to implement the rail and bus expansion is high.   

The following is a ranking of Transportation Task Team proposals, in order of best Sustainability/GHG 

Reduction solution to least, taking into account CO2 reductions, cost and feasibility of implementation: 

SHORT TERM - For more details on recommendation click on corresponding link. 

1) Hybrid Buses ï All Metro buses purchased in the future should be diesel-electric hybrids rather 

than standard diesel vehicles 

2) City of Cincinnati Fleet Fuel Efficiency ï The City of Cincinnati should commit to increasing the 

number of alternatively fueled vehicles in its fleet as outlined in a "Green Fleet" action plan.  

3) The Cincinnati Streetcar ï The City should construct the proposed Cincinnati Streetcar system, a 

fleet of electric powered streetcars that would operate along a 7.9 mile route between Downtown 

and Uptown. 

4) Expanded City Bus Service ï The City should support a major expansion of city bus service, 

similar to the expansion proposed in the MetroMoves plan 

5) Shared Car Service ï The City should assess the feasibility of attracting a ñshared car serviceò to 

Cincinnati.   

6) Green Locomotives ï The City should support the conversion of existing railroad locomotives to 

ñGensetò locomotives. 

7) Electric Car Dealership ï The City should assist and encourage the establishment of a local 

dealership for plug-in electric cars.  . 

8) Idle Reduction Campaign ï The City should participate in the EPAôs National Idle Reduction 

Campaign and educate the public about the importance of engine idle-reduction practices.  

9) Increase Bicycle Use ï The City should collaborate with regional bicycling advocates in order to 

increase bicycle use as a mode of transportation.   

10) RideShare Programï The City should work with the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of 

Governments to promote RideShare programs for citizens and workers in Cincinnati.  

                                                           
1 Davis and Hale, 2007. (www.apta.com/research/info/online/document/climate-change.pdf) 

http://www.apta.com/research/info/online/document/climate-change.pdf
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Transportation Task Team Recommendations - Executive Summary (continued) 

 

11) Improved Community Fuel Efficiency ï The City should work with the Cincinnati USA Regional 

Chamber and business associations to initiate diverse fuel efficiency plans in the private sector.  

Additionally, the City should fund an outreach effort geared toward educating the general public 

about improving fuel efficiency and efficient driver behavior.  

12) Complete Streets - The City should ensure adequate funding for the construction, maintenance 

and rehabilitation of ñComplete Streets.ò 

 

LONG TERM - more details on recommendation click on corresponding link. 

13) Regional Light Rail Plan ï The City should support the development of a regional light rail 

system. 

14) Regional Bus Service Expansionï The City should support a major expansion of regional bus 

service, similar to the regional component of the MetroMoves plan.  

15) The Ohio Hub Plan ï The City should support the efforts of the Ohio Rail Development 

Commission (ORDC) to establish rail passenger service between major regional cities.  

 

All of these proposals will contribute to reducing carbon emissions. Some proposals require an on-going 

policy commitment, such as Cincinnati Fleet Fuel Efficiency and Complete Streets. Some proposals such 

as RideShare, Increase Bicycle Use and Green Locomotives could be implemented in the near-term; 

others such as continued work on the Ohio Hub Plan, and the MetroMoves type of expansion plan, are 

longer range endeavors. 
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Energy Task Team Recommendations 

 

1  Residential 

 A.  Calculable Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

 B.  Community Outreach/ Education 

 C.  Policy 

1A: Calculable GHG Emissions: The ideas below have been organized from most to least cost effective 

based on the amount of reduction as a ratio to cost (most bang for your buck).  Many of these strategies 

require little capital output from the City but will require getting information out to the public through 

some means, such as mailings or publications.  For more details on recommendation click on 

corresponding link. 

1. Encourage overall home energy efficiency measures, such as, CFLs, smart power strips, 

temperature modifications, etc. 

2. Encourage programmable thermostats, set back temperatures during winter & raising 

temperatures during the summer. 

3. Encourage running clothes washer with cold water only.   

4. Encourage running dishwasher at low energy setting & let dishes air dry instead of using 

heating coil. 

5. Encourage citizens to install insulating blankets on water heaters/ verify water heater is set at 

120 degrees and not higher. 

6.  Encourage Energy Star for residential construction. To earn an Energy Star rating, a home 

must meet guidelines for energy efficiency set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

These homes are at least 15% more energy efficient than homes built to the 2004 

International Residential Code (IRC), and include additional energy-saving features that 

typically make them 20ï30% more efficient than standard homes. 

7. Make free compact fluorescent light (CFL) bulbs available to low income citizens. Chicagoôs 

Smart Bulb Program has done this by partnering with the Northern Illinois Energy Project 

(NIEP) and Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance. 

8. Work with existing businesses and lending institutions to create a City administered Green 

Loan program to help pay for energy efficient construction or energy efficient renovation 

(best practice recognized standard). 

9. Encourage renewable energies such as Solar Photovoltaic Electric.  

10. Encourage renewable energies including solar thermal hot water collectors for homes. 

 

1B: Community Outreach & Education: These ideas have been determined by our task team to be a 

non calculable but critical piece of reducing emissions in our City.  The strategies below are prioritized 

from most to least critical.   

1. Offer classes to the public in the new community learning centers at Cincinnati Public Schools.  

Increase education efforts in schools using current infrastructure such as Keep Cincinnati 

Beautiful or the Young Professionals Kitchen Cabinetôs Health and Environment Committee.  

2. The city should sponsor contractor training focused on offering a comprehensive approach to 

home improvement that provides comfort and both energy and cost savings for homeowners 

similar to Boulder. 

http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?c=bldrs_lenders_raters.nh_IRC
http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?c=bldrs_lenders_raters.nh_IRC
http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?c=bldrs_lenders_raters.nh_IRC
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Energy Task Team Recommendations (continued) 

 

3. Create a Volunteer Corps -Chicago Conservation Corp 

http://egov.cityofchicago.org/city/webportal/portalEntityHomeAction.do?BV_SessionID=@@@

@1179468257.1200496514@@@@&BV_EngineID=cccdadeddhfgdmdcefecelldffhdfhl.0&entit

yName=Chicago+Conservation+Corps&entityNameEnumValue=174 here to be called the 

Cincinnati Conservation Corps; Mission of this organization is to "recruit, train,  and support a 

network of volunteers who work together to improve the quality of life in our neighborhoods 

through environmental service projects that protect our water, clean our air, restore our land & 

save energy.ò  

 

1C: Policy: This category introduces the idea of creating regional strategies to reduce green house gas 

emissions that can be adopted by local governments but are not necessarily measurable.  The strategies 

below are prioritized from most to least critical.   

1. Grants for low income residents specifically for energy efficiency similar to Clevelandôs 

program.  

2. Residential Best Practicesï Energy self sufficiency, annual mayorôs climate change best 

practices awards and ceremony for best return on investment. 

3. Expand ñLEED ordinanceò to include a residential retrofit program.  In 2007, Council 

passed an ordinance allowing for property tax exemptions for certain residential, 

commercial, and industrial properties. 

4. Building efficiency disclosures as part of real estate transactions, much the way we put 

vehicle MPG ratings on new car window stickers.  This would allow the market to 

appropriately value energy efficiency in real estate transactions, encouraging developers 

and sellers to invest in energy upgrades. 

5. The city of Cincinnati should develop qualified advocacy/legal/lobbying capabilities to 

ensure strong advocacy of State and Federal policies. 

 

2  Commercial, including Government and Schools, and Industrial   

A.  Calculable Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

B.  Community Outreach/ Education 

C.  Policy 

 

2A: Calculable GHG Emissions: The ideas below have been organized from most to least cost effective 

based on the amount of reduction as a ratio to cost (most bang for your buck).  A lot of these strategies 

require little capital output from the City but will require getting information out to the public through 

some means such as mailings or publications.   

1. Identify the Banks as a showcase for sustainable community development and hold a colloquium 

for architects and engineers to make the region home to zero energy buildings; encourage LEED 

(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design).   

2. School Boards of Education- mandate energy use reductions, i.e. turning out lights at the end of 

the day, turning off computers when not in use.  

3. Expand Mayor Mark Malloryôs Green Cincinnati program to be more aggressive with energy 

efficiency savings goals. In 2007 Mark Mallory set a 4% energy reduction in one year and 10% in 

4 years for City buildings, excluding city utility departments. 

4. Encourage roofs with high Solar Reflectance Indexes (SRI)/ white roofs/ vegetated roofs.  

Chicago offers grants of $5000-$6000 for cool roofs and vegetated roofs.  A cool roof uses 
special materials to reflect the sunôs energy instead of absorbing it and warming the building 

below.   

5. Department of Transportation should install more energy efficient street lighting.  

http://egov.cityofchicago.org/city/webportal/portalEntityHomeAction.do?BV_SessionID=@@@@1179468257.1200496514@@@@&BV_EngineID=cccdadeddhfgdmdcefecelldffhdfhl.0&entityName=Chicago+Conservation+Corps&entityNameEnumValue=174%20
http://egov.cityofchicago.org/city/webportal/portalEntityHomeAction.do?BV_SessionID=@@@@1179468257.1200496514@@@@&BV_EngineID=cccdadeddhfgdmdcefecelldffhdfhl.0&entityName=Chicago+Conservation+Corps&entityNameEnumValue=174%20
http://egov.cityofchicago.org/city/webportal/portalEntityHomeAction.do?BV_SessionID=@@@@1179468257.1200496514@@@@&BV_EngineID=cccdadeddhfgdmdcefecelldffhdfhl.0&entityName=Chicago+Conservation+Corps&entityNameEnumValue=174%20
file:\\ds.rcc.org\..\gschiller\Local%20Settings\Temporary%20Internet%20Files\2.7.08\ordinance%20http:\www.ci.cincinnati.oh.us\cdap\pages\-16940-\
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Energy Task Team Recommendations (continued) 

 

6. Provide vouchers to City employees to ride Metro to work for free. The IRS downtown and in 

Covington have a program where they provide free bus vouchers to employees. Duke has a 

similar program in place. 

7. Update building codes for commercial construction and mandate increased efficiency for lighting, 

insulation, & water use.  

8. Renewable Energies (Solar Thermal Minimum). 

9. Encourage the business sector (Commercial and Industrial) to implement energy efficiency 

measures for their buildings and facilities. 

 

2B: Community Outreach & Education: These ideas have been determined by our task team to be 

a non calculable but critical piece of reducing emissions in our City.  The strategies below are 

prioritized from most to least critical. 

1. Upgrade City of Cincinnatiôs web site to make Environmental Initiatives more obvious. Use these 
as a marketing tool to attract/ retain green industry.  State and Federal programs with links which 

are applicable to our citizens, should be readily available along with Cincinnatiôs 

accomplishments and goals for environmental change 

2. Work with Duke to develop and install residential electric meters that conveniently display both $ 

to date as well as the current $/minute usage so that the occupants can have economically 

quantified cause and effect feedback to curtail consumption. 

3. Encourage local schools to participate in fundraising programs similar to CFLs for Kids.  

http://www.cflsforkids.com/frasqu.html . CFLs for Kids is a fundraising program in which 

children sell CFL lights and other energy efficiency products.   

4. The Green For All campaign, presently active in several U.S. cities, provides job training and 

related services to inmates and other disadvantaged people to prepare them for production 

employment in the new green economy. A similar workforce development program should be 

established in Cincinnati.  
 

2C: Policy: This category introduces the idea of creating regional strategies to reduce green house gas 

emissions that can be adopted by local governments but are not necessarily measurable.  The strategies 

below are prioritized from most to least critical.   

 

1. Business Best Practices: Awards and ceremony, winning criteria limited to best ROI ($, financial 

return on investment) of a project. 

2. Improve coordinating utility cuts and street rehabilitation (new asphalt).  Where possible, 

transform asphalt medians to green medians. 

3. Require all City painting to use non or low Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) paint whenever 

possible by City Ordinance. 

4. Municipal Best Practicesï Energy self sufficiency & annual mayorôs climate change best 

municipal practices awards 

5. Building Department: 

a. Maintain Cincinnatiôs Building Department and educate them on green building/ energy 

efficiency.   Initiate ñgreen permittingò program similar to Chicago to further capture the 

efficiency of sustainable building. 

b. Initiate a program through the Building Department in which design professionals can be 

designated as ñgreen building professionalsò, perhaps using an established program such 

as LEED for certification.  Upon designation of ñgreen building professionalò, they are 

added to a list on the cityôs website.  

 

http://www.cflsforkids.com/frasqu.html
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Energy Task Team Recommendations (continued) 

 

6. Have City cosponsor a model competition with AIA (American Institute of Architects) to 

increase publicity. 

7. Greenlight Districts: In Grand Rapids and Milwaukee, brown fields have been marketed as 

Greenlight Districts, indicating a ñzone where the City gives a ógreen lightô on use of Tax 

Incremental Financing and other economic development tools within the corridor to attract 

businesses, especially ógreenô industries. 

8. Investigate a Carbon Offset Commission whose mission would be to provide high quality local 

carbon offset products for local consumer's dollars that would otherwise fund projects elsewhere, 

similar to Chicagoôs program. 

9. Encourage Duke Energy to reduce the carbon intensity of its generation portfolio. 

10. The City of Cincinnati should develop qualified advocacy/legal/lobbying capabilities to ensure 

strong advocacy of State and Federal policies. 
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Waste Task Team Recommendations 

 

 
The mission of the Waste Task Team is to identify ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 

implementing and expanding waste reduction and recycling programs.  To accomplish this mission, the 

waste task team developed several ideas on how to enhance the Cityôs current curbside recycling program 

to divert additional material from landfills, expand the Cityôs environmentally preferable purchasing, 

encourage commercial and institutional recycling, and develop new programs targeted to reuse programs, 

electronics waste, and food waste composting.   

The programs listed below are ranked in order of priority.  The first six programs mentioned could be 

initiated with the next 2-3 years.  The final two programs require more research and are considered long-

term goals.  

Priorities - For more details on recommendation click on corresponding link. 

1. Cart-based recycling program - Using larger containers could conservatively yield a 25% increase 

in the amount of materials recycled. Residents recycle more material with carts because they have 

a greater capacity and are easier to use than traditional curbside bins.  Through this 

recommendation, households eligible for curbside recycling service would receive a 64 gallon 

wheeled recycling cart, if needed. 

2. Environmentally Preferable Purchasing - Environmentally Preferred Purchasing  refers to the 

practice of procuring goods and services ñéthat have a lesser or reduced effect on human health 

and the environment when compared with competing products or services that serve the same 

purposeéò
2
 As such, buying green offers the potential to reduce GHG emissions.  Through this 

initiative, the City of Cincinnati would encourage green purchasing through all departments. 

