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The Final Environmental Assessment (EA) distribution letter advised commenters on the Final EA 
that:  

“Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying 
information in your comment, be advised that your entire comment – including your personal 
identifying information – may be made publicly available at any time.  While you can ask us in 
your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we cannot 
guarantee that we will be able to do so.”
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NOTICE OF INTENT (NEPA)/NOTICE OF PREPARATION (CEQA)
FOR THE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
REGARDING THE MASTER PLAN UPDATE

AT THE FRESNO YOSEMITE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (FAT)

TO: Governmental/Regulatory Agencies and Interested Public Participants (refer to 
distribution list) 

FROM:  Federal Aviation Administration and the City of Fresno, California

  LEAD NEPA AGENCY:    LEAD CEQA AGENCY:
  Federal Aviation Administration   City of Fresno - Airports 
  Western Pacific Region    4995 East Clinton Way 
  San Francisco Airports District Office  Fresno, CA 93727-1525 
  831 Mitten Road, Room 210   Fax: (559) 498-5549 
  Burlingame, CA 94010-1303   Email: Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov 
  Fax: (650) 876-2733    Contact:  Kevin Meikle 

Email:  Aimee.Kratovil@faa.gov   Airports Planning Manager  
Contact:  Aimee Kratovil 

  Environmental Protection Specialist 

SUBJECT:   Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation (NOI/NOP) to prepare a joint Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR); Project No. 10136 

Summary:  The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the City of Fresno, CA are issuing this notice 
to advise the governmental/regulatory agencies and general public that a joint EA/EIR will be prepared to 
solicit input regarding the proposed projects under the Fresno Yosemite International Airport Master Plan 
Update.  To ensure that all significant issues related to the Master Plan Update are identified, one (1) 
governmental/regulatory agency scoping meeting and one (1) general public scoping meeting will be held 
on the same day. 

FAA will be the Lead Federal Agency, while the City of Fresno will be the Lead State Agency for the 
preparation of the EA/EIR regarding the action identified above.  We need to know the views of your 
governmental/regulatory agency or public participant interests as to the scope of the environmental/social 
information that is germane to the proposed projects.  Governmental/regulatory agencies will need to use 
the EA/EIR that is being prepared when considering your permit or other approval of the proposed 
projects. There will be additional opportunities to comment on the proposed projects at a later date.  
Preliminary comments on the scope of this EA/EIR should be submitted in writing to the addresses above 
and must be received no later than 5:00 P.M. Pacific Standard Time, on July 29, 2005.   

Notice of Scoping Meetings:  All interested parties are invited to attend their respective meeting on the 
scope of the EA/EIR. 

Governmental/Regulatory Scoping Meeting – Thursday, July 21, 2:00 – 4:00 P.M., Holiday Inn, 
5090 East Clinton Way, Valley Center Room, Fresno, CA  93727 

General Public Scoping Meeting – Thursday, July 21, 5:00 – 7:00 P.M., Holiday Inn, 5090 East 
Clinton Way, Valley Center Room, Fresno, CA  93727 
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Reference:  California Code of Regulations, Title 14 (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082 (a), 15103, 
15375 

Project Title:  Fresno Yosemite International Airport Master Plan Update Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report. 

Project Location:  Fresno Yosemite International Airport (FAT or Airport) generally lies east of State 
Route 168 (SR-168) and northeast of State Route 180 (SR-180), in the City of Fresno, CA.  The City of 
Fresno is located in the San Joaquin Valley in central California.  FAT is bounded by Dakota Avenue on 
the north, Clovis Avenue on the east, McKinley Avenue on the south, and Chestnut Avenue on the west.  
The Airport is accessed via Clinton Way from McKinley Avenue.  Downtown Fresno and State Route (SR-
99) lie approximately 5 miles southwest of FAT.   

Project Background:  FAT was developed by the U.S. Army Air Corps in the early 1940s as Hammer 
Field, with one northwest/southeast oriented runway and parallel taxiway systems.  The U.S. Army Air 
Corps deactivated the base in late 1945 and the City of Fresno assumed operation in 1946 and adopted 
the name Fresno Air Terminal (FAT), which remains as the official airport code today.  The original 
northwest/southeast runway, now identified as Runway 11L/29R, was extended to its current length 
between 1956 and 1968.  A second runway, 11R/29L, was first constructed in 1956 and was extended to 
its current length in 1987.  Currently, Runway 11L/29R is 9,227 feet long, 150 feet wide, and is equipped 
with a Category IIIb Instrument Landing System.  Runway 11R/29L is 7,206 feet long, 100 feet wide, and 
has non-precision approach capabilities.  Both runways are supported by full-length parallel taxiways on 
the north and south sides.  An FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower is located on the south side of the Airport 
and provides 24-hour traffic control services.  The City of Fresno renamed the airport to Fresno Yosemite 
International Airport in 1996, however, is still referred to as FAT.

FAT has a field elevation of 336 feet above mean sea level and accommodates numerous types of 
general, commercial, air-cargo, and military aircraft operations.  Currently, the Airport is served by 6 
commercial passenger carriers including Allegiant Air, American, American Eagle, Delta Connection 
(operated by Skywest), America West Express (operated by Mesa), Horizon, and United Express (also 
operated by Skywest) which serve slightly more than 1 million annual passengers.  Frontier Air has 
recently agreed to begin service (operated by Horizon) starting August 31, 2005, and Mexicana is also 
considering international service starting in the Spring of 2006.  Air cargo contributes to the airport by 
transporting more than 15,000 tons annually as belly cargo on passenger airlines, and main deck cargo 
on feeder carriers and major commercial cargo companies.   The current airlines that provide air cargo 
include Ameriflight, Union Flights, Airborne (operating on behalf of DHL), Federal Express, UPS and 
some smaller air taxi/commuter operators. 

Approximately 175 corporate and privately owned aircraft are based at FAT and utilize various aircraft 
hangars and outdoor tie-downs.  Transient aircraft parking is also available.  Additionally, there are 3 
major Fixed Base Operators as well as the U.S Forest Service, the California Department of Forestry, the 
California Highway Patrol, the Fresno County Sheriff, and the City of Fresno Police Department operating 
out of the Airport.  Furthermore, FAT is home to 3 military aviation units including the 144th Fighter Wing 
of the California Air National Guard, the California Army National Guard Aviation Classification and Repair 
Activity Depot (AVCRAD), and the U.S. Marine Corp Reserve Air Defense Activity Unit.  All told, 
approximately 160,000 total aircraft operations occur annually at FAT.  

The terminal and concourse building was originally completed in 1962 and was remodeled in 1978 1993, 
and 1997.  A major renovation and upgrade of the concourse building was completed in late 2002, with a 
new two-level structure including four passenger-loading bridges, an expanded food court, business 
center, and children’s play area.  The terminal roadways were reconfigured to provide additional traffic 



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

lanes and parking was increased to accommodate more than 2,000 short and long-term spaces.  Since 
this time period, FAT completed several projects such as runway and taxiway repaving and others smaller 
projects to maintain safe operations at the Airport. 

The most comprehensive public environmental information regarding FAT was compiled in the Fresno Air 
Terminal Airport and Environs Plan (the Plan) that was adopted in September 1992, and amended and 
adopted in July 1997.  These documents contain a summary of pertinent data in a consolidated format.  
Since then, some minor environmental documentation has been done at the Airport in the form of 
Categorical Exclusions and Negative Declarations, primarily in checklist format.  The Airport has also 
generally been discussed in other environmental documents such as the General Plan Update EIR.   

Project Purpose:  This Master Plan Update EA/EIR is intended to provide a comprehensive view of 
proposed future development including an understanding of the existing conditions that have changed in 
recent years at FAT.  The analysis will include a review of potential effects on the environment from the 
proposed projects in accordance with NEPA and CEQA regulations. The preferred alternative will be 
based on a thorough analysis of issues including safety, national policy, efficiency, economic, social, and 
environmental impacts. 

Proposed Projects:  The proposed projects to be examined in the EA/EIR will include the following 
primary airport improvements: 

Consolidated Rental Car Facility  
Rehabilitate Taxiway B4 and Construct C4   
Rehabilitate Taxiway C  
Rehabilitation of HPTWC
Rehabilitate AC/PCC Concourse Apron   
Rehabilitate, widen, and Extend Runway 11R-29L  
Construct Terminal Parking Garage 

Alternatives:  The following alternatives will be evaluated in the EA/EIR to address short-term projects in 
2010 and long-term projects in 2020.  The NEPA analysis in the EA portion of the document will focus 
primarily on the short-term projects and discuss long-term projects under a cumulative impact section.  
The CEQA analysis will review all the preferred projects proposed in the master planned out to 2020.  
Additional reasonable and feasible alternatives may be evaluated in the EA/EIR as a result of the scoping 
process.   

Alternative 1 - Proposed Projects: This alternative includes all of the items listed above under the 
proposed projects.  This alternative consists of extending and rehabilitating Runway 11R/29L (secondary 
runway) from 7,206 feet to 8,000 feet long and widening from 100 feet to 150 feet.  The extension can be 
located on either end of the runway.    Also included in this alternative is the addition of a precision 
instrument approach system to Runway 11R/29L; improvements to the taxiway system to minimize 
runway occupancy times; establishment of a terminal support area to include the relocation/expansion of 
kitchen flight areas, airport maintenance, etc.; relocation of the rental car facilities to a new area west of 
the baggage claim; rehabilitation of several taxiways and apron areas and consideration of constructing a 
new terminal parking garage over the existing parking area. 

Alternative 2 - No Action: This alternative consists of not implementing any elements of the Master Plan 
Update.  No new development items identified in the Master Plan Update would be constructed or 
implemented in the future analysis years.  
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Alternative 3- Develop Another Airport in the Region: The City of Fresno also owns and operates Fresno-
Chandler Executive Airport, which is located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of downtown Fresno 
(across SR-99) and 6.5 miles southwest of FAT.  Currently, Fresno-Chandler Executive Airport has two 
runways of nearly equal length (Runway 12L/30R is 2,815 feet long and Runway 12R/30L is 2,972 feet 
long) and is utilized as a general aviation facility.  Sierra Sky Park Airport is located on the northern edge 
of the City of Fresno, is approximately 8 miles northwest of FAT, and has one runway that is 2,920 feet 
long.  This alternative considers further developing and /or improving either of these airports instead of 
FAT.

Alternative 4 - Use Alternative Modes of Transportation: This alternative would utilize other types of 
transportation modes such as rail (including high-speed), inter-city bus, and automobiles to transport 
people, goods, and services to transport visitors in and out of the area. 

Alternative 5 - Develop a New Airport in the Region at a Different Site: This alternative consists of 
construction of a new airport facility instead of further developing the existing FAT airport. 

Probable Environmental Effects:  Construction of the proposed projects are expected to have minimal 
short-term environmental effects on its own, all of which are anticipated to be mitigated to a less than 
significant level.  However, operations associated with the proposed projects are anticipated to result in 
cumulative and induced impacts that will need to be fully evaluated in the EA/EIR.  These impacts are 
anticipated to be related to air quality, noise, traffic/transportation, and hydrology/water quality.  At this 
time, all foreseeable impacts are expected to be mitigated to less than significant levels with mitigation 
measures identified in the EA/EIR. 

Submitting Comments:  Comments and suggestions are invited from Federal, State and local agencies, 
and other public participants to ensure that the full range of issues related to the proposed projects and 
the alternatives are addressed and all significant issues are identified.  Comments on the scope of the 
EA/EIR should be submitted in writing to the addresses listed above by no later than 5:00 P.M. Pacific 
Standard Time, on July 29, 2005.  Your names will be added to the agency/public participation list for the 
project.   

 6/24/05      6/24/05 
Date      Date 

Aimee Kratovil     Kevin Meikle 
Environmental Protection Specialist  Airports Planning Manager 
Federal Aviation Administration   City of Fresno - Airports 
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FRESNO YOSEMITE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
NOI / NOP MAIL DISTRIBUTION LIST 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
David Durham 
Natural Resources Conservation 

Service  
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
4625 West Jennifer Avenue 
Suite 125
Fresno, CA 93722 

Kevin Roukey 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Central Valley Office
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 

Bill Luce 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Department of the Interior 
South-Central California Office 
1243 N Street 
Fresno, CA 93721-1813 

Environmental Protection Agency  
Region IX 
Air and Toxics Program  
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Amy Kratovil 
Federal Aviation Administration 
831 Mitten Road 
Burlingame, CA 94010 

Peter Hong 
Federal Aviation Administration 
831 Mitten Road 
Burlingame, CA 94010 

US Fish & Wildlife Services 
Sacramento Fish & Wildlife 

Office 
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605 
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846 
STATE AGENCIES 
Cynthia Marvin, Chief 
AQTP Branch 
CAL-EPA
Air Resources Board 
PO Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95812-2815 

Tom Kovac 
Department Toxic Substances 

Control – Region 1  
CAL-EPA
1515 Tollhouse Road  
Clovis, CA 93612 

Marlyn Barragan 
Northern California Cleanup 

Operations Branch 
CAL-EPA
Department of Toxic Substances 
10151 Croyden Way, Suite 3 
Sacramento, CA 95827-0806 

Joe Garcia 
State Fire Marshal 
California Department of Forestry 

and Fire Protection  
1234 E Shaw Avenue  
Fresno, CA 93710 

Marc Birnbaum 
Caltrans District 6 
PO Box 12616 
Fresno, CA 93778 

Moses Stittes 
Caltrans District 6 
PO Box 12616 
Fresno, CA 93778 

Roberto Buendia 
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 
1120 N Street, Rm 3300, MS# 40 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

