California Association of Councils of Governments

1127 11th Street, Suite 925

Sacramento, CA  95814

916-557-1170

rselix@calcog.org
December 5, 2008

Chair Mary Nichols and Members

California Air Resources Board

1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:  Agenda Item 08-10-2, December 11, 2008 Agenda (9:00 A.M.)

Dear Chair Nichols and Members:

The California Association of Councils of Governments (CALCOG) is the statewide association representing regional planning agencies, including all of the metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), as well as many of the local transportation agencies responsible for working with you to set regional greenhouse gas reduction targets for land use and transportation pursuant to SB 375.
 We realize that you and your staff have developed excellent working relationships with many of our member agencies, several of whom have sent their own comments on the AB 32 Scoping Plan. However, we would like to introduce ourselves to you and make ourselves available to discuss how and if we can be helpful to California Air Resources Board (CARB) alongside our member agencies’ efforts.

 As I am sure many of you know, all of our members are either councils of governments (COGs), transportation commissions, or both. All have state mandated planning, transportation, and/or housing responsibilities.

SB 375 will create a new relationship between our members and CARB most directly affecting the 18 MPOs, county transportation commissions, and subregions within the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region, that, under SB 375, are required to carry out the mandates in the legislation.  

Since the establishment of regional transportation plans as the foundation for all transportation projects, we have had a three-way partnership bringing our member agencies into partnerships with Caltrans and the California Transportation Commission in recognition of the fact that none of us can move forward without the support and cooperation of the other two. We now see that for SB 375 to work, we need to make sure that we are including the CARB in all of these partnership efforts. 
On behalf of our member agencies, we are seeking clarification of two issues that require refinements to the language in the Scoping Plan.

1. Clarify that statewide projections for Emissions Reductions and the regional targets under SB 375 will be based upon realistic information developed within each region and then added together on a region by region basis.   
The Proposed Scoping Plan sets an emissions reduction target of five million metric tons (MMT) for land use, outlines the research that led to it, and acknowledges that more accurate information will be available when the SB 375 process is completed.   

As your plan indicates, the number projected at this time is a preliminary estimate to be revised following the SB 375 process for CARB to work with the MPOs, local transportation agencies, and other stakeholders to develop regional targets. This process allows the regions to determine what they can accomplish in adopting a sustainable communities strategy (SCS) as part of their next regional transportation plan after the targets are adopted.  

While we believe it is implicit in your plan, it is important to our members to clarify that those targets will be realistic goals set in each region based upon the information being developed through the regional blueprint programs.  They should also reflect the actual conditions and reasonably possible future land use patterns in each region, rather than a statewide estimate divided among the regions as some of our members have feared could happen.

We urge that this be explicitly acknowledged in the Scoping Plan and reference that CARB will work with the MPOs, local transportation agencies, and other stakeholders to set targets based upon information from each region and make statewide projections based upon what is included in the SCS that will be developed.

This will clarify that the ultimate statewide target and projection  will be established by a bottoms up approach through which each MPO, county transportation commission, and subregions within the SCAG region determine the impact of factors such as economic feasibility, housing and land use density, and availability of public transit to arrive at a number. Each regional number would be considered as ARB develops a statewide total.

2. The appendices include a statement that the “state bond grant recipients cannot claim credit for state funded projects.” We assume that this applies to cap and trade and want it to be clarified it does not apply to state funding for transportation projects.  This would not be a practical approach as most projects have multiple funding sources and the way regional plans are prepared requires considering all projects and how all reasonably available funding will be used. It also would not account for recent and proposed state budget cuts in transit funding that offset the contribution of the new funding and reduce the value of all projects. 
On page C-45 of the appendices, the plan states:

Another GHG reduction opportunity for the State is in the use of bond funds. Ownership of the GHG emission reductions resulting from State bond funded projects will remain with the State. Those emission reductions should not be considered the property of the entity that received the bond funds, nor shall they be entitled to seek further financial gain from those reductions. Instead the GHG emissions reductions should belong to the State, and ultimately be used to promote the goals of AB 32

This looks like a cap and trade issue for direct emissions facility owners and is not intended to apply to regional planning to meet the land use transportation projects.  Some of our members read it as though it would apply so we think that needs to be clarified.

As you are probably aware, transportation projects have multiple funding sources so state funding is rarely the sole funding source for a project. Moreover, the regional transportation plans analyze the cumulative impact of all land use decisions and transportation projects based upon overall anticipated funding without regard to the funding source and separating out specific projects requires an analysis of what would happen without those projects but must include how the funding that went to those projects would otherwise be spent. Accordingly this policy is unworkable if applied to regional transportation planning. We ask that this be clarified.

Moreover, if the state were to attempt to measure state funding contributions it would seem necessary to also offset the new funding with recent state budget decisions and additional proposed cuts to State Transit Assistance funding which offset the value of funding for new projects.  While perhaps beyond the scope of this plan we would like to see the CARB and others recognize the need for adequate transit funding to maintain and expand transit services required to support the land uses and meet the regional GHG target.  The inability of transit to meet the new demand due to transit supportive land use decisions in the SCS will undermine our ability to meet GHG goals.
We appreciate the effort that went into this plan and look forward to working with you in its implementation.

Respectfully Submitted,
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Rusty Selix

Executive Director
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