3. Commercial Recycling ï Encourage local businesses to initiate paper recycling programs through 

programs such as an educational campaign (with the City leading by example) and providing 

technical assistance to implement business recycling programs. 

4. Reuse Network - Create and/or publicize a Reuse Network that will increase public awareness 

and enable residents and businesses to decrease their landfill disposal.  Through this initiative, the 

City would identify non-profit organizations that accept used materials such as clothing and 

furniture and promote these outlets to residents. 

5. Electronics Recycling - Recycling electronic waste, such as computers and televisions, has a 

positive impact on greenhouse gas emissions. Many avenues exist to increase recycling of 

residential electronic waste in Cincinnati, including holding neighborhood collections and 

promoting the existing Hamilton County collection. 

6. Foodwaste Composting - The overall strategy is to increase awareness of food waste reduction 

and home composting efforts and to facilitate and encourage the building of an effective 

infrastructure to handle food waste composting.  
 

Additional Research Required/Long Term Projects 

 

7. Pay-as-you-throw - A Pay-as-You-Throw program, or PAYT, provides a direct economic 

incentive to residents to reduce their waste. Under PAYT, the City would charge households for 

their waste collection based on the amount of waste they throw away. 

                                                           
2
 USEPA website: http://www.epa.gov/epp/pubs/about/about.htm, accessed 1/24/08 

http://www.epa.gov/epp/pubs/about/about.htm
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Waste Task Team Recommendations (continued) 

 
 

8. RecycleBank - RecycleBank uses a computerized cart system to provide financial incentives to 

individual households based on the amount they recycle. The amount recycled translates into 

RecycleBank reward points that residents use to shop at participating stores. 
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Land Use Task Team Recommendations  

Land use, and how space is organized and used in a city has a significant impact on how much 

greenhouse gas is emitted in an area. Communities that are densely built with housing, employment and 

shopping locations all in close proximity, where people have choices other than driving to get to where 

they way to go, emit much less greenhouse gas than places developed in a low-density way where uses 

are isolated and the private car is the only way to get around.  The primary reason for the significant 

difference between these two kinds of areas is the increase in driving a person does in the low-density 

community v. the dense, mixed use one.  

 

Dense urban forms were typical of Cincinnatiôs early neighborhoods, and most of the City developed 

before about 1940.  Early development assumed people were walking or using public transit (the streetcar 

systems).  Over time as development patterns became less dense and dependence on the private car grew 

development became lower density and separated uses more and more.  Even our older neighborhoods 

lost density over time as people and businesses moved out of the core.    

 

To create and re-create the kinds of communities that are dense, mixed-use and have lots of transportation 

choices will be a major undertaking.  Significant changes in the way public and private investments are 

made will be necessary.  This will require unprecedented cooperation between public and private partners, 

as well as deliberate input and participation from citizens as a new kind of partner in the development 

process. In order to truly make these changes real, both regulatory changes and incentives will be 

necessary. Form based zoning codes are being implemented in many communities to implement the kind 

of changes needed to create real land use change.  Changes to transportation and infrastructure investment 

priorities will also be necessary.  

 

Short- term quantifiable priorities  ï by priority with key recommendations:  

For more details on recommendation click on corresponding link 
 

1) Green Construction Practices 

a) Construction Industry Practices 

i) Develop best GHG reduction practices for construction projects 

ii)  Recycle high percentage of demolition & construction materials 

 

b) Land Use Control and Planning Techniques 

 

i) Provide incentives for local sourced and manufactured materials 

ii)  Implement LEED standards 

 

2) Forest Carbon Sequestration 

 

a) Implement Parks Reforestation Plan for 20 city communities 

b) Develop tree preservation ordinance to protect trees from removal 

c) Implement Parks Parking Lot 

d) Plant trees throughout widened I-75 corridor 
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Land Use Task Team Recommendations (continued) 

 

 

3) Sustainable community Agriculture 

 

a) Expand community gardening program 

b) Develop comprehensive composting program 

 

4) Implement Industrial Best Management Practices 

 

5) Environmental Literacy  ï Programs to improve environmental literacy of Cincinnati residents. 

 

Long-term non-quantifiable priorities  

 

6) Incentive Based Mixed Use and Conservation Planning 

 

a) Develop Incentives to Promote Mixed Use Development Patterns 

b) Improved Integration of Mass Transit ï Create Incentives for clustered development to conserve 

greenspace and integrate mass transit 

c) Relax Minimum Parking Requirements 

 

7) Create Regional Trail System 

 

a) Implement existing trail plans such as Ohio River and Mill Creek 

b) Develop trail linkages to Neighborhood Business Districts, parks, schools, rec centers, major 

employers, and the Central Business District using bike lanes, abandoned transportation corridors, 

utility rights of way, and available public property. 

c) Develop connections to existing and proposed public transportation systems. 

 

8) Regional Land use Plan 

 

9) Redevelop Brownfields 

 

a) Return vacant, contaminated, or underused land to productive use 

b) Improve overall environmental quality and quality of life 

c) Provide developable property near the urban core. 
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Advocacy Task Team Recommendation 

 

 
The Climate Protection Advocacy Task Team was charged with developing an advocacy plan for 

recommendations that would come from the other four task teams.  Advocacy is the most promising tool 

among those to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The specific methods of greenhouse gas 

emission reduction proposed by the other Task Teams will yield quantifiable results; however, only an 

advocacy plan of these ideas will make these reductions possible. Advocacy, in short, promotes not 

environmental change, but behavioral and organizational change. Advocacy of climate protection serves 

both as a mechanism to promote the changes proposed by each task team and as a tool in and of itself, i.e., 

a ñchange agent.ò 

 

The Advocacy Task Team produced several proposals to be included in the Cincinnati Climate Protection 

Policy. Below are those ranked in order of best Sustainability for GHG reduction: For more details on 

recommendation click on corresponding link.  

 

1. 

HOLD CLIMATE SUMMIT  

 

 This proposal is designed to bring together the significant environmental, social, and public policy 

resources in a unified setting to discuss the benefits and impediments to climate change proposals 

for Greater Cincinnati. 

 

2. 

CREATE MULTI -LAYERED MARKETING PLAN/PLANS FOR GHG REDUCTIONS  

 This proposal is designed to create a series of marketing campaigns to ñsellò the specific proposals 

generated by each Task Team (Energy, Land Use, Transportation, and Waste Reduction). 

3. 

DEVELOP PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM  

 This proposal is designed to provide additional support to the development of a public education 

program (as part of the marketing plan) because it plays an extremely important part in the 

behavioral change process.     
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Food Related Issues 

 

 

Simple food choices can have a significant impact on green house gas emissions. What we eat, 

where it is grown, how it is grown, and how it is packaged are all decisions that are important 

from a climate perspective.  These decisions also have a big impact on human health, air and 

water quality, ecosystem diversity, and our national economy. 

 

Food issues, especially the climate impacts of reducing meat consumption, were raised by 

several speakers at the public hearing on Cincinnati's draft Climate Protection Action Plan on 

February 25, 2008, and have been the focus of studies by the United Nations and others. 

 

The significance of food issues was not recognized at the outset of Cincinnati's Climate 

Protection Planning Process.  Food issues do not fit easily into the subject area of any of the five 

Task Teams which did the bulk of the work in developing this Climate Protection Action Plan.  

While some food issues have been researched and presented to the Steering Committee, others 

have not yet been examined.   

 

It is the recommendation of this report: that a Food Task Team be formed, similar to the five 

recently concluded task teams; that the Food Task Team develop recommendations for GHG 

emission reduction measures related to food choices; and that those recommendations be brought 

to the Steering Committee for inclusion in a revision to Cincinnati's Climate Protection Action 

Plan. 

 

Food related emission reduction measures include, but are not limited to: 

 

1) Reduced Meat Consumption ï Studies indicate that meat production is responsible for 

significantly more GHG emissions than electricity production, and significantly more 

GHG emissions than the whole transportation sector.  Eating less meat is a simple and 

effective way to reduce GHG emissions. 

2) Eating Local - Eating locally produced foods reduces the energy usage and GHG 

emissions needed to transport the food from its point of production to its point of 

consumption. It also results in fresher, healthier food, and supports the local economy. 

3) No-Till Agriculture - One of the Earth's most significant methods for sequestering carbon 

is by building topsoil. Modern agricultural practices tend to deplete the top soil, releasing 

large quantities of previously sequestered carbon back into the atmosphere. Selecting 

foods that were produced using no-till methods and other topsoil building techniques can 

significantly reduce GHG emissions. 

4) Reduced Packaging - The production of packaging materials is energy intensive, and 

adds to the size and weight of food products as they are shipped and stored. Some 

packaging is necessary for preservation and protection of food items, but significant 

GHG reductions are possible by selecting foods with minimal packaging. 

5) Organic Foods ï Agricultural chemicals contribute to the emission of GHGs.  Selecting 

organically grown foods can reduce GHG emissions. 
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Discussion of Recommended Actions 

The 80+ recommended actions contained in the previous chapter have each been analyzed from a variety 

of perspectives.  The results of those analyses are useful in understanding the recommendations and how 

to implement them.   

Readiness for Implementation ï This report contains 2 kinds of recommendations.  Some of the 

recommended actions are fully researched and well understood, and the recommendation is for rapid 

implementation.  For other items, it has been determined that the recommended action will reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and generate other important benefits, but due to the complexity of the issue or 

the time and resource limitations of the planning process, more planning work must be done before a 

responsible decision maker could commit to implementation.  In that case, the recommendation is for 

further study, followed by implementation if justified by the results of the additional study.  The table on 

pages 20-23 identifies which items are recommended for implementation, and which items are 

recommended for further study. 

Quantifying Emission Reductions ï For many of the recommended actions in this report, GHG 

emission reductions have been quantified.  These numbers are based in some cases on predicted adoption 

rates for various practices, on the experiences of other municipalities who have taken similar actions, or 

on the opinions of experts who have studied the issue under discussion.  As with all projections, there can 

be no certainty that our actual experience will match our projections.  The staff and Task Team members 

have provided their best estimates of most likely outcomes.  We have not adopted aggressive estimates, 

which might exaggerate the benefits of proposed actions, nor conservative estimates, which might 

inappropriately discourage the adoption of beneficial recommendations.  We have, to the extent possible, 

attempted to use mid-range estimates and most likely outcome projections in quantifying emission 

reductions.  For each recommended action, emission reductions have been computed for the year 2012 

(short term goal) and the year 2028 (long term goal).  Reductions in emissions attributable to City 

Governmentôs operations are included in the overall totals, but are also tallied separately to allow a 

separate evaluation of City Governmentôs efforts.  Emission Reductions associated with each 

recommended action are presented in the table on pages 20-23. 

Achieving Emission Reductions - For many recommendations, the actual emissions reductions will 

depend on how effectively Cincinnati harvests the available opportunities.  A December 2007 study by 

McKinsey & Company for The Conference Board looked at available and economically viable green 

house gas emissions reductions on a national level.  The report finds that low cost and negative cost 

opportunities are available to dramatically reduce GHG emissions.  How much we actually reduce GHG 

emissions depends on how effectively we mobilize to harvest these opportunities. 

The McKinsey report evaluated three ñcasesò, and graphed GHG reductions associated with each of those 

3 cases.  The ñlow caseò is based on incremental departures from current practice, and results in about a 

15% reduction in GHG emissions by 2030. The ñmid caseò is based on concerted action across the 

economy, and results in about a 30% reduction in GHG emissions by 2030. The ñhigh caseò is based on 

an urgent national mobilization, and results in a 45% reduction in GHG emissions by 2030.   
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Discussion of Recommended Actions (continued) 

The lesson of the McKinsey report is that success or failure depends on how effectively we mobilize 

across all sectors of our community to harvest opportunities. This report recommends advocacy efforts, 

including an aggressive marketing effort to promote climate protection activities. This effort cannot 

succeed without adequate support and funding for the marketing effort. 

Quantifying Economic Costs/Benefits  ï In evaluating the economic costs or benefits of each 

recommendation, lifecycle costs have been used to the extent practical.  Many of the recommended 

actions involve an initial capital expenditure, followed by ongoing savings such as reduced energy costs.  

The value of the energy and other savings were deducted from the implementation costs and other costs to 

achieve a lifecycle cost.  If the lifecycle economic benefits of an action exceed its costs, that is, if the idea 

more than pays for itself, the cost of the recommendation is recorded as zero. For such actions, a rough 

approximate of the actionôs financial payback period has been made. Only 2 of the 32 quantified 

recommendations in this report have a cost greater than 0.  Recycling electronic wastes (Waste Taste 

Team Recommendation #5) costs $6 for each ton of CO2 eliminated. Planting trees (Land Task Team 

Recommendation #2-A) costs $39 for each ton of CO2 eliminated. Both of these proposals are well below 

the $50/ton level commonly used as the affordability ceiling. The economic cost per ton of CO2 

eliminated for each recommended action and the estimated payback period for the initial investment are 

shown in the table on pages 20-23. 

Non-Economic Costs/Benefits ï For each recommended action, the impacts on the Cityôs overall 

sustainability and other priorities were examined.  Examples of relevant priorities include public health, 

public safety, conserving resources, improving air quality, creating jobs, and enhancing the local 

economy.  No objective scale exists for scoring such impacts, so a subjective scoring system was used.  

Each recommended action received one of the following scores: 

++ Provides significant non-economic benefits 

+    Provides some non-economic benefits 

0    Non-economic benefits and harms are approximately equal 

-    Imposes some non-economic harms 

-- Imposes significant non-economic harms 

 

The score assigned to each recommended action is shown in the table on pages 20-23. 

 

Business Opportunities - Full implementation of all recommendations in this report will require the 

investment of several hundred million dollars. This investment should not be regarded as a cost. Since 

each recommendation produces resulting revenue or savings in excess of the investment, the investments 

should be regarded as increased economic activity and sound business opportunities. 
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Implementation ï How do we make sure it all happens? 

 

Background - How can we make sure that the Climate Action Plan is implemented once it is completed?  

That is one of the most important questions being considered by the Climate Protection Steering 

Committee.  As discussions of implementation took place, several subordinate questions arose:  

 

 - Who will spearhead the implementation process? 

 - What staff would be available for this work? 

 - What will the budget be? 

 - Who will be accountable for results, and how will they be held responsible? 

 

Each of these questions is the focus of additional discussion. 

 

Leadership ï The Climate Protection Planning Process is currently being lead by the Climate Protection 

Steering Committee.  The Steering Committee includes 18 leaders representing various constituencies, 

appointed by Mayor Mallory to serve while the Cityôs Climate Action Plan is being developed, which is 

scheduled for completion in April 2008.  Two alternatives have been identified to provide leadership as 

Cincinnati implements its Climate Action Plan. 

