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Fresno, California  93721-3604                Director 
(559) 621-8003, FAX (559) 498-1012 
 
 
DATE: January 21, 2011 
 
TO: Commenting Agencies and Individuals 
 
FROM: Kevin Fabino, Planning Manager 
 City of Fresno 
 Development and Resources Management Department 
 2600 Fresno Street 
 Fresno, California 93721-3604 
 
SUBJECT: Response to Comments on the Draft EIR for Roeding Regional Park and Fresno 

Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans 
 
In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21092.5(a), the City 
of Fresno is providing a written response to each individual comment submitted on the Roeding 
Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans Draft EIR. 
 
The City of Fresno Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on Roeding Park Facility 
Master Plan and Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans Final EIR 
on January 26, 2011 at 6:00 p.m. at Fresno City Hall – Council Chamber, Second Floor, 2600 
Fresno Street, Fresno, California 93721. Any decisions by the Planning Commission regarding 
this matter will be considered as a recommendation to Council, which the Council may accept, 
reject or modify.  The specific date of the Fresno City Council public hearing for deliberation on 
the Roeding Park Regional Park and the certification of the Roeding Regional Park and Fresno 
Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans Final EIR has not been determined at this time. At a later public 
hearing conducted after the City Council considers certification of the Final EIR and approval of 
the Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans, the City of Fresno 
Planning Commission will consider Condition Use Permit Application C-08-186 which would 
entitle the development of Roeding Regional Park, including the expansion of the Fresno Chaffee 
Zoo, as described in the Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans.  
 
If you have any questions or wish additional information, contact Kevin Fabino, Planning 
Manager, at the Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, Fresno City Hall, 
2600 Fresno Street, Fresno, California 93721-3604, by telephone at (559) 621-8046, or by e-mail 
at Kevin.Fabino@fresno.gov.  
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
County of Fresno, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR for the 
Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans. 

This document is organized into these sections:  

• Section 1 - Introduction. 
 

• Section 2 - List of Commentors. 
 

• Section 3 - Responses to Written Comments on the Draft EIR:  Addresses each written 
comment submitted to the City of Fresno. 

 

• Section 4 - Errata:  Includes an addendum listing refinements and clarifications on the Draft 
EIR, which have been incorporated. 

 
Because of its length, the text of the Draft EIR is not included with these written responses; however, 
it is included by reference in this Final EIR.  None of the corrections or clarifications to the Draft EIR 
identified in this document constitutes “significant new information” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5.  As a result, a recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

The Final EIR includes the following documents: 

• Draft EIR (provided under separate cover) 
• Responses to Comments (contained in this Final EIR) 
• Errata (contained in this Final EIR) 
• Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (provided under separate cover) 
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SECTION 2: LIST OF COMMENTORS 

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals who provided comments on the Draft EIR is 
presented below.  Each comment has been assigned a code.  Individual comments within each 
communication have been numbered so comments can be crossed-referenced with responses.  The 
text of the communication is reprinted in Section 3, Responses to Comments, immediately followed 
by the corresponding response. 

Correspondence 
Code Commentor Date 

A Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, 
Scott Morgan 

November 29, 2010 

B Native American Heritage Commission, Dave Singleton October 28, 2010 

C California Department of Fish and Game, Lisa Gymer November 23, 2010 

D California Public Utilities Commission, Moses Stites November 23, 2010 
and  
October 15, 2010 

E Department of Transportation, Christine Cox-
Kovacevich 

November 23, 2010 

F California Office of Historic Preservation, Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Milford Wayne Donaldson 

November 23, 2010 

G County of Fresno, Planning and Public Works 
Department, Theresa Acosta-Mena  

November 29, 2010 

H County of Fresno, Public Health Department, Glenn 
Allen  

October 19, 2010 

I Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District, Rick Lyons  November 22, 2010 

J Jessica R. Willis, San Joaquin Air Pollution Control 
District 

November 23, 2010 

K Madera Unified School District, John R. Stafford November 22, 2010 

L Historic American Landscape Survey, Janet Gracyk November 9, 2010 

M East Fresno Rotary, Rick Leas November 17, 2010 

N Central Unified School District, Michael A. Berg  November 17, 2010 

O Fresno Historic Preservation Commission, Don 
Simmons, Ph.D.  

November 22, 2010 

P National Trust for Historic Preservation, Western Office, 
Elaine Stiles   

November 23, 2010 

Q California Preservation Foundation, Jennifer M. Gates November 24, 2010 

R George C. Roeding, III October 25, 2010 
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Correspondence 
Code Commentor Date 

S Jennifer de Graff  October 28, 2010 

T Barrie D. Coate and Associates, Barrie D. Coate November 2, 2010 

U David Driaspa  November 3, 2010 

V PGAdesign Landscape Architects, Chris Pattillo October 22, 2010,  
November 10, 
2010,  
November 12, 
2010,  
and 
November 23, 2010 

W Katherine Howard  November 14, 2010 

X Richard L. Harriman, Law Offices of Richard L. 
Harriman 

November 24, 2010 

Y County of Fresno Department of Public Works and 
Planning, Bernard Jimenez,  

December 3, 2010 

Z Fresno County Office of Education, Larry L. Powell, 
Superintendent 

November 22, 2010 

AA Office of the Mayor, City of Orange Cove, Mayor Victor 
P. Lopez 

November 30, 2010 

BB Garces Memorial High School, John L. Fanucchi November 30, 2010 
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

3.1 - Responses to Comments 

Introduction 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the 
City of Fresno, as the lead agency, evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2008031002) for the Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Facility 
Master Plans, and has prepared the following responses to the comments received.  This Response to 
Comments becomes part of the Final EIR for the project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15132. 

Comment Correspondence and Responses 
The comment correspondence reproduced in the following pages follow the same order in Section 2, 
List of Commentors. 
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Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan - November 29, 2010 (A) 
Response to Comment A-1 
This comment acknowledges that the Draft EIR was distributed to selected state agencies for review.  
The state agencies sent the Draft EIR were Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Game - 
Region 4, Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Park and Recreation, Department of Water 
Resources, Caltrans - Division of Aeronautics, California Highway Patrol, Caltrans - District 6, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board - Region 5 (Fresno), Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
Native American Heritage Commission, and Public Utilities Commission.  No specific comments on 
the Draft EIR were provided by the State Clearinghouse; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Native American Heritage Commission, Dave Singleton - October 28, 2010 (B) 
Response to Comment B-1 
This comment raises concerns about sufficient consultation with Native American Tribes for the 
purpose of identifying sensitive cultural areas.  The City of Fresno sent letters to nine Native 
American tribes that had any possibility of having a “most likely decendent” at the project site.  Six 
additional Native American tribes were provided by the Native American Heritage Commission in 
their NOP comment letter dated March 5, 2008; however, the City did not send letters to these six 
tribes based on the City Historic Preservation staff’s historical knowledge of tribes within the City 
area.  The City did not receive any responses from the nine tribes that were sent letters that indicated 
the existence of potential cultural or historical sites (see Appendix B of Draft EIR for copies of these 
letters).  A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was requested by the City and conducted by the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  The NAHC stated, “The SLF search did not indicate the 
presence of Native American cultural resources within one-half mile of the project area (APE)…” 
Furthermore, the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and State of 
California Department of Parks and Recreation-Historic Preservation and Southern San Joaquin 
Valley Archeological Information Center determined that there are no known archeological features 
of significance associated with the Roeding Park site. 
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California Department of Fish and Game, Lisa Gymer - November 23, 2010 (C) 
Response to Comment C-1 
This comment identified modifications to two mitigation measures provided in Chapter 6, Biological 
Resources in the Draft EIR.  The first modification was to clarify the mitigation of bats that found to 
inhabit the bandstand, such that they cannot be excluded during the breeding season October 1 
through August 31).  The City agrees with the requested clarification.  Mitigation Measure 6.2(a) on 
page 6-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

6.2(a) Within 30 days prior to the commencement of restoration work on the 
bandstand, a qualified bat biologist shall conduct a habitat assessment and 
daytime survey of the bandstand.  If no evidence of current bat habitation by 
the pallid bat or the Townsend’s big-eared bat is found, no further action is 
required.  If bat use is noted, then a qualified biologist shall prepare a report 
that makes recommendations for appropriate measures that will prevent harm 
to sensitive species of bats.  These measures may include exclusion and 
humane eviction of bats roosting within the structure, partial dismantling of 
the structure to induce abandonment by bats, or other appropriate measures 
in coordination with and as approved by CDFG.  If the measures are planned 
to be implemented between September 1 and September 30, no further action 
is required.  If the measures are planned to be implemented during the 
breeding season (October 1 through August 31), coordination and approval 
by CDFG is required.  The recommended measures shall be incorporated into 
and implemented as part of the bandstand restoration. 

The second requested modification was to clarify that the relocated pond feature would be restocked 
with fish.  The City also agrees with this requested modification.  The following revision to 
Mitigation Measure 4.1 (4.1(a) as revised in Response to Comment O-6) incorporates the requested 
modification to restock the relocated pond feature with fish as well as a clarification of the intent of 
Mitigation Measure 4.1(a) to relocate the pond feature as discussed in Response to Comment O-10.  
Page 4-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows. 

 

4.1(a) Maintain the public recreational uses associated with the ponds by 
introducing a new pond feature in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
4.8(a), which states that historic preservation design guidelines shall be 
developed that address new design in the context of the contributing 
architectural and landscape features of the potential historic district.  A new 
pond feature shall be located near the Golden State Boulevard entry to the 
park, such that the pond feature is at least visible and as accessible as they 
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are in their current location.  Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS) 
documentation of the ponds shall be prepared by a qualified historic 
preservation professional prior to the demolition of the ponds.  The Zoo will 
consult with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and will 
stock the pond feature with fish species recommended by CDFG.  Vegetation 
shall be installed around the ponds to recreate the existing character of the 
ponds, including lawn area for picnicking, and a mature tree canopy.   
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From: Stites, Moses [mailto:moses.stites@cpuc.ca.gov]  
Sent: Friday, October 15, 2010 7:57 AM 
To: David Peters; John Rowland; Kevin Fabino; John Fox 
Cc: Kennix, Marvin L.; Gilbert, Daren S. 
Subject: FW: (8/5/10) Changes to Request for Traffic Study Thresholds of Significance at-grade 
railroad crossings 
Importance: High 

Dave and John,

I have not received the DEIR for Roeding Park as of this date, However I am sure you are aware 
of the CPUC's serious concerns at this crossing (Olive Ave.) since it does not have sidewalks on 
either side and there are definitely some serious safety issues that we will be reviewing in the 
DEIR/Transportation Circulation section once we receive it.

I have discussed this matter with your firm and the City of Fresno and just wanted to have the 
reassurance that an adequate and sufficient analysis has taken place due to the existing 
conditions of the crossing and the trip generation of the proposed project, as well as the main 
entrance relocation to Golden State Blvd across from the tracks.

Also, the CPUC was not consulted on the scope of work for the traffic impact study which in itself 
leads one to question why? since the CPUC is a responsible agency under CEQA for the review 
of this project for safety to the at-grade crossings and rail corridor.

I would hate to see the document recirculated due to any short comings due to a deficient or 
fatally flawed analysis or lack-of to the adjacent rail corridor and Olive Avenue at-grade crossing 
especially when the City has been duly notified on numerous occasions of the CPUC concerns 
from the onset of the project environmental process. 

I will also send you an article regarding legal responsibility for improvements to at-grade 
crossings which should be of interest to you and the project proponent. 

We request that this document be entered into the public record for this project for future 
reference.
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Please advise.

Thank you.

Moses

(415) 713-0092

_____________________________________________________________________________

 The following format is to be utilized for the analysis of at-grade railroad crossings:

1.)  Data Collection-A 12 hour continuous video log will be collected for the subject crossing on 
two days (Tuesday and Thursday of the same week).   The time period of the logs will cover both 
the AM and PM peak periods and the time between these peak periods (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.), 
however if in proximity to a shopping or nightlife area, the PM peak could be (6 p.m. to 8 p.m.).  
From the video logs the following data will be extracted;

a)  the number of crossing activations and the times of activation;

b)  the duration of crossing activation (time the crossing arms are down);

c)  the type of activity causing the activation (freight, passenger, other); and 

    d)  the length of the vehicular queues that extend toward the track from the intersection during 
the AM and PM peak hours for roadway traffic;

     e)  the length of the vehicular queues on the roadway approaches to the crossing during the 
AM and PM peak hours for roadway traffic.

2.  Analysis-The collected data will be used to perform the following analysis:
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a) number of activations, duration of activations, and length of queues during the AM and PM 
peak hours;

b)  effects of the existing activations and queues on adjacent intersections; 

   c)  potential impact of the proposed project's trips (existing and cumulative) to the likelihood of 
vehicles stopping on the tracks (whether queue extends from the intersection to or beyond the 
track);  

d)  potential impact of the proposed project's trips (existing and cumulative) to the length of the 
vehicular queues on the roadway approaches to the crossing . 

3.  Recommended Mitigation measures-formulate recommended measures to mitigate any 
identified impacts of this development traffic on the existing and cumulative peak hour crossing 
conditions.

Note: In regard to crossing safety, it is critical to determine whether vehicle queues extend 
onto the track.  If so, mitigation measures may be necessary, such as traffic signal 
installation, traffic signal preemption, pre-signals, and/or additional signs and markings to 
stop vehicles prior to the track.

You can reference the following :  1.)  California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for 
Streets and Highways (FHWA's MUTCD 2003 Edition, as amended for use in California),  Traffic 
Controls for Highway-rail/Light Rail Transit Grade Crossings.  2.)  Railroad-Highway Grade 
Crossing Handbook  (FHWA, 2007).  3.)  Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide-2002.

Hopefully this information will assist you with the analysis for your project.   Keep in mind that 
there may need to be variations on the format to address concerns at a particular site.  If you 
have any other questions, I can be reached at (415) 713-0092 or by email.

Moses
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From: Stites, Moses [mailto:moses.stites@cpuc.ca.gov]  
Sent: Friday, October 15, 2010 8:01 AM 
To: David Peters; John Rowland; Kevin Fabino; John Fox 
Cc: Kennix, Marvin L.; Gilbert, Daren S. 
Subject: FW: C.A. Pares Claims Against PUC in Rail Crossing Accident 
Importance: High 

Please note this follows a previous email sent on the Roeding Park DEIR.

Also enter this document into the public record for this project.

Thank you.

Moses

Metropolitan News-Enterprise

Wednesday, January 27, 2010

Page 1

C.A. Pares Claims Against PUC in Rail Crossing Accident

By KENNETH OFGANG, Staff Writer
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The California Public Utilities Commission’s regulatory authority 
over a railroad crossing does not render it liable for alleged 
negligence in failing to prevent an accident at the location, the Court 
of Appeal for this district ruled yesterday. 

The ruling by Div. Four bars claims by Julissa Millan that the PUC’s 
“control” of the Wilmington Ave. crossing in Carson, and its failure 
to install a gate there, render it liable for the December 2006 truck-
train collision that killed Millan’s husband, Union Pacific Railroad 
Company employee Jeremy Salinas. 

The decision allows Millan to go forward with her claim that failure 
to install the gate violated a mandatory duty on the part of the 
commission. She is also suing the railroad, the trucking company, the 
City of Carson, CalTrans, and others. 

The accident occurred when a truck driven by Wilson Tubalado for 
Associated Consolidators Express collided with a train, pinning 
Salinas—who was operating the train by remote control while riding 
in the outside portion of a railcar—between the truck and the railcar. 
He died days later. 

Millan’s complaint asserted that the PUC is liable under Government 
Code Secs. 830(c) and 835, which make public entities generally 
liable for dangerous conditions on property they own or control. The 
complaint also alleged liability for breach of a mandatory duty under 
Sec. 815.6. 

The railroad crossing constituted a dangerous condition, the 
complaint alleged, because the PUC failed to implement a 1989 
recommendation, resulting from a multi-agency field review, that a 
gate be installed. The PUC placed the proposal on a priority list of 
projects for which federal funding would be sought, but the project 
was not funded and was removed from the list six years later. 

The commission argued in its motion for summary judgment that it 
did not own or control the crossing. Los Angeles Superior Court 
Judge William Barry disagreed, saying the commission arguably 
could have prevented the accident by either installing the gate or 
closing the intersection to vehicular traffic entirely. 
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Justice Thomas Willhite, however, writing for the Court of Appeal, 
said the PUC did not control the crossing as a matter of law. 

Regulatory authority does not constitute control, the justice said, 
citing Chatman v. Alameda County Flood Control etc. Dist. (1986) 
183 Cal.App.3d 424, in which the court held that a flood control 
district was not responsible for the escape of water from a culvert 
located under the landfill on which the plaintiff’s home was built. 

The court said in that case that while the district was responsible for 
inspecting the culvert and approving work done on it, this did not 
amount to control, as might be the case if the district had assumed 
maintenance responsibility itself. 

In a similar case, Aaitui v. Grande Properties (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 
1369, Willhite noted, this district’s Div. One held that a city’s power 
to inspect and regulate private swimming pools did not subject it to 
liability for a death by drowning in a privately owned pool at an 
apartment complex. 

Willhite explained:

“Reading Chatman and Aaitui together, we conclude that the PUC’s 
regulatory authority over the crossing does not establish control of 
that property within the meaning of section 830. To begin, the PUC 
does not own the property and holds no interest in it. It is Union 
Pacific’s responsibility to maintain the flashing signals at the 
crossing. Further, pursuant to the PUC’s General Order 72-B, Union 
Pacific has the responsibility to maintain the crossing and an area two 
feet outside the tracks and the City of Carson has the responsibility 
‘to maintain the approaches and those portions of the crossing not 
included under [the] railroad[’s] responsibility.’ The PUC has no 
authority to correct any defects (safety or otherwise) associated with 
the crossing. The PUC can only order others to take prophylactic 
measures. That General Order 75-D provides that the PUC must give 
permission to any entity which seeks to change the warning devices 
at a railroad crossing does not equate with PUC control of the 
property.”

The justice distinguished Low v. City of Sacramento (1970) 7 
Cal.App.3d 826, which the trial judge relied on. He explained that in 
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Low, a slip-and-fall case, a county was held to be potentially liable 
for a slip-and-fall accident that took place on land that the county 
owned but on which it had granted the city an easement. 

In that case, Willhite noted, the county not only owned the land, but 
actively maintained control by doing maintenance work on it. “Here, 
in contrast, no evidence was offered that the PUC ever actively
maintained the railroad crossing through any form of maintenance or 
repair,” the justice said. 

The case is Public Utilities Commission v. Superior Court (Millan), 
B217634.

Copyright 2010, Metropolitan News Company
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California Public Utilities Commission, Moses Stites - November 23, 2010 and October 15, 
2010 (D) 
Response to Comment D-1 
The comment acknowledges that project consultation with the CPUC has already “been most 
helpful.”  The comment generically identifies the potential for projects near existing rail corridors 
rights-of-way to raise safety issues that require mitigation.  As further mitigation for the Project, the 
commentor identified the need for a fence along Golden State Boulevard to prevent visitors from 
parking on the east side of the railroad corridor and walking across the railroad to Roeding Park.  
Impact 8.4 in Chapter 8 identifies this potential safety issue as potentially significant and includes 
Mitigation Measure 8.4(a) which requires construction of a fence along the east side of Golden State 
Boulevard to prevent pedestrians from crossing the railroad tracks at mid-block locations.  The 
commentor identified a type of fence and location.  The City agrees to clarify the type of fence and 
location.  Mitigation Measure 8.4(a) on page 8-23 is revised as follows. 

8.4(a) The project applicant shall construct a vandal resistant fence along the east 
side of Golden State Boulevard from Olive Avenue to Belmont Avenue 
undercrossing, within the right-of-way, to prevent pedestrians from crossing 
the railroad tracks at mid-block locations. 

The implementation of Mitigation Measure 8.4(a) would reduce potential safety impacts associated 
with the railroad tracks to less than significant. 

In addition to the above mitigation measure, the CPUC requested additional measures to further 
reduce the potential safety impact.  Based on discussions among the City, Fresno Chaffee Zoo, and 
the CPUC, they have agreed to include the following improvements as additional mitigation measures 
and conditions of approval.  The following measures are added after Mitigation Measure 8.4(a) on 
page 8-23 of the Draft EIR. 

8.4(b) The project applicant shall install a sidewalk on the south and north sides of 
the Olive Avenue at-grade railroad crossing. 

8.4(c) The project applicant shall install a Standard 8 warning device (flashing 
lights without a gate) in the off-quadrant due to the skewed track 
configuration of the crossing. 

Response to Comment D-2 
This comment was provided prior to the commentor receiving the Draft EIR.  Subsequent to receiving 
the Draft EIR, the City of Fresno discussed the safety issues expressed in this comment with the 
CPUC.  Please see Response to Comment D-1 regarding the Olive Avenue at-grade crossing. 
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Response to Comment D-3 
This comment requests that a news article regarding a rail crossing accident be entered into the public 
record for this project.  No specific comment on the Draft EIR was provided; therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
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Department of Transportation, Christine Cox-Kovacevich - November 23, 2010 (E) 
Response to Comment E-1 
This comment states that previous studies identified a need for signal controls at the two ramp 
intersections at Olive Avenue and the signals are expected to be installed prior to the year 2014.  The 
traffic study prepared for the proposed project assumes that the signals at the two ramp intersections 
at Olive Avenue would be installed prior to the year 2014.  As stated on page 8-12 in Chapter 8 of the 
Draft EIR, the funding for these signal improvements would be provided by the City of Fresno’s 
Traffic Signal Mitigation Impact (TSMI) fees. 

This comment also states that the City received additional Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP) funding for installation of traffic signals at the SR-99/Olive Avenue interchange.  This 
comment regarding the additional funding source is noted and identified on page 8-13 in Chapter 8 of 
the Draft EIR.  The comment did not raise any significant environmental issues and no further 
response is required.  The comment stated that the identified improvements would provide adequate 
mitigation to the State Highway system. 

Response to Comment E-2 
This comment states that there is currently substandard interchange spacing between SR-180 and 
Belmont Avenue and future solutions to decrease merging conflicts and improve operations along 
SR-99 corridor may need to be considered.  The comment further states that some interchanges (i.e., 
Belmont Avenue and Princeton Avenue) may be closed in the future.  The City understands that the 
future operation of SR-99 is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and when Caltrans programs the 
closure of existing interchanges, environmental documentation will be prepared to address potential 
environmental effects.  At this time, Caltrans has not programmed the closure of the Belmont Avenue 
interchange, and environmental review, without further information such as timing and technical 
studies, would be premature.  
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California Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation, Milford Wayne 
Donaldson - November 23, 2010 (F) 
Response to Comment F-1 
The comment raises concerns that the proposed project will have an irreversible significant adverse 
effect on a historic resource and that the proposed mitigation measures do not sufficiently mitigate the 
loss of Roeding Park’s historic resources and integrity.  Specifically, the commentor suggests that 
relocation does not adequately mitigate impacts to the contributing landscape elements within 
Roeding Park.  Subsequent to receiving this comment, the City of Fresno staff talked to the Office of 
Historic Preservation staff.  Through their conversation and documented in Attachment A, the City 
understood that the role of the Office of Historic Preservation is not to facilitate or opine on 
mitigations, but to leave that conversation to the local jurisdiction and constituency. 

Within the comment, the commentor provides an example of their assertion by stating that the loss of 
the ponds would impact the integrity of the district and “would represent a wholesale loss of integrity 
regarding location, design, and setting for the District.”  The HRA outlines the contributing and non-
contributing features of the potential Roeding Park Historic District; the ponds are included among 
the Park’s contributing features.  The significance of Roeding Park is linked to the district’s unified 
collection of landscape and architectural features that represent the park’s design from 1908 to 1953, 
as well as its association with municipal park development during this period. 

As discussed in Attachment B (Supplemental Historical Analysis) of this Response to Comments 
Document, Roeding Park is a potential historic district.  The potential Roeding Park Historic District 
is comprised of 45 age-eligible features (23 contributing and 22 non-contributing features) and 
landscape characteristics that define the overall setting of the potential historic district.  As discussed 
in Attachment B, the four ponds (Ponds A, B, C, and D) are grouped together as a single feature 
rather counted as separate resources, as they are in the Draft EIR.  Ten contributing resources to the 
potential historic district would be directly affected by the project.  Attachment B addresses the 
individual historic significance and integrity of the ten resources within the park that would be 
demolished or altered as part of the proposed project.  As discussed in Attachment B, although these 
resources contribute to the potential historic district, they do not have sufficient historic significance 
and integrity to qualify as individual historic resources.  

The historic resource in question as defined by CEQA is the potential Roeding Park Historic District, 
not each individual feature within the district.  The Supplemental Historical Analysis in Attachment B 
demonstrates that individual contributing features within the park are not eligible for listing in the 
National, California, or local registers independent of their inclusion in and contribution to the 
potential historic district.  The demolition, alteration or relocation of the individual contributing 
features within the park, such as the ponds, would not result in the loss of integrity of the park as a 
whole, or its eligibility for listing in the National, California or local Register.  In addition, the 
proposed relocation of the pond feature, that is identified in Mitigation Measure 4.1 (4.1(a) as revised 
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in Response to Comment O-6) in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR and revised in Response to Comments 
C-1 and O-10, is to introduce a new pond feature within the park to provide public recreational uses.  
This introduction of a new pond feature is required to be in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
4.8(a) which states that historic preservation design guidelines shall be developed that address new 
design in the context of the contributing architectural and landscape features of the potential historic 
district.  This introduction of the public recreational use of the pond feature would reduce the 
potential significant impact on the potential historic district to a level of less than significant.  To 
clarify the intent of Mitigation Measure 4.1(a) (see Response to Comment O-6 for change in 
Mitigation Measure numbering), this measure on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as shown in 
Response to Comment O-10. 

 



From: Acosta-Mena, Theresa [mailto:TAcosta-Mena@co.fresno.ca.us]  
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2010 3:48 PM 
To: Kevin Fabino 
Subject: Fresno Roeding Park Chaffee Zoo Master Plan DEIR 

Mr. Fabino the above project was routed to the various Divisions of the County’s Department of 
Public Works and Planning for review and comment.  We have no comments to offer.  Thank you 
for giving us the opportunity to review and comment on the project. Due to a Department 
Furlough on November 24, 2010 I was not able to submit comments to you until today.  

M. Theresa Acosta-Mena 

Senior Planner 

Environmental Analysis Unit 

Development Service Division 

Department of Public Works and Planning 

Ph. (559) 600-4228 

tacosta-mena@co.fresno.ca.us 

Fax. (559) 600-4200 
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County of Fresno, Planning and Public Works Department, Theresa Acosta-Mena - November 
29, 2010 (G) 
Response to Comment G-1 
This comment states the County Public Works and Planning Department have no comments on the 
Draft EIR.  Since no specific comments on the Draft EIR were provided, no further response is 
necessary. 

 

 



County of Fresno 
Department of Public Health 

Edward L. Moreno, M.D., M.P.H., Director-Health Officer 

1221 Fulton Mall / P.O. Box 11867 / Fresno, California 93775 / (559) 445-3357 / FAX (559) 445-3379 
Equal Employment Opportunity • Affirmative Action • Disabled Employer 

October 19, 2010 

Kevin Fabino 
City of Fresno
Development Department
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA  93721 

Dear Mr. Fabino: 

SUBJECT: DEIR for Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Master Plans.
LOCATION: City of Fresno Roeding Regional Park, Fresno.  

The Fresno County Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Division has 
reviewed the DEIR for the proposed project and concurs with the information contained 
therein.  This Department would appreciate the opportunity to review the final EIR and 
requests inclusion in its routing. (electronic preferred)

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me at (559) 445-3357. 

Sincerely,

R.E.H.S., M.S. 
Supervising Environmental Health Specialist 
Environmental Health Division 

ga

DEIR for Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo

FA0169123 
FA0280249 
LU0014715 
PE 2600 
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Glenn Allen
Digitally signed by Glenn Allen 
DN: cn=Glenn Allen, o=Environmental Health 
Division, ou=Public Health, email=glallen@co.
fresno.ca.us, c=US 
Date: 2010.10.19 11:16:50 -07'00'
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County of Fresno, Public Health Department, Glenn Allen - October 19, 2010 (H) 
Response to Comment H-1 
This comment states the County of Fresno, Department of Public Health has reviewed the Draft EIR 
and concurs with the information contained therein.  Since no specific comments on the Draft EIR 
were provided, no further response is necessary. 
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Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District, Rick Lyons - November 22, 2010 (I) 
Response to Comment I-1 
This comment states that a relief system to the proposed storm drainage basin should be included in 
the project design.  As stated on page 14-10 of the Draft EIR, the storm drainage basin is proposed to 
retain runoff from a 6-inch rainfall on the project site.  This design is a required standard by the 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District.  Therefore, the proposed storm drainage basin meets the 
required FMFCD standard for a disposal system. 