California Wildlife Conservation 
Board

Department of Fish & Game 
1807 13th Street #103 
Sacramento, CA 95814-7137 

Office of Grants and Local 
Services  

Department of Parks & 
Recreation  

PO Box 942896 
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 

Kevin Forester 
California State Parks – San 

Joaquin District  
PO Box 205 
Friant, CA 93626

Office of Emergency Services 
Region V 
2550 Mariposa Street, Room 181 
Fresno, CA 93721

State Water Resources Control 
Board

PO Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

Lisa Gymer 
Regional Water Quality Control 

Board
1685 E Street 
Fresno, CA 93706 

Julie Vance 
Department of Fish & Game  
Region 4 
1234 E Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93710 

Hector Guerra 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 

Control District 
1990 E Gettysburg Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93726 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
COUNTY OF FRESNO
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Carolina Jimenez-Hogg 
Assistant County Administration 

Officer 
County of Fresno 
2281 Tulare Street 
Hall of Records #300 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Bernard Jimenez  
Development Services Manager 
County of Fresno 
2281 Tulare Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Bud Laumer 
Planning & Resource Analyst 
County of Fresno – ALUC 
2220 Tulare Street, 6th Floor 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Richard Pierce 
Fresno County Sheriff 
2200 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Ron Peterson 
Fresno County Transportation 

Authority
2220 Tulare Street, Suite 411  
Fresno, CA 93721  

Jerry Lakeman or Daniel Rork 
Assistant District Manager 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood 

Control
5469 E Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Dale Stanton 
Assistant Manager 
Fresno Irrigation District 
2907 S Maple Ave 
Fresno, CA 93726 

Bill Stretch 
Fresno Irrigation District 
2907 S Maple Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93725  

Fresno County Fire Protection 
District 

210 S Academy Avenue  
Sanger, CA 93657 

Mike Waiczis 
Executive Officer 
Fresno County Local Agency 

Formation Commission 
2100 Tulare Street, Suite 502  
Fresno, CA 93721

Barbara Goodwin 
Executive Director 
Council of Fresno County 

Governments 
2100 Tulare Street, Suite 619 
Fresno, CA 93721

Clark Thompson 
Council of Fresno County 

Governments 
2100 Tulare Street, Suite 619 
Fresno, CA 93721

Renee Devere 
Council of Fresno County 

Governments 
2100 Tulare Street, Suite 619 
Fresno, CA 93721

Kathleen Boyer 
Fresno County Office of 

Emergency Services 
1221 Fulton Mall 
Fresno, CA 93721 

City of Fresno 
Alan Autry 
Mayor
Mayor’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Roger Montero 
Deputy Mayor 
Mayor’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Cheryl Bassett 
Scheduling Coordinator  
Mayor’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Tom Boyajian 
Council Member, District 1 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Regina Peters 
Council Assistant, District 1 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Brian Calhoun 
Council Member, District 2 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Ann Kloose 
Council Assistant, District 2 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Cynthia Sterling 
Council Member, District 3 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Luis Mendoza 
Council Assistant, District 3 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Larry Westerlund 
Council Member, District 4 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Rosalyn Belluomini 
Council Assistant, District 4 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Mike Dages 
Council Member, District 5 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600
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Sal Quintero 
Council Assistant, District 5 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Jerry Duncan 
Council Member/Redevelopment 

Agency Chair, District 6 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Ginger Barrett 
Council Assistant, District 6 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Henry T. Perea 
Council Member, District 7 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Sherry Vargas 
Council Assistant, District 7 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600

Andy Souza 
City Manager 
City Manager’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2064 
Fresno, CA 93721-3601

Jon Ruiz 
Assistant City Manager 
City Manager’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2064 
Fresno, CA 93721-3601

Russ Widmar, AAE 
Director of Aviation 
Department of Airports 
4995 E Clinton Way 
Fresno, CA 93727

Nick P. Yovino 
Director 
Planning & Development Dept. 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, CA 93721-3604

Darrell Unruh 
Planning & Development Dept. 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721

David Healey 
Public Works Director 
Department of Public Works 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 4016 
Fresno, CA 93721-3615

Mike Kirn 
Assistant Public Works Director 
Department of Public Works 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 4016 
Fresno, CA 93721-3615

Fred Burkhard 
Director 
Economic Development Dept. 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3076 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Superintendent 
Fresno Unified School District  
2309 Tulare Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Joe Alvarado  
Interim Administrator 
Fresno Unified School District 
2309 Tulare Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Superintendent 
Central Unified School District 
4605 N Polk  
Fresno, CA 93722 
CITY OF CLOVIS
Mayor Jose “Joe” Flores 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Mayor Pro Tem  
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Councilmember Harry Armstrong 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Councilmember Nathan F. 
Magsig 

City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Councilmember Patricia Wynne 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Kathleen A. Millison 
City Manager’s Office 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Alan Weaver 
Public Works/Utilities 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

John Wright 
Director, Planning Division 
City of Clovis  
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612

David Fey 
Senior Planner 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

John Wright, Director 
Planning & Development 

Services 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Terry Bradley 
Superintendent 
Clovis Unified School District 
1450 Herndon Avenue 
Clovis, CA 93611-0599 

Walt Byrd 
Assistant Superintendent 
Clovis Unified School District 
1450 Herndon Avenue 
Clovis, CA 93611 

OTHER: UTILITIES
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Safety and Health Division  
Burlington Northern Santa Fe 

Railroad
4006 East Vine Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93725-2027 

Don Triplett 
PG&E Electricity, Building, & 

Land Services  
650 O Street, Bag 19 
Fresno, CA 93760-0001

Randy Walker 
PG&E Land Services  
650 O Street, Bag 23 
Fresno, CA 93760-0001 

Jim Smith 
Industry and Public Projects  
Union Pacific Railroad  
10031 Foothills Blvd.  
Roseville, CA 95747 
OTHER: ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS
San Joaquin River Conservancy  
5469 E Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

San Joaquin River Parkway & 
Conservation Trust 

1550 E Shaw Avenue, Suite 114 
Fresno, CA 93710 

Sierra Club 
Tehipite Chapter  
PO Box 5396 
Fresno, CA 93755

Roberta Ray Coon 
Sierra Resource Conservation 

District 
3126 Fine Street 
Clovis, CA 93613
Other: Economic Development Groups 
Fresno County Farm Bureau  
1274 W Hedges Avenue  
Fresno, CA 93728 

Steve Newvine 
CEO
Chamber of Commerce 
2331 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721

Central California Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce  

2331 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721-1801 

Virginia Gonzalez
Downtown Association of Fresno 
950 Fulton Mall, Suite, Suite 102  
Fresno, CA 93721 

David Spaur 
President & CEO 
Economic Development Corp. 
906 N Street, Suite 120 
Fresno, CA 93721  

Keith Kelley 
Fresno West Coalition for 

Economic Development  
41 N Shelly Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Other: Homeowners and Neighborhood Groups 
Bullard Area Homeowners 
PO Box 5700 
Fresno, CA 93755-5700 

Fig Garden Homeowners 
Association 

PO Box 5796 
Fresno, CA 93755 

Sierra Sky Park Homeowners 
Association  

7081 N Marks, Box 104-250 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Sunnyside Fancher Creek 
Association 

675 N Burgan Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Sunnyside Property Owners 
Association 

PO Box 8096 
Fresno, CA 93747  

Woodward Lakes Homeowners 
Association 

10250 N Westshore Drive 
Fresno, CA 93720 

Woodward Park Homeowners 
Association 

C/O Vince Correll 
840 E Cole Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93720  

Joni Johnson 
Board Director 
Fresno Neighborhood Alliance  
P.O. Box 5956 
Fresno, CA 93755 

Last Updated: November 2005 
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SECTION 1.3 

CALIFORNIA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING 
UNIT NOP 
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SECTION 1.4 

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING NEWSPAPER ADVERTISEMENT 
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SECTION 1.5 

AGENCY/PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING HANDOUT 



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

FRESNO YOSEMITE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT 

SCOPING INFORMATION PACKAGE 
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WELCOME TO AGENCY SCOPING MEETING 

Agenda:

2:00 – 2:15 PM Informal Introductions and Interaction With Team 
Members

2:15 – 2:20 PM Opening Remarks  

2:20 – 2:40 PM Presentation/Discussion of Master Plan 

2:40 – 3:00 PM Presentation/Discussion of EA/EIR 

3:00 – 3:30 PM Question and Answer Session 

3:30 – 4:00 PM Informal Discussion 

WELCOME TO PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Agenda:

5:00 – 5:30 PM Informal Interactive Session With Team Members 

5:30 – 5:40 PM Opening Remarks  

5:40 – 6:00 PM Presentation/Discussion of Master Plan  

6:00 – 6:20 PM  Presentation/Discussion of EA/EIR 

6:20 – 6:40 PM Question and Answer Session 

6:40 – 7:00 PM Informal Discussion 



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

Fresno Yosemite International Airport
Master Plan Update EA/EIR 

Scoping Information Package 
July 21, 2005 

NOTICE OF INTENT (NEPA)/NOTICE OF PREPARATION (CEQA)
FOR THE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
REGARDING THE MASTER PLAN UPDATE

AT THE FRESNO YOSEMITE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (FAT)

TO: Governmental/Regulatory Agencies and Interested Public Participants (refer to 
distribution list) 

FROM:  Federal Aviation Administration and the City of Fresno, California

  LEAD NEPA AGENCY:    LEAD CEQA AGENCY:
  Federal Aviation Administration   City of Fresno - Airports 
  Western Pacific Region    4995 East Clinton Way 
  San Francisco Airports District Office  Fresno, CA 93727-1525 
  831 Mitten Road, Room 210   Fax: (559) 498-5549 
  Burlingame, CA 94010-1303   Email: Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov 
  Fax: (650) 876-2733    Contact:  Kevin Meikle 

Email:  Aimee.Kratovil@faa.gov   Airports Planning Manager  
Contact:  Aimee Kratovil 

  Environmental Protection Specialist 

SUBJECT:   Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation (NOI/NOP) to prepare a joint Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR); Project No. 10136 

Summary:  The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the City of Fresno, CA are issuing this notice 
to advise the governmental/regulatory agencies and general public that a joint EA/EIR will be prepared to 
solicit input regarding the proposed projects under the Fresno Yosemite International Airport Master Plan 
Update.  To ensure that all significant issues related to the Master Plan Update are identified, one (1) 
governmental/regulatory agency scoping meeting and one (1) general public scoping meeting will be held 
on the same day. 

FAA will be the Lead Federal Agency, while the City of Fresno will be the Lead State Agency for the 
preparation of the EA/EIR regarding the action identified above.  We need to know the views of your 
governmental/regulatory agency or public participant interests as to the scope of the environmental/social 
information that is germane to the proposed projects.  Governmental/regulatory agencies will need to use 
the EA/EIR that is being prepared when considering your permit or other approval of the proposed 
projects. There will be additional opportunities to comment on the proposed projects at a later date.  
Preliminary comments on the scope of this EA/EIR should be submitted in writing to the addresses above 
and must be received no later than 5:00 P.M. Pacific Standard Time, on July 29, 2005.   

Notice of Scoping Meetings:  All interested parties are invited to attend their respective meeting on the 
scope of the EA/EIR. 
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Fresno Yosemite International Airport
Master Plan Update EA/EIR 

Scoping Information Package 
July 21, 2005 

Governmental/Regulatory Scoping Meeting – Thursday, July 21, 2:00 – 4:00 P.M., Holiday Inn, 
5090 East Clinton Way, Valley Center Room, Fresno, CA  93727 

General Public Scoping Meeting – Thursday, July 21, 5:00 – 7:00 P.M., Holiday Inn, 5090 East 
Clinton Way, Valley Center Room, Fresno, CA  93727 

Reference:  California Code of Regulations, Title 14 (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082 (a), 15103, 
15375 

Project Title:  Fresno Yosemite International Airport Master Plan Update Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report. 

Project Location:  Fresno Yosemite International Airport (FAT or Airport) generally lies east of State 
Route 168 (SR-168) and northeast of State Route 180 (SR-180), in the City of Fresno, CA.  The City of 
Fresno is located in the San Joaquin Valley in central California.  FAT is bounded by Dakota Avenue on 
the north, Clovis Avenue on the east, McKinley Avenue on the south, and Chestnut Avenue on the west.  
The Airport is accessed via Clinton Way from McKinley Avenue.  Downtown Fresno and State Route (SR-
99) lie approximately 5 miles southwest of FAT.   

Project Background:  FAT was developed by the U.S. Army Air Corps in the early 1940s as Hammer 
Field, with one northwest/southeast oriented runway and parallel taxiway systems.  The U.S. Army Air 
Corps deactivated the base in late 1945 and the City of Fresno assumed operation in 1946 and adopted 
the name Fresno Air Terminal (FAT), which remains as the official airport code today.  The original 
northwest/southeast runway, now identified as Runway 11L/29R, was extended to its current length 
between 1956 and 1968.  A second runway, 11R/29L, was first constructed in 1956 and was extended to 
its current length in 1987.  Currently, Runway 11L/29R is 9,227 feet long, 150 feet wide, and is equipped 
with a Category IIIb Instrument Landing System.  Runway 11R/29L is 7,206 feet long, 100 feet wide, and 
has non-precision approach capabilities.  Both runways are supported by full-length parallel taxiways on 
the north and south sides.  An FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower is located on the south side of the Airport 
and provides 24-hour traffic control services.  The City of Fresno renamed the airport to Fresno Yosemite 
International Airport in 1996, however, is still referred to as FAT.