Option 1 ï The Climate Protection Steering Committee could transition from a temporary group 

to a permanent group and lead implementation of the Climate Action Plan.  If the Steering 

Committee becomes permanent, some review may be needed to see whether the current members 

are willing to continue serving, and to determine whether any additions or deletions to the current 

membership would be appropriate. 

 

Option 2 ï The Cityôs Environmental Advisory Council (EAC) could be designated to lead 

implementation of the Climate Action Plan.  The EAC is a group of volunteers appointed by the 

City Manager to advise the City on environmental issues.  The EAC has been in existence for 

more than 30 years.  In preparation for this role, the EACôs Standing Rules could be amended to 

assure adequate representation of all relevant constituencies on the EAC.  

 

Recommendation: A permanent Climate Protection Steering Committee closely resembling the current 

Steering Committee should be created and charged with overseeing implementation of this Climate 

Protection Action Plan. The current Steering Committee has functioned very effectively in overseeing the 

planning process. The changes that would be needed in the EAC to make it well suited to climate 

implementation would make it less well suited to performing its original function, which is to advise the 

City on a broad range of environmental topics.  

 

Staffing ï Staffing for the Climate Protection Planning Process is being provided by the Cityôs Office of 

Environmental Quality (OEQ).  OEQ has only one person, the Climate Protection Coordinator, currently  

assigned to do climate protection work.  The Climate Protection Coordinator is a temporary position 

funded through April 2008.  Recommendation: The Climate Protection Coordinator position should be 

made permanent, and a new advocacy/outreach/education position should be created to focus efforts on 

broadening participation in the climate protection effort. 
 

Budget ï Funding to implement elements of the Climate Action Plan are anticipated to be available from 

federal, state, county, city and private sources.  All sources of funding should be utilized to the fullest 

possible extent.  Recommendation: The City should establish funding in its regular budget sufficient to 

coordinate and manage climate protection efforts, and to meet the local match requirements which may be 

associated with varying funding sources.  Recommendation: Funding which becomes available to the City  
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Implementation ï How do we make sure it all happens? (continued) 

 

through the federal Energy and Environment Block Grant program should be prioritized for use to 

implement the Climate Action Plan. 
 

Accountability  ï The Climate Action Plan will include recommendations for a wide range of programs, 

projects and actions that reduce GHG emissions.  For each of these recommendations, an entity will be 

identified willing to take responsibility for implementation and willing to champion the effort.  The 

responsible entity may be a City Department, a civic organization, an individual, or whatever.  The 

intention is to assign each recommendation to a group or individual that cares deeply about it and has the 

capacity to carry it out.  Such decisions will be made on a case by case basis. A table showing 

implementation responsibilities appears on pages 40-42. 

 

It is important for each entity with significant responsibilities for implementing the Climate Action Plan 

to be held accountable for the successful performance of those duties.  This should start from the top, with 

City Council holding the Steering Committee accountable, and the Steering Committee holding staff 

accountable.  Implementation of each component of the Climate Action Plan will be assigned to some 

person or organization, and some mechanism should be in place to assure that those responsibilities are 

fulf illed. Recommendation: The entity leading implementation of the Climate Action Plan should be 

required to prepare an annual progress report and annually appear before City Council to discuss progress 

reducing GHG emissions. 

 

Continuous Improvement ï The Climate Protection Steering Committee will oversee an ongoing 

assessment of the Cityôs efforts in implementing this Climate Protection Action Plan. Any adjustments or 

modifications needed to enhance the Cityôs GHG reduction efforts should be made as soon as possible. At 

least once each year, the Steering Committee shall provide a report to Council, evaluating the previous 

yearôs effort, and recommending any appropriate improvements or updates to the Cityôs Climate 

Protection Action Plan. 
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Climate Protection Plan Lead Implementation Responsibilities 
1
 ï Tentative 

2 ï Confirmed 

Transportation  

No. Recommendation Lead 

   

TTT1 Hybrid Bus SORTA
1
 

TTT2 Fuel Efficiency ï City Fleet City of Cincinnati-Fleet Services
2
 

TTT3 Streetcar City of Cincinnati / Department of 

Transportation and Engineering (DOTE)
 2
 

TTT4 Bus Expansion SORTA
1
 

TTT5 Shared Car City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ) 

TTT6 Green Locomotive OH Rail Develop Commission
1
 

TTT7 Electric Car City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
  1

 

TTT8 Idle Reduction City of Cincinnati-Fleet Services
2 
, EAC, 

HCDOES 

TTT9 Increased Bicycle Use ï Bike/PAC Bike/PAC
2
  

TTT10 Ride Share OKI
2
 

TTT11 Community Fuel Efficiency City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
1
 

TTT12 Complete Streets City of Cincinnati-Dept of Transport. & Eng. 

(DOTE)
 2
 

TTT13 Regional Rail SORTA
1
 

TTT14 Regional Bus Expansion SORTA
1
 

TTT15 Ohio Hub City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
1
 

Energy 

No. Recommendation Lead 

ETT1A-1 Residential Energy Efficiency Environmental Advisory Council (EAC)
 1
 

ETT1A-2 Programmable Thermostats EAC
1
 

ETT1A-3 Cold Water Wash EAC
1
 

ETT1A-4 Air Dry Dish EAC
1
 

ETT1A-5 Water Heater Blanket EAC
1
 

ETT1A-6 Energy Star Construction City of Cincinnati ï Planning Department
1
  

ETT1A-7 Free CFLs Duke Energy
1
 

ETT1A-8 Green Loan Cincinnati Energy Alliance
2
 

ETT1A-9 Photovoltaic Energy GEO
2
 

ETT1A-10 Solar Thermal GEO
2
 

ETT1B-1 Educational Outreach EAC
1
 

ETT1B-2 Contractor Training US Green Building Council (USGBC)
2
 

ETT1B-3 Conservation Corps City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
 2
 

ETT1C-1 Grant for Low Income Community Development Dept 
2
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ETT1C-2 Best Practices ï Residential EAC
1
 

ETT1C-3 Amended LEED Tax Abatement City of Cincinnati  - Community Development 

Dept. 
2
 

ETT1C-4 Bldg Performance Disclosure 

City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
1
 

ETT1C-5 State & Federal Policy Action City of Cincinnati - OEQ
2
 

ETT2A-1 Banks Project USGBC
2
 

ETT2A-2 Cincinnati Public Schools Robert Knight
2 
(GBBN/CPS) 

ETT2A-3 Expand Green Cincinnati 

City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
1
 

ETT2A-4 High SRI 

City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
1
 

ETT2A-5 Street Lights City of Cincinnati ï DOTE
2
 

ETT2A-6 Bus Passes 

City of Cincinnati ï Dept of Human 

Resources
1
 

ETT2A-7 Comm Building Codes City of Cincinnati ï Planning Department
1
 

ETT2A-8 Solar Thermal Comm. GEO
2
 

ETT2A-9 

Energy Efficiency Comm/Indust 

Bldgs 

Building Owners and Managers Association 

(BOMA)
 1
 

ETT2B-1 Upgrade Website 

City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
2
 

ETT2B-2 Easy Read Meters Duke Energy
1
 

ETT2B-3 CFLs for Kids Robert Knight
2 
(GBBN/CPS) 

ETT2B-4 Green for All 

City of Cincinnati ï Dept of Community 

Development
1
 

ETT2C-1 Best Practice - Business EAC
1
 

ETT2C-2 Street Work Coordination City of Cincinnati ï DOTE
2
 

ETT2C-3 No VOC Coatings 

City of Cincinnati  - Public Services
2
; 

Department of Purchasing
1
 

ETT2C-4 Best Practices - Govt City of Cincinnati ï Mayors Office
1
 

ETT2C-5 Green Permitting City of Cincinnati ï Planning Department
1
 

ETT2C-6 Design Awards AIA -COTE
2
 

ETT2C-7 Greenlight District City of Cincinnati ï Economic Develop Dept
1
 

ETT2C-8 Carbon Offset Commission City of Cincinnati ï OEQ
2
 

ETT2C-9 Electricity Generation Duke Energy
2
 

ETT2C-10 State & Federal Policy Action City of Cincinnati - OEQ
2
 

 

Waste 

WTT1 Recycle Carts 

City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
2
 

WTT2 Buy Green 

City of Cincinnati ï Department of 

Purchasing
1
 

WTT3 Commercial Recycling BOMA
1
 

WTT4 Reuse Network 

Hamilton Co Department of Environmental 

Services ï Waste Management (HCDOES)
2
 

WTT5 E-Waste Public Service
1
 

WTT6 Foodwaste Compost 

Source Reduction and Residential: 

Mayorôs Young Professional Kitchen Cabinet
2
 

Commercial/Industrial: 
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HCDOES
2
 

WTT7 PAYT TBA 

WTT8 Recyclebank 

City of Cincinnati ï Office of Environmental 

Quality (OEQ)
2
 

 

 

Land Use 

No. Recommendation Lead 

LTT1-A Green Construction USGBC
2
 

LTT1-B Green Development Regulations City of Cincinnati ï Dept. of Planning
1
 

LTT2-A Forest Carbon Sequestration City of Cincinnati ï Park Board
2
 

LTT3 Community Agriculture Civic Garden Center
2
 

LTT4 Industrial BMPs Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber
1
 

LTT5 Environmental Literacy 

Growing green and Healthy Schools Initiative 

- Jeannie Nightingale
2
 

LTT6-A Mixed Use Development City of Cincinnati ï Dept. of Planning
1
 

LTT6-B Improved Mass Transit Integrate  

City of Cincinnati ï Dept. of Planning; 

SORTA
1
 

LTT6-C Reduced Parking City of Cincinnati ï Dept. of Planning
1
 

LTT7 Regional Trails City of Cincinnati ï Park Board
1
 

LTT8 Land Use Plan City of Cincinnati ï Dept. of Planning
1
 

LTT9 Brownfields 

City of Cincinnati ï Strategic Program for 

Urban Redevelopment (SPUR) Team
2
 

 

Advocacy  

No. Recommendation Lead 

ATT1 Hold Climate Summit City of Cincinnati ï OEQ
1
 

ATT2 

Create Multi-layered Marketing 

Plan 

City of Cincinnati ï OEQ
1
 

ATT3 

Develop Public Education 

Program 

City of Cincinnati ï OEQ
1
 

 

 

Food Consumption 

No. Recommendation Lead 

F1 Reduced Meat Consumption TBD 
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Appendix I  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

Data Sources  
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

Data Sources ï revised 3/6/08 

Community Level 

Energy  

2006 and 2005 Electric and Natural Gas for Residential, Commercial, Industrial ï Duke Energy supplied 

this data. 

Residential Heating Oil and Propane Consumption - used ICLEI's recommended method to quantify 

household use based on 2006 state-level consumption data and the percentage of households in the 

City/County that use these fuels based on Census data.  The gallons consumed came from state-level data 

maintained by the Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, State Energy Data System, 

Energy Consumption by Sector, Residential. 

Industrial Coal Consumption - Based on 2006 Industry Reports of Actual Consumption, Hamilton 

County Department of Environmental Services. 

Industrial Heating Oil and Propane Consumption - Industrial Sector assumes 5% of industrial 

establishments utilize fuel oil/kerosene and 13% utilize LPG, based on US National Averages from the 

Energy Information Administration (EIA), 2002 Manufacturing Energy Consumption Survey, rev. 

3/2005.  Per EIA data for Ohio, approximately 2% total energy consumption (in trillion Btu) consists of 

LPG, 4% consists of fuel oil/kerosene.  Used ICLEI's recommended method to quantify industrial use of 

these fuels based on state-level consumption data and the percentage of establishments that use these 

fuels. State-level 2006 consumption data for heating oil and propane maintained by the Department of 

Energy, Energy Information Administration, State Energy Data System, Energy Consumption by Sector, 

Industrial.  The total number of industrial establishments in the City/County was obtained from the 

Greater Cincinnati Chamber USA Partnership 2006 GISPlanning Demographic Report, 2006.   

Waste  

Landfilled Waste for Hamilton County - Residential and commercial landfill tonnages originated from 

OEPA's annual reports to the Hamilton County Solid Waste Management District.  City contribution 

portion was determined based on a pounds waste per person per year in the County applied to the City 

population data. 

Compost ï Recycling information compiled form OEPA-approved Hamilton County Solid Waste 

Management District annual reports for 2006. 

 

Percentages by Type of Waste - 2003 Ohio Department of Natural Resources Waste Composition Study.  

Note that ICLEI does not have a waste category for: plastics, glass, diapers, or metals.  These materials 
are combined under 'other'.  ODNR's waste composition study only has a category for textiles, not wood 

or furniture.   

Transportation 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) ï 2005 VMT information provided by OKI for transit buses and all other.  

OKI provided the following assumptions - 48% of Hamilton Countyôs non-bus VMT occurs in Cincinnati 

and 95% of Hamilton Countyôs transit bus VMT occurs within Cincinnati.  VMT increases 1% per year 

annual rate.  Transit bus VMT remains constant.   
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory Data Sources ï revised 3/6/08 (continued) 

Government Level - Cincinnati 

Buildings  

2006 and 2005 Electric and Natural Gas - Duke Energy supplied this data for each facility.  The Water 

and Sewage numbers were deleted from this section in the model and included only in the Water/Sewage 

section.  

Vehicle Fleet 

Fuel Purchased ï Joel Koopman/John Ridder in Fleet Services supplied the total fuel purchased for 2006 

for the City of Cincinnati and other municipalities by type of fuel.  Carolyn Fehr, Accounts and Audits, 

provided the 2006 City government vehicle/equipment list including MSD, which OEQ classified into the 

ICLEI type categories of Heavy Truck, Light Truck or Passenger Vehicle. 

Street Lights/Traffic Lights   

Street Lights/Traffic Lights - Steve Bailey, Traffic Engineer in the Department of Transportation 

Engineering, provided estimated 2007 electric and gas consumption figures and growth rates. 

Water/Sewage  

Water - Paul Kraus of Water Works provided the Duke metered electric and the emergency generator 

energy consumption data for 2006, 05 and 00. 

Sewage - Dave Castellini of Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) provided the natural gas consumption 

data for 2006, 05 and 00 and a broad estimate for average electric usage. 

Waste 

Waste - Rumpke provide the estimated waste collected from the locations specified in the purchase 

contract.  They also estimated the waste delivered directly to them from City departments, like Parks. 

Indicators 

 

Population - The 2006 population number for the City of Cincinnati is currently a disputed number.  For 

our purposes the Mayorôs Office advised the use of the 2005 US Census Bureau approved figure of 

331,310. 