Although not required, Fresno Chaffee Zoo has agreed to include a relief system for the proposed 
storm drainage facility.  The relief system would include the installation of a siphon at the southeast 
corner of the proposed basin (i.e., at the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Pacific Avenue) and 
installing a pipeline approximately 500 feet in the Franklin Avenue right-of-way to the existing 
underground Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) pipeline located at the 
intersection of Franklin Avenue and Humboldt Avenue.  This underground pipeline is connected to 
the FMFCD retention Basin RR-1.  This proposed relief system would be used if there is a storm that 
exceed the FMFCD’s retention basin design requirements (i.e., runoff from 6-inches of rainfall over 
10 days. 

The following is added as an additional mitigation measure for Impact 14.2 on page 14-10 of the 
Draft EIR; however, the finding of less than significant after mitigation is the same with or without 
the following mitigation measure. 

14.2(b) The Fresno Chaffee Zoo shall coordinate with the City and the Fresno 
Metropolitan Flood Control District to implement a relief system for the 
proposed storm drainage facility.  The relief system will include the 
installation of a siphon at the southeast corner of the proposed basin (i.e., at 
the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Pacific Avenue) and installation of a 
pipeline approximately 500 feet in the Franklin Avenue right-of-way to the 
existing underground Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) 
pipeline located at the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Humboldt 
Avenue.  The relief system shall be subject to approval by the FMFCD. 

This comment also requested clarification of the District’s relief system request within their 
comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  Their NOP comment letter asked that the proposed 
project “Designate how a relief system for the proposed Basin will operate without hindering the 
District’s system.”  As discussed in Impact 14.2 on page 14-10 of the Draft EIR, the proposed storm 
drainage disposal system (i.e., retention basin) would retain the runoff from a 6-inch rainfall on the 
project site.  This runoff capacity is a FMFCD standard for retention basins; and therefore, the project 
would meet FMFCD’s retention basin standard. 
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Jessica R. Willis, San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District - November 23, 2010 (J) 
Response to Comment J-1 
This comment concurs with the evaluation of criteria pollutant emissions as well as the design 
elements and mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment J-2 
This comment requests that the Draft EIR clarify the District's guidance that a development project be 
considered to have a less than cumulatively significant impact on global climate change when the 
project would reduce GHG emissions by 29 percent compared to “business as usual.”  Therefore, the 
fourth full paragraph on page 10-27 in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

There is no approved greenhouse gas emission reduction plan or program for the project.  In 
addition, However, the SJVAPCD’s “Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing 
GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA” states that development projects that 
reduce GHG emissions by 29 percent, compared to business as usual, would be considered to 
have a less than cumulatively significant impact on global change.  has not yet provided best 
performance standards for this type of project.  Therefore, the project would need to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by 29 percent compared with business as usual.  This reduction in 
GHG emissions can be taken through project design features, mitigation measures in other 
impact areas, greenhouse gas mitigation measures, and future regulations. 

 Response to Comment J-3 
This comment states that the proposed project is subject to Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review).  This 
is consistent with the statement in last full paragraph on page 10-42 in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR.  
This comment also requests that payment of all applicable District Rule 9510 fees be provided before 
issuance of the first grading/building permit.  The City will be including this requirement in the 
conditions of approval. 

Response to Comment J-4 
This comment states that the District appreciates that the City provided proactive efforts to consult 
with the District.  The comment does not raise a significant environmental issue, and no further 
response is required. 
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Madera Unified School District, John R. Stafford - November 22, 2010 (K) 
Response to Comment K-1 
This comment expresses Madera Unified Schools District’s support for the Fresno Chaffee Zoo 
expansion.  No specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further response is 
required. 
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Historic American Landscape Survey, Janet Gracyk - November 9, 2010 (L) 
Response to Comment L-1 
This comment urges the city to study the park with a view to retaining its most valuable attributes.  
The letter articulates policy and substantive issues.  It does not express any particular concerns with 
the adequacy of the analysis or mitigation in the Draft EIR, or otherwise request modifications to the 
Draft EIR.  Further, staff contacted the commentor to request a meeting to follow up on and elucidate 
any concerns with the Draft EIR, and the commentor declined on December 7, 2010 (see Attachment 
C), deferring to its November 9, 2010 letter, and views that are expressed by other commentors.  
Because the comment is general in nature, only a general response is required.  (Eureka Citizens for 
Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357.)  Accordingly, the 
commentor is directed to review the project design elements and mitigation measures that are 
specifically intended to create a large lawn area with the implementation of the Great Lawn in the 
northeastern portion of the park and preserve tree canopies by implementing Mitigation Measure 
5.2(b) which requires the limitation of the removal of trees that have a breast height diameter of 
greater than 6-inches.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.2(a) includes tree replacement ratios to 
create tree canopies.  The commentor is also directed to review the Draft EIR’s analysis of associated 
impacts of alternatives to the proposed project.  No specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided 
in this comment; therefore, no further response is required 
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East Fresno Rotary, Rick Leas - November 17, 2010 (M) 
Response to Comment M-1 
This comment expresses East Fresno Rotary’s support for the Fresno Chaffee Zoo expansion.  No 
specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Central Unified School District, Michael A. Berg - November 17, 2010 (N) 
Response to Comment N-1 
This comment expresses Central Unified School District’s support for the Fresno Chaffee Zoo 
expansion.  No specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 
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Fresno Historic Preservation Commission, Don Simmons, Ph.D. - November 22, 2010 (O) 
Response to Comment O-1 
This comment identified that there is a possibility that the High Speed Rail Project may impact 
Roeding Regional Park based on the alignment selection.  The commentor requested information to 
address the High Speed Rail. 

The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) was established in 1996 to plan, design, and 
ultimately construct and operate a state-of-the-art high speed train system stretching from Sacramento 
to San Diego, and between San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland.  By 2000, CHSRA had developed 
investment-grade forecasts of ridership, revenue, cost, and benefits of the system.  In 2004, CHSRA 
and the Federal Railroad Administration issued a Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) and in November 2005 the EIR/EIS was certified. 

In October 2007, the City of Fresno completed a Downtown Transportation and Infrastructure Study 
(DTIS) which addressed the prospect of both high-speed rail and railroad consolidation.  The study 
acknowledged that the City does not have control over decisions concerning the implementation of 
either of these projects, and that neither project is currently funded, thereby making these projects,” 
major unknowns at this point in time.” 

In November 2008, Proposition 1A,which called for $9 billion to be allocated for implementing the 
high speed rail system and $950 million to be used for improvements to other rail services that 
connect to the high-speed train service, passed with 52.6 percent of the vote.  The monies are to be 
raised through general obligation bonds that are paid off over a 30-year period. 

The Fresno to Merced portion of the HSR project is currently in design and environmental analysis 
phase.  The CHSRA released a Draft Scoping Report in January 2010, a Preliminary Report in April 
2010, and a Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report in August 2010.  Each of these reports 
identify the portion of the Merced-to-Fresno segment of the HSR that is located in the vicinity of 
Roeding Regional Park to be aligned adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks.  Based on 
information that has been provided to the City of Fresno, there are two alternative alignments 
adjacent to the UPRR tracks.  One alignment is located east of the UPRR tracks and the second 
alignment is located on the west side of the UPRR tracks.  At this time the specific route and whether 
the HSR would be at-grade or elevated is unknown and potential impacts associated with the High 
Speed Rail project would require speculation. 

Response to Comment O-2 
This comment includes a request for additional information about how the “less than significant” 
conclusion was drawn related to the relocation/re-creation of the ponds.  As stated on page 4-20 in the 
Draft EIR, the demolition of ponds A, B, C, D will adversely affect the overall ability of the potential 
historic district to convey its significance by eliminating a major historic recreational use within the 
potential historic district, and will affect the district’s eligibility for listing in the California Register 
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of Historical Resources.  Since the loss of the recreational use would cause a significant impact, 
Mitigation Measure 4.1 (4.1(a) as revised in Response to Comment O-6 and further revised in 
Response to Comments C-1 and O-10) includes the relocation of the pond feature to introduce the 
recreational use of the pond feature within the potential historic district.  Please see Response to 
Comment O-10 regarding the development of historic preservation guidelines for the new pond 
feature. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1(a), the resulting impact is less than significant, in 
part because the ponds have not retained sufficient significance or integrity to be considered a 
historical resource in and of themselves, and therefore any loss of the pond feature is not the loss of a 
historic resource (see Attachment B).  Furthermore, the introduction of a new pond feature will 
become a non-contributing feature of the potential historic district. 

Response to Comment O-3 
This comment expresses that the trees are a valuable asset to the park.  The comment requests that 
greater emphasis be place upon Mitigation Measure 5.2 in regards to preserving and protecting trees 
in place.  At this time, the number of trees that are estimated to be removed in Chapter 5 of the Draft 
EIR is a conservative estimate.  Detailed grading plans have not been prepared to identify a specific 
number of trees that will be removed.  Given that the tree replacement ratios in Mitigation Measure 
5.2(a) increase as the tree breast height and tree height increase, these increases in tree replacement 
will be incentive to protect in place as many trees that are not currently dead or severely diseased as 
possible.  The decision for tree removal will be based on the ability of the existing trees to 
accommodate future grading and construction of the proposed improvements.  Trees can be protected 
in place if they do not substantially hinder the design of the proposed improvements.  

This comment also includes a recommendation to include an additional mitigation measure to plan 
and contract for the maintenance of the urban forest at Roeding Park.  To ensure maintenance of the 
relocated and replacement trees, Mitigation Measure 5.2(a) on pages 5-26 and 5-27 of the Draft EIR 
has been modified as shown below. 

5.2(a) Any tree within the area of Roeding Regional Park affected by the Master 
Plans Project and is not currently dead or severely diseased (i.e., currently 
estimated at 710 trees), shall be (1) preserved at its present location; (2) 
relocated to another location within Roeding Regional Park; or (3) replaced 
by the same species of tree at a ratio of between 1.0 to 5.0 trees per tree lost, 
depending on the size of the tree, as identified below in Table 5-4. 

In addition, any tree within the area of Roeding Regional Park affected by 
the Master Plans Project and is currently dead or severely diseased (i.e., 
currently estimated at 101 trees), shall be replaced by the same species of 
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tree at a ratio of between 1.0 to 5.0 trees per tree lost, depending on the size 
of the tree, as identified below in Table 5-4. 

Table 5-4: Roeding Regional Park Tree Replacement Ratios 

Tree Breast Height Diameter (in inches) Height 
(in feet) 0”-6” 7”-12” 13”-18” 19”-24” 25”-30” 30”+ 

0’-15’ 1.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 

16’-30’ 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 

31’-45’ 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 

46’-60’ 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 

61’+ 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0 

Source: ArborPro, Inc. 

 
A landscape plan shall be prepared in consultation with a certified arborist.  
The size of the replacement trees will be determined by the landscape 
architect and approved by the Development and Resources Management 
Department.  After installation of the relocated and replacement trees, 
periodic monitoring shall occur to ensure the survival of the trees.  For trees 
that are relocated and do not survive within the first two years of 
replacement, these trees shall be replaced by the same species of tree at the 
ratio shown in Table 5-4.  For replacement trees that do not survive within 
the first two years of replacement, these trees shall be replaced by the same 
species of tree. 

Subsequent to the first two years of replacement or relocation, there shall be 
a periodic maintenance of the trees.  A maintenance plan shall be prepared by 
a certified arborist and include pruning, fertilization, irrigation, and pest 
management to maintain the health of the trees. 

Response to Comment O-4 
This comment includes a request to compare the mitigation measure regarding tree replacement ratio 
(see Table 5-4 in Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR) to the protocols and recommendations of the 
Arboricultural Association.  The National Park Service Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports and 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes were followed in the 
evaluation of historic landscape features of Roeding Park and their recommended treatment.  The 
website link provided in the comment (i.e., http://www.trees.org.uk/aa/news/National-Amenity-
Aboriculture-Conference-Programme-Launced-9.html) is not accessible.  However, the website link 
references the Arboricultural Association, which is an United Kingdom (UK)-based organization.  
The standards identified by the United Kingdom-based organization were not followed because these 
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standards were developed for improving the landscape tree cover for Britain.  The tree replacement 
ratios established by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes such 
as Roeding Regional Park which is a potential historic resource would be more applicable. 

Response to Comment O-5 
This comment asks for clarification of whether there are areas of the park that are less historically 
significant or less sensitive which would serve as a more favorable relocation site for the ponds.  
Based on a review of the historic features illustrated in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR, there are no 
contributing or non-contributing historical features on the site of the new proposed pond feature.  
There are other areas within Roeding Regional Park where there are no contributing or non-
contributing historical features, and these areas could also be a favorable relocation site for the pond 
feature.  However, given that the proposed site does not have existing historic features, other areas of 
the park are not considered less historically significant or less sensitive.  

Response to Comment O-6 
This comment recommends that a mitigation measure is developed for the restoration of extant 
historic-era structures and a dedicated funding stream for the maintenance of these features. 

Based on a meeting among the City staff, the City’s historic preservation consultant (Page & 
Turnbull), Fresno Chaffee Zoo, the National Trust for Historic Preservation, and the California 
Preservation Foundation, the Fresno Chaffee Zoo agreed to the restoration of two of the contributing 
features: the Pergola and Lisenby Bandstand. 

The following is added as an additional mitigation measure for Impact 4.1 on page 4-21 of the Draft 
EIR; however, the finding of less than significant after mitigation is the same with or without the 
following mitigation measure. 

4.1(b) Prior to the completion of the improvements schedule for 2014 or before, 
Fresno Chaffee Zoo shall rehabilitate the Pergola and the Lisenby Bandstand 
according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  If 
feasible, the Lisenby Bandstand will be accessible to the public.  

In addition to the above revision, the number of Mitigation Measure 4.1 on page 4-21 in Chapter 4 of 
the Draft EIR is modified to Mitigation Measure 4.1(a). 

There is currently no dedicated funding stream for the maintenance of the extant historic-era 
structures, and no such dedicated funding stream is required to mitigate impacts on historic resources.   

Response to Comment O-7 
This comment questions whether continuous change within the park over time makes the remaining 
features even more significant. 
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As described in Attachment B (Supplemental Historical Analysis) of this Response to Comments 
Document, individual elements within the park are not independently historical.  To the extent any 
elements have historical significance, it is as a contributing feature to the historical district.  The 
continuous changes that have occurred over time throughout the park, include changes to many, if not 
all, of the contributing features that make up the potential historic district.  Very few contributing 
features remain in the exact state in which they existed when they were first introduced to the park, 
and many of those that do, such as the memorials or concrete benches, have been moved from time to 
time, and will be relocated as part of the project.  Rather than increase the significance of any of the 
individual features of the park, the continuous change has weakened the historical integrity of the 
individual contributing features, because they no longer convey their original historic significance, at 
least not to the same degree they once did.  In some cases, the changes and weakened integrity of the 
contributing features result in the features’ ineligibility for individual listing in the National, 
California, or Local Register.  The features still, however, contribute to the park’s eligibility as a 
historic district.  Since further changes to these features, as proposed by the project, will not affect 
this eligibility, the changes will not have a significant adverse historical impact.  

Response to Comment O-8 
The comment questions the review of future demolition permits by the Historic Preservation 
Commission.  The City is obligated to follow permit review processes as outlined in the Fresno 
Municipal Code, Article 16, Historic Preservation Ordinance.  The Commission will review 
demolition permits for contributing features of the potential historic district. 

Response to Comment O-9 
This comment requests more information about the alternate areas considered for zoo expansion, 
specifically those “of less historic significance than the Belmont Avenue landscape and water 
features.” 

During the development of the Master Plans that included the expansion of the Fresno Chaffee Zoo 
by 21 acres, the Fresno City Council and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Corporation reviewed various factors 
and recognized the need for a balance approach to provide the greatest benefit to the at-large 
community.  The overriding concepts in determining the location of the expansion included 
sensitivity to the parks place and historic fabric, continuity of spatial organization of the park as a 
whole, meeting the obligations of Measure Z, application of industry design standards, to the greatest 
extent possible, maintaining recreational open space, and a pastoral setting for passive leisure 
opportunities.   

As suggested by some commentor’s, the Zoo should expand in a northerly direction for the purpose of 
avoid the removal of the ponds.  This possibility was also considered during the development of the 
Master Plans and on many subsequent occasions throughout the environmental analysis process.  
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Below are the topics considered and conclusion as to why moving the Zoo in a northerly direction is 
not feasible.  

1. Northern expansion would put the main entrance in the center of the Zoo whereby the Zoo 
itself would be bifurcated.  This would be disruptive to the Zoo’s internal circulation system 
and create two brief Zoo experiences as opposed to one continuum of recreational, visual and 
educational experience.  

 

2. Northern expansion would create a longer Zoo with less width.  This would require exhibits 
to be arranged in linear fashion, whereby more open space would be required, as opposed to a 
currently proposed clustering of exhibits.  Pedestrian walkways would have to be longer to 
accommodate the spatial arrangement resulting in a significant loss of open space.   
Modifications would also have to be made to the exhibit design, restricting possible shapes 
for exhibits (reducing depth).  This would eliminate long, open views, and reducing the depth 
of the exhibits removes the space for animals to move away from guest space. 

 

3. If the Zoo were expanded to the north, there are several impacts that were also considered: 
 

a. Northern expansion would essentially split the park into dis-functioning thirds 
(Storyland and Playland, Zoo and Public Park).  This would significantly impact park 
spatial organization and the existing continuity among the Fresno Chaffee Zoo, 
Rotary Storyland, Rotary Playland, and public open space, which constitute the park 
as a whole.  

 

The design of zoo pathways would be restricted to a more linear flow, possibly even 
to a single visitor pathway running the length of the zoo.  This could create more 
congestion and challenging vehicle access, as well as impacting the guest experience 
through reducing the open, naturalistic park-like ambience. 

 

b. A linear zoo would divide the park and make it impossible to design sufficient 
parking in the space west of the zoo (between Rotary Storyland/Playland and the 
Fresno Chaffee Zoo).  This would necessitate additional parking areas east of the zoo, 
creating very long walks for zoo visitors or requiring a second zoo entrance.  A 
second zoo entrance become very expensive from a capital and operational budget 
perspective, as is also not desired from a security point of view. 

 

c. At a minimum moving the park to the north would impact character defining features 
of the potential historic district.  Specifically, the Maple Grove, Pergola and 
potentially the Street Car Shelter would all have to be relocated or demolished.  

 

d. In essence the trading of these three contributors for removal of the ponds was 
considered to the unacceptable and unfeasible.  There is no net gain.   
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e. Northern expansion would essentially eliminate the only children’s play area that has 
been integrated into open space.  

 

f. The proposed parking area would also need to move to the north consuming open 
space.  Conversely, the ponds may provide the pastoral setting, but they do consume 
space which otherwise could support picnicking and other types of recreational uses.  

 

g. Northern expansion would also impact the Tennis Courts which were also determined 
to be contributors to the proposed district.  The City in accepting federal grant funds 
for the rehabilitation of the courts accepted terms and conditions which require the 
space be maintains for public recreational uses.  

 

h. Northern expansion would disrupt the traffic circulation pattern connecting West 
Olive Avenue and Golden State Boulevard.  This circulation pattern was designed to 
re-create the 1958 circulation pattern.  This pattern was selected to ensure the 
preservation of past circulations patterns.  

 

4. The park is a dynamic environment and has changed over time.  The ponds, like the 
circulation pattern, has changed.  The City recognizes the ponds as an important water feature 
within the park, which is why the City has gone to great lengths to re-introduce a water 
feature along Golden State Boulevard.  

 

5. The City Council held a public hearing to determine the role and responsibility of the Fresno 
Zoo Corporation in Roeding Regional Park.  The City Council received a staff report, heard 
public testimony and independently considered the mater.  They determined the lease area for 
expansion of the Zoo.  The Council authorized a lease agreement which specifically provided 
for a legal description of the property to utilize the Zoo.  

 

6. The City believes that by moving to the north does not satisfy CEQA with respect to 
considering alternatives.  

 

Based on a review of the land area of 149 Association of Zoos and Aquarium (AZA) zoos, 
the average size is 66 acres.  The Fresno Chaffee Zoo and the City strongly believe a world 
class zoo can be accomplished with 39 acres (and there are some very good models in the 40 
acre plus or minus range), but to reduce that size would severely limit the Fresno Chaffee Zoo 
and the City’s ability to meet the goal of Measure Z to “bring back large animal exhibits”. 

 
Response to Comment O-10 
This comment requests clarification about the definitions of “relocation” and “reconstruction” and 
seeks explanation for the decision to relocate rather than reconstruct the ponds.  This comment also 
includes a question about the ponds remaining as contributing features of the potential historic district 
after project implementation. 
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Chapter 4 and Appendices B-1 and B-2 of the Draft EIR does not use the term “reconstruction.”  As 
discussed in Response to Comment F-1, the pond feature is proposed to be relocated.  The proposed 
relocation is to introduce a new pond feature within the park to provide public recreational uses.  This 
introduction of a new pond feature is required to be in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.8(a) 
which states that the design of the new pond feature follow historic preservation design guidelines.  
The introduction of the public recreational use of the pond feature would reduce the potential 
significant impact on the potential historic district to a level of less than significant.  To clarify the 
intent of Mitigation Measure 4.1(a) (see Response to Comment O-6 for a change in mitigation 
measure numbering), this measure on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as shown below.  This 
revision also includes a modification related to restocking the relocated pond feature with fish as 
described in Response to Comment C-1. 

4.1(a) Maintain the public recreational uses associated with the ponds by 
introducing a new pond feature in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
4.8(a), which states that historic preservation design guidelines shall be 
developed that address new design in the context of the contributing 
architectural and landscape features of the potential historic district.  A new 
pond feature shall be located near the Golden State Boulevard entry to the 
park, such that the pond feature is at least visible and as accessible as they 
are in their current location.  Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS) 
documentation of the ponds shall be prepared by a qualified historic 
preservation professional prior to the demolition of the ponds.  The Zoo will 
consult with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and will 
stock the pond feature with fish species recommended by CDFG.  Vegetation 
shall be installed around the ponds to recreate the existing character of the 
ponds, including lawn area for picnicking, and a mature tree canopy. 

The demolition of the ponds will result in the removal of the ponds from the list of contributing 
features.  The new pond feature will be a non-contributing feature of the potential Roeding Park 
Historic District that introduces the historic recreational uses associated with the existing ponds. 
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National Trust for Historic Preservation, Western Office, Elaine Stiles - November 23, 2010 (P) 
Response to Comment P-1 
This comment states in general terms that the description of the affected environment, impacts, and 
alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR are inadequate, and recommends that the City conduct 
additional analysis regarding impacts to historical resources.  At the urging of this and other 
commentors, Page & Turnbull conducted additional analysis regarding the historical significance of 
Roeding Park and individual elements within the park, as well as additional measures that could 
further protect the significance of integrity of the park’s features.  This supplemental analysis is 
provided in Attachment B (Supplemental Historical Analysis) of this Response to Comments 
Document, This response reflects the fact that the comment does not identify any specific deficiencies 
or propose any specific modifications to the Draft EIR; specific responses to specific issues raised by 
the commentor are presented in Response to Comments P-3 through P-7.  

Response to Comment P-2 
This comment outlines the commentor’s understanding of the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act associated with the evaluation of historical resources.  No specific 
comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment P-3 
This comment questions the adequacy of the mitigation proposed to lessen the impact of the 
demolition and relocation of the ponds.  This comment requests that an analysis be completed to show 
how the demolition and relocation of the ponds does or does not conform with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards. 

As discussed in Attachment B (Supplemental Historical Analysis) of this Response to Comments 
Document, the proposed relocation is to introduce a new pond feature within the park to provide 
public recreational uses.  This introduction of a new pond feature is required to be in accordance with 
Mitigation Measure 4.8(a) which states that the design of the new pond feature follow historic 
preservation design guidelines.  The introduction of the public recreational use of the pond feature 
would reduce the potential significant impact on the potential historic district to a level of less than 
significant.  Please see Response to Comment O-10 regarding a clarification of the intent of 
Mitigation Measure 4.1(a). 

Response to Comment P-4 
The comment questions the adequacy of the cumulative impacts analysis and requests further analysis 
to address the effect of the Project on the integrity of the potential Roeding Park Historic District as a 
whole (versus individual contributing features of the district) and the cumulative effect of project and 
impacts outside the period of significance on the integrity of the potential historic district and its 
eligibility for the California Register. 
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The Draft EIR’s analysis of impacts to historic resources, including the HRA, and the Supplemental 
Historical Analysis (Attachment B) by Page & Turnbull conclude that Roeding Park, as it exists today 
and taking into consideration changes during and after the period of significance, is eligible for listing 
in the National and California Registers.  Because this evaluation is of the park in its current state, it 
incorporates changes to the park, such as State Route (SR) 99, Playland, and Storyland.  The Draft 
EIR and supplemental analysis further conclude that the proposed project would not adversely affect 
this eligibility.  Therefore, with the expansion of the Fresno Chaffee Zoo and taking into 
consideration all of the other changes that have occurred within the park since the end of the period of 
significance, the cumulative effect would be that Roeding Park would still be eligible for listing as a 
historic district. 

Response to Comment P-5 
This comment requests that additional analysis be conducted to address Playland as a potential 
contributing feature of the potential Roeding Park Historic District.  An analysis of Playland was 
completed as part of the Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) in Appendix B-2 in the Draft EIR for 
Roeding Park, which found Playland to be a non-contributing feature of the potential historic district 
because “its construction clearly marks a transition in the character of Roeding Park as it evolved 
from a pleasure ground to an amusement facility in the later twentieth century.”  This shift in 
development was towards more amusement-focused uses in the park, including the Zoo as it evolved 
in the 1950s, as well as Playland and Storyland.  As noted in the Draft EIR and Attachment B, it is the 
landscape features, including the series of open spaces accessible by vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation systems and small-scale features that contribute to the historic character of the potential 
District.  Therefore, the more amusement-focused uses, such as Playland as well as Storyland, are not 
considered contributing features to the potential historic district because the themes do not fit within 
the historic context and significance of the potentially historic district. 

Response to Comment P-6 
This comment asserts that the conclusion that the Limited Zoo Expansion and Renovation alternative 
would have similar impacts to cultural and historic resources, compared to the proposed project, is 
unsubstantiated in the Draft EIR.  This comment is specifically referring to the last sentence of the 
Cultural Resources paragraph on page 24-20 of the Draft EIR that states, “Since this Alternative 
would have similar potential historic, cultural, and paleontological resources impacts, this Alternative 
could result in potentially significant cultural resources impacts.” 