FAT has a field elevation of 336 feet above mean sea level and accommodates numerous types of 
general, commercial, air-cargo, and military aircraft operations.  Currently, the Airport is served by 6 
commercial passenger carriers including Allegiant Air, American, American Eagle, Delta Connection 
(operated by Skywest), America West Express (operated by Mesa), Horizon, and United Express (also 
operated by Skywest) which serve slightly more than 1 million annual passengers.  Frontier Air has 
recently agreed to begin service (operated by Horizon) starting August 31, 2005, and Mexicana is also 
considering international service starting in the Spring of 2006.  Air cargo contributes to the airport by 
transporting more than 15,000 tons annually as belly cargo on passenger airlines, and main deck cargo 
on feeder carriers and major commercial cargo companies.   The current airlines that provide air cargo 
include Ameriflight, Union Flights, Airborne (operating on behalf of DHL), Federal Express, UPS and 
some smaller air taxi/commuter operators. 
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Master Plan Update EA/EIR 

Scoping Information Package 
July 21, 2005 

Approximately 175 corporate and privately owned aircraft are based at FAT and utilize various aircraft 
hangars and outdoor tie-downs.  Transient aircraft parking is also available.  Additionally, there are 3 
major Fixed Base Operators as well as the U.S Forest Service, the California Department of Forestry, the 
California Highway Patrol, the Fresno County Sheriff, and the City of Fresno Police Department operating 
out of the Airport.  Furthermore, FAT is home to 3 military aviation units including the 144th Fighter Wing 
of the California Air National Guard, the California Army National Guard Aviation Classification and Repair 
Activity Depot (AVCRAD), and the U.S. Marine Corp Reserve Air Defense Activity Unit.  All told, 
approximately 160,000 total aircraft operations occur annually at FAT.  

The terminal and concourse building was originally completed in 1962 and was remodeled in 1978 1993, 
and 1997.  A major renovation and upgrade of the concourse building was completed in late 2002, with a 
new two-level structure including four passenger-loading bridges, an expanded food court, business 
center, and children’s play area.  The terminal roadways were reconfigured to provide additional traffic 
lanes and parking was increased to accommodate more than 2,000 short and long-term spaces.  Since 
this time period, FAT completed several projects such as runway and taxiway repaving and others smaller 
projects to maintain safe operations at the Airport. 

The most comprehensive public environmental information regarding FAT was compiled in the Fresno Air 
Terminal Airport and Environs Plan (the Plan) that was adopted in September 1992, and amended and 
adopted in July 1997.  These documents contain a summary of pertinent data in a consolidated format.  
Since then, some minor environmental documentation has been done at the Airport in the form of 
Categorical Exclusions and Negative Declarations, primarily in checklist format.  The Airport has also 
generally been discussed in other environmental documents such as the General Plan Update EIR.   

Project Purpose:  This Master Plan Update EA/EIR is intended to provide a comprehensive view of 
proposed future development including an understanding of the existing conditions that have changed in 
recent years at FAT.  The analysis will include a review of potential effects on the environment from the 
proposed projects in accordance with NEPA and CEQA regulations. The preferred alternative will be 
based on a thorough analysis of issues including safety, national policy, efficiency, economic, social, and 
environmental impacts. 

Proposed Projects:  The proposed projects to be examined in the EA/EIR will include the following 
primary airport improvements: 

Consolidated Rental Car Facility  
Rehabilitate Taxiway B4 and Construct C4   
Rehabilitate Taxiway C  
Rehabilitation of HPTWC
Rehabilitate AC/PCC Concourse Apron   
Rehabilitate, widen, and Extend Runway 11R-29L  
Construct Terminal Parking Garage 
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Alternatives:  The following alternatives will be evaluated in the EA/EIR to address short-term projects in 
2010 and long-term projects in 2020.  The NEPA analysis in the EA portion of the document will focus 
primarily on the short-term projects and discuss long-term projects under a cumulative impact section.  
The CEQA analysis will review all the preferred projects proposed in the master planned out to 2020.  
Additional reasonable and feasible alternatives may be evaluated in the EA/EIR as a result of the scoping 
process.   

Alternative 1 - Proposed Projects: This alternative includes all of the items listed above under the 
proposed projects.  This alternative consists of extending and rehabilitating Runway 11R/29L (secondary 
runway) from 7,206 feet to 8,000 feet long and widening from 100 feet to 150 feet.  The extension can be 
located on either end of the runway.    Also included in this alternative is the addition of a precision 
instrument approach system to Runway 11R/29L; improvements to the taxiway system to minimize 
runway occupancy times; establishment of a terminal support area to include the relocation/expansion of 
kitchen flight areas, airport maintenance, etc.; relocation of the rental car facilities to a new area west of 
the baggage claim; rehabilitation of several taxiways and apron areas and consideration of constructing a 
new terminal parking garage over the existing parking area. 

Alternative 2 - No Action: This alternative consists of not implementing any elements of the Master Plan 
Update.  No new development items identified in the Master Plan Update would be constructed or 
implemented in the future analysis years.  

Alternative 3- Develop Another Airport in the Region: The City of Fresno also owns and operates Fresno-
Chandler Executive Airport, which is located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of downtown Fresno 
(across SR-99) and 6.5 miles southwest of FAT.  Currently, Fresno-Chandler Executive Airport has two 
runways of nearly equal length (Runway 12L/30R is 2,815 feet long and Runway 12R/30L is 2,972 feet 
long) and is utilized as a general aviation facility.  Sierra Sky Park Airport is located on the northern edge 
of the City of Fresno, is approximately 8 miles northwest of FAT, and has one runway that is 2,920 feet 
long.  This alternative considers further developing and /or improving either of these airports instead of 
FAT.

Alternative 4 - Use Alternative Modes of Transportation: This alternative would utilize other types of 
transportation modes such as rail(including high-speed), inter-city bus, and automobiles to transport 
people, goods, and services to transport visitors in and out of the area. 

Alternative 5 - Develop a New Airport in the Region at a Different Site: This alternative consists of 
construction of a new airport facility instead of further developing the existing FAT airport. 

Probable Environmental Effects:  Construction of the proposed projects are expected to have minimal 
short-term environmental effects on its own, all of which are anticipated to be mitigated to a less than 
significant level.  However, operations associated with the proposed projects are anticipated to result in 
cumulative and induced impacts that will need to be fully evaluated in the EA/EIR.  These impacts are 
anticipated to be related to air quality, noise, traffic/transportation, and hydrology/water quality.  At this 
time, all foreseeable impacts are expected to be mitigated to less than significant levels with mitigation 
measures identified in the EA/EIR. 
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Submitting Comments:  Comments and suggestions are invited from Federal, State and local agencies, 
and other public participants to ensure that the full range of issues related to the proposed projects and 
the alternatives are addressed and all significant issues are identified.  Comments on the scope of the 
EA/EIR should be submitted in writing to the addresses listed above by no later than 5:00 P.M. Pacific 
Standard Time, on July 29, 2005.  Your names will be added to the agency/public participation list for the 
project.   



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Fr
es

no
 Y

os
em

ite
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l A

irp
or

t
M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
EA

/E
IR

 
Sc

op
in

g 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
Pa

ck
ag

e 
Ju

ly
 2

1,
 2

00
5 

Ph
as

e 
1 

M
as

te
r P

la
n 

U
pd

at
e 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t (
20

06
-2

01
1)

R
eh

ab
ili

ta
te

 T
ax

iw
ay

 C
 

R
eh

ab
ili

ta
te

 H
ol

d 
Pa

d
Ta

xi
w

a y
 C

R
eh

ab
ili

ta
te

 T
ax

iw
ay

 B
4 

C
on

st
ru

ct
 T

ax
iw

ay
 C

4 

R
eh

ab
ili

ta
te

, 
w

id
en

, 
an

d 
ex

te
nd

 
R

un
w

ay
11

R
/2

9L
 (s

ec
on

da
ry

 ru
nw

ay
)

R
eh

ab
ili

ta
te

 C
on

co
ur

se
 A

pr
on

 

C
on

st
ru

ct
 

C
on

so
lid

at
ed

R
en

ta
l C

ar
 F

ac
ili

t y

R
eh

ab
ili

ta
te

 S
er

vi
ce

 R
oa

d 



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Fr
es

no
 Y

os
em

ite
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l A

irp
or

t
M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
EA

/E
IR

 
Sc

op
in

g 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
Pa

ck
ag

e 
Ju

ly
 2

1,
 2

00
5 

A
irp

or
t P

la
nn

in
g 

Pr
oc

es
s

Pu
bl

ic
 H

ea
rin

g/
 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

W
or

ks
ho

p
FA

A
/A

irp
or

t/
C

on
su

lta
nt

 P
re

pa
re

Fi
na

l E
A

/E
IR

FA
A

/A
irp

or
t

C
irc

ul
at

e 
Fi

na
l 

EA
/E

IR

FA
A

 is
su

es
 F

O
N

SI
 

on
 E

A
 &

 A
irp

or
t 

Is
su

es
 E

IR
 F

in
di

ng
s 

FA
A

/A
irp

or
t

C
irc

ul
at

e 
D

ra
ft 

EA
/E

IR
 fo

r R
ev

ie
w

 

FA
A

/A
irp

or
t I

ni
tia

te
 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l
R

ev
ie

w
FA

A
/A

irp
or

t P
re

pa
re

 
D

ra
ft 

EA
/E

IR
 

FA
A

/A
irp

or
t I

ss
ue

s 
N

ot
ic

e 
of

 In
te

nt
 &

 
N

ot
ic

e 
of

 
Pr

ep
ar

at
io

n

A
ge

nc
y 

an
d 

Pu
bl

ic
 

Sc
op

in
g 

M
ee

tin
gs

 
FA

A
/A

irp
or

t R
ev

ie
w

s 
an

d 
Ev

al
ua

te
s 

Sc
op

in
g 

C
om

m
en

ts

A
irp

or
t I

de
nt

ifi
es

 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

Pr
oj

ec
ts

A
irp

or
t C

om
pl

et
es

 
M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e
A

irp
or

t B
eg

in
s 

M
as

te
r P

la
n 

U
pd

at
e 



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

Fresno Yosemite International Airport
Master Plan Update EA/EIR 

Scoping Information Package 
July 21, 2005 

Purpose of the Scoping Process

Identify affected parties, involved agencies, and interested parties 

Identify alternative methods to accomplishing the purpose of and need for the Proposed Project 

Identify environmental and social topics that should receive specific or enhanced attention 

Identify additional environmental factors that should be considered

Standard FAA/Airport EA/EIR Environmental Topics

Noise 

Air Quality 

Land Use 

Wetlands 

Floodplains 

Farmlands 

Visual Quality 

Biological Resources 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Surface Transportation 

Cultural Resources 

Cumulative Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Recreational Resources 

Utilities & Public Services 

Hydrology & Water Quality 

Geology, Soils, Seismicity 

Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste 

Natural Resources/Energy Supply 

Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice
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Written Comments

Comment forms are available at this meeting for your written comments.  You may submit written 
comments at this time or mail the comment form to the addresses listed on the form and provided below.  
Mailed comments should be postmarked by July 29, 2005. 

MAIL COMMENTS TO: 

Federal Aviation Administration   City of Fresno – Airports  
Western Pacific Region    4995 East Clinton Way 
San Francisco Airports District Office  Fresno, CA 93727-1525 
831 Mitten Road, Room 210   Fax: (559) 498-5549 
Burlingame, CA 94010-1303   Email: Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov
Fax: (650) 876-2733    Attn: Kevin Meikle 
Email: Aimee.Kratovil@faa.gov   Airports Planning Manager 
Attn: Aimee Kratovil 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
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SECTION 1.6 

AGENCY/PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING POWERPOINT 
PRESENTATION 
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Master Plan Update and

EA/EIR Summary

5:00 – 5:30 PM Informal Interactive Session With Team Members

5:30 – 5:40 PM Opening Remarks 

5:40 – 6:00 PM Presentation/Discussion of Master Plan 

6:00 – 6:20 PM Presentation/Discussion of EA/EIR

6:20 – 6:40 PM Question and Answer Session

6:40 – 7:00 PM Informal Discussion

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AGENDAAGENDA
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Public Hearing/ 
Information 
Workshop

FAA/Airport/ 
Consultant Prepare       

Final EA/EIR

FAA/Airport 
Circulate Final 

EA/EIR

FAA issues FONSI 
on EA & Airport 

Issues EIR Findings

FAA/Airport 
Circulate Draft 

EA/EIR for Review

FAA/Airport Initiate 
Environmental 

Review
FAA/Airport Prepare 

Draft EA/EIR

Airport Completes 
Master Plan Update

Airport Identifies 
Development 

Projects

FAA/Airport Issues 
Notice of Intent & 

Notice of 
Preparation

Agency and Public 
Scoping Meetings

Airport Begins 
Master Plan Update

FAA/Airport Reviews 
and Evaluates 

Scoping Comments

PLANNING PLANNING 
PROCESSPROCESS

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Establishes the City’s Vision for the Airports 
Future

Identifies Opportunities for Airport 
Development

Balances Growth Decisions

Becomes an Official FAA Document

Makes Projects Eligible for Funding

MASTER PLANNINGMASTER PLANNING
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

MASTER PLAN PROCESSMASTER PLAN PROCESS
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Maintain the Facility

Provide for Expansion

Use Land Rationally

Maintain Flexibility

Assure Financial Feasibility

Maintain Community Compatibility

AIRPORT ISSUESAIRPORT ISSUES
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE
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Before the Year 2025

Number Of Passengers 
Will Grow by 70% 

Number Of Operations 
Will Grow by 10%

Aircraft Will Shift From 
Turboprops To 
Regional Jets 0

100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900

2001 2010 2020

Passengers

Operations

AIRLINE ACTIVITY FORECASTAIRLINE ACTIVITY FORECAST
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Activity Will Grow More 
Than 250%

Carriers Will Serve 
More Destinations

Supports Community 
Economic Development 
Plans 0

50
100
150
200
250
300
350
400

2001 2010 2020

Operations

Tonnage

AIR CARGO FORECASTAIR CARGO FORECAST
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE
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General Aviation Will Shift From 
Training To Business Flying

Military Will Remain Active

OTHER FORECASTSOTHER FORECASTS
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Pavement and Building Maintenance

Balance the Runway System

Expand Passenger Terminal Facilities

Expand Air Cargo Area

Improve Safety and Reliability

FACILITY REQUIREMENTSFACILITY REQUIREMENTS
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE
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Both Runways Capable of 
Accommodating Air Carrier and Air 
Cargo Flights

Efficient Taxiway System 

Better Instrument Approach 
Capabilities

BALANCE AIRFIELDBALANCE AIRFIELD
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Increase in Building Space
FIS Facility

Wider Concourse

Security Checkpoints

New Parking Garage

Consolidated RAC Facility

Support Services

TERMINAL EXPANSIONTERMINAL EXPANSION
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE
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RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 1RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 1
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 2RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 2
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 3RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 3

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 4RUNWAY 11/29 ALTERNATIVE 4
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AIRPORT LAYOUT PLANAIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

PHASE I (2006-2010) DEVELOPMENT
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

PHASE II (2011-2015) DEVELOPMENT

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

PHASE III (2016-2025) DEVELOPMENT
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SCOPING MEETINGSCOPING MEETING AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Master Plan Update EA/EIR

• Develop Single Document that Fulfills FAA / 
NEPA and City/CEQA Requirements

• Prepared According to FAA Order
5050.4a / 1050.1D Standards

• Technical Appendices to Contain Most Relevant 
Information

• Supplemental Reference Documents For 
Voluminous Support Materials

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
DOCUMENTATIONDOCUMENTATION
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1. Public Scoping Workshop

2. Finalize Purpose & Need, Alternatives, Objectives

3. Existing Documentation and Regulations

4. Technical Analysis, Impact Findings, Mitigation

5. Prepare Draft EA/EIR  

6. Public Review and Hearing

7. Prepare Final EA/EIR

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PRIMARY STEPS PRIMARY STEPS 

• Review Existing Data/Verify Permit Requirements
– environmental permits for construction of planned improvements 

at Airport over short-term (e.g., over next 5 years).