 

Data gathered and calculated by:  Hamilton County Environmental Services and City of Cincinnati and 

Office of Environmental Quality. 
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Appendix II  

Transportation Task Team Recommendations 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Hybrid Transit Busses 
 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 1 

All Metro buses purchased in the future should be diesel-electric hybrids rather than standard diesel 

vehicles. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                                                             1,637 tons by 2009 

Summary of specific issues ïMetro currently operates 390 40 ft. diesel buses.  Replacing these buses 

with diesel-electric hybrids will save fuel and significantly reduce CO
2
 emissions.  

Strategy/action plan ï Metro will be purchasing 50 vehicles this year as part of their scheduled fleet 

replacement.  It is the recommendation of the Cincinnati Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

that Metro purchase hybrid vehicles, as opposed to standard diesel vehicles.  

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved - Diesel-electric buses are estimated to use 

approximately 1/3 less diesel fuel than standard vehicles.  Based on Metroôs 2007 fuel usage this savings 

would equate to 2,950 gallons of diesel per vehicle.  According to EPA estimates, each gallon of diesel 

burned produces 22.2 pounds of carbon.  Therefore, each bus would produce 65,490 less pounds of 

carbon (32.745 tons) per year, for a total for all 50 buses of 1,637.25 tons saved by 2009.  Based on the 12 

year life cycle for buses, this means that each bus would produce 392.94 less tons of carbon over its 

lifetime than a standard diesel bus.  With the purchase of 50 vehicles this equates to 19,647 tons of carbon 

saved over the effective life of the hybrid vehicles.  If Metro were to continue to replace the remaining 

340 vehicles in its fleet (for a total of 390) with hybrid vehicles over the next 11 years, the result would be 

a total annual savings of 12,770.55 tons of CO2 over 2008 emissions (beginning in 2020). 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 Metro 

 City of Cincinnati 

 Other funding partners 

 

Initial cost - The incremental cost to upgrade the purchase of 50 standard 40 ft. diesel buses to hybrid-

electric vehicles at $120,000 per bus is $6,000,000.   

 

Source of Capital ï Federal funds may be available to pay up to 90% of the incremental cost of hybrid 

transit busses. A local funding source for the remaining portion of the cost, or if federal funds are not 

available, has not be identified. 

 

Life Cycle/Payback Period -Initial costs would be offset by an expected 30% reduction in gas 

consumption per vehicle (actual savings dependent on gas prices).  At $3.50/gallon, fuel savings would be 

$10,325 per year, per bus. Simple payback on the increased purchase price would be 11.6 years. 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Quieter operation  

 Smoother ride 

 Reduced gas consumption 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Hybrid Transit Busses (continued) 

 

 Awareness in the community of green energy/technology  

 

Timeline for implementation ï Metro is anticipating the purchase of 50 vehicles in 2008. Based on 

available funds this project could be completed in 2008.  With a federal life cycle of 12 years, the 

remaining buses could be replaced by 2020. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Cincinnati Fleet Fuel Efficiency 
 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 2 

The City of Cincinnati should commit to increasing the number of alternatively fueled vehicles in its fleet 

as outlined in a "Green Fleet" action plan. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction        803 tons/year by 2013 

Summary of specific issues ï Operation of motor vehicles adds to local air quality problems and results 

in greenhouse gas emissions.  The impact of ground-level ozone, particulate matter pollution and 

greenhouse gas affects breathing air, food, water resources, biodiversity and the ecosystem.  In 2007, the 

Greater Cincinnati region was under a smog alert for high pollution levels for a total of 27 days - the 

highest in the past 12 years. 

Americans represent five percent of the world's population but contribute 45 percent of the world's 

emission of carbon dioxide, the main pollutant that causes global warming.  Carbon dioxide emissions 

from vehicles are disproportionately high in the United States for two primary reasons: U.S. drivers 

average 11,000 miles per year, 29 percent above the global average, and U.S. autos consume more fuel, 

emitting 15 percent more carbon dioxide per mile than the average vehicle in the rest of the world.
3
 

Despite the substantial progress in reducing emissions from mobile sources nationwide, the 

congressionally mandated report from The National Academiesô National Research Council found that 

more needs to be done to attain federal air-quality standards in many parts of the country relative to these 

sources (which include cars and light and heavy duty trucks; diesel-powered cranes, bulldozers, and 

tractors; and equipment such as lawnmowers that run on small gasoline engines).  In December 2007, the 

United States saw the first increase in domestic auto fuel efficiency standards in more than three decades.  

The energy bill requires a 40 percent increase in vehicle fuel economy standards, raising the average fleet 

standard to 35 miles a gallon by 2020.  The current standards are 27.5 mpg for cars and 22.2 mpg for 

SUVs and trucks. The gradual implementation of the tougher standards begins with the 2011 model year. 

Strategy/action plan ï The City of Cincinnati has a significant role to play in improving the efficiency of 

its fleet and reducing emissions from fleet operations.  Whenever possible, pickup trucks, offroad 

equipment, vans, wagons, police cruisers and administrative sedans should be replaced with hybrid, 

ethanol, or biodiesel powered vehicles.  In order to accomplish this, the City needs to conduct a thorough 

review of its entire fleet, develop an action plan with implementation timeline, and enact the plan as 

policy.  The city should conduct a review of its on-road and off-road vehicle operation and maintenance 

procedures to reduce vehicle emissions.  With the inventory completed, the city can proceed with the 

development of a ñGreen Fleetò action plan for the City of Cincinnati to1) operate cleaner vehicles and 2) 

operate vehicles in a more efficient manner. Strategies to be considered in the plan include: 

 Hybrid vehicle purchase 

 Alternative fuel use 

                                                           
3
 Environmental Defense, 2007. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Hybrid Transit Busses (continued) 

 

 Diesel truck retrofits 

 Selection of smaller, more efficient vehicles when practical 

 Driver behavior education, including the Cityôs idling policy 

 

The City of Cincinnati Fleet Services Division has been testing and evaluating alternatively fueled 

equipment since 1993.  In 1997 the City chose Ethanol based fuel (E85) as the Cityôs fuel of choice, and 

built the first E85 refueling station in the City of Cincinnati. 

By 2004 the City fleet contained 135 ethanol powered administrative vehicles (37% of the fleet) and one 

Toyota Prius.
4
  By 2007 the City fleet contained 277 ethanol powered administrative vehicles and one 

Toyota Prius.
5
 

After monitoring the fuel economy and maintenance costs of the Toyota Prius, it was determined that the 

Prius was more cost effective during its life cycle than the ethanol powered vehicles.  At this time Fleet 

Services is continuing to use the ethanol powered vehicles and will investigate suitable hybrid 

replacement vehicles as their budget allows. 

The Transportation Task Team recognizes that the City has already made great strides in utilizing 

alternative fuels and hybrid vehicles.  The ñGreen Fleetò action plan should build on this momentum by 

setting a timeframe for replacing remaining ethanol fueled vehicles with hybrids, and replacing gasoline 

powered vehicles with flexible fueled vehicles.  For example, the average useful life of an ethanol fueled 

vehicle is six years; therefore, the entire administrative fleet could be replaced with hybrid vehicles by the 

year 2013, for a yearly GHG savings of 803 tons of CO2 versus 2007 emissions. 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 City of Cincinnati Fleet Services 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï Improving the energy efficiency of the Cityôs 

fleet will result in GHG emissions reduction and monetary savings. 

 

                                                           
4
 άHybrid Vehicle,ò City of Cincinnati Interdepartment Correspondence, 17 March 2004. 

5
 ñFleet Management Review- Hybrid Response,ò City of Cincinnati Interdepartment Correspondence, 23 July 2007. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team - Cincinnati Fleet Fuel Efficiency (continued) 

 Stratus Prius 

Capital Cost $12,466 $21,136 

Maintenance per mile $.02 $.02 

Fuel cost per mile $.08 $.05 

Residual value $7,450 $19,200 

Total cost to operate for 6 years/67,000 miles $11,716 $6,626 

Annual CO2 emissions 6.9 tons 4 tons 

Source: City of Cincinnati, 2007; Fueleconomy.gov, 2008. 

 

By 2013, 2.9 tons x  277 vehicles = 803 tons   

 

Initial Cost ï Based on the above figures, the incremental cost of buying 277 hybrid vehicles would be 

$2.4 million. These purchases would be spread out over 6 years, requiring $400,000 per year. 

Source of Capital ï Using a lease/purchase agreement, most of the increased cost of the hybrid vehicle 

can be postponed until the savings from use of the vehicle are available. 

Life Cycle Cost/Payback Period ï The incremental cost of purchasing a hybrid vehicle is more than 

recaptured over the life of the vehicle. Because a significant portion of the savings comes as enhanced 

resale valve, the break even point does not occur until the 6
th
 year, when the vehicle is sold. 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Reduced incidence of respiratory disease and flare ups 

 Noise reduction with use of hybrid vehicles 

 

Timeline for implementation ï Conduct inventory and develop plan within six months. Hybrid vehicle 

replacement of administrative vehicles could occur in six years following the inventory. 

 



June 19, 2008 (V 4.0) Climate Protection Action Plan 

 

City of Cincinnati Proposed Climate Protection Action Plan Page 52 
 

Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Implement the Cincinnati Streetcar 

 
TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 3 

The City should construct the proposed Cincinnati Streetcar system. 

 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                4,300 net tons of CO2 per year by 2012; 28,068 by 2028 

                                                                                                                                                    

Summary of specific issues - Local transportation is a large and growing generator of greenhouse gases, 

much of it from personal cars and light trucks. Rail transit is a strategy to enable people to save money, 

avoid congested highways and improve communities by providing car-competitive public transportation 

that stimulates urban growth in the form of dense, walkable neighborhoods. The availability of frequent, 

reliable public transportation may reduce the use of personal vehicles below expected levels as people 

begin to concentrate their activities in their own neighborhoods.  

Cincinnati City Council is currently considering construction of a streetcar network.  The Cincinnati 

Streetcar network would improve connectivity between neighborhoods and major employment, 

commercial, and recreational centers, as well as providing a catalyst for economic development. 

 

Strategy/action plan - The Cincinnati Streetcar has broad political, business and civic support that may 

result in favorable action by Cincinnati City Council to undertake the project. No management 

infrastructure for owning, building and operating the Cincinnati Streetcar has been established, but city 

administrators have well-developed ideas on how these things should be done. The sponsor must 

undertake a concerted outreach effort in the neighborhoods served by the Cincinnati Streetcar to ensure 

that supportive land-use, transportation and economic development policies exist to maximize the benefits 

of the project. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved - An August, 2007 document titled ñEconomic 

Worthiness Study of Cincinnati Streetcarò by HDR Decision Economics provides reliable estimates of 

ridership and ridership growth. HDR also explicitly calculated the reduction in Vehicle Miles Travelled 

(VMT) over the thirty-year life of the streetcar, a total of 128,000,000 VMT.  

According to the American Public Transit Association, ñan average private vehicle emission rate is about 

1.0 pound of CO2 per mile,ò so every 2,000 VMT reduces CO2 by one ton. This suggests that the 3.9-

mile Phase 1A of the Cincinnati Streetcar would reduce CO2 by 64,000 tons over thirty years in the 

relatively small area it serves, or 2,133 tons of CO2 per year. Extrapolating this value to Phase 1B (4.0 

miles) saves an additional 2,188 tons of CO2. The grand total of CO2 reductions due to persons travelling 

on the Cincinnati Streetcar in Downtown, Over-the-Rhine and Uptown is 4,321 tons of CO2 per year. 

In addition, dense settlement patterns reduce greenhouse gases because housing units are generally 

smaller, more energy-efficient, and have reduced thermal losses because of attached construction 

compared to older, single-family homes. Using ICLEIôs personal CO2 emission calculator and adjusting 

for likely behaviors of individuals living in Downtown and Uptown neighborhoods, the annual CO2 

savings may range from 2.7 to 5.5 tons of CO2 per person per year.  Five tons of CO2 per person per year 

could be used as an average for dense, walkable city neighborhoods.  

The City of Cincinnatiôs Streetcar Study assumes that the investment will result in 2,290 additional 

Downtown and OTR units over and above what is now planned. These would probably be smaller 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Implement the Cincinnati Streetcars (continued) 

households than the 2.15 persons per household average for Cincinnati, say 1.50 persons per household. 

This suggests that Cincinnati may gain 3,435 new Downtown/OTR residents on account of the streetcar 

investment. Assuming that each new resident produces 5 fewer tons of CO2 per year, Phase 1A of the 

streetcar project may result in the reduction of 17,175 tons of CO2 due to the denser settlement patterns 

that result.  

Greenhouse gas reductions for dense settlement patterns in Uptown are more difficult because new 

streetcar-driven household formations have not been explicitly estimated for Uptown. However, we can 

justifiably extrapolate from the City of Cincinnatiôs Streetcar Study which estimated that there would be 

587 new households formed for each mile of the 3.9 track-miles of the project. Assuming that settlement 

patterns in Uptown are only half as dense as those in Downtown and Over-the-Rhine, we might expect to 

see something like 294 new households formed along each of the 4.0 track-miles of the Uptown segment, 

or a total of 1,176 new households resulting from the Uptown streetcar investment. Assuming that each of 

these households is similarly occupied by 1.5 persons, the streetcar investment may result in 1,764 new 

Uptown residents. Assuming similar housing construction types and personal travel patterns, these new 

residents should similarly be generating 5 tons less CO2 per year, for a total savings of 8,820 tons of CO2 

per year. 

Combining the totals from Downtown, Over-the-Rhine and Uptown, itôs reasonable to assume that 

Cincinnati may see an annual reduction of 25,995 tons of CO2 when the Cincinnati Streetcar is built-out 

through these neighborhoods. 

Of course, electricity is needed to operate the Cincinnati Streetcar, and its generation will produce 

greenhouse gases. A comparable project will soon commence in Portland, Oregon ï a 3.3 track-mile 

extension of the Portland Streetcar across the Willamette River that is projected to operate with similar 

equipment and service frequencies to what is planned for Cincinnati. The E.D. Hovee and Company 

estimated that this extension would use 988,620 kWh of electricity per year, or 299,581 kWh per track-

mile. Thus, the 7.9 track-mile Cincinnati system could be expected to use 2,366,696 kWh of electricity 

per year. Duke Energy estimates that 1.9 pounds of CO2 are generated for every kWh of power produced. 

Using this coefficient, one can assume that the operation of the Cincinnati Streetcar will produce 

4,496,723 pounds, or 2,248 tons, of CO2 per year. 