Similar to the proposed project, this Alternative would result in the demolition of one contributing 
architectural feature (i.e., Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administration Office) which was determined to 
significantly impact the physical characteristics of the potential historic district as well as its 
eligibility for inclusion in the federal, state, and local registers.  Similar to the proposed project, this 
alternative could include the preservation of this contributing feature through the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.2, which is to relocate the Administration Office to within the boundaries of the 
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potential historic district.  This Alternative would remove one of the ponds and a small portion of a 
second pond in the southeastern portion of the site; however, since the recreational use of the pond 
would remain, less than significant impacts related to the removal of a portion of the ponds would 
occur.  Under the proposed project, all four ponds would be removed; however, the proposed project 
would introduce a new pond feature at the proposed Golden State Boulevard entrance.  The 
introduction of the public recreational use of the new pond feature within the potential historic district 
would result in less than significant impacts on the potential historic district as described on pages 4-
20 and 4-21 of the Draft EIR.  This Alternative would not introduce a physical and visual barrier at 
the southeastern edge of the potential historic district, unlike the proposed project.  In addition, this 
alternative would need to relocate the movable contributing features such as the concrete benches, 
monuments, and memorial similar to the proposed project.  Finally, similar to the proposed project, 
this Alternative would include construction activities that could result in impact to significant 
subsurface cultural and/or paleontological resources.  Overall, similar to the proposed project, this 
Alternative would result in potentially significant cultural resources (i.e., historical, cultural, and 
paleontological) impacts.  The mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR could be 
implemented to reduce potential significant impacts to historical, cultural, and paleontological 
resources from the implementation of the proposed project and this Alternative to less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment P-7 
The comment states that Alternative 3: Limited Zoo Expansion and Renovation appears to fulfill 
many of the plan objectives, appears to lessen impacts to the potential Roeding Park Historic District, 
and would be a feasible alternative to the proposed project.  As discussed in Chapter 24 of the Draft 
EIR, Alternative 3: Limited Zoo Expansion and Renovation would result in fewer environmental 
impacts compared to the proposed project.  In addition, page 24-25 of the Draft EIR provides a 
discussion that the majority of the project objectives could be met.  The City of Fresno City Council 
will deliberate to determine whether to adopt the proposed Master Plans Project or Alternative 3.  
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California Preservation Foundation, Jennifer M. Gates - November 24, 2010 (Q) 
Response to Comment Q-1 
This comment asserts that the cumulative impacts on the potential historic district are not fully 
considered and cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level as currently proposed.  The 
commentor believes that the City should consider an additional alternative or re-evaluate the proposed 
alternatives.  The specific comments regarding cumulative impacts, mitigation measures, and 
alternatives are provided in Comments Q-2 through Q-4.  No further response to this comment is 
required.  

Response to Comment Q-2 
This comment states that the number of resources contributing to the potential historic district that 
will be removed as part of the proposed Master Plans Project will have an adverse affect on the 
overall ability of the potential historic district to convey its significance.  

The Draft EIR’s analysis of impacts to historic resources, including the HRA, and the Supplemental 
Historical Analysis (Attachment B) by Page & Turnbull conclude that Roeding Park, as it exists today 
and taking into consideration changes during and after the period of significance, is eligible for listing 
in the National and California Registers.  Because this evaluation is of the park in its current state, it 
incorporates changes to the park, such as SR-99, Playland, and Storyland.  The Draft EIR and 
supplemental analysis further conclude that the proposed demolition, relocation, and alteration of 
contributing features of the potential historic district would not adversely affect this eligibility.  
Therefore, with the implementation of the Master Plans Project and taking into consideration all of 
the other changes that have occurred within the park since the end of the period of significance, the 
cumulative effect would be that Roeding Park would still be eligible for listing as a historic district. 

Response to Comment Q-3 
This comment states that the reconstruction of contributing resources need to be consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  The comment states that the mitigation of only one contributing 
resource was required to be consistent with these standards and stated that all of the reconstructed and 
relocated contributing resources need to follows these standards. 

The contributing features that will be relocated such as the pond feature, Fresno Chaffee Zoo 
Administration Office Building, historic concrete benches, George C. Roeding Memorial, George 
Washington Memorial, Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument will be relocated within the 
potential Roeding Park Historic District.  When relocating a contributing feature, the intent of the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards is to relocate the feature within the boundaries of the potential 
historic district.  Each of these features are proposed to be relocated within the potential district. 

Two contributing features are proposed to be rehabilitated even though these features will not be 
impacted.  These contributing features are the Pergola and the Lisenby Bandstand.  The Fresno 
Chaffee Zoo agreed to rehabilitate these two features after discussions with the National Trust for 
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Historic Preservation and California Preservation Foundation.  Please see Response to Comment O-6 
regarding the addition of Mitigation Measure 4.1(b), which includes the rehabilitation of these two 
features. 

The contributing features that will be relocated, rehabilitated, altered, or modified as part of the 
proposed Master Plans Project include the following: 

• Relocated: pond feature, Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administration Office Building, historic concrete 
benches, George C. Roeding Memorial, George Washington Memorial, Frederick and 
Marianne Roeding Monument, 

 

• Reconstruction/Alteration/Modification: circulation patterns, Zookeeper’s House, Pergola, and 
Lisenby Bandstand. 

 
As discussed in Response to Comment O-10, the pond feature would be relocated and the new pond 
feature would be designed in accordance with historic preservation guidelines as discussed in 
Mitigation Measure 4.8(a).  The new pond feature will become a non-contributing feature of the 
potential Roeding Park Historic District.  As discussed in Impact 4.8, the intent of the construction of 
new non-contributing features, is to provide a design in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards.  To clarify the timing for the development of the historic preservation guidelines as well as 
clarify the intent of the guidelines, Mitigation Measure 4.8(a) on page 4-27 is revised as follows. 

4.8(a) Prior to the approval of grading plans to construct new non-contributing 
features within the potential  Roeding Park Historic District, Ddevelop 
historic preservation design guidelines that address new design in the context 
of the contributing architectural and landscape features of the potential 
historic district.  The historic preservation design guidelines shall be prepared 
by a qualified historic preservation professional. 

The Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administration Office will be relocated within the boundaries of the 
potential historic district.  Therefore, this feature will generally follows the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards. 

The movable contributing features such as the historic concrete benches, George C. Roeding 
Monument, George Washington Memorial, and the Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument will 
be relocated within the boundaries of the potential historic district.  Therefore, this feature will 
generally follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 

Circulation patterns will be altered and Impact 4.5 refers to generally following the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards to be compatible with the historic character. 
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As discussed in Impact 4.9, the non-contributing character-defining elements of the Zookeeper’s 
House, which is contributing feature, will be demolished and alter the feature.  Impact 4.9 includes a 
discussion that the demolition would be carried out according to a maintenance plan based on the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

As discussed above, the Pergola and the Lisenby Bandstand will be rehabilitated as discussed in 
Mitigation Measure 4.1(b). 

Response to Comment Q-4 
This comment states that relocating historic features in a new location in a historic district or the 
introduction of new non-contributing elements will affect the integrity of the resource and cause 
adverse impacts. 

As described in Response to Comment O-7, individual elements within the park are not independently 
historical.  To the extent any elements have historical significance, it is as a contributing feature to the 
potential historical district. 

The Draft EIR and Supplemental Historical Analysis (see Attachment B of this Response to 
Comments Document) conclude that the proposed demolition, relocation, and alteration of 
contributing features of the potential historic district associated with the proposed Master Plans 
Project would not adversely affect the eligibility of the potential historic district. 

Response to Comment Q-5 
This comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate reasoning as to why the objectives 
are not being met by the Limited Expansion Alternative, and specifically ask for the reasoning behind 
the “39 acre” zoo campus compared to the “30 acre” zoo campus under the Limited Expansion 
Alternative.  Based on a review of the land area of 149 Association of Zoos and Aquarium (AZA) 
zoos, the average size is 66 acres.  The Fresno Chaffee Zoo and the City strongly believe a world 
class zoo can be accomplished with 39 acres (and there are some very good models in the 40 acre plus 
or minus range), but to reduce the 39 acre size would severely limit the Fresno Chaffee Zoo and the 
City’s ability to meet the objective of Measure Z to “bring back large animal exhibits”. 

Response to Comment Q-6 
This comment also states that there is not adequate analysis currently provided in the Draft EIR to 
state that the Limited Expansion Alternative is not feasible either as prescribed or amended.  Chapter 
24 of the Draft EIR includes a comparative evaluation of the Limited Expansion Alternative and the 
proposed project.  This Limited Expansion Alternative was found to have less overall environmental 
impacts.  Some of the objectives may not be met as described above (size of zoo); but the majority of 
the objectives could be met with the Limited Expansion Alternative. 
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Response to Comment Q-7 
This comment requested other locations for expansion within the park be analyzed.  As discussed in 
Response to Comment O-9, various factors were reviewed, and the Fresno Chaffee Zoo and the City 
recognized the need for a balance approach to provide the greatest benefit to the at-large community.  
The overriding concepts in determining the location of the expansion included sensitivity to the parks 
place and historic fabric, continuity of spatial organization of the park as a whole, meeting the 
obligations of Measure Z, application of industry design standards, to the greatest extent possible, 
maintaining recreational open space, and a pastoral setting for passive leisure opportunities.  Based on 
this review and detailed in Response to Comment O-9, the expansion of the Zoo in a northerly 
direction is not feasible.   
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George C. Roeding, III - October 25, 2010 (R) 
Response to Comment R-1 
This comment expresses concern for historical resources within Roeding Park in regards to 
construction of the proposed project.  This comment also states that additional information would be 
presented prior to the end of the public review period.  No specific comments on the Draft EIR are 
provided in this comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Jennifer de Graff - October 28, 2010 (S) 
Response to Comment S-1 
This comment expresses concern for the loss of mature trees and potential impacts on historical 
resources within Roeding Park.  These impacts of the project are analyzed in Chapters 4 and 5 of the 
Draft EIR, and in accordance with CEQA, mitigation measures are proposed for potentially 
significant impacts.  The remainder of the comment letter discusses the commentor’s opinions 
regarding public parks and zoos, and the merits of the project, but does not raise any other significant 
environmental issues.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary. 
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Barrie D. Coate and Associates, Barrie D. Coate, - November 2, 2010 (T) 
Response to Comment T-1 
This comment expresses concern that the proposed project would unnecessarily remove trees and 
change the nature of the park setting.  These impacts of the project are analyzed in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIR, and in accordance with CEQA, mitigation measures are proposed for potentially 
significant impacts.  No other specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 
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David Driaspa - November 3, 2010 (U) 
Response to Comment U-1 
This comment asserts that Roeding Park should be preserved from expansion of the zoo.  The 
comment generally addresses the merits of the project, but does not raise any significant 
environmental issues.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary. 
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HISTORIC AMERICAN LANDSCAPES SURVEY 

ROEDING PARK 

HALS NO. CA-59 

Location: 890 West Belmont Avenue, Fresno, California 93728. West of Golden State 
Boulevard, bounded by Belmont, Olive Avenues and State Route 99, City of 
Fresno, County of Fresno, California. GIS Coordinates: 36.750839, 119.819892 

  

Significance: Roeding Park is significant under National Register criteria A for its association 
with events that have made a significant contribution to the development of 
municipal parks in California.  Roeding Park exemplifies the naturalistic style of 
parks that was popularized during the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  Many of 
the original distinct features remain and retain integrity. It also qualifies under 
criteria B for its association with George C. Roeding (1868 – 1928) and 
landscape architect Johannes Reimers (1856 – 1953). Roeding, the son of 
Frederick and Marianne Roeding, was born in San Francisco, where he attended 
school. He began his career when he was charged with overseeing the 640-acre 
Fancher Creek Nursery founded by his father. 

Fancher Creek Nurseries was incorporated in 1884 and developed as the 
Roeding Home Place, advertised at the time as the largest nursery west of the 
Rockies. According to Roeding’s biographer, Henry W. Kruckeberg, “The 
Roeding Home Place soon assumed horticultural importance that attracted 
visitors from all parts of the world, and was destined to become historical as the 
place where Smyrna fig culture was first introduced in the United States.” 
  
The Smyrna fig was one of Roeding’s earliest passions. It was not commercially 
successful at first, but through eighteen years of determined efforts Roeding 
succeeded in establishing the industry, partly by importing a wasp (Blastophaga 
grossorum) from Asia Minor for fertilization, which he described in his 1903 
monograph, “The Smyrna Fig at Home and Abroad.” These efforts gained 
Roeding the title “Father of Smyrna Fig Culture.” 

Roeding also experimented with olives — at one time testing 25 varieties at the 
Roeding Home Place — which led to the formation of Roeding Fig & Olive 
Company in 1904. Roeding was a contemporary of Luther Burbank, who was 
experimenting with propagating, testing and hybridizing fruit varieties in Santa 
Rosa, California. Roeding was the first to introduce many of Burbank’s hybrids 
that achieved commercial success in the early 1900s, including the Santa Rosa, 
Formosa and Gaviota plums as well as the Plumcot — a hybrid between an 
apricot and a plum. 
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Roeding not only tested and developed a variety of fruits, he experimented with 
packing methods that would preserve and protect them for long-distance 
shipping. This was a key to securing California’s position as the leading 
distributor of fresh fruit to the rest of the United States. He also developed new 
packaging methods for Japanese persimmons, grapes and figs. 

Roeding expanded his operations in 1917 with the purchase of the 463-acre 
California Nursery Company in Niles. It had been the largest nursery in the 
western U.S., founded by John Rock — considered “California’s foremost plants 
man” — who introduced many fruits to California’s fruit industry. Roeding also 
formed the Fresno Nursery Company and the Niles Nursery Company, 
combining them with Fancher Creek Nursery and California Nursery Company 
in a holding company called the George C. Roeding Company. 

From 1904 to 1907, when the original trees were being selected and planted for 
Roeding Park, George Roeding maintained a professional relationship with the 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). At their request he accepted, 
planted and evaluated the performance of many tree species introduced to 
California. A 1910 article in the San Francisco Call reported, “The United States 
Department of Agriculture has made arrangements with the secretary of the 
board of park commissioners to use Roeding Park as an experiment station. All 
of their importations gathered by agricultural explorers visiting foreign 
countries, rare trees and shrubs, have been sent for trial, and as a consequence 
the Fresno park has valuable trees from Africa, Asia and the Pacific Islands, all 
thriving and doing well.” This long-term relationship with the USDA led to 
Roeding’s appointment as a member of the Advisory Committee to the USDA, 
and later to the U.S. Food Administration. 

George Roeding played a role in the allied victory during World War I when the 
War Department commissioned him to supply 5,000 tons of peach pits and 
apricot shells to make charcoal for gas masks. It had been found that these 
materials were far more effective than charcoal produced from wood, and he 
offered his service to the government without charge. When he died, President 
Herbert Hoover sent this note acknowledging Roeding’s contribution during the 
war: “It was my good fortune to have the association of Mr. Roeding in public 
work during and after the Great War. His was an example of willing sacrifice to 
public service and constant solicitude for the public good.” 

Because of his position in business and his active role in civic affairs, Roeding 
was appointed Park Commissioner for the City of Fresno from 1905 to 1912. He 
served as President of the Pacific Coast Association of Nurserymen from 1910 to 
1911, when he founded the California Association of Nurserymen along with 14 
other charter members. Roeding served as consulting horticulturalist to the 
Panama-Pacific Exposition at San Francisco, playing a key role in the 
construction of the Valley Building as well as the exhibit for San Joaquin 
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County. He was appointed to the Board of Regents for the State University at 
Berkeley (now the University of California, Berkeley) in 1915. Roeding was 
elected president of the State Agricultural Society in 1917, and in that capacity 
oversaw the state fair. 

Still another of Roeding’s civic roles was as an advocate for “The Garden 
Beautiful” program in California’s state prison system. He donated plants and 
supported and encouraged prisoners to develop skills as gardeners, offering 
several men short-term jobs when they were released. They were able to 
complete their work experience and ultimately re-enter the job market. Roeding 
was most actively involved with San Quentin Prison in Marin County, 
expressing these thoughts about the benefits of the program: “I am firmly of the 
opinion that a reformatory work of this kind . . . . will prove a valuable asset to . 
. . prisoners . . . society . . .  for its humanity in the redemption of damaged 
lives.”

Johannes Reimers
Born in Norway in 1858, Johannes Reimers settled in California as a young man. 
He studied at the San Francisco Art Institute and attained fame as an artist. Some 
of his works are found in the collection at the Oakland Art Museum and the Art 
Institute of Chicago. He was also a writer, producing an early review of Jack 
London’s Call of the Wild; articles about plants, gardens and gardening; and a 
novel set in Norway, “Unto the Heights of Simplicity.” As the landscape 
architect for the San Joaquin Division of the Santa Fe Railway, he originated the 
plan to embellish each depot with small parks. It was through his advocacy that 
parks were constructed at each station from Ashcroft, Arizona, to Richmond, 
California. 
  
The City of Fresno hired Reimers as a city gardener, in part because of his 
knowledge — gained while working for Santa Fe — about what species would 
thrive in hot, dry climates. He went on to complete plans for both Hobart and 
Roeding Parks. A third park design attributed to Reimers is Mooney Grove Park 
in Visalia, California, undertaken in 1910. Reimers also designed the garden for 
the headquarters of the California Nursery Company in Niles, when it was 
owned by George Roeding. As a contemporary and personal friend of Jack and 
Charmian London, Reimers advised them about plantings at their Beauty Ranch 
property in Glen Elen, California. 

Johannes Reimers died in San Leandro, California, in 1953. Kurt Culbertson 
wrote a book about Reimers for the third edition of “Pioneers of American 
Landscape Design”. 
  
In summary, George C. Roeding played a key role in California’s nursery 
industry at a time when great numbers of new plants — both ornamental and 
food-producing — were being introduced, tested and developed. Along with 
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other pioneers in this field, Roeding helped establish not only the Central Valley 
but California itself as an agricultural mecca. His contributions to the industry 
were acknowledged by President Herbert Hoover and by numerous appointments 
to local, state and national positions. 
  
Roeding Park is noteworthy for its extraordinary collection and wide variety of 
exceptional specimen trees, and as an outstanding example of landscape architect 
Johannes Reimers’ naturalistic design style, popularized during the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries. For more than one hundred years Roeding Park has 
provided Fresnans with a community space for family gatherings and major civic 
celebrations. An article by Charles Chambers published in 1909 in The 
American Florist, “The Parks of Fresno, Calif,” made this claim about Roeding 
Park: “This park is considered one of the finest in the state considering its age 
and in a few years it will be considered one of the beauty spots of our famous 
state.”

  
Description: Roeding Park is located in the southwest quadrant of the City of Fresno, in 

California’s agriculturally rich Central Valley. This 148-acre designed landscape 
is both a park and arboretum. The park is generally square in shape. The Chaffee 
Zoo occupies approximately one third of the acreage in the middle of the 
southern half of the park. It is separated from the park by a two-lane park road, 
with parking, and a chain link fence. The remainder of the park retains much of 
its original character — a park and arboretum designed in a naturalistic style. 

The southeast corner of the park includes lily ponds, two large group picnic 
areas, horseshoe pits and a dog park. The north third of the park includes a tennis 
complex in the northwest corner, several more group picnic areas, a pergola, a 
street car shelter, two outdoor dance floors and a memorial to Japanese-
Americans at the mid point along the east side of the park. 

The southwest corner includes Storyland, Playland and Lake Washington. 
Storyland is a fairy tale theme park for young children and Playland is an 
amusement park with rides. These two areas, as well as the zoo, are fenced and 
require separate entrance fees.  

Park Entries
There are two entrances into the park: the main entry on the south side, on West 
Belmont Avenue, and another entry on the north side, from Olive Avenue. Both 
are marked by curvilinear rough stone walls set back into the park, forming 
broad, gracious entries. The detailing of these walls is similar, but each has 
unique “gateway” elements.  

The same stone was used to build a wall around the park in the 1960s. The wall 
is 13 inches wide, with a flat stone cap, and varies in height from 19 to 48 
inches. In most places it is topped with a four-foot chain-link fence, and where 
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side streets abut the park there are 33-inch-wide openings in the wall to 
accommodate pedestrian access. On the west side of the park, along Highway 
99, there is a six-foot-high concrete block wall, painted blue on the park side. 

Circulation
A main drive loops through the park from the West Belmont entry, but is 
blocked to through traffic just past the entrance to the zoo. It is not apparent why 
the original looped circulation was changed. The main road is 701 to 80 feet 
wide, one lane in each direction, with a planted median and parallel parking on 
both sides. Diagonal parking is integrated into the median. Planting in the 
median includes mown turf or trees — primarily Camphor (Cinnemomum 
camphora) — with shrubs below. As one drives through the park there is a 
clearly delineated primary circulation route that looses clarity where it merges 
with surface parking for Playland and the Chaffee Zoo. 

There are several secondary roads that branch off from the main drive. These 
roads are 40 feet wide, sufficient for one lane in each direction and parallel 
parking on each side. There is no painted center line or marked parking, which 
conveys the impression of a gracious, generous roadway. All of the park roads 
are gently curving. Triangular-shaped planting islands — made from the same 
stone used in the park perimeter wall — are located where roads merge, to help 
facilitate the flow of traffic. These are planted with a variety of trees and shrubs. 

There are few pedestrian circulation paths within the park, leaving visitors to 
walk along the driving lanes or across lawns. Where paths occur they are 
uncolored, brushed concrete varying in width from four to eight feet. Outside the 
park there are sidewalks along Olive Avenue and Belmont Avenue. Park paths 
connect to the sidewalks at the two main park entries.  

An eight-foot-wide pedestrian path, with par course equipment, is located around 
the Umbrella Grove, Dog Park and the horseshoe pits, north of the lily ponds. 
There are also paths around the tennis courts and leading to the zoo from the 
parking area. Narrow paths provide access to each of the restroom buildings. 

Vegetation
Roeding Park is both a park and an arboretum. More than half of the acreage 
consists almost exclusively of broad expanses of turf planted with trees laid out 
in informal groupings that loosely define large open areas of lawn. There is a 
tremendous variety of mature tree species throughout the park. Sometimes a 
single, isolated specimen is placed to mark a view or fill a lawn area, but more 
frequently trees are grouped. These groupings vary in numbers. For example, 
they might consist of five Cork oaks (Quercus suber) with overlapping canopies, 
or a group of 30 towering fan palms — a mix of Mexican and California 

                                                
1 For this study measurements are approximate unless a specific dimension with feet and inches is noted. 
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(Washingtonia robusta and W. filifera). 

In addition to the species listed above there are outstanding examples of many 
trees, including Blue atlas cedars (Cedrus atlantica `Glauca’), catalpa (Catalpa 
speciosa), Canary island pine (Pinus canariensis), date palms (Phoenix 
canariensis), deodar cedars (Cedrus deodar), maidenhair tree (Ginkgo biloba), 
pepper tree (Schinus molle), silkoak (Grevillea robusta), and many varieties of 
eucalyptus. There are many species of palms throughout the park, including a 
few exceptional sago palms (Cycas revoluta). 

Over one hundred species of trees are thriving in the park. Most are mature 
specimens in good condition, and some new trees have been added throughout 
the park. Several tree surveys have been done for the park, at different periods of 
time, providing good, detailed records of what species have been planted. 

Shrubs are used sparingly in much of the park, and, where shrubs do occur, beds 
are typically defined by flush six-inch-wide concrete curbs to facilitate mowing 
of the adjacent lawn. Many of these shrubs — including oleander (Nerium 
oleander) and tobira (Pittosporum tobira) — have attained substantial size, with 
stout or multi-trunks. 

The character of the planting within the Chaffee Zoo and Storyland is quite 
different from the park/arboretum. In these areas the planting is much more 
dense. Vegetation is used, particularly in the zoo, to separate and screen exhibits. 
There are expansive views, looking between tree trunks, in the arboretum portion 
of the park. Views into the zoo, however, are screened by dense shrub plantings. 
By design, portions of the zoo feel like a dense jungle, and in places one walks 
through tunnels of vegetation. 

There are more small-scale and decorative planting beds in Storyland than 
elsewhere in the park. In Playland, planting is limited to mature trees and a few 
contained shrub beds; most of the area within Playland is pavement around the 
amusement rides. 

Topography
The topography throughout the park was artfully and subtly contoured by 
landscape architect Johannes Reimers. While land surrounding the park is 
relatively flat, Reimers used grading to elevate or lower areas within the park to 
create specific effects and control the experience of the visitor. Major 
excavations were implemented to create a series of ponds in the southeast section 
of the park, and to build Lake Washington in the southwest corner.  

The Eucalyptus Grove multi-family picnic area sits in a broad depression, while 
the Pine Grove picnic area rests on a gentle knoll. The tennis courts in the 
northwest corner are set low, which helps to downplay the lines of chain link 
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fencing and associated equipment when viewed from other areas of the park. 

Buildings
There are prefabricated entry kiosks at each of the two main entries. A 
residential-scale building just inside the Belmont Avenue entrance serves as the 
zoo office. (It was previously  the park office.) The building has wood siding and 
a shake roof. A new concrete path leads to the front door, and the rear of the 
building is fenced. 

Identical restroom structures, built according to a simple design in concrete 
blocks, are evenly distributed throughout the park. There are two small utility 
buildings (approximately 18’ x 12’) with attached fenced equipment yards. 

Buildings within the zoo include the entry building, the Safari Trading Company 
Gift Shop, a small rustic cabin building with a stone fireplace that now serves as 
the Zookeeper’s office, the Reptile House, the Elephant Barn facility, the Safari 
Café and a Veterinary Hospital. In the northeast corner of the zoo there is a 
complex of newer buildings used for education, a laboratory and marketing and 
development offices. 

Within Playland there is a concessions-ticket booth at the entry. Storyland has 
many buildings — all miniatures modeled on fairy tales.  

Structures
Picnic Shelters: There are three picnic shelter structures for group use. Their 
rustic character is similar to the style of structures built by the Works Progress 
Administration (WPA) crews during the depression. Each has stout, stone 
columns with trapezoidal shapes. The two larger of these structures are 
approximately 72’ x 32’ with four stone columns on each side. Originally they 
had shake roofs that have now been replaced with brown aluminum roofing.  

The picnic structures sit on concrete slabs, and each has seven 20-foot-long 
concrete picnic tables shaded by the roof structure. The Palm Point picnic area 
accommodates about 150 picnickers. A second similarly-sized picnic structure is 
in the Pine Grove picnic area. This site includes a graded apron that extends the 
useable picnic area on the east side of the structure. The third covered, somewhat 
smaller picnic area was constructed in the same style, and was built as a street 
car shelter.  

The park also includes dozens of additional picnic areas without shelters that are 
shaded by the canopies of mature trees. Several picnic areas are laid out to 
accommodate large groups — others would be suitable for medium to small 
groups — and there are single, isolated picnic tables for couples or individual 
families. The Cedar Grove picnic area occupies an area approximately 85’ x 75’. 
Facilities include thirty-five picnic tables, three double barbeques, two work 
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tables, one trash enclosure, three trash cans, and three lights for evening use. 
Facilities at the Umbrella Grove picnic area are similar. 

Music Stand: The Lisenby Music Stand was inaccessible at the time of this 
study. It is enclosed within a tall chain-link fence laced with bamboo fabric and 
engulfed by the Winged Wonders Bird Show exhibit. Historic photos and what I 
could see of the roof of this building suggest that it is a grand edifice. There is a 
large outdoor amphitheater associated with the music stand. The soil to build the 
massive semi-circular mound for the amphitheater came from the excavation of 
Lake Washington in the southwest corner of the park. The mound is steeply 
sloped on the back side – offering a temping landform for children to run up and 
down, and has a gently-sloped, bowl-shape facing the music stand, with bleacher 
seating capable to accommodating large numbers of concert attendees. 

Pergola: A 100-foot-long curving pergola is located at the center of the park, 
north of the main entry road. This elegant structure leads to the street car shelter. 
It consists of Tuscan-style masonry columns, two feet in diameter, that taper 
slightly at the top. Each is set on a 30-inch-square base. The columns are spaced 
twelve feet apart. The width of the pergola is fifteen feet, six inches.  

Double 2x12 wood beams sit on top of the columns, topped by a lattice built 
from 2x8 wood members that form a grid approximately two feet by four feet. 
The entire structure is densely covered with wisteria vines that have thick, 
tangled canes. Sculptural Hollywood junipers (Juniperus torulosa) are planted 
between the columns on the outside of the pergola. 

There are three shallow steps leading up and into the pergola walk from the main 
drive. As you walk through the pergola there is a level area, then a series of five 
steps, another level area, and another five steps up. The classic styling of this 
structure is a notable contrast to the rustic character of other park structures. 

Dance Floors: Two simply designed dance floors include night lighting and 
elevated stages. One is on the east side, at about the mid point, and the other is 
near the tennis courts, in the northwest portion. Each dance floor is 
approximately 120 feet by 80 feet. The stages are 13’6” x 10’6” and 30 inches 
high, surrounded by a simple galvanized-pipe railing. Each dance floor has six 
lights on green metal poles about thirty feet high. One of the dance floors has 16 
backless wood benches with galvanized pipe legs. These are set in two rows 
along one side of the dance floor. The benches are placed on a sloping concrete 
slab nine feet wide. Each bench is 16 feet long and 12 inches high. 