– USACE: Section 404-Clean Water Act; SHPO- Section 106 ; 
FWS/CDFG- Endangered Species Acts; Federal Clean Air Act, 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards; RWQCB

• Definition of Purpose and Need and Early 
Coordination With FAA and City
– Assist with statement of purpose and need(NEPA), (project 

objectives under CEQA)

• Identification of Alternatives
– Review alternatives considered in the planning process from MP 

update as a starting place

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

INTEGRATEDINTEGRATED
APPROACHAPPROACH
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• Forms Basis of Entire Study

• Utilize Recently Completed

– Forecasts

– Demand / Capacity Analyses

– Facility Requirements

– Environmental Inventory

• Prepare Purpose and Need Statements

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTPURPOSE & NEEDPURPOSE & NEED

The alternative discussion is typically characterized as “the heart of 
the EA/EIR.” The alternatives section must demonstrate that 
FAA/Airport has conducted an independent review and analysis of 
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project and that its 
recommendation of a “Preferred Alternative” is based on a 
thorough analysis of issues including safety, national policy, 
efficiency, economic, social, and environmental impacts.

Preliminary Alternatives to be examined in EA/EIR include:

Alternative 1 – Proposed Projects

Alternative 2 – No Action

Alternative 3 – Develop Another Airport in Region

Alternative 4 – Use Alternative Modes of Transportation

Alternative 5 – Develop New Airport in Region at Different Location

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PRELIMINARYPRELIMINARY
ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVES
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• Systematic Process of 
Evaluation using a Three-level 
Matrix:
– Ability to Meet Purpose and 

Need
– Construction Feasibility
– Benefit / Cost
– Environmental 

Permittability
• Prepare Alternatives Working 

Paper 

LEVEL 1

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 3

ALTERNATIVES
RETAINED FOR 

ANALYSIS

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCREENING SCREENING 
ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVES

Purpose and Need Project Objectives

Reasonable Range
of Alternatives and 

No Action Alternative

Technical Studies of
Environ. Categories

Environmentally
Preferred

Alternative

EA (NEPA) EA (NEPA) 
FAAFAA

EIR (CEQA)EIR (CEQA)
CityCity

Draft 
Mitigation Concepts

Draft EA/EIR

Public/Agency Review
of Draft EA/EIR

EA Approval

Respond to Comments

Preferred
Alternative -

Proposed Action

Council/Commission
Certifies EIR and 

Adopts Master Plan

Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan

Final EA/EIR

Permit Applications

Draft Findings and
Statement of Over-

riding Considerations

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

INTEGRATEDINTEGRATED
PROCESS PROCESS 

Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI)
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• Cultural Resources

• Cumulative Impacts

• Construction  Impacts

• Recreational Resources

• Utilities & Public Services

• Hydrology & Water Quality

• Geology, Soils, Seismicity

• Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste

• Natural Resources/Energy Supply

• Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice

• Noise

• Air Quality

• Land Use

• Wetlands

• Floodplains

• Farmlands

• Visual Quality

• Biological Resources

• Wild and Scenic Rivers

• Surface Transportation

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ENVIRONMENTALENVIRONMENTAL
TOPICSTOPICS

Legend

Roadways 

Rail Road Tracks

Detention Basins

Cultural Resources

Hazardous Materials

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

EXISTINGEXISTING
CONSTRAINTSCONSTRAINTS



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

Proposed projects to be evaluated in MP Update EA/EIR 
include the following airport improvements:

1.  Rehabilitate, widen, and extend Runway 11R/29L (secondary 
runway)

2.  Rehabilitate Taxiway B4 and construct Taxiway C4

3.  Rehabilitate Taxiway C

4.  Rehabilitate Hold Pad Taxiway C

5.  Rehabilitate Asphalt Concrete/Portland Cement Concrete    
Concourse Apron (Adjacent to Original Terminal)

6.  Construct consolidated Rental Car Facility

7.  Construct main terminal parking garage

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PROJECTPROJECT
DESCRIPTIONDESCRIPTION

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PHASE I (2006-2011)
DEVELOPMENT

Rehabilitate, widen, and extend 
Runway 11R/29L (secondary runway)

Rehabilitate Taxiway C

Rehabilitate Hold 
Pad Taxiway C

Rehabilitate Concourse ApronConstruct Consolidated 
Rental Car Facility

Rehabilitate Taxiway B4 Construct Taxiway C4

Rehabilitate Service Road
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PHASE II (2011-2016)
DEVELOPMENT

Rehabilitate, widen, and extend 
Runway 11R/29L (secondary runway)

Rehabilitate  Taxiway B2

Rehabilitate Concourse ApronConstruct Main Terminal 
Parking Garage

Rehabilitate Taxiway B6

Rehabilitate Taxiway B

Install Lighting on Taxiway B, 
C, B4/C4, B6, B10/C10, B12/C12

Rehabilitate Hold 
Pad Taxiway B

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PHASE III (2016-2025)
DEVELOPMENT

Extend Runway 11L/29R 
(primary runway)

Rehabilitate Taxiway C
Construct
Maintenance Apron

Construct New Terminal Building
Rehabilitate 
Taxiway B5, 
B7, B8, & B11

Rehabilitate Taxiway B6 Construct Taxiway C4

Extend Taxiway B & C

Rehabilitate 
Taxiway C10 
& C12

Expand Air 
Cargo Facility

Rehabilitate 
GA Apron

Rehabilitate 
Taxiway B2

Rehabilitate 
Concourse
Apron

Rehabilitate 
Taxiway B4

Expand
GA Apron
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EA/EIR FORMAT

The following major elements / chapters:

• Executive Summary

• Purpose and Need

• Alternatives

• Affected Environment

• Environmental Consequences

• Mitigation

• Coordination and Public Involvement

• List of Preparers, List of Parties to 
Whom Sent

• References

• List of Abbreviations, Acronyms, and 
Glossary

• Index

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CONTENTS & CONTENTS & 
OUTREACHOUTREACH

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement and comments are an important 
component and includes the following 2 periods.

• Scoping Comment Period:  This Scoping Meeting 
is an opportunity to comment today or provide 
follow-up comments in writing by July 29, 2005.

• Draft EA/EIR Comment Period:  Public Hearing: 
Following 30 days from release of the the Draft 
EA/EIR, a Public Hearing will be held to receive 
public and agency comments on the document. 
Comments will be reviewed, responded to, and 
incorporated into the Final EA/EIR and made 
available for public review. 

AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

Agencies will be encouraged to participate in the  
public comment process and will be contacted 
throughout the EA/EIR to address issues and 
discuss future approvals required for the 
projects.  

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ANALYSIS METHOD ANALYSIS METHOD 
EXAMPLESEXAMPLES

Noise
Use Part 150 Existing Contour as Baseline
Identify land use and sensitive sites
Develop existing and future noise contours
Estimate noise exposure using GIS
Compare results with the No Action Alternative
Identify significant noise increases   
Coordinate with stakeholders

Air Quality
FAT located in non-attainment are for particulate 

Matter (PM10) and Ozone (O3)
Conform to State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Meet local Air Quality Plan standards
Apply EPA-approved Methods and Models
Identify significant increases in emissions
Coordinate with stakeholders

Biological Resources
Confirm List of Species of Concern

Burrowing Owl, Tiger Salamander, Red Fox
Identify Causes of Existing Population Conditions

Disease, Pesticides, Human Disturbance 
Identify land use and sensitive habitat
Coordinate with Resource Agencies
Identify significant increase in habitat disturbance
Coordinate with stakeholders

Hydrology & Water Quality
Review of Ground and Surface Water Systems
Stormwater Runoff From Expanded Pavement
SWPPP ( Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)
SPCC Spill Prevention Countermeasure Controls
Proximity of Leaky Acres Recharge Basins
Identify significant increases in runoff
Coordinate with stakeholders
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Written Comments

Comment forms are available at this meeting for your written 
comments.  You may submit written comments at this time 
or mail the comment form to the addresses listed on the 
form and provided below.  Mailed comments should be 
postmarked by July 29, 2005.

MAIL COMMENTS TO:

Federal Aviation Administration City of Fresno – Airports 

Western Pacific Region 4995 East Clinton Way

San Francisco Airports District Office Fresno, CA 93727-1525

831 Mitten Road, Room 210 Attn: Kevin Meikle

Burlingame, CA 94010-1303

Attn: Aimee Kratovil

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

HOW TO SUBMIT HOW TO SUBMIT 
COMMENTSCOMMENTS

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

2004 NOISE 
CONTOURS
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

2009 NOISE 
CONTOURS
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SECTION 1.7 

AGENCY/PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING PRESENTATION 
BOARDS
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SCOPING MEETING AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

WELCOME

REGISTRATION

WHERE  DO 
YOU   LIVE?

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
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Proposed projects to be evaluated in MP Update EA/EIR 
include the following airport improvements:

1.  Rehabilitate, widen, and extend Runway 11R/29L (secondary 
runway)

2.  Rehabilitate Taxiway B4 and construct Taxiway C4

3.  Rehabilitate Taxiway C

4.  Rehabilitate Hold Pad Taxiway C

5.  Rehabilitate Asphalt Concrete/Portland Cement Concrete    
Concourse Apron (Adjacent to Original Terminal)

6.  Construct consolidated Rental Car Facility

7.  Construct main terminal parking garage

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PROJECT
DESCRIPTION

• Cultural Resources

• Cumulative Impacts

• Construction  Impacts

• Recreational Resources

• Utilities & Public Services

• Hydrology & Water Quality

• Geology, Soils, Seismicity

• Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste

• Natural Resources/Energy Supply

• Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice

• Noise

• Air Quality

• Land Use

• Wetlands

• Floodplains

• Farmlands

• Visual Quality

• Biological Resources

• Wild and Scenic Rivers

• Surface Transportation

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ENVIRONMENTAL
TOPICS
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Purpose and Need Project Objectives

Reasonable Range
of Alternatives and 

No Action Alternative

Technical Studies of
Environ. Categories

Environmentally
Preferred

Alternative

EA (NEPA) EA (NEPA) 
FAAFAA

EIR (CEQA)EIR (CEQA)
CityCity

Draft 
Mitigation Concepts

Draft EA/EIR

Public/Agency Review
of Draft EA/EIR

EA Approval

Respond to Comments

Preferred
Alternative -

Proposed Action

Council/Commission
Certifies EIR and 

Adopts Master Plan

Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan

Final EA/EIR

Permit Applications

Draft Findings and
Statement of Over-

riding Considerations

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

INTEGRATED
PROCESS 

Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI)

The alternative discussion is typically characterized as “the heart of 
the EA/EIR.” The alternatives section must demonstrate that 
FAA/Airport has conducted an independent review and analysis of 
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project and that its 
recommendation of a “Preferred Alternative” is based on a 
thorough analysis of issues including safety, national policy, 
efficiency, economic, social, and environmental impacts.