In summary, the Cincinnati Streetcarôs Downtown to Uptown segment will save 4,321 tons of CO2 by 

reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled, but its operation will produce 2,248 tons of CO2 per year ï a net 

savings of 2,073 tons of CO2 per year. However, the major benefits occur on account of dense settlement 

patterns and lifestyle changes that result in additional savings of 25,995 tons of CO2 per year when the 

Cincinnati Streetcar is fully extended from Downtown through Over-the-Rhine to Uptown (for a net total 

savings of 28,068 tons of COі/year). As the Cincinnati Streetcar is extended to other neighborhoods, the 

system will achieve ñnetwork effectsò whereby each subsequent link increases the utility of the previous 

links because more destinations can then be accessed. Thus, itôs reasonable to conclude that VMT and 

greenhouse gas reductions will be achieved at an increasing rate as the Cincinnati Streetcar is extended to 

more neighborhoods. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Implement the Cincinnati Streetcars (continued) 

 

Reductions due to persons travelling on the Cincinnati 

Streetcar in Downtown, Over-the-Rhine and Uptown versus 

in cars. 

4,321 tons of CO2 per year 

Reductions due to denser settlement patterns in 1A 17,175 tons of CO2 per year 

Reductions due to denser settlement patterns in 1B 8,820 tons of CO2 per year 

CO2 REDUCTIONS 30,316 tons of CO2 per year 

CO2 generated as a result of streetcar operation 2,248 tons of CO2 per year 

NET TOTAL CO2 REDUCTION  28,068 tons of CO2 per year  

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments - The Cincinnati Streetcar is a project of the City of 

Cincinnati and is being planned by the Cityôs Department of Transportation and Engineering. 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation - The Downtown to Over-the-Rhine phase of the 

Cincinnati Streetcar is estimated to cost $102 million, adjusted to year-of-expenditure dollars, and the 

Uptown extension is approximately $80 million ï a total capital cost of $182 million. The median 

expected annual cost of operating the first phase of the Cincinnati Streetcar is $2.2 million per year. The 

calculated mean expected value for total life cycle costs of operating the Cincinnati Streetcar through 

2042, including the cost of disruption during construction, was estimated to be $40.1 million. 

Extrapolating from this estimate, the cost for operating the Cincinnati Streetcar on a 7.9 track-mile route 

connecting Downtown, Over-the-Rhine and Uptown yields a total life cycle cost of $81.22 million 

through Year 2042.  

Multiple benefits anticipated in addition to greenhouse gas reductions - No electrically powered rail 

system that has opened since the end of World War II has ever gone out of business, so this appears to be 

a reasonably safe investment. HDR/HLB Decision Economics concluded that the median Present Value 

of the benefits of building and operating the Cincinnati Streetcar exceeds the Present Value of its costs by 

a ratio of 2.70 to 1.00; and further, that there was better than a 95% chance that the total benefits would 

exceed the total costs. HDR estimated that the Present Value of the aggregate increases in existing 

properties and the construction of new properties attributable to the streetcar investment would be $379 

million over 30 years. HDR estimated total mobility benefits and travel cost to be in excess of $51 million 

over 30 years. 

Extending car-competitive transit to Cincinnatiôs older neighborhoods may help to repopulate them by 

unwinding the prevailing model of separation of work and residence. As an urban circulator, the 

Cincinnati Streetcar will promote pedestrian mobility and community strategies that support 

neighborhood economic development, healthy life styles, and the establishment of an active street life to 

reduce crime. Because rail transportation tends to attract persons of all incomes, races and ages, the 

Cincinnati Streetcar may foster integration of Cincinnatiôs neighborhoods. 

Since investment in the Streetcar is expected to breakeven, the CO2 reductions essentially are an 

additional benefit achieved at no cost. 

Timeline for implementation - If City Council approves the Streetcar proposal, design and engineering 

would commence right away, and construction would begin in 2009 and would be completed by 2012. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Expansion of Metro bus service (City Portion) 

 
TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 4 

The City should support a significant expansion of Metro bus service within the City of Cincinnati 

 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                          Not Immediately Quantifiable  

 

Summary of Specific issues ï Metro provides a dense bus route network within the City of Cincinnati.  

However, the system consists entirely of fixed routes operated with standard-size, 40-ft. buses and almost 

entirely of routes that are radial in design, focusing on downtown Cincinnati as their start-end point. 

Within the city, there are only two crosstown routes that provide east-west service between 

neighborhoods without having to travel via downtown and a transfer. There is only one shuttle route 

(which connects riverfront parking lots with the CBD core on weekdays only). 

 

The City should support a significant expansion of Metro bus service within the City of Cincinnati.  

While the exact nature of that expansion has not yet been determined, the Metro Moves plan provides a 

good example of what such an expansion might look like.  The MetroMoves plan included three 

crosstown routes and one neighborhood shuttle route that would serve mainly city neighborhoods and 

provide frequent, seven-day-a-week service in major east-west travel demand corridors in the city. These 

routes were: Western Hills - Northside- Bond Hill- Kenwood Crosstown; Western Hills ï Oakley via 

MLK & Uptown Crosstown; Lower Price Hill ï Walnut Hills via Liberty Crosstown; and Uptown 

Neighborhood Shuttle. 

 

Strategy/action plan- A coalition should be formed to plan and promote a major expansion of bus 

service within Cincinnati.  The MetroMoves plan, developed by the Southwest Ohio Regional Transit 

Authority (SORTA) was based on a high level of trip-making and demand analysis in addition to a major 

public involvement process. The plan, which included a regional light rail system, was subject to a ½ cent 

sales tax in Hamilton County that was defeated at the polls. Support for the levy was strongest within city 

precincts. MetroMoves could be used as a starting point for planning to enhance bus service. 

 

Estimated greenhouse gas emissions to be achievedπ The 2002 MetroMoves plan identified the annual 

miles of new service operated and the estimated annual passenger trips generated. It is estimated that 

5,144,050 annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would be saved, significantly off-setting the VMT added 

by additional buses on the street. The new buses are assumed to be biodiesel-electric hybrids. 

 

Carbon emissions saved:  4,320,111 lbs./year 

Estimate based on: 

- 100% diversion of trips from car 

- 6 mile avg. car trip length 

- 5,144,050 VMT saved 

- 23.1 miles/gallon average fuel economy 

- 1 gallon = 19.4 lbs. carbon emissions 

 

Carbon emissions produced: Not Immediately Quantifiable 

Estimated based on: 

- 4 miles/gallon average diesel bus fuel economy 

- 45% improvement in fuel economy by using hybrid biodiesel buses 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Expansion of Metro bus service (City Portion) 

(continued) 

 

- unknown number of bus miles travelled 

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignmentsπ  
 SORTA/Metro 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementationπ For an expansion of bus service comparable in 

scope to the City portion of the MetroMoves bus expansion: The capital cost of 24 buses needed to 

operate this service package is $12,000,000. Federal funds can be applied at 80% dependent on 

congressional sponsorship and support. The annual incremental operating cost is estimated at $8.3 million 

(2008$), which could be partially off-set by fares (covering 20% of operating costs), resulting in a net 

annual incremental operating cost of $6.6 million. Off-setting costs resulting from savings derived by 

personal auto trips avoided (VMT savings) would be $2,597,745/year. 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 New transit service will open up opportunities for more city residents to access jobs and 

economic opportunities that are not currently possible to efficiently reach, enhancing the tax base 

and reducing dependency on social services 

 Reduced consumption of petroleum 

 Streets will experience less wear and tear by reducing traffic 

 New hybrid buses are very quiet and can reduce ambient noise levels 

 Improved pedestrian environment will be encouraged 



June 19, 2008 (V 4.0) Climate Protection Action Plan 

 

City of Cincinnati Proposed Climate Protection Action Plan Page 57 
 

Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Shared Car Service 

 
TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 5  

The City should assess the feasibility of attracting a ñshared car serviceò to Cincinnati.   

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                            1000 tons/year initially; 5,000 tons/year by 2012 

Summary of specific issues ï Car sharing is a relatively new concept within North America, having 

originated in major urban markets in Europe.  Car sharing is essentially a short term car rental service that 

allows an individual without access to an automobile the means to automobile travel on short term notice.  

There are differing operational models for car sharing programs with both non-profit and for profit 

operations.   All car sharing programs have the following characteristics:  

 An operator (either public, non-profit or for profit) who enrolls an organized group of participants 

(members); 

 A fleet of vehicles (most often fuel efficient or hybrid vehicles) that are owned, maintained, and 

insured by the operator; 

 The operator positions the vehicles in a decentralized network of parking locations close to 

homes, workplaces and/or transit stations which are generally coordinated with the local 

municipality; 

 Vehicles can be reserved in advance (typically via an online reservation system) that works in 

ñreal timeò; 

 Rentals of the vehicle fleet are for short time periods (increments of one hour or less) and do not 

typically exceed one day, as differentiated by traditional automobile rental agencies which rent 

their vehicles on a daily basis; 

 Vehicles are self-accessing via a magnetic ñsmartò card issued to members by the operator.  Entry 

and operation of the vehicles is controlled by a wireless communications network that allows the 

operator to restrict vehicle access and control by vehicle, member and time of day. 

 

Strategy/action plan ï Implementation of a comprehensive car sharing program within the central 

business district and/or the Uptown area surrounding the University of Cincinnati could serve to foster 

ongoing efforts to create urban residential housing.  There are currently no car sharing programs in the 

region.  There are startup programs in the Cleveland area (City Wheels) and at Ohio State University in 

Columbus, Ohio (Zip Cars).  As of 2007, there were over 20 major urban centers as well as over 60 

collegian campuses with car sharing programs.  Operators are both non-profit organizations with varying 

levels of municipal or governmental funding and assistance, as well as commercial operators that more or 

less operate without any public funding or contractual commitments.  A review of car sharing markets 

and operators in the United States is the subject of TCRP Report 108 ñCar Sharing Where and How it 

Succeedsò published by the Transportation Research Board in 2005. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï Car sharing allows multiple residents to utilize a 

conveniently located automobile when needed while reducing or eliminating the need and costs 

associated with owning, insuring, fueling and maintaining an automobile.  Fixed costs of automobile 

ownership are significantly reduced or eliminated and replaced in exchange for somewhat higher costs on 

a per trip or per hour basis.  This shift in transportation economics puts a premium on reducing the 

numbers and duration of automobile trips.  Research has indicated that car sharing programs result in a 

reduction of private automobile ownership as well as a reduction in vehicle miles traveled.  This reduction 

in automobile use in turn results in less vehicular green house gas emissions. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Shared Car Service (continued) 

Most major car sharing programs indicate that each fleet vehicle is utilized such that it consolidates trips 

that would have required the use of 15-20 automobiles if the service were not available.  Specific and 

independently verifiable estimates of a reduction in vehicle miles and hours traveled by market or 

collectively have not been found; however, most operators state that 10% of households within a targeted 

service area established memberships in a mature market.   

By 2012 for the University of Cincinnati, it would seem reasonable to anticipate that membership could 

reach 1,000-3,000 individuals and for the City of Cincinnati CBD membership (based on residential use 

only) would be 200-500 individuals.  Such rates of membership could result in a reduction in the 

ownership and regular use of 2,000-5,000 private automobiles.  This does not include any potential use of 

such a system to augment or supplant the Cityôs municipal vehicle fleet.  Due to the lack of uniformity 

across systems and varying conditions from market to market, it is difficult to quantify the potential 

reduction in green house gas emissions.  If one were to assume that 2,000 vehicles were driven at  half the 

typical 10,000 miles annually with an estimated emission rate of 1 lb of CO2 equivalent per mile, the 

result would be an annual reduction of approximately 5,000 tons of CO2.  While this reduction would be 

very modest in regional terms, a car sharing programôs other benefits also serve to promote reductions in 

vehicular use and increased use of alternative modes of travel including walking, biking and public 

transit. 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 The City of Cincinnati 

  SORTA 

  OKI 

 The University of Cincinnati 

 Other local agencies (including private sector) focused on environmental stewardship, 

transportation and urban economic and residential development 

 

We recommend further study to determine the most practical operating model for the City 

(implementation either through a local non-profit partnership or via a commercial operator).  The City 

must also review its current financial, regulatory and legal policies regarding land use, parking, 

marketing, and taxation as it would apply to car sharing.  The City should also monitor the success of car 

sharing operations in Columbus and Cleveland to determine if there are any cultural and demographic 

characteristics or statewide policies that are incentives or detrimental to viability of car sharing operations 

in the State of Ohio. 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï Implementation of a car sharing program 

typically requires a year before the program is sustainable, and private for-profit operators indicate that 

$1,000,000 in initial investment is required before a program is self-sustaining.  In most cases, the 

operator will form some type of public-private partnership to coordinate and share marketing 

responsibilities. 

There are some issues that local host communities or institutions must resolve including provision for 

parking (on or off street) of car sharing vehicles.  Some communities have also had to review their tax 

policies regarding automobile ñrentalsò and how it applies to the car sharing model.    
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Shared Car Service (continued) 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Supports urban living and less reliance on automobiles 

 

Timeline for implementation ï An in depth study of car sharing and City policies could be completed in 

6 months.  An RFP for operation of car sharing operation in CBD or Uptown could be issued 6 months 

following the initial study.  Joint marketing and initial startup-implementation could occur 1 year 

following establishment of the operator.  Market maturity and potential expansion would take 2-4 years 

following establishment of an operator. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Green Locomotives 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 6 

The City should support the conversion of existing railroad locomotives to ñGensetò locomotives. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                                               2,168 tons of CO2 per year 

Summary of specific issues ï The railroad industry plays an important role in the nationwide transport of 

people and goods.  There are two types of railroad locomotives: line haul locomotives, which move 

freight or passengers across long distances, and switcher locomotives. Switcher locomotives move 

railcars within a railroad yard.  Switchers are powered by diesel engines that are frequently left idling 

when not in use, wasting fuel and releasing pollutants into the air.  

Strategy/action plan ï The City should support the efforts of the Ohio Rail Development Commission to 

assist Norfolk Southern and CSX Transportation in acquiring three Genset switcher locomotives each, 

and the Indiana and Ohio Railroad in acquiring two.  These locomotives would operate in the railroad 

yards in Cincinnati. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï The Union Pacific Railroad was the first railroad 

to obtain Genset switchers. Union Pacific began planning for a prototype Genset switcher locomotive in 

2002.  That prototype was delivered to UP in December 2005. In January 2007, the railroad received the 

first of 60 production Genset locomotives that will operate in the Los Angeles area.  The new 2,100 

horsepower locomotives are powered by three 700-horsepower ultra-low emission Tier 3-certified diesel 

engines that reduce emissions of nitrogen oxides by 80 percent and particulate matter by 90 percent, while 

using as much as 16 percent less fuel compared to current low-horsepower locomotives.  The fuel savings 

of a Genset switcher also translates into at least 16 percent fewer greenhouse gas emissions. 