Playgrounds: Two traditional playgrounds are located in the north half of the 
park. Each includes metal climbing structures, drinking fountains and seating 
areas. The newer of the two has a climbing wall and a concrete path surrounding 
the play structure, suitable for tricycle traffic. A massive, broad-spreading cork 
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oak, immediately adjacent to this play area, offers shade to picnic tables. 

Horseshoe Enclosure: The park has an area set aside for playing horseshoes. It is 
approximately 60 feet by 75 feet, surrounded by a four-foot chain-link fence 
with green fabric. Eight horseshoe pits are laid out inside the enclosure, with turf 
between the pits. 

Tennis Complex: A large complex in the northwest corner of the park has 
fourteen tennis courts and one handball court. Amenities include fencing and 
gates, aluminum bleachers, billboards for scheduling games during tournaments, 
benches, trash, drinking fountains, nearby parking, and picnic and restroom 
facilities. All of the courts appear to have been recently renovated and include 
night lighting. 

Dog Park: A relatively recent addition to the park is a two-part dog park for 
small and large dogs that covers an area approximately 150 feet x 210 feet. It is 
surrounded by a chain-link fence with entry gates and includes accessories such 
as trash, dog bags, park rules signage, benches and a multi-user drinking 
fountain. Included within the dog park are mature park trees.  

Playland: In the southwest corner of the park, Playland is surrounded by a new, 
six-foot-tall, black ornamental iron fence and gate. Amusement park rides 
include a range of age-appropriate options, including race cars, caterpillars, 
flying helicopters, a trampoline, a small roller coaster, two different-sized Ferris 
wheels, the Willis & Kyle Express miniature train, tilt-a-wheel, and a traditional 
merry-go-round with music that can be heard throughout this portion of the park. 
There are a series of square metal shade structures at the entry to Playland, 
painted red, green, blue or yellow. 

Near Playland, and west of the Belmont entry, is a full-size train locomotive 
donated to the park by the Southern Pacific Company and delivered by military 
personnel from Fort Ord in 1956. Engine number 1238 was built in 1918. 

Storyland: A train station for the miniature train links Storyland to Playland, to 
several pedestrian bridges over a shallow, concrete-lined stream — each with a 
unique design — and to other structures that are part of this children’s fairytale 
land. Each exhibit is based on a classic fairytale or children’s story, including 
among many others Mother Goose, the Wicked Witch, the Crooked Man, Hansel 
and Gretel, and Alice in Wonderland. There is a richly detailed pirate ship and a 
castle with a party room in the tower.  

Zoo: The Chaffee Zoo includes many structures needed to house and display 
animals and to provide safe, accessible access for viewing the animals. The 
character of the structures and buildings in the zoo is notably different from 
those found in the park/arboretum. Some of the zoo structures incorporate 
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dramatic angular, projecting elements and triangularly shaped canopies. Other 
zoo structures include Japanese-style detailing. There are also adobe-style walls, 
large timber elements and more. Each exhibit is unique and correlates with the 
featured animal or country to which it’s native. 

Maintenance Yard: North of the zoo there is a four-acre city maintenance yard 
and employee parking lot where equipment, materials and vehicles are stored. 
There are several small utilitarian buildings and structures in this area. 

Monuments and Donor Recognition Features
The park includes several monuments, but not so many that they become 
intrusive. Most are subtle bronze plaques mounted on boulders or engraved 
stone. Monuments include the following:  

� Near the zoo office, a two-foot-high bronze bust of George C. Roeding 
holding a fox that is mounted on a three-foot-high triangular pedestal.  

� Also located near the zoo office, a granite boulder six feet, six inches 
high, nine feet wide and four feet deep with a 22”x14” bronze plaque that 
reads: “Roeding Park a gift of Frederick and Marianne Roeding to the 
City of Fresno May 2, 1903.” 

� Inside the zoo on a concrete base, a bronze plaque that reads: “Dedicated 
to the Children of Fresno and San Joaquin Valley in Memory of the 
George C. Roeding Family, 1953.” 

� Near the Umbrella Grove, a granite boulder 22”x31-36”x24” engraved 
“Presented to the City of Fresno 1980 North Fresno Rotary, President 
Besley A. Lewis, With Special Thanks to the Park and Recreation 
Department of Fresno.” 

� At Lake Washington, a 29-inch-high bronze bust of President George 
Washington, mounted on a 39”x48” granite pedestal with two 12”x18” 
engraved bronze plaques that read: “Washington Memorial Grove, A Gift 
of the Boys and Girls of Fresno, 1930.” An engraving in the back states 
that the monument was made by the Superior Granite Company in 
Clovis. It is set in a flush concrete band that measures nine by sixteen 
feet.  

� Outside Storyland facing the parking lot, a “United We Stand” tile 
mosaic that references the 911 terrorist attack on New York’s twin 
Towers. 

� At the entry to Playland, a granite memorial to the Challenger Astronauts 
that is 7’2”x5’3”. 

The most elaborate monument is dedicated to the Japanese-Americans from the 
Central Valley who lost their lives during World War II. This monument is 
currently located on the east edge of the park and consists of two levels of lawn, 
flanked by shrub beds, and a granite monument that measures 20 feet wide and 
varies in height from 32 inches to seven feet, two inches. To the left, as one faces 
the monument, there is a tight group of three very large Italian cypress 
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(Cupressus sempervirens `Italica’) and to the right are stumps from a matching 
group. At the monument, along the centerline, stands a mature columnar 
Auracaria tree. 

There are several features within Chaffee Zoo that recognize donors. The 
character of these features is more varied in design and materials, and includes:  

� A Japanese-style wood structure with lanterns and donor plaques, on the 
ramp up to the primate cage. 

� A large stone monument shaped like a stylized elephant. 
� A free-standing panel collage of terra-cotta carved zoo animals with 

donor names. 
� A granite boulder engraved with Chaffee Zoological Gardens 
� A small bronze plaque, mounted on the outside of the Reptile House, 

identifying it as a memorial to Edward Kane. 
� Donor bricks used for paving. 
� An etched bronze panel honoring Dr. Paul Chaffee, Zoo Director 1965 - 

1990, mounted on several short logs. 

Water Features
Lily Ponds: Just inside the Belmont entrance and to the east is a series of five 
ponds. Each has low, rounded concrete edging and is laid out in a curvilinear 
form. Three of the five have islands lushly planted with trees and shrubs. 
Wooden bridges have simple, galvanized pipe handrails.  

Most of the ponds are shaded by canopy trees offering quiet, cool places 
beneath. Water lilies, including many varieties collected from around the world, 
originally donated by W.S. Tevis still fill some of the ponds, and children 
continue to fish here, in keeping with the original intent. 

The pond farthest to the east features an ornately decorated cast fountain 
approximate 36 inches in diameter and 48 inches above the water level. A jet of 
water shoots up from the fountain 15 fifteen feet. This feature is visible to 
drivers near the Belmont Circle at the southeast corner of the park. 

Lake Washington: The other important original water feature is Lake 
Washington. It has a concrete edge, and like the lily ponds is laid out with a 
gently curving, naturalistic form. Historically, a Japanese Pagoda and garden 
existed on the island in Lake Washington. Today, a pirate ship sits shipwrecked 
on the shore and is part of a boat ride rental from Playland. 

When Highway 99 was constructed a portion of Lake Washington was traded for 
a triangular plot of land north of the Lake. Unfortunately, the take reduced the 
size of the lake by about half, and the triangular addition has not been well 
integrated into the park. 

V
Page 15 of 46



ROEDING PARK 
HALS NO. CA-59 

PAGE 12 

Other Water Features: In addition to the constructed stream running through 
Storyland there are water features in the zoo as part of the animal exhibits, and in 
Playland there is a modern water-play area. 

Small-Scale Features
Each of the picnic areas has rustic stone barbeques, most have stone trash 
enclosures, and there are three small stone drinking fountains that all appear to 
have been constructed at the same time period. Playland has one uniquely 
designed barbeque that is a round stone-and-concrete structure with three grills 
and integral concrete counter surfaces. The detailing of these features is similar 
to work performed by WPA crews. 

Distinctively designed wood benches and picnic tables are found throughout the 
park. These consist of two-inch-thick wood members and galvanized legs that 
flare out, forming a trapezoidal shape, similar to the columns that support the 
picnic shelter structures. These appear to date to the historic period of the park, 
and their condition varies from fair to poor. Newer picnic tables are vinyl-coated 
steel made by Wabash. Typically, the historic and new tables are set either in a 
flush curbed area or on a concrete slab, to facilitate mowing of adjacent lawn. 

Throughout the park there are custom-designed precast concrete benches with 
gracefully curving backs and seats. These are five feet, ten inches long, have no 
arms, and are installed with a concrete pad, to facilitate mowing. Near the lily 
ponds there are eight cut pieces of granite varying in size from seven to nine feet 
long, seven to fourteen inches wide and eight to twelve inches high. The 
character of these features suggests that they are not original to the park.  

There is one unique drinking fountain near the dog park. It is made from small, 
rounded, light-gray cobbles varying in size from two to five inches. The fountain 
is four feet square, 29 inches high, and has two working spigots.  

A modern interpretation of a historic park feature is located inside the park but 
oriented to be viewed by drivers traveling on Belmont. It is an American flag, 20 
feet high by 30 feet long, made of concrete with deep scoring to create stripes, 
painted red, white and blue. This feature replaced a similar monument that was 
originally done in multi-colored flowers by the park’s chief gardener from 1920 
to 1960, Rocco Manuto.  

A few additional small-scale features appear to have been added over the 
lifetime of the park. 

Signage
The historic portions of the park are remarkably free of signage, and where it is 
needed the design, materials and placement is executed in a non-intrusive 
manner. Signs are typically constructed of wood with carved, painted lettering. 
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There are signs at each exhibit in Storyland that identify which fairy tale is 
depicted. These are uniquely designed, playful, small and low. There are many 
signs in many styles within the zoo, including directional, educational and donor 
recognition signs. 

Lighting
Various styles of lights are found throughout the park, reflecting the adjacent 
uses. At the Belmont entrance there are ornately detailed fixtures, whereas the 
picnic grounds and dance floors are lighted by simple fixtures on plain, metal 
poles about thirty feet tall. In Storyland the lights are ornamental and mounted 
on twelve-foot poles, in keeping with the child-sized environment. Chaffee Zoo 
has strings of festive ornamental bulbs as well as “zoo lights” shaped like 
animals. The lights at the tennis complex have modern, box-shaped luminiers. 

  
History: On 4 May 1903 Frederick Christian Roeding and his wife Marianne donated 

71.76 acres of land to the City of Fresno to build a community park. On 7 April 
1908 the Roedings donated an additional 46.64 acres. Sixteen years later, on 2 
January 1924, the City of Fresno purchased an additional 40 acres from the 
Roedings, bringing the total size of the park to 159.78 acres. 

In September of 1903 the City of Fresno retained landscape architect Johannes 
Reimers from Stockton, California, to prepare detailed drawings and 
specifications for the layout of the park, for the sum of $300. George Christian 
Roeding, son of Frederick and Marianne Roeding, worked with Reimers on the 
park development in his capacity as park commissioner. Roeding also donated 
most of the trees planted in the park. 

Construction of the park began immediately with the planting of trees. Between 
1904 and 1906, 55 of the original acres had been planted. By the end of 1906 the 
remaining portion of the original 40 acres of tree planting was complete. Records 
note that the original eucalyptus were started from three-foot-tall specimens with 
quarter-inch-diameter trunk calipers. A bamboo garden was planted in 1905, 
palms were planted east of the main entry drive between 1905 and 1906, and the 
Arizona garden as well as the rose garden — which are no longer extant — were 
planted during the same time period.  

Grading of the roads, originally composed of oiled and compacted earth, was 
underway in 1906. On 19 December 1906 the design for the pergola and wisteria 
planting was approved. Excavation work to create one of the lakes was 
underway in November of 1907. 

By 1910 Park Commissioner Charles A. Chambers was directing the work. One 
of his first major projects was to upgrade the road system by applying a hard 
surface, using clay excavated from the lake construction. 
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In 1912, as the City of Fresno grew and a trolley system was being built, the 
decision was made to add a street car station in Roeding Park. That structure is 
still known as the street car shelter. The trolley line continued beyond the park 
boundary to the southwest, terminating at Mountain View Cemetery, where 
Frederick, Marianne, George C and Elizabeth Thorne Roeding are interred. 
Service on this line continued until 1939. 

Sixteen thousand feet of paths had been surfaced by 1914, plans were underway 
to build a pressurized system for irrigating the park, and Park Superintendent 
Claybaugh was directing the construction of rustic arbors, tables and benches for 
the picnic areas. The state Fish and Game department had donated trout to stock 
the ponds in the park for fishing. 

Four tennis courts were added in the 1920s, and Mr. and Mrs. A.V. Lisenby 
donated funds to build the Music Stand, which continued to offer outdoor 
concerts until at least 1972. 

A zoo component was also added in the 1920s, when residents began donating 
animals. The City of Placerville gave two bears to the park in 1923. The Fresno 
Zoological Society formed in 1949, the same year that a campaign was begun to 
raise funds to buy an elephant. The first zoo director, Eldon M. “Curly” Blocker, 
was hired away from the San Diego Zoo that same year and lived for a time with 
his wife Marie and their children in the house that now serves as the zookeeper’s 
office. “Nosey” the elephant made her debut on 11 September 1949, and 
continued as a beloved attraction until her death at age 47 in 1996.  

Over the years the size of the zoo has been expanded to accommodate more 
exhibits and additional animals. The name of the zoo was changed in 1985 to 
“The Fresno Zoo” and in 1990 to “Chaffee Zoological Gardens” in honor of 
long-term director Paul Chaffee, DVM, who served after Curly Blocker’s 
retirement in 1965 through 1990. In 1993, under third zoo director Ralph M. 
Waterhouse, the Lisenby Music Stand area was incorporated into the zoo and 
fenced off from the rest of the park. 

On 2 April 1927 an event honoring the original donors, Frederick and Marianne 
Roeding, took place.  

In 1930 a Japanese Tea House and gardens were construction on the island in the 
large lake in the southwest corner of the park. One year later a Japanese 
Association gave 100 flowering cherry trees, which were planted around the 
lake. In September of 1939 a local group of Japanese-Americans purchased a 
large stone lantern from Japan “as symbol of friendship and cooperation.” It was 
installed in the Japanese garden, but the lantern was vandalized and the Tea 
House was torn down after the bombing of Pearl Harbor. Nisei Liberty Post 5869 
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donated a new monument in 1950, inscribed “in sacred memory of American 
soldiers of Japanese ancestry of the Central Valley who gave their lives so that 
liberty, justice, equality, and the pursuit of happiness might come to all 
democratic and peace loving people regardless of race, color or national origin.” 

In 1932 a portion of the park was carved out for Belmont Circle, 300 feet in 
diameter, as part of the Belmont subway construction to replace the former 
Belmont Avenue at-grade railroad crossing at the Southern Pacific Railroad 
running between Golden State Boulevard and Weber Avenue. This was also the 
year that Chief Gardener Rocco Manuto first planted the American flag on 
Belmont, using red, white and blue flowers. More acreage of the park was taken 
in 1946, when Highway 99 was constructed. 

Roeding Park has received large numbers of visitors from the very beginning, as 
it does to this day. Newspaper articles dating from its earliest years provide 
evidence that the Park has long been a treasured community resource. It created 
a sense of pride for residents, and special holiday events at Easter, Mothers Day, 
Memorial Day and during the Christmas season drew large crowds. Headlines 
alone tell the story: “Roeding Park is Already Bringing Fame to Fresno as a 
Beauty Spot” (1910); “Labor Day Picnic is Great Success” (1918); and “Fresno 
Park Lures Thousands” (1931). 

The community also took great pride in its new showplace of trees. A 1935 
front-page article in the California County Life section of the Fresno Bee 
proclaimed “Beautiful Trees Enhance Fame of Fresno.” This pride was 
evidenced by the tremendous community effort to plant over 600 trees at Lake 
Washington to commemorate the 200th anniversary of President George 
Washington’s birth. School children from Fresno raised money for a granite 
monument and bronze bust of Washington, and students planted 622 trees of 310 
species and varieties as part of the celebration. The new grove was dedicated 7 
March 1932. 

Members of Fresno’s Rotary club raised funds to build Playland amusement park 
in 1955, and Storyland was added in 1962. 

Members of the Roeding family were invited to visit the park in 2004 as part of a 
celebration marking the 101st anniversary of the original land donation that 
made Roeding Park a reality. A granite monument with a commemorative plaque 
was installed near the zoo office. 

  

Sources: Oral interview with Bruce and George C. Roeding, III., grandsons of George C. 
Roeding, 2 September 2010. 
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“The Smyrna Fig at Home and Abroad - a Treatise on Practical Fig Culture, 
together with an Account of the Introduction of the Wild or Capri Fig, and the 
Establishment of the Fig Wasp (Blastophagum grossorum) in America”, by 
George C. Roeding, published by the author for general circulation, 1903.  

“George Christian Roeding `The Father of Smyrna Fig Culture in California’ 
The Story of California’s Leading Nurseryman and Fruit Grower”, by Henry W. 
Kruckeberg, California Association of Nurserymen, Los Angeles, California, 
1930. 

“Trees Grow Fast”, Fresno Morning Republican, 12 Oct. 1905.  

“Park Commission, Design for Ornamental Entrance to Roeding Park”, Fresno 
Morning Republican, 19 Dec. 1906, p. 5. 

“Roeding Park is Already Bringing Fame to Fresno as a Beauty Spot” by Charles 
A. Chambers, Fresno Morning Republican, 1 January 1910, no page number.” 

“Acres of Sand Converted into Beautiful City Park”, by Charles C. Chambers, 
San Francisco Call, v. 107, no. 124, 2 Apr 1910. 

“Much Work Done at Roeding Park”, The Fresno Morning Republican, 21 
December 1913, pg. 2 

“Social Center is Planned in Fairmont, Roeding Park to be Opened in Spring as 
Picnic Resort”, Fresno Morning Republican, 9 Oct. 1914, p. 31. 

“Start Roeding Park Improvements Soon”, Fresno Morning Republican, 4 Oct. 
1916, p. 14. 

“Labor Day Picnic is Great Success”, Fresno Morning Republican, 3 Sep 1918, 
pg. 3 

“Fresno Parks Lure Throngs”, Fresno Morning Republican, 21 Jun 1931. 

“First Trees To Be Planted In Washington Memorial Grove at Rites Monday, 
Fresno Independent, 21 February 1932, pg. 1. 

“Fresno Honors Washington as Grove Started”, Fresno Independent, 23 
February 1932. 

“Beautiful Trees Enhance Fame of Fresno”, California Country Life – The 
Fresno Bee, 24 March 1935, pg. 1-2. 

Stevens & Bean ad in the Fresno Guide that features the Tea Garden in 1934, 13 
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Oct. 1969. 

“George C. Roeding – The Man and His Trees”, Fresno Past & Present, by 
Wanda Podgorski Russel, Vol 26, No. 2, Summer, 1984, pg. 1-3. 

“Roeding Park – A Community Center” by Wanda Podgorski Russell, pg. 2-7 in 
unidentified journal from Fresno County Public Library. 

“Roeding park Zoo, written and published by Fresno Zoological Society, 1962. 

“Parks of California – Roeding Park”, PG&E Progress, dated 16 October 1974 in 
the Fresno Co. Public Library collection. 

“Official Guide Book of the Fresno Zoo”, published by the Zoological Society of 
Fresno, ca. 1985. 

“Old Glory Renewed – American Flag and an Old Tradition Bloom Again in 
Roeding Park” by Zeke Minaya, Fresno Bee, 3 July 2001. 

“Rediscover Roeding Park”, Imagine Fresno, undated, page 50-55. 

Ask/Art The Artists BlueBook worldwide edition. 
http://www.askart.com/AskART/artists/biography.aspx?searchtype=BIO&artist=
116477

Supplementary Historic Building Survey of the Ratkovitch Plan Area by John 
Edward Powell, http://www.historicfresno.org/surveys/ratko.htm

E-mail communications between Marlea Graham and Kurt Culbertson regarding 
Mr. Culbertson’s book on Johannes Reimers, landscape gardener and artist 
(1856-1953) for the Pioneers of American Landscape Design, vol III., 2008. 

“The Parks of Fresno, Calif” an article in The American Florist by Charles 
Chambers, from Google Books, pg. 7, date unknown, provided by Marlea 
Graham. 

“The Gardens of California” by Johannes Reimers, For California 4, No. 6, July 
1907, provided by Marlea Graham. 

  
Historian: Chris Pattillo, Historic Landscape Architect, PGAdesign, 444 17th Street, 

Oakland, CA, 94612, pattillo@PGAdesign.com. Date: 24 Sep 2010 
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Photo 

  

Caption The lily pond in the southeast corner of Roeding Park features a curvilinear edge, 
a ramp into the pond for maintenance, water lilies and a fisherman. In the 
background are mature shade trees framing one of the open lawn areas. View is 
northeast. (Chris Pattillo, September 2010) 
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Photo 

  
Caption The Pine Grove picnic area was built in the rustic style, with trapezoidal columns 

and concrete picnic tables 20 feet long. View is to the north. (Chris Pattillo, 
September 2010) 
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Photo 

  
Caption According to Sunset Western Garden Book, the Camphor Tree (Cinnemomum 

camphora) grows slowly to 50 feet tall and 60 feet wide, but this colossal 
specimen north of the zoo entrance is estimated at 85 feet tall with a 95-foot 
spread. A Maidenhair Tree (Ginkgo biloba) is also planted in the median of the 
main entry drive, at left. View is to the east. 
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Photo 

  
Caption A grove of fan palms near the Japanese-American memorial on the east side of 

the park is one example of the many multi-tree plantings of palms. A single table 
and barbeque offer a quiet place for a picnic. View is southeast, with Golden 
State Boulevard on the left. (Chris Pattillo, September 2010) 
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Chris Cathy Christopher 
 Pattillo Garrett Kent 
 444  - 17th Street   Oakland CA  94612 
 Tel 510.465.1284   Fax 510.465.1256 

M E M O R A N D U M  

Date: November 12, 2010 

From: Chris Pattillo 

Project: Roeding Park 

Re: Historic Preservation Commission Hearing 

Commissioners, 

My name is Chris Pattillo.  I am the founding partner of PGAdesign Landscape 

Architects.  I have been a licensed landscape architect for over 30 years. I am 

also one of 3 founders of the Northern California Chapter of the Historic 

American Landscapes Survey – HALS for short. 

I was asked to assess Roeding Park to determine its worthiness for HALS and to 

prepare documentation if I found that it qualified.  Initially, when I read that the 

existing 18 acre zoo was proposing to double in size by adding 21 acres, I 

thought oh, well that’s not so bad.  It still leaves over 100 acres of the historic 

park intact.  But later, as I read the details of the zoo expansion master plan a 

picture of how much of Roeding Park will be impacted became clear.  I did a 

sketch of the impacted areas and was stunned.  This exhibit shows what I am 

referring to.   

Gold = existing zoo 

Orange = 20 acre expansion 
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Turquoise = entry road, parking, plaza hub, and plan area plus the 

relocated dog park, maintenance yard, and open lawn, and the fenced 

off Lake Washington 

Pink = all the other features that will be enhanced according to the 

master plan 

What this exhibit illustrates is that essentially the entire park will be impacted by 

the proposal.  Roeding Park as you know it to day will be irrevocably 

transformed. 

While I have tremendous respect for the consultants who prepared the Historical 

Resource Assessment, I do have questions about some of their findings and 

proposed mitigations.  If I were you, I would seriously question the claim that 

building two new, peanut shaped ponds separated by a 70-80’ wide new entry 

road really qualifies as mitigation for the destruction of what is now a peaceful 

oasis of a chain of lakes with footpaths, simple wood bridges, kids fishing and all 

shaded by a nearly continuous canopy of 100 year old trees.  Mitigation 

measure 1 claims that with the building these 2  “the impact to the historic 

district would be avoided”. 

I would also question Mitigation 2 that suggests that moving the existing zoo 

office into the far NW corner of the park and re-commissioning it as part of the 

relocated maintenance yard would enable it to “retain its status as a contributor 

to the historic district. 

The changes proposed for the W Belmont entrance appear to be dramatic, so 

that your commission should request a statement of facts upon which the 

consultant bases their conclusion that these changes are “less than significant 

and no mitigation is required.” 
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I have other concerns but insufficient time to address each item, so I’d like to 

close with one general observation. 

Roeding Park is more than just a well-loved community park – as a cohesive 

whole it represents a significant and unique example of our state’s and nation’s 

cultural and arboricultural heritage. As members of the historic preservation 

commission that you understand the weight your opinion carries in this decision.  

I urge you to question the findings of the consultants and request analysis of the 

significan impacts to the historic features of the park.  You should request 

avoidance of these impacts by keeping the proposed project within the current 

footprint of the zoo. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address your commission. 

I am available to answer questions. 
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KEY TO IMPACTED AREAS

Existing Chaffee Zoo

Zoo Expansion Area

Additional Impacted Areas                                                                                  

New entry road

Additional parking

Lake Washington fenced off

Relocated dog park

Relocated maintenance yard and parking

Relocated open lawn

New park plaza hub

New play area

New pedestrian paths

Other Existing Features That Will Be Changed                                                                                  

Historic pergola

Two additional picnic areas

Japanese-American memorial

Playland

Storyland

Existing play area

One dance floor

Tennis complex

Camellia gardens
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Chris Cathy Christopher 
 Pattillo Garrett Kent 
 444  - 17th Street   Oakland CA  94612 
 Tel 510.465.1284   Fax 510.465.1256 

November 23, 2010 

Kevin Fabino 
Development and Resources Management Department 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, California 93721-3604 

RE: Roeding Park – Proposed Expansion of Chaffee Zoo 

Dear Mr. Fabino, 

I was pleased to have the opportunity to meet you and Karana Hattersley-

Drayton, and to address the Fresno Historic Preservation Commission at their 

hearing on November 15th.  I was impressed by the comments made by the 

commissioners who expressed concern about protecting the historic features of 

Roeding Park and finding ways to protect this important cultural resource.  It 

appears that you and your commission appreciate that Roeding Park is not 

simply a wonderful, old community park but also a resource with statewide and 

national significance. 

As I testified I am the founding partner of PGAdesigninc (PGA) and have 

practiced as a licensed landscape architect in California for over 30 years.  I am 

also one of three founding members of the Northern California chapter of the 

Historic American Landscapes Survey (HALS).  I was asked to assess Roeding 

Park to determine its worthiness for HALS and to prepare documentation if I 

found that it qualified.  I previously submitted copies of the results of my 

assessment to you and have attached a PDF of that document with this letter. I 

also provided copies of several letters in support of historic Roeding Park. I ask 
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that you include this material, in the responses to the draft EIR along with a copy 

the exhibit my office prepared that illustrates how extensively the park will be 

impacted if the zoo expansion plan is approved as currently presented. 

At the Historic Preservation Commission hearing I was able to raise four points of 

concern within the time allowed to speakers. A copy of those comments is 

attached.  The remainder of my comments are presented here.  These points 

are organized in two categories: general concerns and specific concerns about 

the adequacy of the Historical Resources Assessment. 

General Concerns

The Page + Turnbull (P+T) assessment refers to there being 47-age eligible historic 

features within the park, and that of these only 25 are contributors.  Please 

provide a complete list of all features and an explanation of how they 

determined which contribute and which do not contribute. 

Provide an explanation for how the period of significance was determined.  

Playland which is 55 years old certainly qualifies to be included under the 

Secretary of Interior Standards for The treatment of Historic Properties with 

Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes.  I believe Playland may 

also qualify.  Our HALS chapter initiated a Theme Park Challenge in 2010 and 

encouraged historic landscape architects to submit HALS documentation for a 

theme park in their state.  For that challenge the National Park Service stated, 

“that sites only thirty years old could be considered eligible”.  Storyland is now 49 

years old so a case for it being included in the period of significance should be 

made in the EIR.   

By adding both Storyland and Playland the number of contributing historic 

features will increase substantially.  These are important historic resources that 

Fresno residents no doubt share many fond memories of.  It is important that 
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they be afforded the protection garnered by being included in the period of 

significance, and the impacts to these resources should be addressed in the EIR. 

One of my concerns is the proposed change in land use within the park from 

picnicking and other passive forms of recreation to the display of animals.  