Preliminary Alternatives to be examined in EA/EIR include:

Alternative 1 – Proposed Projects

Alternative 2 – No Action

Alternative 3 – Develop Another Airport in Region

Alternative 4 – Use Alternative Modes of Transportation

Alternative 5 – Develop New Airport in Region at Different Location

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PRELIMINARY
ALTERNATIVES
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PHASE I (2006-2011)
DEVELOPMENT

Rehabilitate, widen, and extend 
Runway 11R/29L (secondary runway)

Rehabilitate Taxiway C

Rehabilitate Hold 
Pad Taxiway C

Rehabilitate Concourse ApronConstruct Consolidated 
Rental Car Facility

Rehabilitate Taxiway B4 Construct Taxiway C4

Rehabilitate Service Road

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PHASE II (2011-2016)
DEVELOPMENT

Rehabilitate, widen, and extend 
Runway 11R/29L (secondary runway)

Rehabilitate  Taxiway B2

Rehabilitate Concourse ApronConstruct Main Terminal 
Parking Garage

Rehabilitate Taxiway B6

Rehabilitate Taxiway B

Install Lighting on Taxiway B, 
C, B4/C4, B6, B10/C10, B12/C12

Rehabilitate Hold 
Pad Taxiway B
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AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PHASE III (2016-2025)
DEVELOPMENT

Extend Runway 11L/29R 
(primary runway)

Rehabilitate Taxiway C
Construct
Maintenance Apron

Construct New Terminal Building
Rehabilitate 
Taxiway B5, 
B7, B8, & B11

Rehabilitate Taxiway B6 Construct Taxiway C4

Extend Taxiway B & C

Rehabilitate 
Taxiway C10 
& C12

Expand Air 
Cargo Facility

Rehabilitate 
GA Apron

Rehabilitate 
Taxiway B2

Rehabilitate 
Concourse
Apron

Rehabilitate 
Taxiway B4

Expand
GA Apron

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

AIRPORT
LAYOUT PLAN
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Legend

Roadways 

Rail Road Tracks

Detention Basins

Cultural Resources

Hazardous Materials

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

EXISTING
CONSTRAINTS

Written Comments

Comment forms are available at this meeting for your written 
comments.  You may submit written comments at this time 
or mail the comment form to the addresses listed on the 
form and provided below.  Mailed comments should be 
postmarked by July 29, 2005.

MAIL COMMENTS TO:

Federal Aviation Administration City of Fresno – Airports 

Western Pacific Region 4995 East Clinton Way

San Francisco Airports District Office Fresno, CA 93727-1525

831 Mitten Road, Room 210 Attn: Kevin Meikle

Burlingame, CA 94010-1303

Attn: Aimee Kratovil

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

HOW TO SUBMIT 
COMMENTS
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SECTION 2.0 

MEETING RECORDS
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SECTION 2.1 

AGENCY/PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING SIGN-IN-SHEET 
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SECTION 2.2 

FAA AND CITY OF FRESNO COMMENT FORM 
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Fresno Yosemite International Airport
Master Plan Update EA/EIR 

Agency/Public Scoping Meeting 
July 21, 2005 

COMMENT FORM 

This form is provided to receive your comments regarding the Environmental Assessment/Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/EIR) for the Master Plan Update Improvements at the Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport.  Please use the space provided below, attaching additional pages if necessary.  Either deposit the 
form in the comment box, or mail/fax your comment to one of the addresses below. 

YOUR COMMENTS: 

YOUR NAME: 

YOUR ADDRESS:  

Please mail your comments to either FAA or the City of Fresno at the following addresses.  Comments 
must be received or postmarked by 5:00 pm Pacific Daylight Time, Friday, July 29, 2005

Aimee Kratovil      Kevin Meikle 
Environmental Protection Specialist   Airports Planning Manager 
Federal Aviation Administration    City of Fresno – Airports  
831 Mitten Road, Room 210    4995 East Clinton Way 
Burlingame, CA 94010-1303    Fresno, CA 93727-1525 
Fax: (650) 876-2733     Fax: (559) 498-5549 



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

SECTION 3.0 

SCOPING COMMENTS
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SECTION 3.1 

AGENCY/PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING COMMENT 
DATABASE SUMMARY REPORT 
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COMMENT DATABASE SUMMARY REPORT 

The following information is provided to assist the reader in understanding how this scoping report is 
developed and how it relates to the ultimate development of the EA/EIR: 

These comments have been extracted from a variety of submittals, including letters.  All types of 
submittals are treated equally (only e-mail or letter comments have been provided during the 
scoping process so far). 

For this report comments from the public and from agencies are treated uniformly and are not 
differentiated. 

Comments have been assigned to topic categories by the EA/EIR team members.  The 
categories used are established prior to the processing of comments and are based on 
experience in previous similar projects and on the issues identified during the scoping meetings.  

The presentation of topics and issues in the EA/EIR documents will follow standard FAA 
protocols, and will likely be organized in a different manner than that used in this report. 

A similar comment database report will be provided as part of the Final EA/EIR, but will include 
responses to comments submitted in regard to the Draft EA/EIR. 

The topic categories include the following: 

1.  Purpose and Need 12. Geology, Soils, Seismicity 23. Wild and Scenic Rivers 
2.  Alternatives Screening 13. Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste 24. Cumulative Impacts 
3.  Air Quality 14. Hydrology & Water Quality 25. NEPA Evaluation 
4.  Biological Resources 15. Natural Resources/Energy Supply 26. CEQA Evaluation 
5.  Coastal Resources 16. Noise 27. EA/EIR Process 
6.  Compatible Land Use 17. Recreational Resources 28. General Support 
7.  Construction Impacts 18. Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice 29. General Opposition 
8.  Cultural Resources 19. Surface Transportation 30. Airport Design 
9.  DOT Section 4(f)/6(f) 20. Utilities & Public Services 31. Public Safety 
10. Farmlands 21. Visual Quality 32. Miscellaneous 
11. Floodplains 22. Wetlands  



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Fr
es

no
 Y

os
em

ite
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l A

irp
or

t
M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
EA

/E
IR

 
A

ge
nc

y/
Pu

bl
ic

 S
co

pi
ng

 M
ee

tin
g 

C
O

M
M

EN
T 

D
A

TA
B

A
SE

 S
U

M
M

A
R

Y 
R

EP
O

R
T 

Is
su

e
C

om
m

en
t 

N
um

be
r 

C
om

m
en

t 
C

om
m

en
te

r 
D

at
e 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

C
om

m
en

t  
1.

  P
ur

po
se

 a
nd

 N
ee

d 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
2.

  A
lte

rn
at

iv
es

 S
cr

ee
ni

ng
 

2-
2 

7-
1

7-
2

7-
3

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

co
ns

id
er

 m
ul

ti-
m

od
al

 fa
ci

lit
y 

an
al

ys
is

 fo
r 

A
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

4.

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

w
ha

t d
ev

el
op

m
en

ts
/im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
 

w
ou

ld
 o

cc
ur

 w
ith

 A
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

3.
   

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

de
fin

e 
ty

pe
s 

of
 p

ro
po

se
d 

tra
ns

po
rta

tio
n 

m
od

es
 fo

r a
nd

 id
en

tif
y 

op
er

at
io

na
l a

ut
ho

rit
ie

s,
 th

ei
r 

ap
pr

ox
im

at
e 

co
st

s,
 a

nd
 p

ro
po

se
d 

so
ur

ce
s 

of
 fu

nd
in

g 
fo

r 
A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
3.

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

ev
al

ua
te

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
s 

of
 e

co
no

m
ic

 
vi

ta
lit

y/
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f a

 n
ew

 a
irp

or
t o

n 
th

e 
C

ity
 o

f 
Fr

es
no

 (A
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

5)
, a

nd
 p

ro
vi

de
 th

e 
co

st
 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s 
of

 th
is

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e.

   

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
– 

D
is

tri
ct

 6
 

Fr
es

no
 

N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
A

lli
an

ce

7/
28

/0
5

7/
15

/0
5

Le
tte

r

E
-M

ai
l

3.
  A

ir 
Q

ua
lit

y 
5-

1 
E

IR
 s

ho
ul

d 
pr

ov
id

e 
de

sc
rip

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
re

gu
la

to
ry

 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t a
nd

 e
xi

st
in

g 
ai

r q
ua

lit
y 

co
nd

iti
on

s 
im

pa
ct

in
g 

th
e 

ar
ea

.  
A

ls
o 

it 
sh

ou
ld

 id
en

tif
y 

al
l e

xi
st

in
g 

D
is

tri
ct

 

S
an

 J
oa

qu
in

 
V

al
le

y 
A

ir 
P

ol
lu

tio
n 

C
on

tro
l 

7/
29

/0
5

Le
tte

r



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Is
su

e
C

om
m

en
t 

N
um

be
r 

C
om

m
en

t 
C

om
m

en
te

r 
D

at
e 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

C
om

m
en

t  

5-
2

5-
3

5-
4

9-
1

9-
2

9-
3

9-
4

re
gu

la
tio

ns
 th

at
 a

pp
ly

 to
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t  

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

pr
ov

id
e 

es
tim

at
es

 o
f e

xi
st

in
g 

em
is

si
on

s 
an

d 
pr

oj
ec

te
d 

po
llu

ta
nt

 e
m

is
si

on
s 

re
la

te
d 

to
 th

e 
in

cr
ea

se
 in

 
pr

oj
ec

t s
ou

rc
e 

em
is

si
on

s 
an

d 
ve

hi
cl

e 
us

e,
 a

lo
ng

 w
ith

 a
n 

an
al

ys
is

 o
f t

he
 e

ffe
ct

s 
of

 th
es

e 
in

cr
ea

se
s.

  

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

id
en

tif
y 

an
d 

di
sc

us
s 

al
l f

ea
si

bl
e 

m
ea

su
re

s 
th

at
 w

ill 
re

du
ce

 a
ir 

qu
al

ity
 im

pa
ct

s 
ge

ne
ra

te
d 

by
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t. 

C
om

po
ne

nt
s 

of
 th

is
 p

ro
je

ct
 m

ay
 b

e 
su

bj
ec

t t
o 

D
is

tri
ct

 
pe

rm
itt

in
g 

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 re
qu

ire
 a

 P
er

m
it 

to
 

O
pe

ra
te

.  
E

qu
ip

m
en

t s
ub

je
ct

 to
 th

e 
D

is
tri

ct
’s

 P
TO

 
re

qu
ire

m
en

ts
, m

us
t o

bt
ai

n 
an

 A
ut

ho
rit

y 
to

 C
on

st
ru

ct
 

fro
m

 th
e 

D
is

tri
ct

.  
 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

co
ns

id
er

 u
se

 o
f u

ltr
a 

lo
w

 s
ul

fu
r f

ue
l, 

ne
w

er
 

di
es

el
 e

ng
in

es
, a

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
cl

ea
n 

fu
el

 e
ng

in
es

, 
al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
fu

el
 s

ou
rc

es
, a

nd
 p

ar
tic

ul
at

e 
fil

te
rs

. 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

us
e 

of
 c

le
an

es
t t

ec
hn

ol
og

y 
fo

r a
ll 

ai
rp

or
t-r

el
at

ed
 tr

an
sp

or
t v

eh
ic

le
s 

 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

ex
pe

di
te

d 
co

m
m

itm
en

ts
 to

 re
du

ce
 

gr
ou

nd
 s

er
vi

ce
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t u
se

. 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

in
co

rp
or

at
io

n 
of

 F
A

A
s 

V
ol

un
ta

ry
 

A
irp

or
t L

ow
 E

m
is

si
on

s 
P

ro
gr

am
 a

nd
 c

om
m

it 
to

 s
pe

ci
fic

 

D
is

tri
ct

 

U
.S

. E
P

A
 

10
/6

/0
5

E
-M

ai
l



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Is
su

e
C

om
m

en
t 

N
um

be
r 

C
om

m
en

t 
C

om
m

en
te

r 
D

at
e 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

C
om

m
en

t  

9-
5

m
et

ho
ds

 to
 re

du
ce

 e
m

is
si

on
s 

as
so

ci
at

ed
 w

ith
 fu

el
in

g.
 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

m
ea

su
re

s 
to

 re
du

ce
 a

ux
ili

ar
y 

po
w

er
 

un
it 

em
is

si
on

s.
   

4.
  B

io
lo

gi
ca

l R
es

ou
rc

es
 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

5.
  C

oa
st

al
 R

es
ou

rc
es

 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
6.

  C
om

pa
tib

le
 L

an
d 

U
se

 
1-

5 
E

IR
 s

ho
ul

d 
co

ns
id

er
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
of

 a
irp

or
ts

 fr
om

 
in

co
m

pa
tib

le
 la

nd
 u

se
 e

nc
ro

ac
hm

en
t. 

  
C

al
ifo

rn
ia

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

– 
D

iv
is

io
n 

of
 

A
er

on
au

tic
s 

7/
25

/0
5 

Le
tte

r 

7.
  C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

Im
pa

ct
s 

9-
6 

9-
7

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

be
st

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
co

nt
ro

l m
ea

su
re

s 
fo

r 
cr

ite
ria

 p
ol

lu
ta

nt
s,

 s
uc

h 
as

 s
us

pe
ns

io
n 

of
 e

ar
th

-m
ov

in
g 

or
 o

th
er

 s
im

ila
r a

ct
iv

iti
es

 d
ur

in
g 

hi
gh

 w
in

d 
ev

en
ts

. 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

in
co

rp
or

at
io

n 
of

 s
pe

ci
fic

 
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
P

la
n 

to
 in

cl
ud

e 
m

ea
su

re
s 

fo
r 

fu
gi

tiv
e 

du
st

 s
ou

rc
e 

co
nt

ro
ls

, m
ob

ile
/s

ta
tio

na
ry

 s
ou

rc
e 

co
nt

ro
ls

, a
nd

 a
dm

in
is

tra
tiv

e 
co

nt
ro

ls
. 

U
.S

. E
P

A
 

10
/6

/0
5 

E
-M

ai
l 

8.
  C

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
9.

  D
O

T 
S

ec
tio

n 
4(

f)/
6(

f) 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
10

. F
ar

m
la

nd
s 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

11
. F

lo
od

pl
ai

ns
 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

12
. G

eo
lo

gy
, S

oi
ls

, S
ei

sm
ic

ity
 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

13
. H

az
ar

do
us

 M
at

er
ia

ls
/S

ol
id

 W
as

te
 

3-
1 

E
IR

 n
ee

ds
 a

 d
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

of
 s

ol
id

 a
nd

/o
r l

iq
ui

d 
w

as
te

 th
at

 
m

ig
ht

 b
e 

ge
ne

ra
te

d 
by

 th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 p
ro

je
ct

 a
nd

 h
ow

 it
 

w
ill 

be
 h

an
dl

e,
 tr

ea
te

d,
 a

nd
 d

is
po

se
d.