Union Pacific has also begun converting some of its yard switchers to ñhybridò switchers.  In this case, 

the locomotive is powered by large banks of storage batteries.  When the locomotive is not running, a 

small low-emission diesel engine on board recharges the batteries. 

Each Genset locomotive saves 271 tons of CO2 per year.  With eight locomotives being sought for the 

area, a total of 2,168 total tons of CO2 would be saved per year. 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 Ohio Rail Development Commission 

 CSX Transportation 

 Norfolk Southern Corporation 

 Indiana and Ohio Railroad  

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï The cost of each Genset locomotive is $1.5 

million, making the total cost of purchasing eight locomotives for the area $12 million.   

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Sixteen percent reduction in fuel consumption 

 Eighty percent reduction in nitrogen oxides emitted 

 Ninety percent reduction in particulate matter emitted 

 

Timeline for implementation ï Implementation will be dependent upon funding. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team  

Electric Car Dealership  

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 7 

The City should assist and incentivize the establishment of a local dealership for plug-in electric cars. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                          1,047 tons in 2012; 5,534 tons in 2028 

Summary of specific issues ï There are at least 3 companies that currently mass produce and market 

affordable all-electric vehicles.  These vehicles are available from dealerships located across the country, 

but not presently in Cincinnati.  As an example, the dealership located in New London, Ohio, near 

Cleveland, sold almost 100 vehicles in 2007 and expects to sell 200 in 2008. 

 

These vehicles are legal to operate on public streets, but are not what most people would consider ñreal 

cars.ò  They have limited speeds (25-40 mph max.) and limited ranges (25-60 miles per charge), but they 

are suitable for a number of specific applications, including use as a commuting car for a member of a 2 

car family, or for specific applications within a government or corporate fleet. The vehicles come in a 4-

passenger or pickup truck configuration. 

  

Electric cars emit significantly less GHG per mile than conventional vehicles, even when one charges the 

vehicle using coal generated electricity. 

  

Vehicles can be viewed at www.zapworld.com, www.zenncars.com, and www.mileselectricvehicles.com.  

 

Strategy/action plan ï The City should work with private partners, electric car advocates, and Duke 

Energy to support the establishment of an electric car dealership in Cincinnati.  The goal will be to 

establish the dealership in 2008, sell 100 vehicles to the Cincinnati market in 2009, and increase the fleet 

by 200 vehicles per year from 2010 onward.  Each vehicle will be used for an average of 5,000 miles per 

year.  These assumptions are extremely conservative, as vehicle speeds, ranges and durability are 

expected to increase over the next few years, creating a larger market niche for these vehicles. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï If 700 vehicles were in use by 2012, and these 

700 vehicles averaged 5,000 miles each, this would total 3.5 million vehicle miles that year, or 1,461 tons 

of CO2 avoided.  However, the E-car uses 936 kwh per 5,000 miles.  Multiplied by 700 vehicles, this 

would be equivalent to 655,200 kwh in 2012, or 414 tons of CO2 produced. Subtracting this number from 

the original 1,461 tons of CO2 avoided results in a net savings of 1,047 tons of CO2 avoided in 2012. 

If 3,700 vehicles were in use by 2028, and these 3,700 vehicles averaged 5,000 miles each, this would 

total 18.5 million vehicle miles that year, or 7,722 tons of CO2 avoided.  However, the E-car uses 936 

kwh per 5,000 miles.  Multiplied by 3,700 vehicles, this would be equivalent to 3,463,200 kwh in 2028, 

or 2,188 tons of CO2 produced.  Subtracting this number from the original 7,722 tons of CO2 avoided 

results in a net savings of 5,534 tons of CO2 avoided in 2028. 

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 Office of the City Manager, Economic Development Division 

 Office of Environmental Quality 

 Duke Energy 

 Green Energy Ohio 

 

 

http://www.zapworld.com/
http://www.zenncars.com/
http://www.mileselectricvehicles.com/
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Electric Car Dealership (continued) 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï The cost to establish a dealership, including 

initial inventory of 10 vehicles, is expected to be less than $250,000.  A 10% subsidy of start-up costs 

would cost the City $25,000.  This is a profitable small business opportunity that would create jobs and 

generate economic activity.  Each vehicle retails for approximately $12,000, which is less than the price 

of a comparable gasoline vehicle.  Operating costs are 2-3 cents/mile, significantly less than the cost to 

operate a gasoline vehicle. 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Improvement in personal health 

 Reduction in air pollution 

 Reduced use of natural resources 

 

Timeline for implementation ï A dealership could be established in 2008.  The goal would then be to 

sell 100 vehicles to the Cincinnati market in 2009, and increase the fleet by 200 vehicles per year from 

2010 onward. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Idle Reduction Campaign 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 8 

The City should participate in the EPAôs National Idle Reduction Campaign and educate the public about 

the importance of engine idle-reduction practices.  

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                              78+ tons per year 

Summary of specific issues- Idling consumes more fuel than turning a vehicle engine off and on again, 

and contributes to pollution.  A single vehicle dropping off and picking up children at one school emits an 

average of three pounds of pollution into the air each month.
6
  Ending unnecessary vehicle idling is an 

easy way for citizens to play a role in improving air quality and respiratory health in our city.  

Strategy/action plan- The City should work with Hamilton Countyôs DOES Air Quality Division to 

encourage the creation of mandatory ñNo Idle Zonesò at all schools within Hamilton County in order to 

eliminate both school bus and care-giver idling.  Work with schools to implement idle-reduction 

education and outreach programs for parents.  Work with the Cincy USA Regional Chamber of 

Commerce to provide idle reduction outreach programs for local businesses.  Work with OKI on an anti-

idling public education program as a new component to OKIôs Do Your Share for Cleaner Air.   

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achievedð There are 47 elementary schools within the 

Cincinnati Public SchooI district alone.  If even 100 diesel school buses reduced their idling by ten 

minutes each day, 33,570 lbs of CO2 emissions could be avoided each year.  If ten care-givers at each 

school eliminated idling while picking up or dropping off children, an additional 12,690 lbs would be 

avoided.  If an additional 500 citizens reduced their idling by 5 minutes a day, the annual CO2 savings 

would be 110,000 lbs of CO2.
7
  These three initiatives alone total a savings of 156,260 lbs of CO2 (78 

tons) per year. 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments-  

 City of Cincinnati Office of Environmental Quality 

 Hamilton Countyôs DOES Air Quality Division 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementationð There would be minimal cost to implement a 

campaign.  If 100 diesel school buses reduced their idling by ten minutes each day, it would result in a 

savings of 1,500 gallons of gas per year.  A driver of a small engine car that reduces idling by 5 minutes 

each day would save approximately $30 per year on gasoline (assuming a price of $3.15/gallon of gas).
8
 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) - ñNo Idle Zonesò at schools 

would decrease fine particulate matter pollution, known to aggravate conditions such as asthma.  

Timeline for implementation - Idle reduction campaign toolkits are readily available online. Policies and 

programs could be implemented within a few months. 

                                                           
6
 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, 2008. 

7
 The Hinkle Charitable Foundation, 2008 

8
 The Hinkle Charitable Foundation, 2008 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Increase Bicycle Use 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 9  

The City should collaborate with regional bicycling advocates in order to increase bicycle use as a mode 

of transportation.   

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                                                                    6,300 tons/year  

Summary of specific issues ï For more than 15 years the City of Cincinnati has worked to include 

bicycle facilities as a part of new bridges/viaducts, new streets and street repair/restriping in accordance 

with federal Department of Transportation and American Association of State Highway and 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines.  Staff from the Cityôs Bicycle Transportation Program 

has worked in partnership with the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (Bike/PAC) to ensure 

implementation of these bicycle facilities.  The Ohio River Trail, a proposed bike path into downtown 

from the Lunken Airport area, is a current example of collaboration between the City and Bike/PAC.   

Bicycle rental/sharing services are offered by cities throughout Europe and the U.S. to improve air 

quality, decrease traffic congestion and for recreational use.  Additional benefits include better health for 

citizens through increased exercise, creation of a more ñconvivial city atmosphereò and a decrease in 

noise pollution.  The European CycloCity model is a public-private partnership providing bicycle rental 

service at a minimal cost to users.   

Cincinnatiôs weather and topography present many challenges to bicycle use as a mobility option.  Metro 

is an obvious partner in overcoming these challenges and expanding bicycle use in our region.  All Metro 

buses are equipped with bike racks, and the current bike and ride service could be promoted through an 

advertising campaign and enhanced website.   

Strategy/action plan ï The City should promote bicycle transportation funding through various 

departments.  This funding will ensure continued progress on construction and maintenance of bike 

facilities, and will enable the City to partner with local advocates to encourage the promotion of bicycling 

as a safe, accepted alternative form of transportation.  Efforts may include: 

 Continue funding for the Bicycle Transportation Program, which provides staff support to 

Bike/PAC and funds small projects (i.e. bike rack requests); 

 Supporting the development of the Ohio River Trail, Little Miami Scenic Trail, and Mill Creek 

with our regional partners; 

 Promoting Cincinnati Recreation  Commissionôs bicycle rental service at Sawyer Point and 
Lunken Airport for recreation and transportation; 

 Assessing the feasibility of a low-cost bike rental service with stations located throughout the 

City; 

 Collaboration with Metro to promote ñbike to workò trips and access to bike trails; 

 Collaboration with local bicycle shops and cooperatives to increase public education and 

awareness of bicycle alternatives. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Increase Bicycle Use (continued) 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï There are currently approximately 5,000 ñbike to 

workò trips per day in Hamilton County (.15%).   If this number were increased to 23,000 trips per day 

(.67%, still considerably below the national average), the resulting greenhouse gas savings would be 

6,300 tons per year. 

  Current   Proposed 

Hamilton County 

Daily Person Trips 

(2005) 

 3,374,919  3,374,919 

% of Hamilton Co. 

workers over 16 

that bike to work 

multiply by .15%  .67% (St. Paul, MN) 

 equals 5,000 bike trips/day  23,000 bike trips/day 

Average bike trip 

length 

multiply by 4.7 miles/trip  4.7 miles/trip 

 equals 24,000 bike miles per day  108,000 bike miles per day 

Regional average 

vehicle occupancy 

divide by 1.34 persons/vehicle  1.34 persons/vehicle 

 equals 18,000 vehicle miles per 

day averted 

 81,000 vehicle miles per day 

averted 

CO2 emission 

factor 

multiply by 454 grams/mile  454 grams/mile 

COі averted equals 8,172,000 grams CO2/day  36,774,000 grams CO2/day 

Grams in a ton divide by 907,185.5  907,185.5 

 equals 9 tons/day averted  40.5 tons/day averted 

5 days/week x 40 

weeks of bike 

weather per year 

multiply by 200 days per year  200 days per year 

Tons of CO2 

averted per year 

equals 1,800 tons/year  8,100 tons/year 

Source: OKI Regional Council of Governments, EPA.  

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 The Cityôs Climate Protection Coordinator  

 Bike/PAC 

 Cincinnati Cycle Club 

 Local bicycle shops and cooperatives 

 Cincinnati Recreation Commission 

 Cincinnati Park Board 

 Metro  

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï A small amount of staff time would be required 

from the Office of Environmental Quality in order to collaborate with existing agencies on public 

outreach promotion and tracking response.  The cost for a part-time city transportation engineer and part- 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Increase Bicycle Use (continued) 

 

time support staff to evaluate bicycle/ pedestrian facilities for the Bicycle Transportation Program is 

approximately $50,000/year. 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 A more convivial city atmosphere 

 Better citizen health through increased exercise 

 Increased acceptance of bicycling as a safe alternative form of transportation 

 Decreased noise pollution 

 Less degradation to the city infrastructure 

 Growth of businesses due to better accessibility 

 

Timeline for implementation ï An initial collaborative strategy could be defined within six months.  

Intense public education could occur during the next 6 months.  Implementation of trails will be 

contingent upon availability of funding. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Ride Share Program 

 
TASK TEAM WORK GROUP REC OMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 10 

The City should work with the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments to promote 

RideShare programs for citizens and workers in Cincinnati. 

 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                        Between 100.3 and 4,010 tons per year 

Summary of specific issues ïSharing the drive to work can help decrease traffic congestion, fuel 

consumption, GHG emissions and commuting expenses.   At the present time, about 16% of Cincinnati 

commuters share a ride to work. This is slightly above the national figure of 15%. The Ohio-Kentucky-

Indiana Regional Council of Governments (OKI) has a free ride share program through which car pools 

can be arranged.  More than 1,000 commuters are in the data base.  To help locate people interested in car 

pooling, an application can be obtained via telephone or on-line; OKI will follow -up with information and 

assistance.  The RideShare program also offers van pooling for 7 ï 15 people in leased vans.  OKI 

provides a subsidy to keep costs down and assistance in setting up the van pool.  A volunteer van pool 

driver manages the smooth operation of the service including maintaining a schedule, maintaining the van 

and collecting fees.  There are 229 commuters in 18 vans operating in the region saving 264,600 VMT.  A 

guaranteed ride home emergency service is included in the RideShare program. 

Strategy/action plan ï Cincinnatiôs Climate Protection coordinator could work with OKI to implement a 

Ride Share Program for city employees.  OKI could perform a cluster analysis for all city employees.  

The city promotion of the program would be a key to success along with offering incentives for 

employees who use the service.  Rewards could include preferential parking, public recognition, token 

prizes, or a tax incentive.  Once established, the coordinator could monitor the number of employees 

participating, VMT saved, and ongoing promotion of the program.  

To complement this program for City employees, the Coordinator could also work with area businesses to 

promote a RideShare program.  

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï If an additional 1% of the City governmentôs 

workforce commuted by carpool or vanpool, the GHG savings would be: 60 employees x 16 miles/day x 

250 days/year = 240,000 vehicle miles avoided.  At 1 ton for every 2,394 miles driven, this equals 100.3 

tons/year.  If an additional 1% of all Cincinnati commuters shared a ride to work, the GHG savings would 

be: 2,400 employees x 16 x 250 / 2394 = 4,010 tons/year.  