Historically the zoo component has represented only a relatively small area of 

the park – 18 of the total 148 acres plus the associated parking.  The proposed 

zoo expansion, and associated expansion of other facilities needed to support 

the expanded zoo, would change is ratio profoundly.  As shown in the attached 

exhibit at least 60% of the total acreage of the park would be impacted by the 

zoo expansion. 

The EIR should identify locations where comparable replacement picnic facilities 

can be provided as mitigation.  These picnic areas should include similar 

amenities, i.e. custom designed, high-quality picnic structures able to 

accommodate small parties to large groups, and they should be built in 

locations with existing mature trees that will provide essential shade similar to 

that found in Roeding Park. The majority of these facilities should be provided 

within a half-mile radius of Roeding Park.  At a minimum a one-to-one 

replacement should be provided prior to any demolition at Roeding Park. 

Another deficiency in the DEIR is insufficient data on current park users.  Surveys 

should be conducted that provide daily use counts during the week, on 

Saturdays and Sundays, on holiday and non-holiday weekends during the 

summer and the warmer months.  This survey should show how many visitors 

come to the park primarily to visit the zoo and how many come to take 

advantage of other facilities in the park.   

The P+T assessment references a tree survey prepared by Arbor Pro, Inc., yet this 

survey was not included in the DEIR, that I could find. This is a substantial 

omission. A list of what trees will be destroyed or transplanted, and their specific 
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location within Roeding Park indicated on a map should be included in the EIR.  

Provide specifications for how the transplanting work will be executed.  An 

independent arborist should then be retained to assess the specifications, and 

to determine the value of the trees that are proposed for demolition1.   An 

arborist who regularly calculates tree values for municipalities informs us that 

each individual tree would be conservatively valued at between $30,000 and 

$75,000.  That means that the project is proposing to destroy between $24 and 

$61 million dollars worth of trees.  

The EIR should also include an assessment of the value of lost environmental 

benefits per AB 32 on global climate change.  This assessment should quantify 

the dollar value of annual environmental benefits that will be lost as a result of 

the proposed tree removals and should assess the impacts to energy 

conservation, air quality, C02 reduction, and storm water treatment 

requirements. 

Parks need open space.  Many seem to hold the view that parks are merely 

places to be filled up with stuff.  In truth, doing so diminishes parks.  In my HALS 

narrative I made a point about the fact that the number and nature of 

monuments in the park has been handled well – they do not overwhelm the 

park.  This is not always the case.  I recently visited a one block park in Carmel 

that has a monument every few feet and it is too much.  If Roeding Park 

continues to be filled up with stuff, the character of the park will be significantly, 

negatively impacted.  This needs to be addressed in the EIR. 

Concerns Regarding the Historical Resources Assessment 

and Proposed Mitigation Measures

In their assessment, Impact 1, paragraph 3, P+T should have acknowledged that 

the area around the ponds does more than just “create a comfortable setting 
                                            
1 This valuation should be completed by a registered certified arborist and follow the approved 
methodology established by the Society of Professional Arborists.  
http://www.consultingarboristsociety.com/Member_listings/Tree_Valuation/ 
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for picnicking.” Fishing, relaxing and strolling were omitted.  And, the large open 

area north of the ponds, where informal games are played on weekends, was 

barely acknowledged.  The impacts to these areas needs to be addressed 

separately and thoroughly.  They are important land uses within the park. 

In Mitigation Measure 1.0, the last sentence claims that by recreating two new 

ponds at the new entry, “the impact to the historic district will be avoided.” This 

is clearly erroneous. Building two new, peanut shaped ponds separated by a 70-

80’ wide new entry road is inadequate mitigation for the destruction of what is 

now a peaceful oasis of a chain of lakes with footpaths, simple wood bridges, 

kids fishing, all shaded by a nearly continuous canopy of 100 year old trees.    

In Mitigation 2, 4th paragraph P+T discusses moving the zoo office into the 

northwest corner of the park where it will be incorporated into a new 

maintenance yard and take more park land.  This location does not qualify as 

retaining it as a contributor to the historic district – the maintenance yard is not 

publicly accessible.  By moving the building, it diminishes the integrity of the 

historic resource.  The National Register program gives seven qualities of 

integrity:  location, setting, feeling, association, design, workmanship and 

materials.  Moving the building will mean that the resource has no integrity for 

location and it is likely that setting, feeling and association will all be diminished 

significantly. 

Impact 3, 2nd paragraph. PGA is concerned about the proposed changes to 

Roeding Park’s circulation patterns and additions to pedestrian circulation.  

Historically the park has had very few – almost no - pedestrian walks within the 

park.  Today, ADA codes require us to provide some, but these should be 

minimized to retain the historic character of the park.  This is not addressed 

adequately in the DEIR. 
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Impact 3.  The proposal to create a new entry to the park off Golden State and 

to change the Belmont entrance to pedestrian and delivery only is a huge 

change, yet the historic assessment deems it to be “less than significant and no 

mitigation is required.”  This is clearly erroneous.  There needs to be a more 

convincing argument to demonstrate that it will not impact the historic district’s 

ability to convey its significance – though in my professional opinion this is not 

possible.  Additional mitigations are needed to address these impacts. 

Impact 4, paragraph 1 - How many benches will be displaced?  Where will they 

be moved? If they are moved, they should remain within the park, not the zoo, 

and should include the same installation detailing as the original.  PGA 

recommends that the Roeding family be consulted as to where the monuments 

honoring the family go and be offered the opportunity to review the details of 

installation. 

Impact 5, paragraph 1 - It is an excellent idea to move the maintenance yard 

out of the middle of the park, but taking more park land in the northwest corner 

is not acceptable. The city should purchase additional acreage and move the 

facility entirely out of the park. 

Impact 5.  We need to know the specifics of the impacts to the nine non-

contributing features.  The Palm Point picnic shelter is listed as one of the nine, 

but on page one this facility is identified as one of the contributing features that 

will be demolished.  This should be clarified. 

Impact 6. The impacts of the proposed expanded parking, circulation and 

infrastructure improvements are inadequately addressed in the DEIR.  Overall, 

the Master Plan seeks to fill up the park with highly programmed, object-heavy, 

for fee uses in place of the ponds and picnic areas which are pastoral, placid, 

quiet passive uses.  These are very significant impacts to the character of the 

park and need to be thoroughly analyzed and mitigated. 
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Impact 6. It is good that the historical assessment acknowledges the importance 

of the Lisenby music stand and states that it should be protected.  More detail 

needs to be provided.  This facility in particular was a gift to the people of Fresno 

and was meant to be enjoyed by residents at no charge – how will the loss of 

this use be mitigated?  

Mitigation measure 6 should include a provision that precludes further expansion 

of the zoo into Roeding Park in the future. 

Impact 7. PGA would argue that it is not possible to mitigate the expansion of 

the zoo fence into the southwest corner of the park to where it will have a “less 

than significant impact.”  Currently this corner of the park is completely open.  In 

order to draw in paying visitors the zoo must hide the animals within from view, 

as they do with the existing zoo.  Changing the southeast corner of the park 

from a space with open views beneath the tree canopy to one that completely 

obstructs views is not something that can be mitigated. 

In part H. Analysis of Cumulative Impacts the assessment makes the point that 

“Roeding Park has been continually adapted to meet the needs of the current 

day” and that “this project continues the trend of upgrading Roeding Park and 

the Fresno Chaffee Zoo to accommodate new recreational uses ….” PGA 

would argue that the trend at Roeding Park seems to be to fill up the park with 

money generating venues.  What is the limit to this? One could also argue that 

the zoo has already expanded too much and is already diminishing the historic 

park.  

The plan to fence Storyland and Playland together as one large fenced (and 

pay to enter) area would mean that the public would no longer have 

continuous free access to Lake Washington.  This was not addressed in the 

Historical Resources Assessment and represents another significant omission. 
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Conclusion – The Historical Resources Assessment states that the proposed plan 

“would maintain the majority of the site’s contributing features (including, but 

not limited to, the vegetation, circulation patterns, buildings, structures, objects, 

and associated landscape features.)”  In contrast, PGA’s assessment of the 

Master Plan as proposed in the Draft EIR is that well over 50% (perhaps as much 

as 2/3) of the site’s contributing features are being impacted. What percentage 

of the park’s trees have already been incorporated into the zoo, Storyland and 

Playland and how many more will be taken as part of this plan? It appears to us 

to be well over 50%. 

Additional mitigation measures should include a determination of eligibility for 

listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and that a qualified landscape 

architect be retained to complete level 1 HALS documentation for the entire 

park, prior to any demolition or other changes to historic features of the park 

outside the current zoo fence. 

PGA thanks the City of Fresno for the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIR 

and will make our firm available to administrative staff, Historic Preservation 

Commissioners, Planning Commissioners and City Council Members for any 

questions or further information. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Pattillo 
President, PGAdesigninc
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PGAdesign Landscape Architects, Chris Pattillo - October 22, 2010; November 10, 2010; 
November 12, 2010; and November 23, 2010 (V) 
Response to Comment V-1 
This comment stated that documentation was prepared for the Historic American Landscapes Survey 
(HALS).  However, no specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment V-2 
This comment provides a history of the initial development of Roeding Park and request that the 
Fresno Chaffee Zoo remain within its existing footprint within Roeding Park.  This comment also 
requests an alternative site nearby, of sufficient size, to accommodate large animals and other new 
exhibits.  Pages 24-2 through 24-4 in Chapter 24 of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of alternative 
project locations.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, relocating the Fresno Chaffee Zoo to an alternative 
location and not within Roeding Regional Park is not feasible for the following reasons: 

• The Measure Z funds that would pay for zoo-related redevelopment and expansion activities 
can only be used for the Fresno Chaffee Zoo at Roeding Regional Park.  Measure Z states: “To 
help ensure survival of the Chaffee Zoo by providing necessary funding to repair and restore 
the zoo, bring back large animal exhibits, further revitalize the zoo, and preserve the zoo’s 
Species Survival Plan and ongoing Education Program, shall Fresno County voters approve a 
one-tenth of one percent sales tax for ten years with all net proceeds dedicated exclusively to 
the Chaffee Zoo?” 

 

• A very large investment in buildings, site improvements and infrastructure has already been 
made at the current location over a period of many years.  Abandonment of the facilities at this 
location for an alternative location would constitute an enormous waste of an existing publicly 
beneficial investment, and would require substantial additional investment in land, buildings 
and infrastructure at another location, including permitting processes and environmental 
review, for which there is no funding.  The Measure Z funding that was overwhelmingly 
approved by the voters would be squandered. 

 

• Development of the zoo at an alternative location would fail to meet the basic project 
objectives, most of which are based upon the assumption that the zoo would remain at Roeding 
Regional Park (see Table 24-2 in Chapter 24 of the Draft EIR). 

 

• The Fresno Chaffee Zoo Corporation has an existing lease agreement with the City of Fresno 
that allows for expansion into the area proposed for zoo expansion.  

 
Response to Comment V-3 
This comment urges the city to study the park with a view to retaining its most valuable attributes.  
The commentor asserts that the proposed changes as illustrated in the Roeding Regional Park Master 
Facilities Plan would significantly, negatively, and irrevocably alter the character and feeling of 
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Roeding Regional Park.  Where feasible, contributing features of the potential historic district are left 
unaffected by the project, or alterations and relocations are proposed in a manner that will preserve 
the features’ contribution to the potential historic district.  The Supplemental Historical Analysis 
provided in Attachment B of this Response to Comments Document evaluated ten contributing 
features to the potential historical district and determined that with the demolition, relocation, and 
alteration of the contributing features as well as the implementation of the proposed mitigation 
measures, the remaining contributing features and the mitigated contributing features would still 
contribute to the park’s eligibility as a historic district.  

Response to Comment V-4 
This comment asserts that Roeding Park should be preserved from expansion of the zoo.  The 
comment generally addresses the merits of the project, but does not raise any significant 
environmental issues.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment V-5 
This comment expresses concern that the proposed project would unnecessarily remove trees and 
change the nature of the park setting.  These impacts of the project are analyzed in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIR, and in accordance with CEQA, mitigation measures are proposed for potentially 
significant impacts.  No other specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

Response to Comment V-6 
This comment expresses concern for the loss of mature trees and potential impacts on historical 
resources within Roeding Park.  These impacts of the project are analyzed in Chapters 4 and 5 of the 
Draft EIR, and in accordance with CEQA, mitigation measures are proposed for potentially 
significant impacts.  The remainder of the comment letter discusses the commentor’s opinions 
regarding public parks and zoos, and the merits of the project, but does not raise any other significant 
environmental issues.  Accordingly, no further response is necessary.  

Response to Comment V-7 
This comment questions the adequacy of the mitigation proposed for Impact 1.0 in the Historical 
Resources Assessment - CEQA Evaluation (see Appendix B-1 in the Draft EIR) related to the 
demolition of the ponds.  Please see Response to Comment P-3 regarding the effect of removing the 
ponds and eliminating a major historic recreational use within the potential historic district. 

This comment also questions the adequacy of the mitigation proposed for Impact 2.0, relocation of 
the Zoo Administration Building.  This comment raises concern over the selection of the Maintenance 
Yard as the new site for the building, and asserts that this location would not enable it to retain its 
status as a contributor to the potential historic district. 
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The Zoo Office serves an administrative function in Roeding Park, and this relationship and use will 
be maintained as part of the proposed project.  The building served as the first office of the zoo 
superintendent, and after it is moved, the building will serve as an office for the Roeding Park 
Manager.  The movement of the building within the boundaries of the potential historic district will 
allow for the continued association of the building with the zoo’s administrative operations as an 
office for internal staff, not a public building.  To ensure adequate documentation of the Zoo 
Administration Office is provided, Mitigation Measure 4.2 on page 4-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows. 

4.2 Relocate the Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administration Office within the 
boundaries of the historic district that is consistent with its historic setting.  
Consistency with the historic setting shall be determined by a city-approved 
historian.  Historian American Building Survey (HABS) documentation shall 
be prepared for the Administration Office by a qualified historic preservation 
professional prior to relocation. 

 
Response to Comment V-8 
This comment requests additional justification for the changes proposed to the West Belmont 
entrance and the conclusion that these changes are less than significant and no mitigation is required.  
The proposed changes to the West Belmont entrance are discussed in Impact 4.5 in Chapter 4 in the 
Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 4-25 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, although the project will alter 
the entry sequence currently experienced by visitors due to the introduction of a new entry along 
Golden State Boulevard, the historical layout of the park included an entrance along the eastern edge 
of Roeding Regional Park as early as the 1920s, and during a portion of the period of historical 
significance.  Therefore, since the entry changes would be compatible with the character of the 
historic entrance, this change would not adversely impact the ability of the potential historic district to 
convey its significance nor the district’s eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historic 
Resources. 

Response to Comment V-9 
This comment requests analysis of the significant impacts to the historic features of the park.  As 
described in Attachment B (Supplemental Historical Analysis) of this Response to Comments 
Document, individual elements within the park are not independently historical.  To the extent any 
elements have historical significance, it is as a contributing feature to the historical district.  As 
discussed in Attachment B, ten contributing features were evaluated for individual historical 
significance.  As discussed, none of the ten contributing features were found to be an individual 
significant historic resource.   
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Response to Comment V-10 
This comment requests a complete list of contributing features of the potential Roeding Park Historic 
District and an explanation of how contribution was determined. 

A complete list of Contributing/Non-Contributing features is included on page 5-7 of the Historical 
Resources Assessment (HRA) in Appendix B-2 in the Draft EIR.  The justification for the 
contributing/non-contributing determination for each feature, including discussion of integrity of 
individual features is found in the accompanying DPR 523A forms in the appendix of the HRA.  In 
addition the Supplemental Historical Analysis in Attachment B of this Response to Comments 
Document provides additional information regarding the contributing features.  Contribution was 
determined based upon whether a feature was associated with the significance themes identified for 
the district, retained integrity, and was constructed during the period of significance. 

Response to Comment V-11 
This comment requests an explanation for how the period of significance was determined.  This 
comment also asserts that Playland and Storyland should be included as contributors to the potential 
historic district. 

The period of significance justification is described on page 25 of the HRA (Appendix B-2 of the 
Draft EIR).  The end date of the period of significance signifies “when the development focus shifted 
from the park as a whole to attraction-specific development of the Roeding Park Zoo and other 
amusement areas within the park.”  The shift in development towards more amusement-focused uses 
in the park, included the Zoo as it evolved in the 1950s, as well as Playland and Storyland.  It is not 
appropriate to include Playland and Storyland in the potential historic district because the themes do 
not fit within the historic context and significance outlined for the potential historic district. 

Response to Comment V-12 
The comment expresses concern over the proposed change in land use and expansion of the zoo, 
resulting in the change in land use from park to zoo.  As discussed in Impact 3.1 in Chapter 3 of the 
Draft EIR, the 2025 Fresno General Plan designates the project site as a regional park that provides a 
wide range of recreational facilities and activities.  These forms of recreation and recreational 
facilities and activities expressly include commercial recreation, such as water parks and amusement 
parks.  The expansion of the zoo will not impact the amount of regional park land available to the 
public.  It will simply adjust the ratio of active to passive recreational opportunities within the 
existing Regional Park. 

Response to Comment V-13 
This comment requested picnic facilities that are removed should be relocated either within the park 
or within one-half mile of the park.  The proposed project includes picnic groves and play zones in 
the northeastern portion of the park.  The picnic groves will include shade pavilions, tables, chairs, 
and tot lot equipment.  The picnic area will be located within the existing tree groves to provide 
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shade.  This comment requested a one-to-one replacement, however, the active and passive 
recreational areas of Roeding Regional Park are currently under-utilized during non-peak hours. 

Response to Comment V-14 
This comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient in providing data on current park users.  The 
PARCS Department provided data on the number of people entering Roeding Regional Park by car in 
2008.  A parking survey of vehicles entering Roeding Regional Park was conducted in December 
2008.  In addition, traffic counts were performed at the park entrances and exits in August 2007, May 
2008, and June 2008.  These counts and surveys provided adequate data on current park users.  A 
comparison of the parking survey of vehicles entering Roeding Regional Park and the data on the 
number of visitors to Fresno Chaffee Zoo, Playland and Storyland was conducted.  As discussed on 
page 3-7 in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, of the estimated 600,000 people entering Roeding Regional 
Park in 2008, 72 percent visited the Fresno Chaffee Zoo and 19 percent visited Rotary Storyland or 
Playland (or both). 

Response to Comment V-15 
This comment requested to review the tree survey prepared by Arbor Pro, Inc.  The tree survey was 
referenced as a source within various tables in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR.  This survey report has 
been available to anyone who requested to review it and is still available for review at the City of 
Fresno Development and Resources Management Department, 2600 Fresno Street, Fresno CA 93721-
3604.  The reference to the Arbor Pro tree report information was inadvertently left out of the 
discussion of Sources on page 5-33 of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, the following is added as the first 
source on page 5-33 of the Draft EIR. 

Arbor Pro, Inc.  No Title.  Collection of tables and exhibits that provide information about the 
existing trees within Roeding Regional Park.  2009. 

Response to Comment V-16 
This comment asks that the dollar value of annual environmental benefits resulting from the loss of 
trees be quantified.  Determining the dollar value of annual environmental benefits from the loss of 
trees would be speculative and beyond the scope of CEQA.  In addition, according to Section 15131 
of the CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. 

This comment also asks for an assessment of impacts to energy conservation, air quality, carbon 
dioxide reduction, and short-term and long-term storm water (treatment) requirements.  Chapter 10, 
Air Quality, provides a discussion of the amount of energy use (i.e., electrical and natural gas) and 
identifies carbon dioxide reductions within the greenhouse gas evaluation.  Chapter 10, Air Quality, 
also provides a discussion of impacts on air quality.  Impacts related to stormwater quality 
requirements are addressed in Impact 14.1 in Chapter 14 of the Draft EIR.  



City of Fresno 
Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Facility Master Plans 
Final EIR - Response to Comments Responses to Comments 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 3-135 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\3389\33890002\EIR\3 - FEIR - RTC\33890002 Sec03-00 Response to Comments FEIR Fresno Zoo.doc 

Response to Comment V-17 
This comment asserts that “If Roeding Park continues to be filled up with stuff, the character of the 
park will be significantly, negatively impacted” and needs to be addressed in the Draft EIR.  This 
comment is in specific reference to monuments and similar features.  Please see Response to 
Comment P-4 regarding the expansion of the Fresno Chaffee Zoo and taking into consideration all of 
the other changes that have occurred within the park since the end of the period of significance.  The 
cumulative effect would be that Roeding Park would still be eligible for listing as a historic district. 

Response to Comment V-18 
This comment states that the Draft EIR did not sufficiently outline all of the uses associated with the 
ponds, including fishing, relaxing, strolling and playing informal games.  This comment requests that 
these areas be addressed separately and thoroughly. 

Page 4-20 of the Draft EIR states that “Overall, the demolition of ponds A, B, C, D will adversely 
affect the overall ability of the historic district to convey its significance by eliminating a major 
historic recreational use within the historic district, and will affect the district’s eligibility for listing 
in the California Register of Historical Resources.”  The recreational use associated with the ponds 
(including fishing, relaxing, strolling and playing informal games) is addressed and the impacts 
identified. 

Response to Comment V-19 
This comment challenges the conclusion in the Draft EIR that the re-creation of ponds according to 
the current design will mitigate the impact to the potential historic district.  Please see Response to 
Comment O-10 regarding the introduction of a new pond feature to provide public recreational uses.  
As clarified in the revised Mitigation Measure 4.1(a) (see Response to Comment O-10), the intent of 
the mitigation measure is not to re-create or replicate the pond feature, but to design the new pond 
feature in the context of the contributing architectural and landscape features of the potential historic 
district.  

Response to Comment V-20 
This comment states that the relocation of the Zoo Office to the Maintenance Yard (as outlined in 
Mitigation 2.0 in the HRA) will result in the loss of integrity of setting of the historic resource. 

Please see Response to Comment V7 regarding the relocation of the Zoo Office.  This historic 
resource is the entire potential historic district, and the proposed change in one feature will not result 
in the loss of integrity of location, setting, feeling and association.  

Response to Comment V-21 
This comment raises concern about the proposed changes to Roeding Regional Park’s circulation 
patterns (including entrances) and additions to pedestrian circulation.  This comment states that this 
issue is not adequately addressed in the DEIR. 
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Based on a review of pages 65 through 68 of the HRA, historical changes have occurred to the 
circulation pattern within the Roeding Regional Park.  The proposed design of the project maintains 
open space, spatial organization and the circulation pattern to ensure continuity of the entire park 
setting. 

Exhibit 2-5, Illustrative Roeding Park Facility Master Plan, of the Draft EIR shows the conversion of 
a portion of the existing vehicular circulation pattern to pedestrian and bicycle pathways.  These 
pathways are identify by an adobe color on Exhibit 2-5 showing connectivity from the West Olive 
Avenue entrance/exit, running along the northern part of the park then parallel with Golden State 
Boulevard  and back westerly to the West Belmont Avenue entrance/exit.  This proposed design 
would create a more walkable leisure setting and experience of the park surroundings.   

To enhance accessibility to the park, the project includes a pedestrian gate on Golden State 
Boulevard, just south of the intersection of Olive Avenue and Golden State Boulevard.  This design 
creates an entry point accessible to the neighborhood to the northeast as well as potential foot traffic.  
The new gate and pathway connecting to the main circulation pattern is approximately less than 200 
feet in length.  

Another modification to the circulation system is the elimination of a short road segment that runs 
east and west generally connecting the Eucalyptus Grove and the Street Car Shelter.  This would 
remove approximately 56,000 square foot of surfacing for the purpose of creating additional open 
space.  Moreover, the removal of this roadway provides greater continuity, enhances spatial 
organization of the park, and enhances accessibility to open space. 

Due to historical changes that have occurred to the circulation pattern within Roeding Regional Park 
and the proposed accessibility changes that are proposed, these modification to the existing 
circulation system are considered to have a less than significant impact to the integrity of the potential 
historic district setting. 

Response to Comment V-22 
The comment requests clarification about the number of benches that will be displaced, moved, etc.  
The comment also recommends that the Roeding family be consulted about the placement/relocation 
of monuments in the park.  As identified in Impact 4 of the HRA CEQA Evaluation (Appendix B-1 in 
the Draft EIR) as well as the Supplemental Historic Analysis (Attachment B of this Response to 
Comments Document), the historic concrete benches that are randomly located near the ponds and the 
park boundary will be relocated.  At this time, concrete benches will be relocated within the potential 
historic district; however, the specific locations have not been determined.  Because these concrete 
benches will be relocated within the potential historic district, the relocation of these features would 
generally follow the intent of the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.” 
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Response to Comment V-23 
This comment supports the removal of the maintenance yard from the middle of the park, but does 
not support the placement of the maintenance yard in the northwest corner of the park.  No specific 
comments on the Draft EIR are provided; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment V-24 
The comment requests additional information about the impacts to non-contributing features, 
especially the Palm Point Picnic Shelter, which the commentor incorrectly identifies as a contributing 
feature. 

As outlined in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, “Non-contributing features do not contribute to the historic 
significance of the historic district…and demolition or alteration of non-contributing features does not 
have a significant impact on the historic district.”  The Palm Point Picnic Shelter is a non-contributing 
element that was added in circa 1960 and does not contribute to the significance of the potential 
historic district or the contribution of the Palm Point Picnic Grove to the potential historic district.   

Response to Comment V-25 
The comment raises concern that the impacts of the proposed expanded parking, circulation and 
infrastructure improvements are inadequately addressed in the Draft EIR.  The commentor states that 
these improvements would significantly impact the character of the park.  The modifications to the 
vehicular entrances, streets, sidewalks, landscape and infrastructure within the potential historic 
district are evaluated in Impact 4.5 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR.  Based on the evaluation, these 
modifications within the potential historic district were found not to adversely impact the ability of 
the potential historic district to convey its significance nor the district’s eligibility for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, and therefore, the impact is considered to be less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment V-26 
This comment commends the evaluation of the Lisenby Bandstand and recommends more detail 
about how the loss will be mitigated. 

As discussed in Impact 4.8 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, the Lisenby Bandstand is identified as a 
contributing feature to the potential historic district.  The proposed project will protect the Lisenby 
Bandstand in place and will restore it.  The comment is not clear about what “loss” to which it is 
referring.  The bandstand is currently located within the boundaries of the zoo and is only accessible 
through paid entry into the zoo.  If the comment is referring to a loss of public use, there will be none; 
the bandstand is already located in the zoo, and there is no change in accessibility as a result of the 
proposed project, and therefore, not an impact of the proposed project.  Please see Response to 
Comment )-6 regarding the Fresno Chaffee Zoo Corporation’s agreement to rehabilitate the Lisenby 
Bandstand even though the proposed Master Plans Project would not impact this contributing feature. 
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Response to Comment V-27 
The comment recommends that Mitigation Measure 6.0 in the HRA (Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR) 
which is also Mitigation Measure 4.8(a) in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR include a provision that 
precludes further expansion of the zoo into Roeding Park in the future.  Mitigation Measure 4.8(a) 
would further reduce a less than significant impact associated with the construction of new non-
contributing features within the potential Roeding Regional Park Historic District.  Since the impact 
would be less than significant, no mitigation measures would be required; however, the project 
applicants have agreed to develop historic preservation design guidelines.  Future expansion of the 
zoo would be required to address potential environmental issues associated with such expansion, and 
include mitigation measures, if required.  Any future expansion is not part of the proposed Master 
Plans Project and therefore, not part of the scope of this environmental evaluation. 

Response to Comment V-28 
This comment asserts that it is not possible to mitigate the expansion of the zoo fence in to the 
southeastern corner of the park because this change will result in alteration of the open views in this 
area.  Impact 4.3 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the introduction of the proposed 
fence in the southeastern portion of the park will introduce a physical and visual barrier.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.3 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR provides design concepts to reduce the physical and visual 
barrier to less than significant and create a perimeter that is an element of the park. 

