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September 20, 2010
Ms. Mary D. Nichols, Chairperson

California Air Resources Board

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

RE:  COMMENTS REGARDING THE FINAL PROPOSED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION REDUCTION TARGETS FOR THE SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS (MPOs)
Dear Chairperson Nichols:

First of all, on behalf of the Fresno COG Policy Board, I would like to express our appreciation to the ARB staff for proposing additional flexibility for the San Joaquin Valley MPOs by allowing provisional targets in 2012. However, to be clear, although the San Joaquin Valley is the fifth largest region in the State, the MPOs in the San Joaquin Valley do not have as many resources as the four big MPOs (SACOG, MTC, SCAG and SANDAG), and our model development reflects that fact. We are confident the additional time and the $2.5 million in Prop. 84 funding awarded to the Valley for model improvement will help the Valley MPOs prepare much more consistent quality data for the provisional targets in 2012.
However, as the largest MPO in the San Joaquin Valley, Fresno COG is very disappointed with the placeholder targets that were proposed in early August by ARB staff.  Despite the data and target recommendation Fresno COG submitted to the ARB (6% reduction for 2020 and 4% reduction for 2035), the Valley MPOs were given a much more aggressive 2035 target: 10% per capita reduction by 2035, which was based on the concept of “being consistent with the four big MPOs”.  Unfortunately, because of the rural characteristics of most of the Valley communities, the San Joaquin Valley won’t be able to achieve the same level of reduction as the four big MPOs because smart growth strategies, such as higher density, mixed uses and high-capacity transit work best in urban settings.  In addition, some of the most effective tools applied in the four big MPOs target scenarios, such as congestion pricing, are not applicable in the Valley as there is little system-wide congestion in the Valley. 
Although some of the models in the Valley will be significantly improved in the next two years, and some smart growth benefits that could not be captured by our existing models are likely to be reflected in the modeling in two years, it is highly improbable that we can achieve the reduction from 4% to 10% simply through model improvements. 

SB 375 legislation allows for regions to submit their own target, and encourages a bottom-up process in the target setting.  In this regard, Fresno COG had a very successful community involvement process that engaged the community stakeholders for six months in the target-setting process. The stakeholder group helped Fresno COG staff develop several alternative scenarios, and eventually consensus was achieved among the group in terms of the targets for Fresno County being both ambitious and achievable.  These recommended targets were then approved by the COG Policy Board. 

For whatever reason, despite the community support for Fresno COG’s target submittal, the recommended targets were not considered in ARB’s internal target-setting process. Instead, a much more aggressive target for 2035 was given to the region. In response to the draft targets, Fresno COG held a special meeting with its member agencies to hear  feedback from the community about the ARB proposed targets.  The cities were very discouraged that their voice through COG’s process was not heard, and expressed serious concerns about the implication of the unrealistic target for 2035 for the region.  The San Joaquin Valley has been exploring smart growth development, and many of the communities have taken steps to implement such smart growth principles given limited resources and market conditions. The valley-wide Blueprint project has guided such efforts and set goals for 2050. The 10% reduction for 2035 identified in ARB’s target for the San Joaquin Valley would be more aggressive than the goals in the Blueprint.  As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Fresno County we feel SB 375 could serve as a vehicle to help the Valley achieve our 2050 Blueprint goals. However, our fear is that an unrealistic target could act as a discouragement and disengage the cities from the process. 
Although it is still unclear whether the proposed targets for the San Joaquin Valley are Valley-wide targets or targets for individual MPOs, the 8 Valley MPOs have reached a conclusion that the proposed targets are too unrealistic across the board. The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District has graciously offered to coordinate the appealing process for the 8 Valley MPOs, and Fresno COG is fully supportive of the Air District recommendation which was adopted by the Air District’s Governing Board on September 16, 2010:
1) Based upon best available data and current modeling work, Valley-wide targets of 2% reduction for 2020 and 5% reduction for 2035 represent appropriate placeholder targets for the Valley, recognizing that achieving Valley-wide targets will require much greater reduction from the larger metropolitan areas in the Valley.

2) The above targets shall serve as placeholders, with a firm commitment from the Valley MPOs, the Air District, and the ARB to enhance the models and reevaluate these targets beginning in 2012 and set new targets supported by the best available data in 2014 as provided for by SB 375.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the final proposed targets. I look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff on SB 375 activities.
Please feel free to contact me at 559-233-4148 Extension 204 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
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Telephone: (559) 233-4148 ¢ Fax: (559) 233-9645
Website Address: www.fresnocog.org





Tony Boren, Executive Director
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