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 Office of Environmental Quality 

 Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments  

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï There is no cost to the individual to set up a car 

pool. The monthly lease of a van depends on the size and number of miles driven.  Initial administrative 

costs would be needed to establish the program perhaps through departments followed by monitoring the 

response.  
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Ride Share Program (continued) 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Reduced traffic congestion 

 Improved air quality 

 Conserved natural resources 

 Saved money 

 

Timeline for implementation ï An initial draft with program details, ways to promote and advertise, and 

rules and responsibilities could be created within 3 months.  The new program would then be 

implemented with indefinite timelines. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Community Fuel Efficiency 
 
TASK TEAM WORK GROUP R ECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 11 

The City should work with the Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber and business associations to initiate 

diverse fuel efficiency plans in the private sector.  Additionally, the City should fund an outreach effort 

geared toward educating the general public about improving fuel efficiency and efficient driver behavior. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                                         Not immediately quantifiable  

Summary of specific issues ï Operation of motor vehicles adds to local air quality problems and results 

in greenhouse gas emissions.  The impact of ground-level ozone, particulate matter pollution and 

greenhouse gas affects breathing air, food, water resources, biodiversity and the ecosystem. In 2007, the 

Greater Cincinnati region was under a smog alert for high pollution levels for a total of 27 days - the 

highest in the past 12 years.  

Americans represent five percent of the world's population but contribute 45 percent of the world's 

emission of carbon dioxide, the main pollutant that causes global warming.  Carbon dioxide emissions 

from vehicles are disproportionately high in the United States for two primary reasons: U.S. drivers 

average 11,000 miles per year, 29 percent above the global average, and U.S. autos consume more fuel, 

emitting 15 percent more carbon dioxide per mile than the average vehicle in the rest of the world.
9
 

Despite the substantial progress in reducing emissions from mobile sources nationwide, the 

congressionally mandated report from The National Academiesô National Research Council found that 

more needs to be done to attain federal air-quality standards in many parts of the country relative to these 

sources (which include cars and light and heavy duty trucks; diesel-powered cranes, bulldozers, and 

tractors; and equipment such as lawnmowers that run on small gasoline engines).  In December 2007, the 

United States saw the first increase in domestic auto fuel efficiency standards in more than three decades.  

The energy bill requires a 40 percent increase in vehicle fuel economy standards, raising the average fleet 

standard to 35 miles a gallon by 2020.  The current standards are 27.5 mpg for cars and 22.2 mpg for 

SUVs and trucks.  The gradual implementation of the tougher standards begins with the 2011 model year. 

Strategy/action plan ï With the development and implementation of the Cityôs own ñGreen Fleetò action 

plan, the opportunity presents itself for the City to serve as a model to private sector fleets.  The City 

should work with the Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber and business associations to identify and 

contact private sector fleets with the intent of assisting these fleets in developing diverse fuel efficiency 

plans and/or policies.  The private fleet will conduct a thorough review of its entire fleet, develop an 

action plan with implementation timeline and enact the plan. Strategies to be considered in the plan 

include: 

 Hybrid vehicle purchase 

 Alternative fuel use 

 Diesel truck retrofits 

 Selection of smaller, more efficient vehicles when practical 

 Driver behavior education, including an idling policy 

 Subsidizing/incentivizing the use of transit and carpools 

 Establishing a flex time policy 

 

                                                           
9
 Environmental Defense, 2007. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Community Fuel Efficiency (continued) 

 

 

In addition, the City should fund an outreach campaign aimed at educating the community-at-large about 

fuel efficiency.  The City should host several workshops focusing on reducing car usage and improving 

vehicle maintenance as ways that the commuting population can assist in reducing GHG from 

automobiles.  The workshop would also educate the public on idling issues and promote the purchase of 

more fuel efficient vehicles.  The workshops would be held at various locations within the city, working 

through community and neighborhood associations. 

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 The City of Cincinnati 

 The Cincinnati USA Regional Chamber 

 Business, community, and neighborhood associations 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï Improving the energy efficiency of a fleet will 

result in GHG emission reduction and monetary savings.   

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Health and well-being 

 Reduced incidence of respiratory disease and flare ups 

 Improved air quality 

 Noise reduction with use of hybrid vehicles. 

 

Timeline for implementation ï The City could begin working with private fleets within one year of the 

Cityôs adoption and implementation of their ñGreen Fleetò action plan.  Development of workshop 

materials could occur within one year with the intent of holding workshops soon after. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Complete Streets 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 12 

The City should ensure adequate funding for the construction, maintenance and rehabilitation of 

ñComplete Streets.ò 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                                Not immediately quantifiable 

Summary of specific issues ï ñComplete Streetsò are designed to provide safe and accessible use for 

pedestrians, cyclists, transit riders and operators of motor vehicles.  Planners of a typical complete street 

would aim to include, as appropriate, amenities such as: sidewalks, bike lanes, wide shoulders, 

crosswalks, refuge medians, bus pullouts, bus lanes, audible pedestrian signals, and sidewalk bulb-outs.
10

 

The maintenance and enhancement of funding for the City of Cincinnati sidewalks, bicycle, and hillside 

steps programs require an ongoing commitment. Approximately 1,700 miles of improved sidewalk space 

(i.e., frontages with paved walk and driveway surfaces) extend along 90% of City streets..  There are 

nearly 400 sets of City hillside stairways (not including those within the City Parks or Recreation 

properties).  The hillside steps are an integral part of our Cityôs transportation system and provide a 

pedestrian-friendly connection to some areas of the City that are quite remote.  

In some locations, space for pedestrians, bicycles, transit, automobiles, and greenspace in our built 

environment will require more right-of-way than currently exists. Widening the right-of-way typically 

cannot be achieved without destroying the character of the street. 

In regards to sustainability and maintainability, maintenance costs will increase for additional gray and 

green infrastructure. 

Strategy/action plan ï The City should provide continued and enhanced funding for ñComplete Streets,ò 

which will in turn promote walking, cycling, and public transit.  Streets that are safe and accessible to 

users of all ages and abilities are more likely to encourage alternative forms of travel (such as walking, 

cycling, etc). 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï Not quantifiable at this time 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 The City of Cincinnati Department of Transportation and Engineering (DOTE) will lead 

implementation of the Complete Streets recommendation. 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï The City of Cincinnati Department of 

Transportation and Engineering (DOTE) is currently allocated $500,000 per year for sidewalk 

maintenance, upgrade, etc.  Although property owners are responsible for sidewalk upkeep in front of 

their property, DOTE is responsible for installation and maintenance of City owned locations. DOTE is 

allocated $250,000 per year for maintenance of the hillside steps.  DOTEôs bicycle program is allocated 

approximately $150,000 per year for planning, design, and small miscellaneous work.  The bicycle 

program also receives about $400,000 per year in capital funds for trail projects and work such as inlet 

grate upgrades. 

                                                           
10

 www.completestreets.org (March 2008) 

http://www.completestreets.org/
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team  - Complete Streets (continued) 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 Improved pedestrian safety 

 Increased walking/cycling connectivity 

 Increase in options for recreation/exercise 

 Promotion of transit usage via provision of good pedestrian connectivity  

 

Timeline for implementation ï The programs listed above are currently in place. These programs should 

be maintained and enhanced to achieve more complete streets over time. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Expanded Light Rail Transit  

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 13 

The City should support the development of a regional light rail system. 

 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                        97,912 net tons of CO2 per year 

Summary of specific issues ï Transportation is a large generator of greenhouse gases, much of it from 

personal cars and light trucks.  Rail transit is a strategy to enable people to save money, avoid congested 

highways and improve communities by providing car-competitive public transportation that also 

stimulates urban growth in the form of dense, walkable neighborhoods.  Reduction of greenhouse gases 

has historically not been an objective, and rail systems have not been designed with this in mind.  To the 

extent that rail transit reduces transport-related greenhouse gases, it can be viewed as an important 

environmental strategy for urban transportation, which is otherwise a large and growing producer of 

greenhouse gases from cars and light trucks. 

While the exact nature of the expansion has not yet been determined, the MetroMoves plan provides a 

good example of what such an expansion might look like. An electrically powered light rail system was 

proposed to Cincinnati and Hamilton County voters in 2002.  The plan was composed of six rail lines 

totaling about sixty miles.  Reliable ridership estimates were made.  Explicit calculations for reductions in 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) were not calculated, however rough estimates are possible.  No estimates 

have been made with respect to the sum of greenhouse gases that would enter the atmosphere from the 

generation of electricity used to power the light rail. 

Strategy/action plan ï The plan called for the construction of six light rail lines, five originating in 

Downtown Cincinnati and extending to Dent, Tri-County, Blue Ash, Newtown and the foot of the Taylor-

Southgate Bridge just east of Downtown Cincinnati. A sixth light rail line would have connected the Dent 

line with the Newtown line, enabling people to go cross-county without having to go Downtown. 

Weekday ridership was estimated for each of the lines: 23,000 for the Blue Ash (I-71) Line; 20,000 for 

the Tri-County (I-75) Line; 18,000 for the Dent (I-74) Line; 10,000 for the Newtown (Eastern) Line; 

1,000 for the I-471 (Southeast) Line; and 4,000 for the Cross-County Line ï a total of 100,000 weekday 

riders in Hamilton County. Standard practice for estimating annual transit ridership is to multiply the 

weekday ridership by 300. Thus, the annual ridership from the six Hamilton County lines would be in the 

range of 30,000,000 trips, or 900,000,000 trips over the thirty-year life of the project. The American 

Public Transit Association estimates that the average trip on a light rail train is 4.5 miles. Accordingly, 

these data suggest that building light rail in Cincinnati would result in four billion passenger miles during 

the first thirty years of the systemôs operation.  

The Federal Highway Administration estimates that car occupancies vary from an average of 1.08 persons 

per car for work trips and 1.90 persons per car for other kinds of trips. Since light rail transit is especially 

used for work trips, this analysis assumes an intermediate variable of 1.20 persons in each car trip that 

wouldnôt be made because of the availability of light rail transit in Cincinnati. Thus, the four billion miles 

travelled on the light rail system in its first thirty years would result in 3.33 billion fewer Vehicle Miles 

Traveled. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï According to the American Public Transit 

Association, ñan average private vehicle emission rate is about 1.0 pound of CO2 per mile,ò so every 

2,000 VMT reduces CO2 by one ton. Therefore, the Regional Rail Plan would reduce CO2 by 1.66 

million tons over thirty years, or 53,333 tons per year. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Regional Rail Transit (continued) 

 

There would be more gains from denser settlement patterns around the 35 light rail stations included in 

the plan. If each station were to gain 500 units of clustered, mixed-use housing and commercial 

development over thirty years, with each housing unit occupied by the Cincinnati average of 2.15 persons, 

then a total of 37,625 persons would be attracted to live within walking distance of a light rail station. 

This represents less than 5% of the current population of Hamilton County -- not an unreasonable 

expectation. Using ICLEIôs personal CO2 emissions calculator for residents living in clustered mixed-use 

housing, we can assume an annual reduction of CO2 per person in the range of 2.7 tons compared to a 

typical resident living in a large house on a large lot who mostly drives alone and seldom uses public 

transportation. Thus, the aggregate CO2 reduction for residents of compact housing situated around the 35 

light rail stations would be in the range of 101,588 tons of CO2 per year. 

Light rail trains are powered by electricity, and its generation will produce greenhouse gases. The transit 

agency in Portland, Oregon states that it used 44,048,344 kWh of electricity in 2007 to propel its trains 

along 44 miles of double-tracked light rail lines, or about 1 million kWh of power per route-mile. Thus, 

the Regional Rail Plan would use 60 million kWh of power for its sixty miles of light rail routes. Using 

Duke Energyôs factor of 1.9 pounds of CO2 for each kWh of power generated, the Regional Rail Plan will 

produce 114 million pounds -- or 57,000 tons -- of CO2 each year.  

Adding it all up ï VMT reductions, changes in settlement patterns and the CO2 generated to propel the 

electric trains, there would be a net annual reduction of 97,921 tons of CO2 gained from the construction 

and operation of sixty miles of light rail transit in Hamilton County. 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï The Southwest Ohio Regional Transit Authority has 

been the lead agency on this project. 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï The capital cost of the Regional Rail Plan was 

$2.4 billion over thirty years, adjusted for the year of expenditure of funds, and it would cost about $60 

million per year to operate the sixty miles of light rail in Hamilton County.  Revenue from fares, if 

estimated at $1 per trip, would yield $30 million annual as an off-set to the operating expenses. 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï Ridership on rail transit is 

almost always higher than projections because trains are more car-competitive than buses. Higher fuel 

prices are driving more people to transit, especially light rail transit where ridership grew 6.1% last year 

across the nation. No electrically powered rail system that has opened for business since World War II has 

gone out of business. On the other hand, because the main benefit of highway improvements -- faster 

travel time -- erodes over time as more cars use the improved roadway, investments in rail transit could be 

viewed as less risky than highway investments.  

In addition, the ridership estimates for MetroMoves were only performed on a line-by-line basis and did 

not consider the ñnetwork effectsò of a complete regional rail system ï how the system becomes much 

more valuable when you can travel in every direction. We know from our own experience with highways 

that this is a major benefit.  

Timeline for implementation ï Funding sources would need to be identified before further planning 

could begin. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

Expansion of Metro Bus Service (Regional Portion)  
 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 14 

The City should support a significant expansion of Metro bus service within the Cincinnati region. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction      Not Immediately Quantifiable  

Summary of specific issues- Metroôs route network provides extensive radial coverage within the City of 

Cincinnati, limited crosstown service within the City, and limited service coverage within non-city 

portions of Hamilton County and areas immediately adjacent to Hamilton County. This is a result of the 

funding arrangement for transit in southwest Ohio, which relies primarily on City of Cincinnati earnings 

tax revenues (dedicated to transit use by city voters in 1972) and the lack of a broader regional or 

countywide funding source, as is common nationwide and in Ohio. The result is a system that generally 

reflects the nature of the region, with a few exceptions, as it was in the early 1970s instead of 2008. 

The City should support a significant expansion of Metro bus service within the Cincinnati region.  While 

the exact nature of that expansion has not yet been determined, the Metro Moves plan provides a good 

example of what such an expansion might look like. In 2002, the MetroMoves transit development plan 

developed a broad-based regional network of expanded transit service throughout Hamilton County and 

immediately adjacent areas. In addition to four routes and services that focused on the City of Cincinnati, 

the bus portion of the plan included the creation of several new services and facilities: 

 

 9 east-west or north-south crosstown routes providing direct suburb-to-suburb and neighborhood-

to-neighborhood connections that do not require a trip to and transfer in downtown Cincinnati; 

 3 limited stop routes in major radial corridors providing fast service to the downtown and uptown 

areas of Cincinnati; 

 12 neighborhood shuttle routes providing small bus connections to local jobs, shopping, 

residential areas, and other opportunities; 

 An overnight shuttle enhancing access to jobs; 

 29 transit hubs to enhance transit connections, provide high quality and safe passenger waiting 

areas, include park & ride at some locations, and provide tools to encourage neighborhood 

revitalization and enhancement; 

 An expanded bus fleet, additional bus garage, new shelters, intelligent transportation systems, and 

other related operational improvements. 