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
R

eg
io

na
l W

at
er

 
Q

ua
lit

y 
C

on
tro

l 
B

oa
rd

 –
 C

en
tra

l 

7/
26

/0
5

an
d

7/
25

/0
5

Le
tte

r



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Is
su

e
C

om
m

en
t 

N
um

be
r 

C
om

m
en

t 
C

om
m

en
te

r 
D

at
e 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

C
om

m
en

t  
4-

5 
If 

th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 p
ro

je
ct

 in
vo

lv
es

 p
et

ro
le

um
 s

to
ra

ge
 in

 
ab

ov
e 

gr
ou

nd
 ta

nk
s,

 w
ith

 s
in

gl
e 

ta
nk

 c
ap

ac
ity

 g
re

at
er

 
th

an
 6

60
 g

al
lo

ns
 o

r c
um

ul
at

iv
e 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 o
f g

re
at

er
 th

an
 

1,
32

0 
ga

llo
n,

 th
e 

pr
op

on
en

t w
ill 

be
 s

ub
je

ct
 to

 S
ta

te
 

ab
ov

e 
gr

ou
nd

 p
et

ro
le

um
 ta

nk
 re

gu
la

tio
ns

.  
 

V
al

le
y 

R
eg

io
n 

14
. H

yd
ro

lo
gy

 &
 W

at
er

 Q
ua

lit
y 

3-
3 

3-
4

4-
1

4-
2

4-
3

If 
th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 p

ro
je

ct
 d

is
po

se
s 

of
 w

as
te

 th
at

 a
ffe

ct
s 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y,
 a

 R
ep

or
t o

f W
as

te
 D

is
ch

ar
ge

 m
us

t b
e 

su
bm

itt
ed

 fo
r r

ev
ie

w
.  

 

If 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
of

 p
ro

po
se

d 
pr

oj
ec

t d
is

tu
rb

s 
m

or
e 

th
an

 
on

e 
ac

re
, c

om
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 N

P
D

E
S

 G
en

er
al

 P
er

m
it 

N
o.

 
C

A
S

00
00

02
 fo

r D
is

ch
ar

ge
s 

of
 S

to
rm

 W
at

er
 A

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

A
ct

iv
ity

 w
ill 

be
 re

qu
ire

d 
fo

r p
ot

en
tia

l 
di

sc
ha

rg
es

 to
 s

ur
fa

ce
 w

at
er

s,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

ep
he

m
er

al
 a

nd
 

in
te

rm
itt

en
t s

tre
am

s.
  B

ef
or

e 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
be

gi
ns

, C
ity

 
m

us
t s

ub
m

it 
a 

N
ot

ic
e 

of
 In

te
nt

 to
 c

om
pl

y 
w

ith
 N

P
D

ES
 

pe
rm

it,
 a

 s
ite

 m
ap

, a
nd

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

 fe
e 

to
 th

e 
S

ta
te

 
W

at
er

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 C

on
tro

l B
oa

rd
 a

nd
 a

 S
W

P
P

P
 m

us
t b

e 
pr

ep
ar

ed
.  

 

If 
th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 p

ro
je

ct
 re

su
lts

 in
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

de
w

at
er

in
g 

di
sc

ha
rg

es
, c

om
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 N

P
D

E
S

 P
er

m
it 

N
o.

 C
A

G
 9

95
50

1,
 G

en
er

al
 O

rd
er

 N
o.

 5
-0

0-
17

5 
m

ay
 b

e 
re

qu
ire

d.
   

A
irp

or
t w

ill 
ne

ed
 to

 c
on

tin
ue

 c
om

pl
ia

nc
e 

w
ith

 N
P

D
E

S
 

P
er

m
it 

N
o.

 C
A

S
00

00
01

 a
nd

 S
W

P
P

P
 

W
D

ID
#5

C
10

S0
01

88
4.

   

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
R

eg
io

na
l W

at
er

 
Q

ua
lit

y 
C

on
tro

l 
B

oa
rd

 –
 C

en
tra

l 
V

al
le

y 
R

eg
io

n 

7/
26

/0
5

an
d

7/
27

/0
5

Le
tte

r

15
. N

at
ur

al
 R

es
ou

rc
es

/E
ne

rg
y 

S
up

pl
y 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Is
su

e
C

om
m

en
t 

N
um

be
r 

C
om

m
en

t 
C

om
m

en
te

r 
D

at
e 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

C
om

m
en

t  
16

. N
oi

se
 

6-
1 

7-
1

8-
1

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

no
is

e 
im

pa
ct

s 
on

 e
xi

st
in

g 
an

d 
pl

an
ne

d 
sc

ho
ol

s 
fro

m
 in

cr
ea

se
 n

oi
se

.  
 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

re
le

va
nt

 c
on

to
ur

s 
fo

r A
lte

rn
at

iv
es

 1
, 

3,
 a

nd
 5

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
no

is
e 

im
pa

ct
s 

on
 re

si
de

nc
es

, 
sc

ho
ol

s,
 a

nd
 o

th
er

 c
le

ar
 z

on
es

.  
Th

en
 e

st
ab

lis
h 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
m

ea
su

re
s 

an
d 

co
st

s 
in

vo
lv

ed
 a

nd
 p

ro
po

se
d 

fu
nd

in
g 

m
ea

su
re

s.
   

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

ai
rc

ra
ft 

no
is

e 
fro

m
 s

ta
rtu

p/
w

ar
m

up
 

on
 s

ou
th

ea
st

 s
id

e 
of

 A
irp

or
t, 

an
d 

ad
dr

es
s 

F-
16

 n
oi

se
.  

 

C
lo

vi
s 

U
ni

fie
d 

S
ch

oo
l D

is
tri

ct
 

Fr
es

no
 

N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
A

lli
an

ce

Fr
es

no
 

N
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
A

lli
an

ce

7/
26

/0
5

7/
15

/0
5

9/
30

/0
5

Le
tte

r

E
-M

ai
l

E
-M

ai
l

17
. R

ec
re

at
io

na
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
18

. S
oc

io
ec

on
om

ic
s/

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l J
us

tic
e 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

19
. S

ur
fa

ce
 T

ra
ns

po
rta

tio
n 

2-
1 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

co
ns

id
er

 tr
af

fic
 im

pa
ct

s 
on

 S
R

-1
68

 a
nd

 S
R

-
18

0 
fro

m
 a

irp
or

t. 
  

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
– 

D
is

tri
ct

 6
 

7/
28

/0
5 

Le
tte

r 

20
. U

til
iti

es
 &

 P
ub

lic
 S

er
vi

ce
s 

3-
2 

E
IR

 n
ee

ds
 a

 d
es

cr
ip

tio
n 

of
 h

ow
 s

to
rm

 w
at

er
 d

ra
in

ag
e 

m
ay

 b
e 

af
fe

ct
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 p
ro

je
ct

.  
 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
R

eg
io

na
l W

at
er

 
Q

ua
lit

y 
C

on
tro

l 
B

oa
rd

 –
 C

en
tra

l 
V

al
le

y 
R

eg
io

n 

7/
26

/0
5 

Le
tte

r 

21
. V

is
ua

l Q
ua

lit
y 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

22
. W

et
la

nd
s 

or
 W

at
er

s 
of

 th
e 

U
.S

.  
3-

5 
4-

4
If 

th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 p
ro

je
ct

 re
su

lts
 in

 th
e 

di
sc

ha
rg

e 
of

 
dr

ed
ge

d 
or

 fi
ll 

m
at

er
ia

l i
nt

o 
na

vi
ga

bl
e 

w
at

er
s 

or
 

w
et

la
nd

s,
 th

e 
pr

op
on

en
t m

us
t o

bt
ai

n 
a 

pe
rm

it 
pu

rs
ua

nt
 

to
 S

ec
tio

n 
40

4 
of

 th
e 

C
le

an
 W

at
er

 A
ct

 fr
om

 th
e 

C
or

ps
 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
R

eg
io

na
l W

at
er

 
Q

ua
lit

y 
C

on
tro

l 
B

oa
rd

 –
 C

en
tra

l 

7/
26

/0
5

an
d

7/
27

/0
5

Le
tte

r



FY
I M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
Fi

na
l S

co
pi

ng
 R

ep
or

t

Is
su

e
C

om
m

en
t 

N
um

be
r 

C
om

m
en

t 
C

om
m

en
te

r 
D

at
e 

Ty
pe

 o
f 

C
om

m
en

t  
an

d 
a 

S
ec

tio
n 

40
1 

W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
C

er
tif

ic
at

io
n 

fro
m

 th
e 

C
R

W
Q

C
B

.  
 

V
al

le
y 

R
eg

io
n 

23
. W

ild
 a

nd
 S

ce
ni

c 
R

iv
er

s 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
24

. C
um

ul
at

iv
e 

Im
pa

ct
s 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

25
. N

E
P

A
 E

va
lu

at
io

n 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
26

. C
E

Q
A

 E
va

lu
at

io
n 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

27
. E

A
/E

IR
 P

ro
ce

ss
 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

28
. G

en
er

al
 S

up
po

rt 
 

N
o 

co
m

m
en

ts
 re

ce
iv

ed
. 

 
 

 
29

. G
en

er
al

 O
pp

os
iti

on
 

 
N

o 
co

m
m

en
ts

 re
ce

iv
ed

. 
 

 
 

30
. A

irp
or

t D
es

ig
n 

1-
3 

1-
4

E
A

 s
ho

ul
d 

co
ns

id
er

 O
pe

ra
tio

na
l S

af
et

y 
on

 A
irp

or
t D

ur
in

g 
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

(F
A

A
 A

dv
is

or
y 

C
irc

ul
ar

 1
50

/5
37

0-
2E

) t
o 

id
en

tif
y 

pe
rm

an
en

t/t
em

po
ra

ry
 im

pa
ct

s 
du

rin
g 

de
si

gn
.  

 

D
ep

en
di

ng
 u

po
n 

st
ru

ct
ur

al
 h

ei
gh

ts
 d

ur
in

g 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n,
 

FA
A

 m
ay

 re
qu

ire
 N

ot
ic

e 
of

 P
ro

po
se

d 
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

or
 

A
lte

ra
tio

n 
(F

or
m

 7
46

0-
1)

 p
ur

su
an

t t
o 

FA
A

 F
A

R
 P

ar
 7

7.
 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
– 

D
iv

is
io

n 
of

 
A

er
on

au
tic

s 

7/
25

/0
5 

Le
tte

r 

31
. P

ub
lic

 S
af

et
y 

6-
1 

E
IR

 s
ho

ul
d 

di
sc

us
s 

sa
fe

ty
 im

pa
ct

s 
on

 e
xi

st
in

g 
an

d 
pl

an
ne

d 
sc

ho
ol

s 
fro

m
 in

cr
ea

se
d 

ai
r t

ra
ffi

c 
or

 fl
ig

ht
 

pa
tte

rn
s.

   

C
lo

vi
s 

U
ni

fie
d 

S
ch

oo
l D

is
tri

ct
 

7/
26

/0
5 

Le
tte

r 

32
. M

is
ce

lla
ne

ou
s 

1-
1 

1-
2

Th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 ru
nw

ay
 e

xt
en

si
on

 w
ill 

re
qu

ire
 a

n 
am

en
de

d 
S

ta
te

 A
irp

or
t P

er
m

it.
  N

ee
d 

to
 c

on
ta

ct
 A

vi
at

io
n 

S
af

et
y 

O
ffi

ce
r f

or
 F

re
sn

o 
C

ou
nt

y.
   

S
ub

m
it 

A
irp

or
t M

as
te

r P
la

n 
U

pd
at

e 
to

 F
re

sn
o 

C
ou

nt
y 

A
irp

or
t L

an
d 

U
se

 C
om

m
is

si
on

 fo
r r

ev
ie

w
.  

 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
– 

D
iv

is
io

n 
of

 
A

er
on

au
tic

s 

7/
25

/0
5 

Le
tte

r 



FYI Master Plan Update Final Scoping Report

SECTION 3.2 

AGENCY/PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING COMMENTS 
RECIEVED
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SCANNED COMMENT IMAGES 

This section of the scoping report presents the scanned images of all comments that have been received. 
The following information will help the reader use and understand this section: 

The comments are ordered by the document identifier assigned to them; please refer to the index at the 
beginning of the Comment Database Summary Report section to locate a specific comment. 
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M E M O

To: Aimee Kratovil, FAA; Kevin Meikle, City of Fresno

From: Connell Dunning, EPA; Rebecca Rosen, EPA

Subject: EPA Comments related to Air Quality - Fresno Yosemite

International Airport Master Plan Update

Date: October 6, 2005

EPA Comments related to Air Quality - Fresno Yosemite International

Airport Master Plan Update

The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin experiences high, frequent, and broadly

distributed particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM

2.5) concentrations during the winter. The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

is one of two areas in the U.S. that violates the 24-hour NAAQS for

PM2.5 in addition to the annual PM2.5 NAAQS. For ozone, the San Joaquin

Valley Air Basin typically exceeds the 8-hour ozone NAAQS more than 100

days each year. Due to the severity of the PM 2.5 and ozone levels in

the San Joaquin Valley, EPA provides the following air quality

recommendations for consideration as the Fresno Yosemite International

Airport Master Plan is updated.

I. Airport Related Emissions

EPA recommends the following mitigation measures to reduce

airport-related emissions. All mitigation commitments should be

incorporated into the EA/EIR as conditions of FAA approval for the

project:

· For all on and off airport diesel sources under FAA and/or City of

Fresno control, use ultra low sulfur fuel (<15 parts per million by

volume), use new (>1996) diesel engines, replace diesel engines with

alternative clean fuel engines, use alternate fuel sources, and install

particulate filters.