Response to Comment V-29 
This comment refers to the Analysis of Cumulative Impacts Under CEQA in the HRA CEQA 
Evaluation provided in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR.  This comment states that the trend at 
Roeding Park towards filling up the park with money generating venues should be limited and is 
already diminishing the potential historic district.  As discussed in the HRA’s cumulative evaluation 
on page 32 in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as well as in the Supplemental Historical Analysis in 
Attachment B in this Response to Comments Document, the proposed project will impact individual 
contributing features of the potential historic district; however, with the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures, the proposed project would not impact the eligibility of the 
potential Roeding Park Historic District for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

Response to Comment V-30 
This comment raises concerns over the proposed fencing of Storyland and Playland together, which 
would limit public access to Lake Washington.  The proposed project does not include fencing that 
would limit public access to Lake Washington.   

Response to Comment V-31 
The comment asserts that over 50 percent of the site’s contributing features will be impacted by the 
proposed project.  As discussed in the Supplemental Historical Analysis in Attachment B of this 
Response to Comments Document, the potential historic district includes 23 contributing features.  
The proposed Master Plans Project will impact 10 contributing features (3 to be demolished, 5 to be 
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relocated, and 2 to be altered).  Therefore, the proposed Master Plans project will impact less than 50 
percent of the contributing features. 

This comment also states that several historic trees have already been incorporated into the zoo as a 
result of previous projects.  The percentage of the park’s trees that have already been incorporated 
into the zoo, Storyland, and Playland is not known.  Figure 2-7 in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR 
illustrates the disturbance areas for the Master Plans Project that are planned for two time periods: (1) 
2014 or Before and (2) After 2014.  The disturbance areas depict general areas that will experience 
grading to accommodate the proposed project.  Specific grading plans have not been developed for 
the proposed project.  As the plans are prepared, the intent is to preserve as many existing trees as 
possible. 

Table 5-3 in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR shows that approximately 962 trees are subject to removal 
with the implementation of the proposed Master Plans Project.  Of the 962 trees, 811 of the trees have 
a 6-inch diameter at breast height.  Of the 811 trees, there are 710 trees that have a 6-inch diameter at 
breast height and are not dead or severely diseased.  Although the implementation of the proposed 
Master Plans could result in the removal of these 710 trees, Mitigation Measure 5.2(b) minimizes the 
removal of these trees to a maximum of 30 percent or 213 trees that have a 6-inch diameter at breast 
height and are not dead or severely diseased.  The implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2(b) will 
preserve a majority of the larger trees that were anticipated to be removed as part of the Master Plans 
Project. 

Response to Comment V-32 
This comment states that additional mitigation measures should be included that requires a listing of 
Roeding Regional Park on the National Register of Historic Places and have a level 1 HALS 
documentation prepared for Roeding Regional Park prior to any changes within Roeding Regional 
Park.  These two additional measures will not further reduce potential impacts associated with the 
implementation of the proposed Master Plans Project.  However, the Fresno Chaffee Zoo Corporation 
and the City of Fresno have agreed to include HALS documentation for the existing ponds (see 
revised Mitigation Measure 4.1(a) in Response to Comment O-10).  
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Katherine Howard - November 14, 2010 (W) 
Response to Comment W-1 
This comment expresses concern for the loss of urban forest and the expansion of the Fresno Chaffee 
Zoo into Roeding Regional Park.  However, no specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided; 
therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Richard L. Harriman, Law Offices of Richard L. Harriman - November 24, 2010 (X) 
Response to Comment X-1 
This comment infers that there are areas of controversy and issues to be resolved; however, this 
specific comment does not provide the specific areas of controversy or issues to be resolved.  Based 
on Comments X-2 through X-10, the following areas of controversy and issues to be resolved have 
been identified for the proposed project, and therefore, the second paragraph on page S-3 of the Draft 
EIR is revised to read as follows: 

There are no Following are the areas of controversy and or issues to be resolved with the 
Master Plans Project.  

• Roeding Park as a federally protected resource. 
• Removal of trees within Roeding Regional Park 
• Parking 
• Traffic impacts at the Belmont Avenue/SR-99 and Olive Avenue/SR-99 

interchanges 
• High Speed Rail 
• Air Quality 
• Greenhouse gas emissions 
• Compatibility of the Project Within Roeding Regional Park 

 
Response to Comment X-2 
The commentor asserts that Roeding Park is a federally protected resource pursuant to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA), because the City of Fresno accepted a grant under the Act 
to refurbish tennis courts in the Park.  The commentor claims to have provided an attachment to 
support the assertion, however, all attachments to the letter pertain to the California High Speed Rail 
project; it is not clear to which attachment the commentor is referring.  The commentor does, 
however, identify a requirement in Section 6(f) of the LWCFA prohibiting property subject to the 
Act’s protection from being “converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses.”  

The grant agreement incorporates the Department of Interior’s standard language, indicating that: 

 “participant agrees that the property described in the project agreement 
and the dated project boundary map made part of that agreement is being 
acquired or developed with Land Water Conservation Fund assistance or 
is integral so [sic] such acquisition or development, and that, without the 
approval of the Liaison Officer, the Director, and/or the Secretary of the 
Interior, it  shall not be converted to other than public outdoor recreation 
use but shall be maintained in public outdoor recreation in perpetuity or 
for the term of the lease in the case of leased property.”   
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The City acknowledges the comment.  The City intends to fully comply with this and any other 
applicable obligations of this grant and any other LWCFA grants.  The City has been in contact with 
the National Parks Service to confirm that the City is taking appropriate steps to remain in 
compliance with the grant.  

Accordingly, the project is not in conflict with, is not impacted by, and will not impact the 1980 
LWCFA grant identified by the commentor. 

Response to Comment X-3 
This comment states that the City of Fresno failed to circulate the Notice of Preparation and Draft 
EIR to federal agencies with jurisdiction of the proposed project.  The Response to Comment X-2 
asserts that the U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service has jurisdiction over future 
conversion of the tennis courts to other than public outdoor recreational uses.  There has been no 
determination that approval of the Master Plans or future implementation of the Master Plans would 
constitute present or even future conversion.  Accordingly, the basis for asserted jurisdiction has not 
been established.  It follows, therefore, that there is no analysis under NEPA required at this time.  As 
noted in Response to Comment X-2, the City will fully comply with all applicable LWCFA grant 
obligations.  To this end, the City has contacted both the National Parks Service and the State 
Department of Parks of Recreation to review the applicable grant obligations.  

Response to Comment X-4 
This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to include the tree survey results.  The results of the tree 
survey are provided in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, 
ArborPro, Inc conducted a survey in 2008 and provided the location of each tree and gathered the 
following information: species, diameter, height, tree condition, recommended maintenance and 
reason for recommendation.  The tree survey has been and is currently available for review at the City 
of Fresno, Development and Resources Management Department at 2600 Fresno Street, Fresno CA 
93721-3604. 

Response to Comment X-5 
This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to disclose, analyze, and consider significant impacts to 
parking and provide reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures.  As discussed in Chapter 9, 
existing daily parking demand was derived by traffic counts performed at the park entrances and exits 
during the peak visitor season.  Based on the existing daily parking demand, future daily parking 
demand during the peak visitor season from buildout of the Master Plans Project was calculated.  The 
future demand was calculated by applying a conservative 2030 annual projected growth factor of 
1.94, which reflects future traffic volume growth in the project vicinity.  The number of proposed 
onsite and offsite parking spaces were compared to the City’s parking requirements.  The evaluation 
supported the conclusion that the proposed Master Plans Project would have a less than significant 
impact related to the City’s parking requirements.  Since less than significant impacts would occur, no 
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mitigation measures or alternatives are required to modify the number or location of the proposed 
parking. 

This comment also states that the Draft EIR is internally inconsistent with respect to whether there 
will be a reduction in the usage of the remaining “active” open space in Roeding Park.  The reference 
to 76 acres in the Draft EIR (see page 2-17 in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR) identifies the amount of the 
100 acres of active and passive recreational area that would be public recreation/open space after the 
implementation of the Master Plans Project.  The remaining 24 acres includes parking (9 acres), 
multiple purpose paths (6 acres) public access roads (5 acres), and non-public access road (2 acres), 
and a new PARCS maintenance facility (2 acres). 

The use of the 76 acres as part of the parking evaluation is appropriate since the area that would 
generate a daily public parking demand is the public recreation/open space area and not the parking 
area, paths, roads, and PARCS maintenance facility.  Employees of the PARCS maintenance facility 
would park at the facility and not within the public parking areas. 

The reference to the 118 acres is the amount of current active and passive recreational area (123 acres 
of Roeding Regional Park minus the 5 acres of the PARCS maintenance facility). 

Response to Comment X-6 
This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to disclose, quantify, analyze, and consider adequately 
the significant adverse effects on traffic circulation at the Belmont Avenue/SR-99 and Olive 
Avenue/SR-99 interchanges.  These two interchanges were evaluated within Chapter 8 of the Draft 
EIR.  Potentially significant impacts were identified for both of the interchanges and mitigation 
measures were identified.  As discussed in Impact 8.2 in Chapter 8 as well as in Chapter 22 of the 
Draft EIR, the level of service at the two interchanges would improve to a level of service (LOS) C or 
better after the implementation of mitigation measures; however, due to the uncertainty of when the 
interchanges would be widened by Caltrans, the project is considered to contribute to a significant 
impact at these interchanges.  The project will still be required to pay the proportionate share of the 
overcrossing widening at both interchanges.  The proportionate share will be the responsibility of the 
Fresno Chaffee Zoo Corporation. 

This comment also states that the Draft EIR failed to disclose the closure of the Belmont Avenue/SR-
99 interchange.  Although the closure of the interchange was included as a comment by the California 
Department of Transportation on the Notice of Preparation, the future closure of the Belmont Avenue 
interchange is currently speculative.  In addition, the comments received by the California 
Department of Transportation on the Draft EIR did not address the future Belmont Avenue closure. 

Response to Comment X-7 
This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to disclose, analyze, quantify, and consider the 
potentially significant adverse impacts from noise due to the High Speed Rail project.  Please see 
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Response to Comment O-1 regarding the status of the High Speed Rail.  Based on information that 
has been provided to the City of Fresno, there are two alternative alignments adjacent to the UPRR 
tracks.  One alignment is located east of the UPRR tracks and the second alignment is located on the 
west side of the UPRR tracks.  At this time the specific route and whether the HSR would be at-grade 
or elevated is unknown and potential impacts associated with the High Speed Rail project would 
require speculation. 

Response to Comment X-8 
This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to disclose, analyze, quantify, and consider the 
potentially significant adverse impacts from the Project’s energy consumption.  An evaluation of 
energy resources is provided in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR.  This comment states that the proposed 
onsite solar power system (i.e., in at least one onsite location) identified in Mitigation Measure 
10.1(a) in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR would not adequately mitigate the substantial increase in 
power consumed by the Master Plans Project.  Impact 10.1 in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR evaluates 
the project’s generation of greenhouse gas emissions.  As stated in Chapter 10, the proposed project 
would result in a potentially significant impact related to greenhouse gas emissions; however, the 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce the effects to less than 
significant.  The installation of a solar power system in at least one onsite location is one feature that 
is proposed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposed project.  This proposed 
system is not intended to provide all of the power that is anticipated to be used by the proposed 
Master Plans.  Mitigation Measure 10.1(a) in the Draft EIR has a number of features that could reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions as well as power use associated with the proposed Master Plans project.  
The amount of electricity and natural gas that is anticipated to be used by the proposed Master Plans 
is provided in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR.  The analysis in Chapter 16 provides an adequate 
evaluation of energy use and consumption of energy by the Master Plans project. 

Response to Comment X-9 
The commentor indicates that the impact to air quality and greenhouse gases from the removal of 811 
mature trees was not evaluated in the Draft EIR.   

Trees take in carbon dioxide and sequester it within the tree’s structure.  While it is true that the 
removal of trees would temporarily reduce carbon sequestration, this impact is minor.  The Draft EIR 
states, “Minor sources (i.e., landscape emissions) are excluded from the emissions” (page 10-27 of 
the Draft EIR).   

The commentor provides an estimate of 146 pounds per year per tree, or 59 tons of carbon dioxide 
removal from the 811 trees to be removed from the project.  Rounding up to 100 tons would result in 
business as usual emissions in 2020 of 4,781 metric tons of CO2e (see Table 10-9 in the Draft EIR) 
and assuming no reductions, “emissions with reductions” would be 3,370 metric tons of CO2e.  The 
percent reductions are still 30 percent in 2020.  This change does not alter the significance findings in 
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Impact 10.1 in the Draft EIR.  This is an overestimation of the potential carbon sequestration for the 
trees.  The United States Forest Service Individual Total Tree Carbon Calculator 
(http://nrs.fs.fed.us/units/urban/pubs/tools/Individual_Tree_Carbon_Estimator.xls) indicates that a 
100 year old white pine sequesters 117 pounds per year per tree, which is less than the 146 pounds 
per tree provided by the commentor.  Nevertheless, emissions are still less than significant.  

The commentor indicates that, “the City’s voluntary participation in statewide efforts to preserve and 
expand urban forests as a means to mitigate climate change in support of the spirit of AB 32 is not 
discussed.”  The project would replace trees at a ratio of 1 to 5 trees per tree removed, depending on 
the size of the tree (the larger the tree, the more trees would be required for planting).  Therefore, the 
project does not conflict with the intent of the AB 32 strategy to reduce emissions.  

The commentor indicates that the Draft EIR does not disclose the costs associated with the removal 
and/or transplanting of trees nor does it identify the funding sources.  The costs associated with the 
removal, relocation, and/or replacing the trees is not a CEQA issue.  The funds to implement the 
removal, relocation, and/or replacement of the trees will be the responsibility of the Fresno Chaffee 
Zoo Corporation and/or the City of Fresno. 

The carbon stored in the trees to be removed will not be released into the air as a result of the project.  
Mitigation measure 10.1(c) requires a minimum of 50 percent of construction and demolition waste to 
be reused or recycled.  Trees are relatively easy to reuse; therefore, it is likely that the majority of the 
trees that would be removed could be reused or recycled. 

The commentor indicates that mitigation such as mitigation measure 5.2(a) is not specific in regard to 
the ratio of tree replacement.  However, mitigation measure 5.2(a) is specific, as it indicates, “Any 
tree within the area of Roeding Regional Park affected by the Master Plans Project and is not 
currently dead or severely diseased (i.e., currently estimated at 710 trees), shall be (1) preserved at its 
present location; (2) relocated to another location within Roeding Regional Park; or (3) replaced by 
the same species of tree at a ratio of between 1.0 to 5.0 trees per tree lost, depending on the size of the 
tree, as identified below in Table 5-4, in Draft EIR Chapter 5, Aesthetics.”  Larger trees would require 
more trees for replacement.  The project is also replacing dead trees at the same ratio.  Dead trees do 
not take in carbon dioxide; therefore, the project would be increasing the potential carbon 
sequestration for the future.  In addition, the Rotary Storyland and Playland is committed to 
replanting 3 new trees for every tree that is removed. 

The commentor indicates that the Draft EIR does not identify the potential impacts of increased 
micro-climate temperatures (from the initial reduction in trees) within the park and the impact of 
ozone formation.  Although the removal of mature trees may slightly increase the temperatures in the 
immediate vicinity, this removal is less than significant for the following reasons:  1) literature and 
models are not available to identify what would constitute a significant impact; 2) the water bodies in 
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the park would continue to stabilize the temperatures in the park; 3) the trees would be replaced at a 
ratio of 1 to 5, depending on the size of the tree to be removed; and 4) mitigation measure 10.1(a) 
requires Energy Star labeled roof materials, solar panels, or vegetated roofs on new buildings.  
Energy Star roofs reflect the sunlight thereby decreasing the urban heat island effect.  

The commentor indicates that no discussion regarding the potential of pollutant absorption from the 
trees to be removed.  The Urban Forest Effects Model (UFORE) Version 1.0 Air Pollution Removal 
Calculator was used to estimate the pollutants removed for all the existing trees in the project area.  
The inputs to the program include:  Area (acres) = 148; percent cover = 60 percent; study area = 
Fresno, California.  The percent cover of the trees was estimated using aerial photography.  The 
results are shown in Table A below.  As shown in the table, the results indicate that the pollutant 
removal from the onsite trees is negligible.  The trees to be removed absorb 0.1 tons per year of 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2); this addition would not change the significance findings from the air quality 
analysis.  The temporary reduction in air pollutant removal from the trees to be replaced is less than 
significant.   

Table A: Pollutants Removed from Trees  

Variable CO NO2 Ozone PM10 SO2 

All Trees on Site 

Pounds per year 231 1254 4006 5297 512 

Tons per year 0.1 0.6 2.0 2.6 0.3 

Trees to be Removed 

Tons per year <0.1 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.1 

Notes: 
CO = carbon monoxide; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter; SO2 = sulfur dioxide 
Source:  UFORE, Urban Forest Effects Model (http://nrs.fs.fed.us/units/urban/pubs/tools/Air_Pollution_Removal.zip); 
trees to be removed was estimated as 22 percent of the total from all trees on site (811 trees removed out of 3,714 trees).   

 

Response to Comment X-10 
This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to disclose, analyze, quantify, and consider the 
incompatible land uses identified in the Draft EIR as active open space uses and passive commercial 
open space uses. 

Please see Response to Comment V-12 regarding the proposed change in land use and expansion of 
the zoo not resulting in a land use change but simply adjusting the ratio of active to passive 
recreational opportunities within the existing Regional Park. 

Please see Responses to Comments X-2 and X-3 regarding the U.S. Department of Interior, National 
Park Service. 
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Response to Comment X-11 
This comment requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated for public review.  Based on the 
comments that have been received, the Draft EIR is considered to adequately evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Master Plans Project.  The Draft 
EIR is not required to be recirculated for public review. 
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County of Fresno Department of Public Works and Planning, Bernard Jimenez - December 3, 
2010 (Y) 
Response to Comment Y-1 
This comment stated that the County staff reviewed the Draft EIR and found that the analysis of 
impacts to County roadway facilities to be adequate.  No further response is necessary. 
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Fresno County Office of Education, Larry L. Powell - November 22, 2010 (Z) 
Response to Comment Z-1 
This comment stated that the Fresno County Office of Education supports the proposed project.  No 
specific comments on the Draft EIR were provided.  No further response is necessary. 
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City of Orange Cove, Office of the Mayor, Victor P. Lopez - November 30, 2010 (AA) 
Response to Comment AA-1 
This comment stated that the City of Orange Cove supports the proposed project.  No specific 
comments on the Draft EIR were provided.  No further response is necessary. 
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Garces Memorial High School, John L. Fanucchi - November 30, 2010 (BB) 
Response to Comment BB-1 
This comment stated that the Garces Memorial High School supports the proposed project.  No 
specific comments on the Draft EIR were provided.  No further response is necessary. 
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SECTION 4: ERRATA 

The following are revisions to the Draft EIR for the Roeding Regional Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo 
Facility Master Plans.  These revisions are minor modifications and clarifications to the document, 
and do not change the significance of any of the environmental issue conclusions within the Draft 
EIR.  The revisions are listed by page number.  All additions to the text are underlined (underlined) 
and all deletions from the text are stricken (stricken). 

Changes in Response to Specific Comments 

Chapter S - Summary 
Page S-3 

The second paragraph on page S-3 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

There are no Following are the areas of controversy and or issues to be resolved with the 
Master Plans Project.  

• Roeding Park as a federally protected resource. 
• Removal of trees within Roeding Regional Park 
• Parking 
• Traffic impacts at the Belmont Avenue/SR-99 and Olive Avenue/SR-99 

interchanges 
• High Speed Rail 
• Air Quality 
• Greenhouse gas emissions 
• Compatibility of the Project Within Roeding Regional Park 

 
Chapter 2 - Project Location and Description 
Page 2-42 

The following is added under Subsequent Approval at the bottom of page 2-42 of the Draft EIR. 

Zoo Authority 
Funding Authorization 
The Zoo Authority is the Joint Authority made up of public, City and County representatives 
which receives and allocates the Measure Z monies.  The Authority will be required to 
authorize and allocate monies for the construction of the capitol projects associated with the 
proposed Master Plans Project. 
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Chapter 4 - Cultural Resources 
Page 4-20 

The second paragraph on page 4-20 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to clarify where the 
relocated trees from Umbrella and Palm Point groves will be placed.   

The demolition of the Umbrella and Palm Point Groves will result in the removal of 
contributing historic landscape features within the historic district and will diminish the 
network of seven historic picnic groves within the park.  The Umbrella Grove is one of the 
original four picnic groves constructed in the park in 1907.  The Palm Point Grove was 
constructed in circa 1946, at the beginning of a campaign that added three additional picnic 
groves to the park.  Together, these important historic features create a network of picnic 
groves throughout the park, which contribute to the park’s historic character as a vegetated 
pleasure ground.  The picnic groves also provide much needed shade in the hot summer 
climate and contribute to the bucolic character of the park’s landscape.  Although the Master 
Plans Project includes the demolition of two historic picnic groves, the other five historic 
groves will be preserved, including three groves constructed in 1907 and two constructed in 
the late 1940s.  Several trees from the Umbrella and Palm Point groves will be relocated to 
the proposed re-forestation area located north of Storyland and immediately east of State 
Route 99.  The preservation of the five historic picnic groves under the Master Plans Project 
will maintain the other areas of the park, and overall the network of historic picnic groves.  
will still be present upon completion of the Master Plans Project.  With the incorporation of 
the design revision, tThe demolition of the Umbrella and Palm Point Groves would not 
adversely affect the overall ability of the historic district to convey its significance nor would 
it affect the district’s eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

Page 4-21 

To clarify the intent of Mitigation Measure 4.1(a) (see Response to Comment O-6 for a change in 
mitigation measure numbering), this measure on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as shown 
below.  

4.1(a) Maintain the public recreational uses associated with the ponds by 
introducing a new pond feature in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
4.8(a), which states that historic preservation design guidelines shall be 
developed that address new design in the context of the contributing 
architectural and landscape features of the potential historic district.  A new 
pond feature shall be located near the Golden State Boulevard entry to the 
park, such that the pond feature is at least visible and as accessible as they 
are in their current location.  Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS) 
documentation of the ponds shall be prepared by a qualified historic 
preservation professional prior to the demolition of the ponds.  The Zoo will 
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consult with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and will 
stock the pond feature with fish species recommended by CDFG.  Vegetation 
shall be installed around the ponds to recreate the existing character of the 
ponds, including lawn area for picnicking, and a mature tree canopy. 

The following is added as an additional mitigation measure for Impact 4.1 on page 4-21 of the Draft 
EIR; however, the finding of less than significant after mitigation is the same with or without the 
following mitigation measure. 

4.1(b) Prior to the completion of the improvements schedule for 2014 or before, 
Fresno Chaffee Zoo shall rehabilitate the Pergola and the Lisenby Bandstand 
according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  If 
feasible, the Lisenby Bandstand will be accessible to the public.  

Page 4-22 

To ensure adequate documentation of the Zoo Administration Office is provided, Mitigation Measure 
4.2 on page 4-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows. 

4.2 Relocate the Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administration Office within the 
boundaries of the historic district that is consistent with its historic setting.  
Consistency with the historic setting shall be determined by a city-approved 
historian.  Historian American Building Survey (HABS) documentation shall 
be prepared for the Administration Office by a qualified historic preservation 
professional prior to relocation. 

Page 4-27 

To clarify the timing for the development of the historic preservation guidelines as well as clarify the 
intent of the guidelines, Mitigation Measure 4.8(a) on page 4-27 is revised as follows. 

4.8(a) Prior to the approval of grading plans to construct new non-contributing 
features within the potential  Roeding Park Historic District, Ddevelop 
historic preservation design guidelines that address new design in the context 
of the contributing architectural and landscape features of the potential 
historic district.  The historic preservation design guidelines shall be prepared 
by a qualified historic preservation professional. 

The first paragraph under Mitigation Discussion on page 4-27 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows. 

Mitigation Discussion:  No mitigation is legally required because this impact on the historic 
district is less than significant without mitigation.  Furthermore, the master plans reference 
the retention of existing park horticultural and architectural themes where possible.  The 
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Master Plans Project includes a Campus Ecology Strategies section, outlined on page 18 of 
the Roeding Regional Park Facility Master Plan.  These strategies include provisions for the 
development of “a comprehensive landscape plan that, wherever possible, seamlessly 
incorporates existing park and zoo trees and features into the landscape design for the 
campus.”  This strategy is open ended and further detail should be included to provide 
guidance for the treatment of all contributing features of the historic district (landscape and 
architectural) to ensure minimal impact of new construction upon the historic district.  These 
Campus Ecology Strategies should serve as a guide for all new construction to ensure 
minimal impact to the contributing features of the historic district and implementation of 
these strategies for the entire Master Plans Project.  The master plans preserve in place the 
two contributing features within the Zoo, the Lisenby Bandstand, and the Zookeeper’s House.  
Based on discussions with the National Trust for Historic Preservation and California 
Preservation Foundation, Chaffee Zoo Corporation will also rehabilitate the Lisenby 
Bandstand and Zookeeper’s House in conformance with the Secretary of Interior Standards 
for Rehabilitation.  

Page 4-28 

Mitigation Measure 4.8(b) on page 4-28 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

4.8(b) Prior to the approval of landscape plans, Utilize the historic plant palette and 
theme shall be utilized for the introduction of new landscape elements. 

Chapter 5 - Aesthetics 
Pages 5-26 and 5-27 

Mitigation Measure 5.2(a) on pages 5-26 and 5-27 of the Draft EIR has been modified as shown 
below. 

5.2(a) Any tree within the area of Roeding Regional Park affected by the Master 
Plans Project and is not currently dead or severely diseased (i.e., currently 
estimated at 710 trees), shall be (1) preserved at its present location; (2) 
relocated to another location within Roeding Regional Park; or (3) replaced 
by the same species of tree at a ratio of between 1.0 to 5.0 trees per tree lost, 
depending on the size of the tree, as identified below in Table 5-4. 

In addition, any tree within the area of Roeding Regional Park affected by 
the Master Plans Project and is currently dead or severely diseased (i.e., 
currently estimated at 101 trees), shall be replaced by the same species of 
tree at a ratio of between 1.0 to 5.0 trees per tree lost, depending on the size 
of the tree, as identified below in Table 5-4. 
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Table 5-4: Roeding Regional Park Tree Replacement Ratios 

Tree Breast Height Diameter (in inches) Height 
(in feet) 0”-6” 7”-12” 13”-18” 19”-24” 25”-30” 30”+ 

0’-15’ 1.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 

16’-30’ 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 

31’-45’ 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 

46’-60’ 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 

61’+ 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0 

Source: ArborPro, Inc. 

 
A landscape plan shall be prepared in consultation with a certified arborist.  
The size of the replacement trees will be determined by the landscape 
architect and approved by the Development and Resources Management 
Department.  After installation of the relocated and replacement trees, 
periodic monitoring shall occur to ensure the survival of the trees.  For trees 
that are relocated and do not survive within the first two years of 
replacement, these trees shall be replaced by the same species of tree at the 
ratio shown in Table 5-4.  For replacement trees that do not survive within 
the first two years of replacement, these trees shall be replaced by the same 
species of tree. 

Subsequent to the first two years of replacement or relocation, there shall be 
a periodic maintenance of the trees.  A maintenance plan shall be prepared by 
a certified arborist and include pruning, fertilization, irrigation, and pest 
management to maintain the health of the trees. 

Page 5-33 

The following is added as the first source on page 5-33 of the Draft EIR. 

Arbor Pro, Inc.  No Title.  Collection of tables and exhibits that provide information about the 
existing trees within Roeding Regional Park.  2009. 

Chapter 6 - Biological Resources 
Mitigation Measure 6.2(a) on page 6-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

6.2(a) Within 30 days prior to the commencement of restoration work on the 
bandstand, a qualified bat biologist shall conduct a habitat assessment and 
daytime survey of the bandstand.  If no evidence of current bat habitation by 
the pallid bat or the Townsend’s big-eared bat is found, no further action is 
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required.  If bat use is noted, then a qualified biologist shall prepare a report 
that makes recommendations for appropriate measures that will prevent harm 
to sensitive species of bats.  These measures may include exclusion and 
humane eviction of bats roosting within the structure, partial dismantling of 
the structure to induce abandonment by bats, or other appropriate measures 
in coordination with and as approved by CDFG.  If the measures are planned 
to be implemented between September 1 and September 30, no further action 
is required.  If the measures are planned to be implemented during the 
breeding season (October 1 through August 31), coordination and approval 
by CDFG is required.  The recommended measures shall be incorporated into 
and implemented as part of the bandstand restoration. 

