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Subject: Fresno COG's RTP/SCS
Comment:

It is a mtter of great inportance to a concerned citizen that
there are nany itens in Fresno COG s RTP/ SCS proposal which raise
t he question of how such a proposal can attain the AB32 targets of
greenhouse gas reduction (GG&H).

There is no nmention in the sustainable community strategy (SCS) of
what the term ALTERNATI VE TRANSPORTATI ON neans. FCOG r ecommends:
nore roads, nore bikepaths, nore sidewal ks and nore buses. There
is NOnmention of alternative transportation nodes. Walking is
currently avail able and an inpractical node of alternative
transportation. Taking a bus is currently available, albeit on a
selective tinme availability. The selective route mappi ng and

sel ective service time availability make it inpossible for the
general public at large to use as a realistic node of alternative
transportation. Riding a bicycle is also currently available to
many but, the long distances to destination points in Fresno County
only allow the true bicycle enthusiasts accommpdation to serve as a
conmute possibility. Driving a car is designated as the only
useabl e node of transportation: it has been the foundation of our
Western Society’s |and-use design orientation for the past 80+
years and is the root of unsustainable growth.

To FCOG s statenent on page 4-20: “California s Low Carbon Fue
Standard (LCFS) Programrequires a reduction in the carbon
intensity of transportation fuels that are sold, supplied, or
offered for sale in the state by a nmini num of 10% by 2020. CARB
regul ations require transportation fuel producers and inporters to
neet specifi ed average carbon intensity requirements for fuel.”
Is that to be interpreted as a claimthat all of California s GHG
reductions are to be net by autonobile nanufactures and it renders
the entire FCOG SCS exercise irrel evant ?

As for the 5% decrease as nandated by SB375; are there nunbers of
supporting docunmentation? Are there enough people riding bicycles
and wal king to validate a significant reduction of vehicle niles
traveled (VMIN? O, by nerely addi ng another bus route on Shaw
along with the two other routes that will cause increased
congestion by halting opposing traffic through traffic |ight
mani pul ati on, where, or how, does this effectively reduce GHG?

Also, with all of the other Fresno County nunicipalities grow ng,
does the increase of sidewal k and bi ke paths along with the
addi ti onal bus route; adequately account for the autonobile
increase to the outlying area autonobile centric growth?



How can one of the goals of the 2014RTP/ SCS be to encourage nore
conpact devel opnent when the nature of Fresno’s growth is
autonobile centric? It is a tragically illogical assunption that 8
houses per acre will sonehow magically reduce traffic congestion
from4 houses per acre. That logic is inconprehensible. Rationa

t hought dictates that twi ce as nmany houses will double street
traffic |l oad and exacerbate congestion at an appropriately
exponential rate. Where are FCOG s mat h nunbers which support a
doubl i ng of autonobile traffic and exponentially increasing traffic
congestion that propose to reduce GHG?

In followi ng the notably popular data coll ected by groups
encour agi ng sustai nabl e urban growth, there is a consistent thene:
sust ai nabl e urban growth occurs with Transit Oiented Devel opnent.
Fresno does not have a fixed rail transit systemand thereby all of
its growh is autonobile centric.

Over the past 80 years, all of Fresno County’'s |land-use growth is
based on an autonobile centric design. O am/| the only one that
has ever attended a COG neeting that has noticed? There will be NO
reduction of GHG until Fresno' s autonobile centric |and-use

devel opnent is curtailed by replacing the foundation of its growth
pattern. To suggest that Fresno will reduce its GHG and achi eve
the AB32 GHG reduction targets with new si dewal ks, wonderful enpty
bi ke | anes, and several bigger buses is, excuse the harsh term
but, that concept is |udicrous.

FAX ridership caters to the inpoverished. FAX is incapable of
serving the general public as an alternative form of
transportation. The function of its bus lines is to shuttle poor
peopl e to government offices. The ridership is not targeted even
for the governnent office workers because the | ong destination
arrival times take far too long for anyone that owns a car and can
afford gas nmoney. The point is: FAX is designed for the poor.

Thr ough designed ridership targeting ainmed at the | ow i ncone
financial segment of society, FAX has earned a reputation for
providing the community with a transportation systemthat is
socially segregated to serve that section of society. Can anyone
be gullible enough to believe that bigger buses averagi ng 4nph
faster woul d be able to convince the general public to join the
soci al stigma and becone nenbers of the | ow income ridership?

Again, what is nmissing fromCOGs SCS? What is missing is
addressing the key points of Fresno’s |and-use design. Fresno's
urban | and-use design is automobile centric. There can be NO
REDUCTI ON of GHG wi t hout significant reduction of VMI. Fresno’'s
aut onobil e centric |and-use design can not accomopdat e the needed
Transit Oriented Devel opnent (TOD) wi thout an adequate fixed rai
transit system Sustainable Uban Gowh will not happen; it can
not happen with the autonobile as the foundati onal component to
ur ban design.

Are the Fresno Planners inconpetent or is its |eadership so mred
in political fear that it has to appear without the reality of
cognitive presents?

One of the issues with FCOG s SCS proposal is that it |acks
accounting of the available funds which support alternative
transportation options.

COG has been presented with several opportunities to investigate



New Technol ogy Transit options. Each opportunity was thwarted with
hostile turn-downs from COG s | eadership. This comunity needs
alternative transportation options but, the conmunity’s non-el ected
political powers operate in a very status-quo manner which pronotes
its autonpbile centric growth.

The aut onpbil e, however, is wholly unsustainable.

To neasure what FCOG deens is appropriate in what it calls an
alternative formof transportation; can what it proposes as an
alternative formof transportation in the SCS serve an individual

of the general public in an emergency? Could a person get across
town to a hospital? Could a person wait at a bus stop at 10: 00pm
for a bus to the hospital? O could a person ride a bicycle in one
of FCOG s new bi ke lanes to a hospital in an energency?

Again, it is a prevarication for FCOGto refer to any other form of
alternative transportation than what already exists that has caused
the need for AB32.

As a concerned citizen, | plead with the ARB to pl ease consider
these words. Please allow COG to reconsider its SCS that includes
an adequate alternative node of sustainable transportation

In 2006 Fresno voters passed the 1/2cent sales tax to be allocated
for transportation. Fresno COGis responsible for the New
Technol ogy Transit fund. “The goal of the New Technol ogy Reserve
Subprogramis to set-aside Measure “C’ funding to finance new
transit technol ogi es that may be devel oped in the future, such as
Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) or simlar systenms.” This is the
alternative transportation that the 2014 RTP/SCS fails to recogni ze
as Fresno’s sustainable transportation alternative. These systens
can provide the “T" for effective sustai nable TODs.

O is ARB satisfied with the FAX 34,000 average daily ridership;
where one mght logically assune an additional 10,000 riders on the
proposed 3 BRT lines will give COG the 5% threshold required for
its SCS target number. So then, is this rebuttal another usel ess
waste of time and forgotten?
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There are no comments posted to Fresno County Gover nments Regional
Transportation Plan (fcog2015) that wer e presented during the Board
Hearing at thistime.