 

Strategy/action plan- A coalition should be formed to plan and promote a major expansion of bus 

service within Cincinnati.  The MetroMoves plan, developed by the Southwest Ohio Regional Transit 

Authority (SORTA) was based on a high level of trip-making and demand analysis in addition to a major 

public involvement process. The plan, which included a regional light rail system, was subject to a ½ cent 

sales tax in Hamilton County that was defeated at the polls. Implementation of a regional MetroMoves 

bus expansion plan cannot be accomplished with existing funding programs and resources and would 

require a similar funding source to that proposed in 2002.  MetroMoves could be used as a starting point 

for planning to enhance bus service. 

 

Estimated greenhouse gas emissions to be achievedðNot Immediately Quantifiable.  The 2002 

MetroMoves Plan identified the annual miles of new service operated and the estimated annual passenger 

trips generated. It is estimated that 7.9 million annual vehicle miles traveled would be saved, significantly 

off-setting the VMT added by additional buses on the street. The buses are assumed to be biodiesel-

electric hybrids. 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team ï Expansion of Metro Bus Services (Regional Portion) 

(continued) 

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments  
 

 SORTA/Metro 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementationð For an expansion of bus service comparable in 

scope to the City portion of the MetroMoves bus expansion: The capital costs of the additional 52 buses 

needed to operate the regional component of the plan is approximately $26 million. The remainder of the 

plan, including the network of major transit hubs, has a capital cost of $74 million. The annual 

incremental operating cost is estimated at $22.3 million, which could be partially off-set by fares 

(covering 20% of operating costs), resulting in a net annual incremental operating cost of $17.8 million. 

Off-setting costs resulting from savings derived by personal auto trips avoided (VMT savings) would be 

$3,989,500/year. 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions)  
 

 Reduced consumption of petroleum 

 Access to jobs and opportunities, thereby improving tax revenues and reduced social-related 

expenditures 

 A more globally competitive region 

 Less wear and tear of streets and highways 

 Neighborhood revitalization based on leveraging the investment in neighborhood transit hubs 

 Enhancement of the pedestrian environment and improved personal health that may result 

 Quieter environment due to low-noise-emitting biodiesel-electric hybrid buses 

 Improved access and quality of life for persons with disabilities 
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Climate Protection Transportation Task Team 

The Ohio Hub Plan 

 
TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 15 

The City should support the efforts of the Ohio Rail Development Commission (ORDC) to establish rail 

passenger service between major regional cities. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                              18,000 tons of CO2 over the entire Plan area 

Summary of specific issues ï The Ohio Hub Plan is a proposed 860-mile passenger rail system that 

would serve over 22-million people in four states and southern Canada. The envisioned system would 

integrate with highway and local transit networks and directly connect to the regionôs international 

airports.  The high speed trains proposed in the Ohio Hub Plan will divert passengers from other modes 

(air, conventional rail, automobile, and bus) to high speed rail. 

Strategy/action plan ï The City should support the efforts of the Ohio Rail Development Commission 

(ORDC) to establish rail passenger service between major regional cities, in particular Cincinnati, 

Cleveland, Columbus, and Dayton.  The City should continue to assist in identifying potential routes and 

stations in the Cincinnati area. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï The annual net emissions saved by implementing 

the Ohio Hub Plan (using high-speed rail technology) is 18,000 tons of CO2 for the entire Plan area (not 

just Cincinnati). The estimate was made based on a methodology derived in a study entitled High Speed 

Rail and Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the U.S.  

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï The Ohio Rail Development Commission is the sponsor 

of the project. 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï The cost to implement the Ohio Hub Plan is 

$3.3 billion.  Substantial savings would be realized from avoided vehicle travel, economic development 

adjacent to rail stations, etc. 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions)  - As an economic 

development project, the Ohio Hub would create thousands of new construction jobs, permanent 

operating and indirect jobs, and increase demand for U.S. manufactured materials and supplies. It is 

expected to have significant local, statewide, and regional economic impacts. 

Timeline for implementation ï The system could be fully built-out by 2015.  
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Climate Protection Energy Task Team 

Residential Energy Efficiency 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 1A-1 

Reduction of Electric Use in the Residential Sector 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction 10,200 tons per year in 2012 

Summary of specific issues ï In Cincinnati a significant amount of the electricity used by residents is 

coal generated.  A significant amount of GHG can be reduced by no and low cost measures with simple 

reduction of electric usage. 

Strategy/action plan ï Educate the residents of Cincinnati on the simple, low/no cost ways to reduce the 

electric consumption through an enhanced Cincinnati web site showcasing green strategies and useful 

links to Federal and State incentives and programs and  yearly mailings of the Department of Energyôs 

ñEnergy Saversò booklet. http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/. A multi-faceted education 

program will be used to educate residents about the advantages of energy conservation, as spelled out in 

Energy Task Team Recommendation 1B-1 on page 99.  A multi-layered marketing plan will be employed 

to motivate behavior changes by citizens, as described in Advocacy Task Team Recommendation 2 on 

page 218. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï Estimated GHG reductions from implementing 

this action item are stated below.  For the CO2 values listed the ICLEI Personal CO2 calculator was used, 

link:www3.iclei.org/co2/co2calc.htm 

These calculations are based on a 39% reduction in electric consumption with only about $200 of 

investments and a slight change of habit.  They are based on a real life example of a task team member.  

Items purchased included electric power strips, hard ducting vent for dryer, and CFL bulbs.  Changes in 

habit included turning off power at strips for an entertainment center and computer, not running dish 

washerôs ñdryò mode, and diligently turning off lights when not in use. 

 

Baseline Time Frame, before changes: 2/2006 to 1/2007 

Electric Use:  25,461 kWh 

CO2 Emissions: 58,970 lbs or 29.5 Tons 

 

Current Time Frame, after $200 investment and changes in habit: 2/2007 to 1/2008 

Electric Use:  15,536 kWh 

CO2 Emissions: 53,639 lbs or 26.8 Tons 

 

CO2 Emission Reduction 2.7 Tons for one household 

 

CO2 Emission Reduction: 10,200 Tons if 5% of households (151,000 x 5% = 7550) achieved half the 

savings suggested in this example (1.35 Tons of CO2).  

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 Office of Environmental Quality 

 City Climate Strategy Management Team 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/
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Climate Protection Energy Task Team - Residential Energy Efficiency (continued) 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï At $200 per household and 5% adoption rate in 

Cincinnati the cost: $1,510,000. Cost to the City would be yearly mailings to 151,000 residences. The 

savings of 10,000 kwh per household will save about $1000 per household per year, repaying the 

investment in under 3 months. 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï The fiscal benefits could 

have as big an impact on the local economy as the GHG reductions.  As the electric usage in a home 

decreases, their cash flow will increase.  

 

Timeline for implementation ï Web site improvements could be completed by the end of the year. 

Mailings could happen by the end of this year. 
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Climate Protection Energy Task Team 

Promote the Installation of Programmable Thermostats 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOM MENDATIONS  

Recommendation # 1A-2 

Encourage Residents to use Programmable Thermostats. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction 35,000 tons of CO2 in 2012 

Summary of specific issues ï This initiative is two-fold.  First is the idea of having programmable 

thermostats in every home in the City.  By having programmable thermostats, people could then, easily be 

able to program their thermostats such that during sleeping hours, or times when the house is empty with 

people at work, the demand for heating and cooling for their homes would be lessened substantially.  

Secondly, greater control would make it easier for people to manage their energy usage.  With this 

control, people will be able to make minor changes to the temperature settings in their home which would 

have a significant impact on GHGôs and their wallet. 

Strategy/action plan ï Education through an enhanced Cincinnati web site showcasing green strategies 

and useful links to Federal and State incentives and programs. Yearly mailings of the Department of 

Energyôs ñEnergy Saversò booklet. http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/.  A multi-layered 

marketing plan will be employed to motivate behavior changes by citizens, as described in Advocacy 

Task Team Recommendation 2 on page 218. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï The energy it takes to heat and cool a home 

accounts for roughly half of the overall energy usage for the average home.  By combining the efforts of 

setting back temperatures during sleeping hours and other times of non-use to 60 degrees, and by making 

a 5 degree change in the ñnormalò temperature settings. For example, from 72 degrees to 67 degrees, an 

average family could save approximately 14% on their energy usage.   

The 14% comes from two numbers.  As a rule of thumb, for each degree of change from ñnormalò 

temperature settings, a 1-2% energy savings is realized. If people reduced their ñnormalò temperature 

setting by 5 degrees, they would save 5-10% on their energy costs.  By using a setback temperature on the 

programmable thermostat that is 7 degrees lower than normal for 16 hours per day, it would save an 

additional 4 ï 8% in energy usage.  Adding the two generates an average of 14% 

To keep things simple, letôs use kWh as the overall metric for energy usage.  The average home uses 

24,000 kWh in energy each year.  With a 14% savings, that would equate to 3,360 kWh of energy 

savings. 

This would equate to 2.335 Tons of C02.  Assuming that an additional 10% of homes in Cincinnati adopt 

programmable thermostats by 2012, multiply 10% x 150,000 households x 2.335 tons per home equates 

to 35,000 tons of CO2 reduction. 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 Office of Environmental Quality 

 City Climate Strategy Management Team 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ïFor residents, a self install is about $50.  If a 

contractor is needed, the cost would be between $100 and $150.  15,100 households x 100/household = 

$1.5 million dollars. The annual cost savings for the reduced energy consumption would be around $335 

dollars, thus paying for itself easily within the same calendar year.  For the City the cost of marketing and 

yearly mailings to 151,000 residences will need to be determined. 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/
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Climate Protection Energy Task Team - Promote the Installation of Programmable Thermostats 

(continued) 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 As the electric usage in a home decreases, citizenôs cash flow increases which is a benefit to the 

local economy. 

 

Timeline for implementation ï Web site improvements could be completed by the end of the year. 

Mailings could happen by the end of this year. 
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Climate Protection Energy Task Team 

Cold Water Washing 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOM MENDATIONS  

Recommendation #1A-3 

Encourage Residents to use cold water only in washing machines. 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction                                                                              1,314 Tons in 2012 

Summary of specific issues ï The City can reduce energy consumption by encouraging residents to use 

cold water only in washing machines. 

Strategy/action plan ï Educate the residents of Cincinnati on this simple action that can reduce energy 

use. According to the Department of Energy, 80% of the energy used in clothes washing comes in the 

heating of the water.  

http://www.eere.energy.gov/buildings/emergingtech/page2g.html 

http://www.energystar.gov/ia/partners/manuf_res/bernstudy.pdf  Education can occur through an 

enhanced Cincinnati web site showcasing green strategies and useful links to Federal and State incentives 

and programs and yearly mailings of the Department of Energyôs ñEnergy Saversò booklet. 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/ . A multi-layered marketing plan will be employed to 

motivate behavior changes by citizens, as described in Advocacy Task Team Recommendation 2 on page 

218. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï For the CO2 values listed the ICLEI Personal 

CO2 calculator was used, link:www3.iclei.org/co2/co2calc.htm 

These calculations are based on an 80% reduction in electric consumption with the average use of 1kWh 

per load, 3 loads per week, with 1.39lbs per kWh. 

 

Baseline Time Frame:  

Electric Use: 156 kWh 

CO2 Emissions: 217 lbs 

 

Without Hot water Time Frame:  

Electric Use: 31 kWh 

CO2 Emissions: 43 lbs 

 

CO2 Emission Reduction 174 lbs for one household 

 

CO2 Emission Reduction: 1,314 Tons if adopted by 10% of 151,000 Cincinnati households 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï  

 Office of Environmental Quality 

 City Climate Strategy Management Team 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï cost of marketing and yearly mailings to 

151,000 residences 

http://www.eere.energy.gov/buildings/emergingtech/page2g.html
http://www.energystar.gov/ia/partners/manuf_res/bernstudy.pdf
http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/
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Climate Protection Energy Task Team - Cold Water Washing (continued) 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 As the electric usage in a home decreases, citizenôs cash flow increases which is a benefit to the 

local economy. 

 

Timeline for implementation ï Web site improvements could be completed by the end of the year. 

Mailings could happen by the end of this year. 
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Climate Protection Energy Task Team 

Air -Dry Dishwasher 

TASK TEAM WORK GROUP RECOMM ENDATIONS 

Recommendation # 1A-4 

Encouraging Residents to allow dishes to air-dry in the dishwasher 

Estimated Annual GHG Reduction 1,952 tons in 2012 

Summary of specific issues ï The City can reduce energy consumption by encouraging Residents to 

allow dishes to air-dry in the dishwasher. 

Strategy/action plan ï Educate the residents of Cincinnati on this simple action that can reduce energy 

use. According to the California Energy Commissionôs Consumer Energy Center, 15-50% of the energy 

used in the dishwashing process can be saved by air-drying the dishes. 

http://www.consumerenergycenter.org/home/appliances/dishwashers.html. Education methods will 

include:  an enhanced Cincinnati web site showcasing green strategies and useful links to Federal and 

State incentives and programs; Yearly mailings of the Department of Energyôs ñEnergy Saversò booklet. 

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/. A multi-layered marketing plan will be employed to 

motivate behavior changes by citizens, as described in Advocacy Task Team Recommendation 2 on page 

218. 

Estimated greenhouse gas reduction to be achieved ï Estimated GHG reducions from implementing 

this action item are stated below. For the CO2 values listed, the ICLEI Personal CO2 calculator was used, 

link: www3.iclei.org/co2/co2calc.htm 

These calculations are based on a 32.3% reduction in electric consumption with the average use of 573 

kWh per 264 loads per year with 1.39 lbs of CO2 per kWh. 

Baseline Time Frame: 

Electric Use:  573 kWh 

CO2 Emissions: 796.47 lbs. 

Without Hot Water Time Frame: 

Electric Use:  387 kWh 

CO2 Emissions: 537.93 lbs 

CO2 Emission Reduction 258.54 lbs for one household 

CO2 Emission Reduction: 1952 tons if adopted by 10% of Cincinnatiôs 151,000 households 

 

Implementation responsibilities/assignments ï   

 Office of Environmental Quality 

 City Climate Strategy Management Team 

 

Cost to implement/net savings from implementation ï cost of yearly mailings to 151,000 residences 

 

Multiple benefits anticipated (in addition to greenhouse gas reductions) ï  

 As the electric usage in a home decreases, citizenôs cash flow increase which is a benefit to the 

local economy. 

http://www.consumerenergycenter.org/home/appliances/dishwashers.html
http://www1.eere.energy.gov/consumer/tips/
http://www3.iclei.org/co2/co2calc.htm