Chapter 8 - Transportation/Traffic 
Page 8-23 

Mitigation Measure 8.4(a) on page 8-23 is revised as follows. 

8.4(a) The project applicant shall construct a vandal resistant fence along the east 
side of Golden State Boulevard from Olive Avenue to Belmont Avenue 
undercrossing, within the right-of-way, to prevent pedestrians from crossing 
the railroad tracks at mid-block locations. 

The following measures are added after Mitigation Measure 8.4(a) on page 8-23 of the Draft EIR. 

8.4(b) The project applicant shall install a sidewalk on the south and north sides of 
the Olive Avenue at-grade railroad crossing. 

8.4(c) The project applicant shall install a Standard 8 warning device (flashing 
lights without a gate) in the off-quadrant due to the skewed track 
configuration of the crossing. 

Chapter 10 - Air Quality 
Page 10-27 

The fourth full paragraph on page 10-27 in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows: 

There is no approved greenhouse gas emission reduction plan or program for the project.  In 
addition, However, the SJVAPCD’s “Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing 
GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA” states that development projects that 
reduce GHG emissions by 29 percent, compared to business as usual, would be considered to 
have a less than cumulatively significant impact on global change.  has not yet provided best 
performance standards for this type of project.  Therefore, the project would need to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by 29 percent compared with business as usual.  This reduction in 
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GHG emissions can be taken through project design features, mitigation measures in other 
impact areas, greenhouse gas mitigation measures, and future regulations. 

Chapter 14 - Hydrology and Water Quality 
Page 14-10 

The following is added as an additional mitigation measure for Impact 14.2 on page 14-10 of the 
Draft EIR. 

14.2(b) The Fresno Chaffee Zoo shall coordinate with the City and the Fresno 
Metropolitan Flood Control District to implement a relief system for the 
proposed storm drainage facility.  The relief system will include the 
installation of a siphon at the southeast corner of the proposed basin (i.e., at 
the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Pacific Avenue) and installation of a 
pipeline approximately 500 feet in the Franklin Avenue right-of-way to the 
existing underground Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) 
pipeline located at the intersection of Franklin Avenue and Humboldt 
Avenue.  The relief system shall be subject to approval by the FMFCD. 
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INTRODUCTION 
This document responds to comments received by the City of Fresno regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) issued in November of 2010. The DEIR analyzed the impact 
of the Roeding Park and Fresno Chaffee Zoo Master Plans (the Project), on the proposed Roeding 
Park Historic District (the District).  The Project includes renovation of Roeding Park, the Fresno 
Chaffee Zoo Rotary Storyland and Rotary Playland, as well as expansion of the zoo.   
 
The following groups submitted comments: California Native American Heritage Commission 
(CNAHC); California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP); Historic American Landscape Survey, 
Northern California Chapter (HALS); Fresno Historic Preservation Commission; the Western 
Regional Office of the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP); and California Preservation 
Foundation (CPF). On December 8, 2010, the Roeding Park Project team, which was comprised of 
representatives from the City of Fresno, the Fresno Chaffee Zoo, and historic preservation 
consultants Page & Turnbull, met with representatives from NTHP and CPF to discuss their 
comments. This document responds to their requests for additional analysis of: the potential 
cumulative effects of the Project; the definition of the proposed historic district; the historic status 
and integrity of the ten (10) contributing features that would be potentially impacted by the Project; 
and the proposed mitigation measures.  
 
“Part I: Potential Cumulative Impacts” addresses the potential cumulative effects of the Project. The 
Project and the District are more explicitly defined to analyze cumulative effects. 
 

“Part II: Historic District Analysis” describes the Project and evaluates the historic significance and 
integrity of the District post-Project to determine if the District would retain its status as a historic 
resource. A Historic District Boundary Map on page 10 of the Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) 
completed by Page & Turnbull in 2008 identifies the contributing and non-contributing portions of 
the park. Although the proposed project would potentially impact ten contributing features within 
the District, the remaining portion of the District would retain its historic significance and integrity as 
a historic resource. The District represents a cultural landscape with interconnected features and 
characteristics that support its historic significance and setting; the significance of the District is not 
defined by its collection of individual contributing features. The landscape of the District (rather than 
the contributing buildings, structures and objects) is the most important and definitive characteristic. 
As outlined on page v of the HRA:  

 

“Character-defining cultural landscape characteristics for the [proposed] Roeding 
Park Historic District include: its organization of a series of open spaces, made 
accessible via vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems, and accentuated by 
buildings, structures, vegetation and small-scale features, which frame the overall 
historic character of the property.”  

 

Contributing features within the District may contribute to the historic significance and integrity of 
the District, but may not be integral to the significance of the overall cultural landscape.  
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In “Part III: Individual Contributing Features Analysis,” historic significance and integrity 
evaluations were completed for the ten (10) contributing features for which a potential impact was 
identified in the DEIR. In this document, the ten (10) contributing features are:  
 

1) Ponds (A, B, C, and D);  
2) Umbrella Grove;  
3) Palm Point Grove; 
4) Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administrative Office; 
5) George Washington Memorial; 
6) Lake Washington (no impact identified); 
7) George C. Roeding Memorial; 
8) Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument; 
9) Concrete Benches; and,  
10) The Circulation Patterns. 

 
Of note, in this resource count, the four Ponds are grouped together as a single feature rather than 
counted as separate resources, as they were in the DEIR. The Ponds were recorded on a single 
DPR523A form in the HRA because the contributing features are each significant as passive water 
features representative of early twentieth century municipal park design, retain similar historic 
integrity, and are geographically located grouped in the District. Therefore, the Ponds are grouped 
for the purposes of this supplemental evaluation. Unlike the Ponds, the groves (Umbrella and Palm) 
and the memorials (George Washington, George C. Roeding, and Frederick and Marianne Roeding 
Monuments) remain listed as individual contributing features in this document. These contributing 
features were evaluated on separate DPR523A forms because they are unique features interspersed 
throughout the District. The circulation patterns are discussed in the HRA as an important landscape 
characteristic, but are not a countable feature according to the National Register Bulletins.  Because 
the proposed project affects the park’s circulation patterns, they are discussed here as a contributing 
feature.  The grouping of the Ponds as a single contributing feature and the addition of the 
circulation features brings the District resource count to twenty-three (23) contributing features and 
twenty-two (22) non-contributing features for the purposes of this study.  
 
Part III does not include analysis of the proposed project on the Zookeeper’s House, a contributing 
feature, because the proposed project would remove non-historic additions to the building. Removal 
of the non-historic additions would restore the contributing feature and is not an adverse impact.  
 
“Part IV: Mitigation Measures” introduces additional mitigation measures that would reduce the 
affects of the Project. These measures were drafted in response to comments and correspondence 
with the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) and the California Preservation 
Foundation (CPF).  These mitigations measures could be implemented in addition to those identified 
in the DEIR.   
 

PART I: POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The comments expressed concern that the Project would cause adverse cumulative effects because 
ten (10) contributing features within the District would be affected by the Project. The comments 
asserted that these changes would result in a significant adverse cumulative impact to the historic 
district. While there are many components of the proposed project, there is only one (1) Project 
being evaluated, and that the project would potentially impact only one (1) historic resource—the 
District. The Project represents one action and would potentially impact one historic resource, the 
District, which is comprised of contributing resources. The Project would potentially affect ten 
contributing features which contribute to the District; however, because these actions are being 
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evaluated collectively relative to the District as a whole—rather than the individual contributing 
features—the Project does not represent a cumulative impact as defined by CEQA. The Project is 
not indicative of trends to further develop the District, nor is the Project proposed in conjunction 
with development projects located within the immediate vicinity of the District. Therefore, although 
adverse effects would result from the Project, the Project does not constitute cumulative impacts. 

 
 

PART II: HISTORIC DISTRICT ANALYSIS 
 

SIGNIFICANCE AND INTEGRITY OF THE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
According to the National Park Service “a [historic] district possesses a significant concentration, 
linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by 
plan or physical development.”1 Historic districts are not collections of individually significant 
features; instead districts are made up of components which achieve significance when grouped 
together. Districts must work together to tell the story of their significance and must have 
distinguishable boundaries. The proposed Roeding Park Historic District (the District) is significant 
for its landscape and concentration of significant buildings, structures, and objects. The District 
contains twenty-three (23) contributing features (note that the four ponds represent a single 
contributing feature and the circulation patterns are included in this count) and (22) twenty-two non-
contributing features. The landscape and its characteristics unify the District and are stronger than 
the contributing features within the park.  
 
The District is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historical Resources under Criterion A 
for community planning and development themes because of its significant contribution to the 
development of municipal parks in California in the early twentieth century. The District is also 
eligible under Criterion C as a resource that embodies the distinctive characteristics of early twentieth 
century municipal parks.  
 
The designed landscape defines the overall setting of the District. Character-defining cultural 
landscape features of the District include: the series of open spaces within the park made accessible 
by vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems and buildings, structures, vegetation, and small-scale 
features which frame the overall historic character of the property. The character-defining features 
were designed in response to the site’s topographical conditions, natural systems and features, and 
program concerns. Individual contributing features of the proposed Roeding Park Historic District 
are outlined on pages 5 and 6 of the Historic Resource Assessment (HRA, Page & Turnbull, July 31, 
2009). 
 
Historical records—including local newspaper articles, building permits, and park archives—indicate 
that there were several alterations to the contributing features of the District both during its period 
of significance (1903 to 1953) as well as after. The layout of the District was modified to 
accommodate recreational, vehicular and contemporary improvements. For example, roads were 
widened and re-routed as the zoo and other areas of the park expanded and changed, and features 
were added and subtracted as the desire for monuments, structures, and other park features were 
realized. Despite these incremental changes, the overall character of the park’s natural systems and 
features, spatial organization, circulation, topography, vegetation, buildings and structures, and small-
scale features has remained intact since the period of significance; and therefore, the property retains 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, association and feeling. The proposed 
                                                      
1 National Park Service, National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior, Rev. 1997): 5. 
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Roeding Park Historic District retains integrity to convey its significance throughout the period of 
significance (1903 to 1953). 
 

PROPOSED PROJECT SUMMARY 
As outlined in the “Illustrative Roeding Park Facility Master Plan, Revised June 2009,” the proposed 
project involves construction of: a Golden State Boulevard entry gate; a new park boulevard; parking; 
a new storm water storage facility; a park plaza and show gardens; a great lawn; a new dog park; a 
pedestrian promenade and hubs. The Project also includes relocation of the park maintenance yard; 
installation of new water, sewer, gas and electricity services to the park; roadway improvements; and 
perimeter fencing and landscaping. 
 
The Fresno Chaffee Zoo would be expanded from 18 to 39 acres to accommodate construction of 
new exhibits and amenities, a new zoo promenade, an entry village and administration office, and a 
main event hub. 
 
Proposed improvements to Rotary Playland include: a new Ferris wheel, a roller coaster, smaller rides 
and attractions, a new concession area, a picnic and event space, and an expanded train loop and 
train station.  
 
Proposed improvements to Rotary Storyland include: a new mini-golf area, new exhibits and 
attraction zones, an expanded amphitheater, and a new entry gateway. 
 

PROJECT IMPACTS SUMMARY 
The proposed project would demolish three (3) contributing features; relocate five (5); and alter one 
(1). No impact to Lake Washington was identified. While the relocated and altered features would be 
affected by the Project, they would still contribute to the District after the completion of the Project. 
Thirteen (13) contributing features would not be affected by the Project. A detailed matrix of the 
proposed project’s effects on the features of the proposed historic district is included in the appendix 
of this document.  
 
Demolition 
Three Contributing Features: 

1) Ponds A, B, C, and D; 
2) Umbrella Grove; 
3) Palm Point Grove. 

 
Nine Non-Contributing Features: 

1) City Maintenance Yard; 
2) Elephant House; 
3) Seal Pool; 
4) Monkey Island; 
5) Giraffe Barn; 
6) Bear Grottoes; 
7) Walk-through Aviary; 
8) Ape Grottoes; 
9) Hippo Exhibit. 

 
Relocation 
Five Contributing Features: 

1) Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administration Building,  
2) Historic concrete benches,  
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3) George C. Roeding Memorial,  
4) George Washington Memorial, and  
5) Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument.  

 
Alteration 
One Contributing Feature: 

1) Circulation patterns. 
 
Six Non-Contributing Features: 

1) Rotary Storyland; 
2) Rotary Playland; 
3) Lion House; 
4) Amphitheater; 
5) Palm Point Picnic Shelter; 
6) Rhino Exhibit. 

 
Restoration 
One Contributing Feature: 
 

1) Zookeeper’s House (Chaffee Office) (removal of non-historic additions; this action would 
restore the integrity of the house and is not a potentially significant impact, and therefore is 
not discussed further in this document) 

 
New Construction 
 Extension of zoo perimeter fencing, 
 Parking,  
 Circulation and infrastructure improvements;  
 New landscapes;  
 Landscape Improvements; 
 Park open space;  
 Dog park;  
 Park plaza; 
 Picnic groves; and 
 Play zone.  

 
The Project would retain 20 of the district’s 23 contributing features, would rehabilitate many 
existing landscape features, and would improve the infrastructure system to facilitate new and 
improved recreational use of the site. The Project would demolish or significantly remodel non-
contributing features, such as exhibits in the zoo, Storyland, and Playland; however, non-contributing 
features do not support the themes for which a historic district is significant. Therefore impacts to 
these non-contributing features do not constitute a significant adverse impact to the proposed 
District. New buildings, structures, and landscape elements would be constructed, primarily for 
infrastructure improvements. As designed, the new construction would follow the trend of the 
existing architectural and horticultural character of the historic district; therefore, the proposed 
improvements would not dramatically alter the setting associated with contributing features, nor 
substantially alter the architectural or horticultural character of the District.  
 
If the Project was implemented, the District would retain its status as a historic resource. The 
features which contribute to the historic significance of the District would remain: the unifying, 
designed landscape characterized by a series of open spaces accessed by vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation systems and the buildings, structures, vegetation and small-scale features. Roeding Park 
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would continue to convey its significance as a municipal park designed in the early twentieth century. 
Therefore, the Project would not cause a substantial adverse change to a historic resource because it 
would not impact the eligibility of the Roeding Park Historic District for listing in the National 
Register.  
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PART III: CONTRIBUTING FEATURES ANALYSIS 
This section addresses the individual historic significance and integrity of the ten (10) contributing 
features within the park that would be potentially demolished or altered as part of the proposed 
project.  The individual significance of the following features—all of which are contributing features 
of the Roeding Park Historic District—will be discussed: 
 

1) Ponds A, B, C and D 
2) Umbrella Grove 
3) Palm Point Grove 
4) Fresno Chaffee Zoo Administrative Office 
5) George Washington Memorial 
6) Lake Washington 
7) George C. Roeding Memorial 
8) Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument 
9) Concrete Benches 
10) Circulation Patterns 

 
The Roeding Park Historic District is significant because it represents the evolution of parks from 
picturesque urban pleasure grounds to recreation-centered facilities with multiple attractions in the 
early- to mid-twentieth century.  The District possesses characteristics of the early twentieth century 
municipal park typology: curvilinear pathways, expansive lawns, groves of trees, picnic areas, 
architectural elements such as pergolas, and facilities for recreational and cultural activities such as 
tennis, baseball, outdoor concerts, and folk dancing.  
 
The proposed Roeding Park Historic District is a dynamic cultural landscape comprised of both 
evolving and static contributing features. The landscape is the unifying element of the proposed 
District. The living components of the landscape, its trees and other vegetation, have matured since 
the initial design of the park in 1903. These living landscape features were expected to grow and 
mature as the park aged. The static contributing features of the District—the objects, buildings and 
structures—are significant for their original design in the park. The static contributing features of the 
District are significant for their original design; they contribute to the District because they their 
design reflects the development of early twentieth century municipal parks. Unlike the living features 
of the landscape, the alterations to the static contributing features that weaken the representation of 
the original park design lessen the integrity of those features. The National Register Bulletin 18: How to 
Evaluate and Nominate Designed Historic Landscape was used to evaluate the integrity of the contributing 
features and the overall landscape character of the proposed Roeding Park Historic District. 
 
The contributing features listed above contribute to the proposed Roeding Park Historic District 
because they support the arboretum-like landscape, which is the unifying element within the District.  
The curvilinear circulation was meant to create a meandering experience within the park’s designed 
landscape, and is an essential part of the park’s arboretum feeling.  Ponds A-D, the Umbrella Grove, 
the Palm Point Grove, and the concrete benches provided an important passive recreational use 
within the park by creating gathering spaces for sitting, picnicking, fishing, and relaxing. The 
construction of a large water feature like Lake Washington continued the trend of picturesque 
designed landscapes, and also represented the contributions of the Works Progress Administration 
(WPA).  The Zoo Administration Office (circa 1937) was an example of the support buildings 
designed for municipal parks during this era.  The George Washington Memorial, George C. Roeding 
Memorial, and Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument all represent the park’s commemorative 
period, during which monuments were erected throughout the park.  The contributing features are 
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significant for their representation of early twentieth century municipal park design; however, 
individually, the contributing features do not reflect this theme.  
 
The contributing features retain sufficient integrity to be support the themes of the proposed District 
but do not retain sufficient integrity to eligible for the National Register as individual historic 
resources. The contributing features retain sufficient integrity to support the significant themes of the 
District because most of these alterations to the features occurred during the District’s period of 
significance (1903-1953). To be individually eligible for the nomination to the National Register, the 
contributing features would need to retain historic significance as early twentieth century municipal 
park design features; however, the alterations made during the District’s period of significance have 
weakened the integrity of the original design for which the features would be individually significant.  
 
The contributing features would need a higher level of historic significance and integrity to be 
individually eligible for listing on the National Register.  
 
The following information about the ten (10) contributing features potentially impacted by the 
Project is provided in the appendix of this document: 
 
 An outline of the history and evolution of the feature; 
 A detailed assessment of the contribution of the feature to the District;  
 An evaluation of the contributing feature as a potential individual, rather than a contributing, 

historic resource. 
 

PART IV: MITIGATION MEASURES 
In response to the concerns raised by the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) and 
California Preservation Foundation (CPF) regarding contributing features, Page & Turnbull outlined 
mitigation measures which could be added to the EIR to mitigate impacts to district.  

 

 Rehabilitate the Pergola according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 Rehabilitate the Lisenby Bandstand according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation. If feasible, make the Lisenby Bandstand accessible to the public.  

 Reintroduce ponds or similar water features within the boundaries of Roeding Park. These 
features should not be conjectural and should not physically replicate the historic ponds that 
would be demolished as part of the proposed project. In the tradition of the historic ponds, 
the new water features would allow recreational uses including fishing, and picnicking.  

 Develop and implement a re-forestation program for the historic picnic groves. When 
mature heritage trees are removed, introduce new trees that are of sufficient size to blend 
with the mature, existing tree canopy.  

 Consult with a qualified historic preservation professional while carrying out all rehabilitation 
work within the District. A qualified historic preservation professional is defined as an 
individual meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for 
History, Architectural History or Historic Architecture. 

 Prepare appropriate Historian American Building Survey (HABS) or Historic American 
Landscape Survey (HALS) documentation prior to the demolition of historic features. This 
documentation should be completed by a qualified historic preservation professional. 

 Consult with a qualified historic preservation professional to develop historic preservation 
design guidelines that address the treatment of all contributing architectural and landscape 
features of the historic district (outlined in the Roeding Park Historic Resource Assessment, 
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dated July 31, 2009), to be submitted to and approved by the City of Fresno, Development 
and Resource Department. 
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APPENDIX: DETAILED CONTRIBUTING FEATURES ANALYSIS 
 
Detailed information is provided below about the contributing features of the proposed Roeding 
Park Historic District (the District) that will be potentially affected by the proposed project (the 
Project). This information is meant to supplement the Historic Resource Assessment (HRA, Page & 
Turnbull, July 31, 2009). For each of the ten (10) resources identified in the letter that would be 
potentially impacted by the Project, the following information is provided: 
 
 An outline of the history and evolution of the feature; 
 An assessment of the contribution of the resource to the District;  
 An evaluation of the resources as an individual, rather than a contributing, historic resource. 

 

1.  PONDS 
The Roeding Park ponds were constructed circa 1907 and were an important feature of the original 
landscape design of the park.  The curvilinear ponds are contained by concrete curbing and set 
beneath a mature tree canopy. The ponds feature landscaped islands with large shade trees and 
footbridges; some have fountains. The ponds provide important passive recreational uses within the 
park including picnicking, fishing, and relaxing. Throughout their history, the shape, size and number 
of ponds have changed. The ponds began as “two bodies of water divided by a 
driveway/esplanade…facing the park entrance”2 (see Figure 1). In 1913, the park contained three 
ponds and in 1914 the ponds were enlarged.3   
 

 
Figure 1: Early view of Roeding Park ponds, 1907.  (Fresno Historical Society) 
  

                                                      
2 “Roeding Park is Called Boston Common of Fresno” Fresno Morning Republican (Dec. 8, 1907). 
3 “Embellishment Work Proposed at Roeding Park Contemplates a $50,000 Bonded Indebtedness” Fresno 
Morning Republican (July 20, 1913); “Roeding Park to be opening in Spring as Picnic Resort: Commissioners 
Consider many Improvements in Property” Fresno Morning Republican (Oct. 9, 1914).  
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As shown in the period plans below (Figures 2 and 3), the number of ponds increased to four by 
1937. 

  
Figure 2: Roeding Park, 1923. (Page & Turnbull, drawn from historic aerial photographs and maps) 
 

 
Figure 3: Roeding Park, 1937.  (Page & Turnbull, drawn from historic aerial photographs and maps) 



Response to DEIR Comments  Roeding Park 
Final Draft   Fresno, California 
 

19 January 2011  Page & Turnbull, Inc. 
-13- 

It appears that at least two additional ponds were constructed near the four original water features at 
an unknown date; these were later filled in with dirt and planted with trees (Figures 4-5). 
 

Figure 4: Filled-in pond in southeast corner of Roeding 
Park. (Page & Turnbull, 2009) 
 

Figure 5: Filled-in pond in southeast corner of Roeding 
Park. (Page & Turnbull, 2009) 
 

 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The ponds are contributing features of the District because they evoke the naturalistic character of 
the landscape design. Water features were commonly included to provide passive recreation in early 
twentieth century municipal parks. Therefore, the ponds are significant for their contribution to the 
design and development of the District as an example of this municipal park typology.  
 
Individual Evaluation 
The ponds do not appear to be individually associated with historically significant events that would 
qualify these features for listing under Criterion A/1/1. They are one feature of a set of park features 
that, collectively, represent the evolution of early twentieth century municipal park design as a 
recreational and scenic escape from urban life. Individually, the ponds do not strongly represent this 
theme. 
 
The ponds are not individually associated with the lives of any persons significant in our past such 
that would qualify them for listing under Criterion B/2/2.  
 
The ponds do not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values such that would 
qualify them for listing under Criterion C/3/3. The concept of the ponds is important to the 
naturalistic design of the park, but the individual style and design of the ponds does not appear to 
qualify under this criterion.   
 
Overall, the ponds do not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local Register of Historic 
Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
The ponds today differ from their original circa 1907 design, as they were expanded in size, character, 
and number in the late 1930s and at least two of the depressions constructed for the ponds have 
been filled in with dirt. The ponds have remained in the same general southeast area of the park since 
their original construction and have maintained their character as an early twentieth century water 
feature designed for passive recreation use. Although the exact placement and configuration of the 
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ponds changed over time, these changes occurred during the District’s period of significance. 
Therefore, despite alterations, the ponds retain sufficient historic integrity to represent their 
contribution to the District’s overall landscape design. Although the concept of the pond feature 
supports the design intention and significance of the District, the previous alteration of the ponds 
weakens the integrity of the feature as an individual resource.   
 
Conclusion 
Previous alterations have weakened the integrity of the ponds. Individually, the ponds lack sufficient 
historic significance and integrity to be eligible for listing in the National Register.  
 

2.  UMBRELLA GROVE 
The Umbrella Grove was constructed circa 1907 and was an important gathering space in Roeding 
Park’s early history. The grove was the site of church and club picnics, a playground (developed in 
the 1920s), and contained a fountain (Figure 6). The fountain was filled in at an unknown date and 
now serves as a tree planter (Figure 7).  
 
The Umbrella Grove, like many of the groves in Roeding Park has been altered over time. Non-
historic picnic benches, platforms and related structures were added in the late twentieth century and 
a number of original trees were replaced. 
 

 
Figure 6: Fountain, Umbrella Grove in Roeding Park, 1932. (Fresno Historical Society) 
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Figure 7: Planter (former fountain) south of Umbrella Grove, Roeding Park. (Page & Turnbull, 2009) 
 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The Umbrella Grove (as well as the Pine, Eucalyptus and Maple groves) is a contributing feature of 
the District because it evokes the arboretum-like character of the landscape design at Roeding Park. 
Groves of mature trees were designed to create an ideal picture of nature and became popular 
gathering places.  The picnic groves in Roeding Park are significant because they reflect the original 
design concepts of early twentieth century municipal parks in California.  
 
Individual Evaluation 
The original picnic groves (Umbrella, Pine, Eucalyptus, and Maple groves) do not appear to be 
individually associated with significant events that have made a contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history that would qualify these features for listing under Criterion A/1/1. They are one of many 
elements in a set of park features that represent the picturesque, arboretum-like quality of early 
twentieth century recreational park design. Individually, the picnic groves do not strongly represent 
this theme. 
 
The picnic groves are not individually associated with the lives of any persons significant in our past 
such that would qualify them for listing under Criterion B/2/2.  
 
The design of the picnic groves alone does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values 
such that would qualify them for listing under Criterion C/3/3. The picnic groves today differ from 
their original circa 1907 design, as trees were replaced, and benches, lighting, concrete platforms, 
barbeques, water fountains and other non-historic features were added. The concept of the picnic 
groves as gathering spaces is important to the naturalistic design of the park, but the individual style 
and design of the Umbrella Grove does not appear to qualify under this criterion. 
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Overall, the Umbrella Grove does not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local Register of 
Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
The Umbrella Grove has remained in the same location within the park since its construction circa 
1907, and continues to function as a picnic grove in the southeast quadrant of the park. The layout 
and number of features within the Umbrella Grove evolved during the period of significance, but the 
the early twentieth century grove continued to be used for picnicking and gathering.  The Umbrella 
Grove was significantly altered during the District’s period of significance; the fountain was filled and 
a large tree planted in its stead. However, the grove retains sufficient integrity to remain a 
contributing historic resource in the District because its design reflects the overall landscape design 
of the park. The alteration of the Umbrella Grove weakens the integrity of the feature as an 
individual resource, though; the changes to the resource compromised the integrity of the design, 
materials, workmanship and association of the grove, making the feature ineligible as an individual 
resource.  
 
Conclusion 
Previous alterations have weakened the integrity of the Umbrella Grove. Individually, the grove lacks 
sufficient historic significance and integrity to be eligible for listing in the National Register.  
 

3.  PALM POINT GROVE 
The Palm Point Grove was constructed circa 1946 and, coupled with the nearby palms planted along 
Golden State Boulevard at the southeast corner of the park, marks a dramatic visual feature of 
Roeding Park (see Figure 8). The Palm Point Grove, like many of the other groves in Roeding Park 
was altered over time. Changes included the removal and replacement of trees and addition of a circa 
1960 picnic structure, barbeques, water fountains and other non-historic features. The Palm Point 
Picnic Shelter (1960) is considered a non-contributing feature of the District. 
 

 
Figure 8: Aerial image of Roeding Park, 1967. Palm Point located inside circle. (Fresno Historical Society) 
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Figure 9: Palm Point Picnic Shelter, constructed circa 1960.  
Non-Contributing feature of the proposed Roeding Park Historic District. (Page & Turnbull, 2009) 
 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The Palm Point, Cedar and Redwood Groves were constructed late in the period of significance but 
are considered contributing features within the District because they reflect the tradition to establish 
picnic groves in the park. The picnic groves demonstrate the significance of the District as an early 
twentieth century municipal park in California.  
  