· Require the cleanest technology (in terms of fuel, gas-electric

hybrid, or electric vehicles) for all transport vehicles for airport

activities, including but not limited to: shuttle buses, shared ride

vehicles, terminal transport buses, public transit, taxi cabs, and

delivery vehicles.

· Expedite commitments to reduce ground service equipment (GSE) use.

· Address how the Master Plan Update can incorporate FAA's Voluntary

Airport Low Emissions (VALE) program and commit to specific methods to

reduce emissions associated with aircraft fueling such as underground

hydrant fuel systems and electric hydrant carts.

II. Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) Emissions

EPA’s recommended additional measures for incorporation into the EA/EIR

to reduce APU emissions are included below.

Recommendations:

Quantify APU emissions to reflect specific activities and uses during

aircraft operations, with a breakdown highlighting those emissions
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which can be reasonably reduced by using electric power grid and

those where electric power grid can not be utilized effectively.

Reduce APU emissions through incentives or lease agreements promoting

use of gate power and preconditioned air and reduction of

taxi-in/taxi-out time through aircraft on-tarmac traffic mitigation

strategies.

Commit to further measures to minimize APU emissions from specific

aircraft activities where emissions can be reasonably reduced.

II. Construction Mitigation Measures

EPA recommends FAA and City of Fresno incorporate multiple measures to

reduce the impacts resulting from future construction associated with

this project.

Recommendations:

Due to the serious nature of the air quality conditions in the

Central Valley, we recommend that the best available control

measures for criteria pollutants be implemented at all times. EPA

recommends implementing the suspension of earth-moving or similar

activities during future high wind events, as well as other

measures as discussed in San Joaquin Valley's "Natural Events

Action Plan" for PM10 exceedances due to high winds. We recommend

that FAA and City of Fresno incorporate a Construction Mitigation

Plan into the EA/EIR. The EA/EIR should include a commitment to

implement the Construction Mitigation Plan as a condition of FAA

approval of the project to minimize criteria pollutant emissions.

We recommend that the Construction Mitigation Plan include the

following measures:

Fugitive Dust Source Controls:

· Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering

and/or applying water or chemical/organic dust palliative where

appropriate. This applies to both inactive and active sites, during

workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions.

· Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where

appropriate, and operate water trucks for surface stabilization under

windy conditions.

· When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment,

prevent spillage and limit speeds to15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed

of earth-moving equipment to 10 mph.

Mobile and Stationary Source Controls:

· Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer’s specifications to

perform at EPA certification levels and to perform at verified standards

applicable to retrofit technologies. Employ periodic, unscheduled

inspections to limit unnecessary idling and to ensure that construction

equipment is properly maintained, tuned, and modified consistent with

established specifications.

· Prohibit any tampering with engines and require continuing

adherence to manufacturers recommendations

· Require that leased equipment be 1996 model or newer unless cost

exceeds 110 percent or average lease cost. Require 75 percent or more of

total horsepower of owned equipment to be used be 1996 or newer models.
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· Use particulate traps where suitable.

Administrative controls:

· Identify where implementation of mitigation measures is rejected

based on economic infeasibility.

· Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and

identify the suitability of add-on emission controls for each piece of

equipment before groundbreaking. (Suitability of control devices is

based on: whether there is reduced normal availability of the

construction equipment due to increased downtime and/or power output,

whether there may be significant damage caused to the construction

equipment engine, or whether there may be a significant risk to nearby

workers or the public.)

· Use cleanest available fuel engines in construction equipment and

identify opportunities for electrification.

· Develop a construction traffic and parking management plan that

minimizes traffic interference and maintain traffic flow

· Incorporate programs such as Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED)
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SECTION 3.3 

AGENCY/PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING RESPONSE LETTER 
FROM CITY OF FRESNO 
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Date, 2005 

City of Fresno – Airports 
Kevin Meikle 
Airports Planning Manager 
4995 East Clinton Way 
Fresno, CA 93727-1525 
Fax: (559) 498-5549 
Email: Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov

SUBJECT: Scoping Comments for FAT Environmental Assessment / Environmental Impact 
Report (EA/EIR); Project No. 10136 

Dear     : 

Thank you for your comments related to the scoping of the Fresno Yosemite International Airport Master 
Plan Update EA/EIR.  Your comments have also been forwarded to the FAA and URS, the consultant 
preparing the documentation.  Your name will be added to the agency/public participation list for the 
remainder of the project. 

The Master Plan is near completion and we are just getting underway with the environmental review.  
Your input along with comments and suggestions from agencies, and other interested parties will be 
considered carefully as we identify and address a range of potential issues related to future proposed 
projects. 

The focus of the analysis in the EA will be on issues in the proposed near-term (5-year) development 
from the Master Plan.  Longer-term development will be addressed in the EA from a cumulative viewpoint 
in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations.  The EIR will address the near-
term (5-year) and long-term (20-year) proposed development in accordance with California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  More detail analysis will be concentrated on the near-term. 

After the environmental analysis is complete and the Draft EA/EIR has been released, a Public Hearing 
will be held to solicit input on the findings.  We estimate this to take place within the next 6-12 months, 
provided no unforeseen circumstances.  We will notify you in advance to enable you to continue in the 
public participation process.  

Sincerely, 

Kevin Meikle 
Airports Planning Manager 





APPENDIX A2 
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 

PUBLIC MEETING ON THE DRAFT EA/EIR 



                                    
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY/COMPLETION OF  

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 2005061150) 
 

Improvements Proposed for Fresno Yosemite International Airport  
 

Pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA) (Section 15087-Guidelines), notice is hereby 
given that a joint Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EA/EIR) has been prepared for proposed 
Improvement Projects at Fresno Yosemite International Airport  (SCH # 2005061150).  The City of Fresno, Airports Department 
prepared of this document in coordination with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The EA has been prepared according to 
the guidance of FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the Council on Environmental Quality 
Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1509).  Additionally, CEQA Guidelines, Title 14. California Code of Regulations were followed for 
preparation of the EIR.   The Proposed Improvements considered in the environmental documentation includes projects that would 
be implemented at the Airport between 2009 and 2025.   Additionally, updates to the County of Fresno Airport Land Use Plan, and 
a general plan amendment to update the City of Fresno Airport and Environs Plan would also take place once the EIR has been 
certified.  The Draft EA/EIR evaluated the Proposed Project for 2009-2014 at a project level to satisfy both the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements.  The 2015-2025 Proposed 
Project is discussed at the programmatic level and includes the known potential cumulative impacts anticipated in the region to 
meet the requirements of CEQA.   
 

The affected area at the Airport is approximately 1,265 acres, 
and is generally bound by East McKinley Avenue, East 
Clinton Avenue, North Chestnut Avenue, East Dakota 
Avenue, East Airways Boulevard, and North Clovis Avenue.  
The Airport is designated as a public facility in the 2025 
Fresno General Plan, and is zoned M-1 (Light 
Manufacturing).  No changes to the City of Fresno Land Use 
Zoning are proposed. However, to establish consistency with 
the updated Airport and Environs Plan an amendment to the 
City of Fresno 2025 General Plan shall be required.   
 
The Draft EA/EIR found that implementation of the project 
would not result in significant environmental effects that 
could not be mitigated to a less than significant level with 
implementation of mitigation measures or best management 
practices, with the exception of farmlands. 
Farmlands under CEQA were determined to be significant 
and unavoidable due to the conversion of farmland for a 
stormwater detention basin. 
  
Your comments on the Draft EA/EIR are encouraged.  The 
Draft EA/EIR is available for review during normal 
business hours at the following locations:                            

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
 City of Fresno – Airports Department, 4995 E. 

Clinton Way, Fresno, California 
 City of Fresno – Planning and Development 

Department, Room 3043, Third Floor, City Hall, 
2600 Fresno Street, Fresno, California 

 County of Fresno – Planning and Land Use 
Department, 2220 Tulare Street, 6th Floor, Fresno, 
California 

 City of Clovis – Planning and Development Department, 
1033 5th Street, Clovis, California 

 Council of Fresno County Governments, 2035 Tulare 
Street, Suite 201, Fresno, California 

 County of Fresno – Main Library, Reference Department, 
2420 Mariposa Street, Fresno, California. 

 County of Fresno – Cedar-Clinton Library, 4150 E. Clinton 
Ave, Fresno, California 

 
It is essential that any written comments be received beginning Friday, October 23, 2009, through no later than 5:00 p.m. 
on  December 7, 2009, at which time the public review period of the Draft EA/EIR will close. The Agencies and the Public are 
also invited to attend an informational meeting at 10:00 a.m. on November 18, 2009 at the Airport Holiday Inn, 5090 East 
Clinton Way, Fresno, California.   After the close of the 45-day comment period, a Final EA/EIR will be prepared and will include 
all comments received on the Draft EA/EIR and the City’s response to the comments.  Please submit your comments on Draft 
EA/EIR SCH # 2005061150 to: 
 
Kevin Meikle – Airports Planning Manager 
City of Fresno-Airports 
4995 East Clinton Way 
Fresno, California 93727-1525 
Fax: (559) 498-5549     Email: Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov  



FRESNO YOSEMITE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

NOA/NOC MAIL DISTRIBUTION LIST 
 

FEDERAL AGENCIES   
David Durham 
Natural Resources Conservation 

Service  
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
4625 West Jennifer Avenue 
Suite 125  
Fresno, CA 93722 

Kevin Roukey 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Central Valley Office  
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 

Michael Jackson 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Department of the Interior 
South-Central California Office 
1243 N Street 
Fresno, CA 93721-1813 

Jim Grove, Environmental Protection 
Specialist 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX 

Air and Toxics Program  
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Doug Pomeroy 
Federal Aviation Administration 
831 Mitten Road, Suite 210 
Burlingame, CA 94010 

Susan Moore, Field Supervisor 
US Fish & Wildlife Services 
Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office 
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605 
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846 

STATE AGENCIES   
Roberto Buendia 
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 
1120 N Street, Rm 3300, MS# 40 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Tom Kovac 
Department Toxic Substances 

Control – Region 1  
CAL-EPA 
1515 Tollhouse Road  
Clovis, CA 93612 

Moses Stittes and Marc Birnbaum 
Caltrans District 6 
PO Box 12616 
Fresno, CA 93778 

Jess Cooper, Sector Superintendent 
California State Parks – San Joaquin 

District  
5290 Millerton RD 
Friant, CA 93626 

California Wildlife Conservation 
Board  

Department of Fish & Game 
1807 13th Street #103 
Sacramento, CA 95814-7137 

State Water Resources Control 
Board  

PO Box 100 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 

Lonnie Wass 
California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board  
1685 E Street 
Fresno, CA 93706 

Paul Calkins 
Office of Emergency Services 
Region V 
2550 Mariposa Street, Room 

B-181  
Fresno, CA 93721 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District 

1990 E Gettysburg Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93726 

Julie Vance 
Department of Fish & Game  
Region 4 
1234 E Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93710 

Milford Wayne Donaldson, 
FAIA 

Office of Historic Preservation 
PO Box 942896 
Sacramento, CA 94296 

Native American Heritage 
Commission 

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

LOCAL AGENCIES   
COUNTY OF FRESNO   
John Navarrette 
County Administration Officer 
County of Fresno 
2281 Tulare Street 
Hall of Records #300 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Bernard Jimenez  
Development Services 

Manager 
County of Fresno 
2220 Tulare Street, 6th Floor 
Fresno, CA 93721 

John Adams 
Public Works & Planning 
County of Fresno – ALUC 
2220 Tulare Street, 6th Floor 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Bill Stretch 
Chief Engineer 
Fresno Irrigation District 
2907 S Maple Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93725 

Ron Peterson 
Fresno County Transportation 

Authority  
2220 Tulare Street, Suite 411  
Fresno, CA 93721  

Jerry Lakeman or Daniel Rourke 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control 

District 
5469 E Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 



Richard Ballantyne 
Executive Officer 
Fresno County Local Agency 

Formation Commission 
2115 Kern Street, Suite 310  
Fresno, CA 93721 

Tony Boren 
Executive Director 
Council of Fresno County 

Governments 
2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Fresno County Fire Protection 
District 

210 S Academy Avenue  
Sanger, CA 93657 

Renee Devere-Oki 
Council of Fresno County 

Governments 
2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Clark Thompson 
Council of Fresno County 

Governments 
2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201 
Fresno, CA 93721 

 

City of Fresno   
Ashley Swearengin 
Mayor  
Mayor’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Blong Xiong 
Council Member, District 1 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 

2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Andreas Borgeas 
Council Member, District 2 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Cynthia Sterling 
Council President, District 3 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Larry Westerlund 
Council Member, District 4 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 

2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Mike Dages 
Council Member, District 5 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Lee Brand 
Council Member/Redevelopment 

Agency Chair, District 6 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Henry T. Perea 
Council Member, District 7 
City Council’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 

2097 
Fresno, CA 93721-3600 

Andy Souza 
City Manager 
City Manager’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 2064 
Fresno, CA 93721-3601 

John Dugan 
 Director Planning & Development 

Dept. 
2600 Fresno Street,  
Room 3065 
Fresno, CA 93721-3604 

Bruce Rudd 
Assistant City Manager 
City Manager’s Office 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 

2064 
Fresno, CA 93721-3601 

Russ Widmar, AAE 
Director of Aviation 
Department of Airports 
4995 E Clinton Way 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Mike Sanchez 
Planning & Development Dept. 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Patrick Wiemiller 
Public Works Director 
Department of Public Works 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 

4016 
Fresno, CA 93721-3615 

Director 
Economic Development Dept. 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3076 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Michael Hanson 
Superintendent 
Fresno Unified School District  
2309 Tulare Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Chuck McCully 
Interim Superintendent 
Central Unified School District 
4605 N Polk  
Fresno, CA 93722 