Individual Evaluation 
The mid-century picnic groves (Palm Point, Cedar and Redwood groves) do not appear to be 
individually associated with significant historic events that would qualify these features for listing 
under Criterion A/1/1. These picnic groves are one of many elements in a set of park features that 
represent the evolution of early twentieth century recreational park design, but do not strongly 
represent this theme. 
 
The picnic groves are not individually associated with the lives of any persons significant in our past 
such that would qualify them for listing under Criterion B/2/2.  
 
The design of the picnic groves alone does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values 
such that would qualify them for listing under Criterion C/3/3. The picnic groves today differ from 
their mid-century design, as trees were replaced, and picnic shelters and other non-historic features 
were added. The concept of the picnic groves as activity hubs is important to the evolution of the 
park’s design, but the individual style and design of the Palm Point Grove does not appear to qualify 
under this criterion. 
 
Overall, the Palm Point Grove does not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local Register of 
Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
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Integrity 
The Palm Point Grove has remained in the same location within the park since its construction in 
circa 1946. The palm trees are the true centerpiece of the picnic grove, and enough original trees 
remain to evoke the character of the mature grove within the park. While the grove retains its historic 
landscape design, it experienced a significant change when the picnic shelter, water fountains, and 
barbeque pit were added circa 1960.  Despite alterations after the close of the District’s period of 
significance, the Palm Point Grove retains sufficient historic integrity to represent its contribution to 
the District’s overall mid-century design. However, the addition of non-historic structures and 
objects to the Palm Point Grove weakens the integrity of the feature as an individual resource; 
changes to the individual character have compromised the grove’s integrity of setting, design and 
association, making the feature ineligible as an individual resource.  
 
Conclusion 
Previous alterations have weakened the integrity of the Palm Point Grove. Individually, the grove 
lacks sufficient historic significance and integrity to be eligible for listing in the National Register.  
 
 

4. FRESNO CHAFFEE ZOO ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 
Constructed in circa 1937 as the office of Roeding Park’s first Superintendent, the Fresno Chaffee 
Zoo Administration Office was a small, rectangular shaped building constructed in a vernacular 
architectural style. An addition to the building was completed in 1973, which expanded the building’s 
footprint to the north, creating an L-shaped floor plan. Changes were made to the building’s east 
façade and entry at an unknown date and appear to pre-date the 1973 addition.  
 

 
Figure 10: Rear additions to Zoo Administration Building. (Page & Turnbull, 2009) 
 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The Zoo Administration Office is a contributing feature of the proposed Roeding Park Historic 
District because the building’s architectural character, including its one-story wood frame 
construction, gable roof with exposed rafter tails, gabled entry porch, channel-drop wood siding, and 
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double-hung wood-sash windows, is representative of early twentieth-century park architectural 
design. Architecture in parks was discouraged because buildings were seen as intrusions into the 
scenic landscapes, so a specific, rustic style of park architecture developed in response to this 
philosophy. The Zoo Administration Office therefore contributes to the District because it is an 
example of a support building that reflects the above-described aesthetic that developed in early 
twentieth century municipal parks in California.  
 
Individual Evaluation 
The Zoo Administration Office—originally the office of Roeding Park’s first superintendent—does 
not appear to be individually associated with significant historic events that would qualify these 
features for listing under Criterion A/1/1. The building is one of many elements in a set of park 
features that represent the evolution of early twentieth century recreational park design, but does not 
strongly represent this theme as individual resource. 
 
The Zoo Administration Office is not individually associated with the lives of any persons significant 
in our past such that would qualify it for listing under Criterion B/2/2. While the Zoo 
Administration Office’s association with the first park manager is important within the context of the 
District, the park manager’s individual contributions to the history of Fresno and the development of 
early twentieth century municipal parks in California do not appear to be strong enough to qualify 
the Zoo Administration Office for listing under this Criterion. 
 
The design of the Zoo Administration Office alone does not embody the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high 
artistic values such that would qualify it for listing under Criterion C/3/3. While the building 
embodies some concepts of early twentieth century park architectural design, it is vernacular in 
nature and not associated with any architectural style or designer, and thus does not appear to qualify 
as an individual resource under this criterion.  
 
Overall, the Zoo Administration Office does not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local 
Register of Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
The Zoo Administration Office has remained in the same location within the park since its 
construction circa 1937. Two additions were made to the building that altered the original, simple 
rectangular plan. Despite these changes, which were made after the close of the District’s period of 
significance, the building has maintained its overall character as vernacular architectural feature in the 
southeast quadrant of the park, and is still able to convey its significance as a contributor to the 
District. However, the alterations have weakened the integrity of the building as an individual 
resource, diminishing its integrity of design, materials, and workmanship.   
 
Conclusion 
Previous alterations have weakened the integrity of the Zoo Administration Office. Individually, the 
office lacks sufficient historic significance and integrity to be eligible for listing in the National 
Register.  
 
 

5.  GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL  
The George Washington Memorial was established in Roeding Park in 1932 to mark the bicentennial 
celebration of George Washington’s birth. Over 300 trees were planted in February of that year by 
local school children to create the George Washington Memorial Grove. City Forester, Peter M. 
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Rasmussen planned the grove, which was formally dedicated on March 7, 1932.  The bronze bust of 
George Washington was a gift from war veterans and other Fresnans and placed at the east side of 
Lake Washington within the grove.   
 
The appearance of the grove was altered in 1936, when Lake Washington was constructed by the 
Works Progress Administration (WPA) in this location. Many trees were removed. Little information 
exists about the exact changes that were made to the design of the memorial at that time.  
 

 
Figure 11: George Washington Memorial bust, 2008. (Page & Turnbull) 
 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The George Washington Memorial (1932) is a contributing feature of the proposed Roeding Park 
Historic District because it represents the commemorative period of Roeding Park. The City first 
began to focus on making the park a recreational destination for the middle class in the late 1920s 
and early 1930s, and introduced monuments and structures as attractions throughout the park.  The 
George Washington Memorial therefore contributes to the significance of the District as an example 
of the park’s development during this period.   
 
Individual Evaluation 
Note about evaluating monuments: According to National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation, “Commemorative markers are designed or constructed after the occurrence of an important 
historic event or after the life of an important person. They are not directly associated with the person’s productive life, 
but serve as evidence of a later generation’s assessment of the past.  Their significance comes from their value as cultural 
expressions at the date of their creation.”  Because a commemorative marker cannot qualify for association with the 
event or person it memorializes, it must be considered for its own design or its place in the community (i.e. the marker 
itself embodies the aesthetic values of the period of its creation, or is symbolic of the principles held by the generation that 
erected it).   
 
The George Washington Memorial was erected for the bicentennial of George Washington’s birth, 
which was commemorated in cities and towns across the United States in 1932. However, the 
commemoration is not a historically significant contribution that warrants listing the memorial under 
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Criterion A/1/1. The memorial is one feature of a set of park features that collectively represents the 
early commemoration period of Roeding Park; individually it does not represent this theme. 
 
A commemorative marker cannot qualify for association with the event or person it memorializes.  
The George Washington Memorial is therefore not individually associated with the lives of George 
Washington, or any persons significant in our past such that would qualify it for listing under 
Criterion B/2/2.  
 
The design of the George Washington Memorial alone does not embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or 
possess high artistic values such that would qualify it for listing under Criterion C/3/3. The memorial 
today consists of a bust and the remains of a planted tree grove. The memorial as it appears today 
represents the post-1936 changes that took place to the memorial after the insertion of Lake 
Washington and is not associated with any distinct style or designer.  
 
Overall, the George Washington Memorial does not appear to be individually eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local 
Register of Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
The George Washington Memorial has remained in the same general location in the park since it was 
erected in 1932 and retains integrity of location as associated with the overall historic district. The 
design and relationship of the memorial and tree grove changed with the completion of Lake 
Washington in 1936. Because these changes occurred during the District’s period of significance, 
they do not detract from the memorial’s relationship to the overall historic district, and the memorial 
still retains sufficient historic integrity to convey its significance as an early commemorative feature 
within the District. However, the 1936 alterations to the George Washington Memorial have 
weakened the integrity of the memorial as an individual resource; the memorial no longer represents 
its original design and therefore does not retain integrity as an individual resource. 
 
Conclusion 
Individually, the George Washington Memorial lacks sufficient historic significance and integrity to 
be eligible for listing in the National Register. However, the memorial contributes to the overall 
significance and character of the District. 
 
 

6.  LAKE WASHINGTON 
Lake Washington is a man-made lake, hand dug by workers from the WPA in 1936. It was not 
present at the original construction of Roeding Park, and is not considered one of the “ponds” 
(described previously).  The lake was altered in 1954, when State Highway 99 was constructed along 
the west side of the lake, reducing the size of the lake and reconfiguring its western shoreline.  
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Lake Washington. (GoogleEarth, 2008). 
 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
Lake Washington is a contributing feature of the proposed Roeding Park Historic District because 
the lake evokes the character of the original landscape design at Roeding Park. The construction of a 
large water feature like Lake Washington continued the trend of picturesque designed landscapes that 
had characterized the park since its inception, and also represented the contributions of the Works 
Progress Administration (WPA).  Although its shape was altered in 1954, Lake Washington is 
significant as a representation of the evolution of municipal park design and the efforts of the WPA 
during this period of the District’s history.   
 
Individual Evaluation 
Lake Washington is associated with significant events that have made a contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history, specifically the influence of the WPA in municipal parks in the United States 
in the 1930s. However, the construction and development of the lake is directly associated with its 
connection to Roeding Park and the lake does not appear to individually qualify for listing under 
Criterion A/1/1.  
 
Lake Washington is not individually associated with the lives of any persons significant in our past 
such that would qualify them for listing under Criterion B/2/2.  
 
Lake Washington does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values such that would 
qualify them for listing under Criterion C/3/3. The concept of Lake Washington as a water feature is 
important to the naturalistic design of the park, but the individual style and design of the lake does 
not appear to qualify under this criterion. 
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Overall, the lake does not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local Register of Historic 
Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
Lake Washington has remained in the same general area of the park since its construction in 1936. 
Although the exact shape and size of the lake has changed dramatically from its original 1936 design, 
as it was reduced in size and altered in shape when Highway 99 was constructed in 1954, the lake 
continues to represent its character as an early twentieth century water feature. Despite the changes 
that occurred outside the District’s period of significance, Lake Washington retains sufficient 
integrity of location, feeling, and association to convey its significance as a contributor to the District.  
However, the dramatic alterations to the lake’s size and shape have weakened its integrity as an 
individual resource; the lake lacks sufficient integrity of design, setting, materials, and workmanship 
to qualify as an individual resource.   
 
Conclusion 
Previous alterations have weakened the integrity of Lake Washington. Individually, the lake lacks 
sufficient historic significance and integrity to be eligible for listing in the National Register.  
 
 

7.  GEORGE C. ROEDING MEMORIAL 
 
The George C. Roeding Memorial consists of a cast bust of Roeding with a fox (Figure 12). The bust 
was placed in the park in 1929 and was the first memorial to be located in the park, marking the 
beginning of the commemorative period in Roeding Park. The bust is currently located within a 
planting bed to the rear of the Zoo Administration Office. No information was found about the 
original location of the bust, and it is possible that the bust was moved here at a later date. 
 

 
Figure 12: George C. Roeding bust, 2009. (City of Fresno) 
  
A much grander monument was originally planned to commemorate Roeding’ contributing to the 
park. The design was highlighted in the Fresno Bee on December 13, 1929 and described the following 
(Figure 13):  
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“The memory of George C. Roeding, for many years a citizen of Fresno, will be perpetuated 
through the erection of the memorial pictured here which has been approved by the public 
affairs committee of the Fresno County Chamber of Commerce. Plans for the erection of 
the memorial, involving the rearrangement of the main entrance to Roeding Park, will be 
turned over to a special committee which was announced today. Above is an elevation 
sketch showing the memorial in perspective with a large ornamental pool in the foreground 
proposed by Architect Charles Butner. The change in the entrance, showing its location with 
respect to the Belmont Avenue bore and the two driveways, is shown below. The upper 
sketch indicates night illumination of the entrance through floodlighting.”4  
 

Many of the other memorials installed in the park around this time also involved the careful selection 
of a site and design of the overall landscape plan. 

 
Figure 13: George C. Roeding Memorial design, not executed (Fresno Bee, December 13, 1929). 
 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The George C. Roeding Memorial (1929) is a contributing object within the proposed Roeding Park 
Historic District because it represents the commemorative period of Roeding Park. As described in 
the Fresno Bee article, the memorial was carefully planned, although its original design was never 
realized.  Like the George Washington Memorial, the George C. Roeding Memorial contributes to 
the significance of the District as an example of the park’s development during this period.   
 
Individual Evaluation 
See note about evaluating monuments, page 19: 
The George C. Roeding Memorial does not appear to be individually associated with significant 
events that have made a contribution to the broad patterns of our history such that would qualify 
these features for listing under Criterion A/1/1. The memorial is one feature of a set of park features 

                                                      
4 “Roeding Memorial Planned at Park” Fresno Bee (December 13, 1929). 
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that collectively represents the early commemoration period of Roeding Park, but it does not 
individually represent this theme. 
 
A commemorative marker cannot qualify for association with the event or person it memorializes.  
While the George C. Roeding Memorial commemorates the life of George C. Roeding and his 
contribution to Roeding Park, there is no direct association between the memorial and Roeding’s 
productive life, and the memorial therefore does not individually qualify for listing under Criterion 
B/2/2. Roeding’s productive life is instead better represented by the District as a whole. 
 
The design of the George C. Roeding Memorial alone does not embody the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high 
artistic values such that would qualify it for listing under Criterion C/3/3. The memorial consists of a 
simple cast bust located in a planting bed near the Zoo Administration Office and does not represent 
any significant planning or design principles.  The memorial is not associated with any distinct style 
or designer, and as the original memorial design was never realized, it does not possess high artistic 
values under this criterion. 
 
Overall, the George C. Roeding Memorial does not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local 
Register of Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
Little is known about what changes may have occurred to the George C. Roeding Memorial since its 
installation in 1929. The memorial appears to represent its original form, although the exact location 
of the bust is not confirmed and it may have been moved to its current location. Many of the other 
memorials installed in the park around this time involved the careful selection of a site and design of 
the overall landscape plan, as was described for this memorial in the Fresno Bee article outlined above. 
Although the original design was never realized and the current location of the George C. Roeding 
Memorial is unlikely its original location, the memorial retains sufficient historic integrity to convey 
its significance as the earliest extant commemorative feature within the District.  Evidence regarding 
the individual integrity of the George C. Roeding Memorial is inconclusive, but if it was discovered 
that the memorial had in fact been moved, its location, design, setting, feeling and association as an 
individual resources would be compromised. 
   
Conclusion 
Individually, the George C. Roeding Memorial lacks sufficient historic significance and integrity to be 
eligible for listing in the National Register. However, the memorial contributes to the overall 
significance and character of the District. 
 

8.  FREDERICK AND MARIANNE ROEDING MONUMENT 
The Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument was installed in Roeding Park in 1939 and 
originally consisted of a large, triangular-shaped granite boulder with a bronze plaque. The 
monument was donated by the Roeding’s sons, Frederick and Henry, to commemorate the 35th 
anniversary of the gift of Roeding Park to the City of Fresno by their parents, Frederick and 
Marianne Roeding.  
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Figure 14: Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument, 2008. (Page & Turnbull) 
 

 
Figure 15: Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument, 1939. (Fresno Bee).  
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Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument (1939) is a contributing feature of the proposed 
Roeding Park Historic District because it represents the commemorative period of Roeding Park. 
The City first began to focus on making the park a recreational destination for the middle class in the 
late 1920s and early 1930s, and introduced monuments and structures as attractions throughout the 
park.  The Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument therefore contributes to the significance of 
the District as an example of the park’s development during this period.   
 
Individual Evaluation 
See note about evaluating monuments, page 19: 
 
The Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument does not appear to be individually associated with 
significant events that have made a contribution to the broad patterns of our history such that would 
qualify these features for listing under Criterion A/1/1. The monument is one of many elements in a 
set of park features that collectively represents the early commemoration period of Roeding Park, but 
it does not individually represent this theme. 
 
A commemorative marker cannot qualify for association with the event or person it memorializes.  
The Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument commemorates the lives of Frederick and 
Marianne Roeding George C. Roeding and their contribution to Roeding Park, there is no direct 
association between the monument and the Roedings’ productive life and the monument therefore 
does not individually qualify for listing under Criterion B/2/2.  The Roedings’ productive life is 
better represented by the District as a whole. 
 
The design of the Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument alone does not embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represent the work of a 
master, or possess high artistic values such that would qualify it for listing under Criterion C/3/3. 
The monument consists of a large boulder and does not represent any significant planning or design 
principles.  The monument is not associated with any distinct style or designer, and it does not 
possess high artistic values under this criterion. 
 
Overall, the Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument does not appear to be individually eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or 
Fresno Local Register of Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
Little is known about what changes may have occurred to the Frederick and Marianne Roeding 
Monument since its installation in 1939. When comparing the newspaper image from 1939 and the 
appearance of the monument today, it is clear that the original boulder was either replaced, 
dramatically altered, or never fully realized. The exact location of the monument is not confirmed 
and it may have been moved to its current location. Although the Frederick and Marianne Roeding 
Monument may have been altered and/or moved from its original location, the memorial retains 
sufficient historic integrity to convey its significance as the earliest extant commemorative feature 
within the District.  Evidence regarding the individual integrity of the Frederick and Marianne 
Roeding Monument is inconclusive, but if it was discovered that the monument had in fact been 
moved and/or altered, its location, design, setting, feeling and association as an individual resource 
would be compromised.   
 
Conclusion 
Individually, the Frederick and Marianne Roeding Monument lacks sufficient historic significance 
and integrity to be eligible for listing in the National Register. However, the monument contributes 
to the overall significance and character of the District. 
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9.  CONCRETE BENCHES 
The concrete benches in Roeding Park appear to date to circa 1907, as the benches are evident in 
historic images from this period. The benches appear to be the earliest furnishings in the park and a 
few examples remain, randomly located near the ponds and the park boundary (Figures 16 and 17).  
 

 
Figure 16: Early view of Roeding Park ponds with concrete bench, circa 1910 
(Fresno Historical Society).  
 

 
Figure 17: Concrete bench in Roeding Park, unknown location, circa 1960.  
(Pete Rocco, clippings binder) 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The concrete benches are contributing features of the proposed Roeding Park Historic District 
because they represent the early design of the Park.  Site furnishings were commonly included in the 
design of early twentieth century municipal parks to facilitate public enjoyment of the picturesque 
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landscape through passive activities like sitting, picnicking, and relaxing.  Therefore, the benches are 
significant for their contribution to the design and development of the District as an example of this 
municipal park typology.  
 
Individual Evaluation 
The concrete benches do not appear to be individually associated with significant historic events that 
would qualify these features for listing under Criterion A/1/1. The concrete benches are one of 
many elements in a set of park features that represent the evolution of early twentieth century 
recreational park design. The benches are one of a set of park features that collectively represents the 
twentieth century municipal park design, but do not individually represent this theme. 
 
The concrete benches are not individually associated with the lives of any persons significant in our 
past such that would qualify them for listing under Criterion B/2/2.  
 
The concrete benches do not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values such that would 
qualify them for listing under Criterion C/3/3. The concept of the benches as features which support 
passive park features is important to the naturalistic design of the park, but their simple concrete 
form and random location throughout the park indicate that the benches do not appear to qualify as 
individual resources under this criterion.   
  
Overall, the concrete benches do not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local Register of 
Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
The concrete benches today appear to represent their original circa 1907 design, however, only a few 
examples remain of what was once a common feature throughout the park. The exact placement and 
number of the concrete benches has likely changed over time, and many historic benches have been 
replaced with examples from various time periods. This has resulted in a fragmented collection of 
benches in the park which do not represent any deliberate design or aesthetic. Despite relocation and 
removal of some concrete benches from 1907, the remaining benches retain sufficient historic 
integrity to represent their contribution to the District’s overall landscape design and setting.  While 
the concept of the benches as an early example of park furnishings supports the design intention and 
significance of the District, the alteration of the benches weakens the integrity of the feature as an 
individual resource.  
 
Conclusion 
Previous alterations to the collection of 1907 benches within Roeding Park have weakened the 
integrity of the feature. Individually, the benches lack sufficient historic significance and integrity to 
be eligible for listing in the National Register.  
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10.  CIRCULATION PATTERNS 
The circulation patterns in Roeding Park, including roads and pedestrian walkways, were installed 
during the period of significance from 1903 to 1953. These features are characterized by a curvilinear 
appearance meant to create a meandering experience within the park’s designed landscape (Figure 
18). Several changes occurred to the circulation patterns during and after the period of significance, 
but overall the character of the early park circulation patterns has been retained.  

 
Figure 18: View of road in Roeding Park, 1940s. (Fresno Historical Society) 
 
Contribution to the Roeding Park Historic District 
The circulation patterns are contributing features of the proposed Roeding Park Historic District 
because they represent the early design of the Park and its evolution through the period of 
significance. The curvilinear circulation patterns were meant to create a meandering experience 
within the park’s designed landscape, and are an essential part of the park’s arboretum feeling.  
Although they have been incrementally changed, the circulation patterns in Roeding Park remain 
significant because they reflect the original design concepts of early twentieth century municipal 
parks in California.  
 
Individual Evaluation 
The circulation patterns do not appear to be individually associated with significant events that have 
made a contribution to the broad patterns of our history such that would qualify these features for 
listing under Criterion A/1/1. The circulation patterns are one of many designed landscape elements 
in a set of park features that collectively represent the evolution of early twentieth century 
recreational park design, but individually, do not reflect this theme.  
 
The circulation patterns are not individually associated with the lives of any persons significant in our 
past such that would qualify them for listing under Criterion B/2/2.  
 
Although the circulation patterns at Roeding Park reflect the distinctive characteristics and design 
concepts of early twentieth century municipal parks, circulation is just one element of the original 
designed landscape and is inextricably linked to the overall park design. The circulation patterns at 
Roeding Park do not appear to individually represent this theme such that would qualify them for 
listing under Criterion C/3/3. 
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Overall, the circulation patterns do not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, or Fresno Local Register of 
Historic Resources due to lack of individual distinction and significance. 
 
Integrity 
Today, the circulation patterns at Roeding Park represent the overall park layout from the period of 
significance. Although the exact configuration of the circulation patterns and surfacing and curbing 
materials have changed over time, these changes occurred during the period of significance and the 
features have largely maintained their character as early twentieth century designed landscape features 
of Roeding Park. Major alterations to the circulation patterns which are not in keeping with the 
meandering character of the original design include the dramatically altered pathways in the center of 
the park (in proximity of the zoo) and the additional paths added to the northern portion of the park 
over time. Despite these alterations, many of which occurred during the District’s period of 
significance, the overall character of the historic circulation patterns remains, and the circulation 
patterns therefore retain sufficient historic integrity to contribute to the District. However, the 
alteration of the circulation patterns weakens the integrity of this feature as an individual resource; 
the circulation patterns lack sufficient integrity of the design, materials, and workmanship to qualify 
for listing as an individual resource. 
 
Conclusion 
The circulation patterns lack individual significance and integrity, but they contribute to the overall 
significance and character of the District.   
 

CONTRIBUTING FEATURES MATRIX 
The following table summarizes the status of the features within the proposed Roeding Park Historic 
District, and summarizes the effects of the proposed project on each feature. 
 



Roeding Park Historic District
Contributing Features Matrix

Feature Area Year Built
Individually 

Eligible?
Contributing 
(pre-Project)?

Project Action
Contributing 

(post-Project)?
Pond A* Park ca. 1907 N Y Demolition N
Pond B* Park ca. 1907 N Y Demolition N
Pond C* Park ca. 1907 N Y Demolition N
Pond D* Park ca. 1907 N Y Demolition N
Eucalyptus Grove Park ca. 1907 -- Y No Change Y
Maple Grove Park ca. 1907 -- Y No Change Y
Pine Grove Park ca. 1907 -- Y No Change Y
Umbrella Grove Park ca. 1907 N Y Demolition N
Pergola Park 1912 -- Y Rehabilitation Y
Street Car Shelter Park 1912 -- Y No Change Y

Historic Concrete Benches* Park 1913 N Y Relocation Y

Tennis Courts* Park
ca. 1913, ca. 

1935
-- Y No Change Y

Zookeeper’s House Zoo ca. 1920 -- Y No Change Y
Lisenby Bandstand Zoo 1923 -- Y Rehabilitation Y

George C. Roeding 
Monument

Park 1929 N Y Relocation Y

George Washington 
Memorial

Park 1932 N Y Relocation Y

Fresno Chaffee Zoo 
Administration Office

Park ca. 1937 N Y Relocation Y

Lake Washington Park 1936 N Y Alteration Y

Frederick and Marianne 
Roeding Monument

Park 1939 N Y Relocation Y

Palm Point Grove Park ca. 1946 N Y Demolition N
Cedar Grove Park ca. 1948 -- Y No Change Y
Redwood Grove Park ca. 1950 -- Y No Change Y

Japanese-American World 
War II Memorial

Park 1950 -- Y No Change Y

Folk Dance Platform #1* Park 1950 -- Y No Change Y
Folk Dance Platform #2* Park 1950 -- Y No Change Y
Circulation Patterns** Park Various N Y Alteration Y
City Maintenance Yard** Maintenance Unknown N N Demolition N
Lion House Zoo 1936 N N Alteration N
Elephant House Zoo 1949 N N Demolition N
Seal Pool Zoo 1952 N N Demolition N
Monkey Island Zoo 1953 N N Demolition N
Giraffe Barn Zoo 1954 N N Demolition N
Amphitheater Zoo 1954 N N Alteration N
Bear Grottoes Zoo 1955 N N Demolition N
Rotary Playland Playland 1955 N N Alteration N
Locomotive** Park 1956 N N No Change N
Palm Point Picnic Shelter Park ca. 1960 N N Alteration N
Pine Grove Picnic Shelter Park ca. 1960 N N No Change N

1/11/2011



Roeding Park Historic District
Contributing Features Matrix

Feature Area Year Built
Individually 

Eligible?
Contributing 
(pre-Project)?

Project Action
Contributing 

(post-Project)?
Walk-Through Aviary Zoo 1960 N N Demolition N
Ape Grottoes Zoo 1961 N N Demolition N

Horseshoe Arena Park Before 1961 N N No Change N

Pump Houses #1* Park 1961 N N No Change N
Pump House #2* Park 1961 N N No Change N
Storyland Storyland 1962 N N Alteration N
Hippo Exhibit Zoo 1963 N N Demolition N
Rhino Exhibit Zoo 1963 N N Alteration N
Fennec Fox Cage Zoo 1964 N N No Change N
Tennis Courts* Park ca. 1980 N N No Change N

* Note: Groups of similar features were compiled on single DPR 523A forms.
** Note: DPR 523A forms were not completed for these features.

Individually Eligible: 0
Contributors, pre-project: 23
Non-contributors, pre-project: 22
Contributors, post-project: 20
Non-contributors, post-project: 25

Landscape characteristics that are considered contributing features of the proposed Roeding Park Historic District include the 
overall spatial organization/site plan of the park, historic roads and paths, and lawns.  Although these resources cannot be 
counted in the same manner as the features in this table, it is these landscape characteristics that best convey the District's 
significance as an example of an early twentieth century municipal park. These landscape characateristics would generally be 
retained by the proposed project.  

Proposed Historic District Summary
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From: Janet Gracyk [mailto:gracyk707@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 07, 2010 11:10 AM 
To: Kevin Fabino 
Subject: Roeding Park 
 
Dear Kevin, 
 
Thank you for your contact regarding the potential for the HALSncc group to engage 
in further conversation on the Roeding Park proposal. On behalf of the group I am 
respectfully declining your invitation. At this time our organization is not structured 
to supply a representative who can represent the views of the organization during an 
interactive discussion; we arrive at our decisions and recommendations by 
consensus. Our previous letter represents a consensus of the group's views.  
 
I have every expectation that with continued involvement from the National Trust, 
the California Preservation Foundation, and local organizations that the view of 
preservationists will be expressed fully. 
 
Thank you again for your outreach, and I wish you all the best as you proceed. 
 
Regards, 
 
Janet Gracyk 
 
Chairperson, HALSncc 
Terra Cognita Design and Consulting, LA 5491 
145 Keller Street 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
Cell 707-695-9360 
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