 

CITY OF CLOVIS   
Mayor Harry Amstrong 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Mayor Pro Tem Jose Flores  
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Councilmember Lynne Ashbeck 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 



Council Member Nathan F. Magsig 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Council Member Bob Wahlen 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Kathleen A. Millison 
City Manager’s Office 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

Mike Leonardo 
Public Utilities 
City of Clovis 
155 North Sunnyside 
Clovis, CA 9361 

Dwight Kroll 
Director, Planning Division 
City of Clovis  
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

David Fey 
Deputy City Planner 
City of Clovis 
1033 5th Street 
Clovis, CA 93612 

David Cash, Ed.D. 
Superintendent 
Clovis Unified School District 
1450 Herndon Avenue 
Clovis, CA 93611-0599 

Steve Ward 
Associate Superintendent 
Clovis Unified School District 
1450 Herndon Avenue 
Clovis, CA 93611-0599 

 

OTHER: ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS   
San Joaquin River Conservancy  
5469 E Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

San Joaquin River Parkway & 
Conservation Trust 

11605 Old Friant Road 
Fresno, CA 93730 

Sierra Club 
Tehipite Chapter  
PO Box 5396 
Fresno, CA 93755 

Sierra Valley Resource Conservation 
District 

PO Box 50 
Vinton, CA 96135 

    

Other: Economic Development Groups  
Fresno County Farm Bureau  
1274 W Hedges Avenue  
Fresno, CA 93728  

Al Smith 
President and CEO 
Chamber of Commerce 
2331 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Central California Hispanic Chamber 
of Commerce  

2331 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721-1801 

Jan Minami 
Downtown Association of Fresno 
2014 Tulare Street #417  
Fresno, CA 93721 

Steve Geil 
President & CEO 
Economic Development Corp. 
906 N Street 
Fresno, CA 93721  

Keith Kelley 
Fresno West Coalition for Economic 

Development  
302 Fresno Street, Suite 212 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Other: Homeowners and Neighborhood Groups  
Bullard Area Homeowners 
PO Box 5700 
Fresno, CA 93755-5700 

Fig Garden Homeowners 
Association 

PO Box 5796 
Fresno, CA 93755 

Sierra Sky Park Homeowners 
Association  

7081 N Marks, Box 104-250 
Fresno, CA 93711 

Sunnyside Fancher Creek 
Association 

675 N Burgan Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Sunnyside Property Owners 
Association 

PO Box 8096 
Fresno, CA 93747  

Woodward Lakes Homeowners 
Association 

10250 N Westshore Drive 
Fresno, CA 93720 

Woodward Park Homeowners 
Association 

C/O Joan Heisdorf 
341 E Niles Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93720  

Joni Johnson 
Board Director 
Fresno Neighborhood Alliance  
P.O. Box 5956 
Fresno, CA 93755 

 

 
Last Updated: October 21, 2009 
 





                                    
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY/COMPLETION OF  

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 2005061150) 
 

Improvements Proposed for Fresno Yosemite International Airport  
 

TIME CHANGE NOTICE 
 

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                       
The informational public meeting on the Draft EA/EIR has changed from 10:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.  The 
public is invited to attend this meeting on November 18, 2009 at the Airport Holiday Inn, 5090 East Clinton 
Way, Fresno, California.  This information is also available on the City of Fresno website 
http:www.fresno.gov/DiscoverFresno/Airports/Notices.htm  
 
 
 
  



Fresno Yosemite International Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport Airport 

Improvement ProjectsImprovement Projects 

Environmental Assessment (EA) Environmental Assessment (EA) 
and Environmental Impact Report (EIR)and Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Public Information MeetingPublic Information Meeting
November 18, 2009November 18, 2009

5:30 PM5:30 PM
Airport Holiday Inn, 5090 East Clinton WayAirport Holiday Inn, 5090 East Clinton Way

Fresno, CaliforniaFresno, California





 

Sign in at table near entranceSign in at table near entrance



 

Pick up copy of meeting materialsPick up copy of meeting materials



 

To provide verbal comment tonight, fill out To provide verbal comment tonight, fill out 
a speaker carda speaker card



 

To comment in writing use the provided To comment in writing use the provided 
comment sheetcomment sheet

•• Drop off at the end of the meetingDrop off at the end of the meeting

•• Mail or fax laterMail or fax later



 

Please hold comments and questions until Please hold comments and questions until 
end of  presentationend of  presentation

WELCOMEWELCOME



AGENDAAGENDA



 

IntroductionsIntroductions



 

Project OverviewProject Overview



 

Draft EADraft EA--EIR EIR 



 

Public Comments Public Comments 



•• Kevin Kevin MeikleMeikle,, Airports Planning Manager, Airports Planning Manager, 
City of FresnoCity of Fresno

•• Douglas PomeroyDouglas Pomeroy, Federal Aviation , Federal Aviation 
Administration, Environmental Protection Administration, Environmental Protection 
SpecialistSpecialist

•• David Reel,David Reel, URS, Environmental Project URS, Environmental Project 
ManagerManager

•• MeenakshiMeenakshi Singh,Singh, Airports Project Manager, Airports Project Manager, 
City of FresnoCity of Fresno

INTRODUCTIONSINTRODUCTIONS



PROJECT OVERVIEWPROJECT OVERVIEW



LOCATION



YOUR AIRPORT, SERVING THE REGIONYOUR AIRPORT, SERVING THE REGION

•• 8 Airlines, Over 40 Flights Per Day8 Airlines, Over 40 Flights Per Day

•• Over 1.2 Million Passengers Served AnnuallyOver 1.2 Million Passengers Served Annually

•• $850 Million Economic Benefit To The Area$850 Million Economic Benefit To The Area

•• Over 9,100 Jobs CreatedOver 9,100 Jobs Created



•• Provides Baseline of Existing ConditionsProvides Baseline of Existing Conditions

•• Reviews Aviation Demand ForecastReviews Aviation Demand Forecast

•• Helps Determine Facility RequirementsHelps Determine Facility Requirements

•• Identifies Alternative Opportunities for Identifies Alternative Opportunities for 
DevelopmentDevelopment

•• Estimates Timing for Implementation Estimates Timing for Implementation 

MASTER PLANMASTER PLAN

Dynamic Conceptual Planning Document that Dynamic Conceptual Planning Document that 
Establishes a Vision for the Airports FutureEstablishes a Vision for the Airports Future



Certify            
Final EIR

FAA Finding/ 
Determination on 

Final EA

Issue Public Notice 
for Scoping Input

Agency and Public 
Scoping Meeting

Review and Evaluate 
Scoping Comments

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROCESSENVIRONMENTAL  PROCESS

Respond to 
Comments and 

Prepare Final EA-EIR

Public MeetingPerform Technical 
Analysis

Circulation of the 
Draft EA - EIR for 

Agency and Public 
Review





 

FAA is focused on projects to be accomplished in 
the next 5 years, completed through 2014



 

Accommodate existing and forecasted aircraft Accommodate existing and forecasted aircraft 
operations for air carrier, air cargo, air taxi, operations for air carrier, air cargo, air taxi, 
business and general aviation, flight training and business and general aviation, flight training and 
military services in region  military services in region  



 

Allow FAT to handle forecasted aircraft fleet under Allow FAT to handle forecasted aircraft fleet under 
all weather conditions through improved facilitiesall weather conditions through improved facilities



 

Upgrade navigational aid capabilities to allow for Upgrade navigational aid capabilities to allow for 
future, instrument approach improvements. future, instrument approach improvements. 

NEPA NEPA -- PURPOSE & NEEDPURPOSE & NEED





 

Construct facilities and implement programs to meet existing Construct facilities and implement programs to meet existing 
and projected demand through 2025and projected demand through 2025



 

Accommodate existing and forecasted aviation operations for Accommodate existing and forecasted aviation operations for 
air carrier, air cargo, air taxi, business and general aviation,air carrier, air cargo, air taxi, business and general aviation, 
flight training, and military services in the regionflight training, and military services in the region



 

Meet FAA projected forecast from 2015Meet FAA projected forecast from 2015--20252025



 

Allow FAT to handle forecasted aircraft fleet under all weather Allow FAT to handle forecasted aircraft fleet under all weather 
conditions through improved facilitiesconditions through improved facilities



 

Update County of Fresno, Airport Land Use Plan based on Update County of Fresno, Airport Land Use Plan based on 
updated noise contours, safety data, and establish consistency updated noise contours, safety data, and establish consistency 
with City of Fresno updated Airport and Environs Planwith City of Fresno updated Airport and Environs Plan



 

Update City of Fresno, Airport Environs Plan based on updated Update City of Fresno, Airport Environs Plan based on updated 
noise contours, safety data, and establish consistency with the noise contours, safety data, and establish consistency with the 
Fresno County Airport Land Use Plan.Fresno County Airport Land Use Plan.

CEQA CEQA -- OBJECTIVESOBJECTIVES



• Develop Facilities at Another Existing Airport

• Would not accommodate existing and forecasted operations for 
commercial, air cargo, business and general aviation, flight 
training, and military operations. 

• Develop New Airport in Region at Different Location

• Would require significant infrastructure; property acquisition; 
relocations; cost concerns; and environmental impacts.

• Use of Alternative Modes of Transportation

• Would not accommodate existing and forecasted operations for 
commercial, air cargo, business and general aviation, flight 
training and military operations. 

The above alternatives were not feasible due to 

conflict with the objectives, purpose and need of FAT

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDEREDALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED



ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDEREDALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED

Proposed Project Alternative B-1 Alternative B-2

No Extension of 
Primary Runway 
(11L/29R)

Extend length of 
Secondary 
Runway(11R/29L) 
from 7,206 feet to 
8,000 feet to the 
west

Extend Primary 
Runway(11L/29R) 
from 9,222 feet to 
9,500 feet to the 
west

Extend Secondary 
Runway (11R/29L) 
from 7,206 feet to 
8,000 feet to the 
east

Extend Primary 
Runway (11L/29R) 
from 9,222 feet to 
10,000 feet to the 
east

Extend Secondary 
Runway (11R/29L) 
from 7,206 feet to 
8,700 feet



ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDEREDALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED

Alternative B-1

Alternative B-1

Alternative B-2

Alternative B-2
Alternative B-2



ALTERNATIVES  SELECTEDALTERNATIVES  SELECTED

Primary runway extension was not necessary     
at this time to meet FAA aviation forecasts and 
would also result in additional environmental 
impacts

Alternatives Analyzed in Detail in EA-EIR

•No Project

•Proposed Project



Airside ProjectsAirside Projects

•• Extend length of secondary runway (RunwayExtend length of secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) from 11R/29L) from 
7,2067,206 feet to 8,000feet to 8,000 feet to the west;feet to the west;

•• Widen secondary runway from 100Widen secondary runway from 100 feet to 150feet to 150 feet;feet;

•• Construct TaxiwayConstruct Taxiway B14 and extend TaxiwayB14 and extend Taxiway B;B;

•• Rehabilitate TaxiwaysRehabilitate Taxiways B2, B4, C, C4, Hold PadB2, B4, C, C4, Hold Pad B, and Hold PadB, and Hold Pad C;C;

•• Rehabilitate concourse aprons adjacent to original terminal builRehabilitate concourse aprons adjacent to original terminal building; ding; 

•• Relocate and rehabilitate airfield service road.Relocate and rehabilitate airfield service road.

Landside ProjectsLandside Projects

•• Reconfigure parking area for employees; andReconfigure parking area for employees; and

•• Implement public parking improvements, including a permanent Implement public parking improvements, including a permanent 
structurestructure for the parking attendant.for the parking attendant.

Other ProjectsOther Projects

•• Acquire land and construct a new offAcquire land and construct a new off--site detention basin (21site detention basin (21 acres); acres); 

•• Implement storm drainage improvements, convert North Chestnut/ Implement storm drainage improvements, convert North Chestnut/ 
East Shields Basin storm water holding area to a detention basinEast Shields Basin storm water holding area to a detention basin

20092009--2014  PROPOSED PROJECTS2014  PROPOSED PROJECTS



20092009--2014 PROPOSED PROJECTS2014 PROPOSED PROJECTS



20092009--2014 PROPOSED PROJECT 2014 PROPOSED PROJECT -- OFFSITEOFFSITE



Airside ProjectsAirside Projects

•• Rehabilitate TaxiwaysRehabilitate Taxiways B5, B7, B8, B11, andB5, B7, B8, B11, and C12;C12;

•• Rehabilitate general aviation aprons;Rehabilitate general aviation aprons;

•• Construct aircraft maintenance apron;Construct aircraft maintenance apron;

•• Install CategoryInstall Category III Instrument Landing System for secondary runway III Instrument Landing System for secondary runway 
(Runway(Runway 11R/29L); and11R/29L); and

•• Improve the Surface Movements Guidance and Control System Improve the Surface Movements Guidance and Control System 
(SMGCS) on all taxiways.(SMGCS) on all taxiways.

Other ProjectsOther Projects

•• Implement storm drainage improvements, including rehabilitation/Implement storm drainage improvements, including rehabilitation/ 
enlargement of McKinley/Clovis pump station and infrastructure enlargement of McKinley/Clovis pump station and infrastructure 
improvements associated with runway/taxiway work.improvements associated with runway/taxiway work.

20152015--2025 PROPOSED PROJECTS2025 PROPOSED PROJECTS



20152015--2025  PROPOSED PROJECT2025  PROPOSED PROJECT



• Water Resources

• Visual/Aesthetics and Light Emissions

• Cumulative Impacts

• Construction  Impacts

• Section 4/6(f), Recreational Resources

• Secondary/Induced Impacts

• Geology, Soils, Seismicity

• Hazardous Materials/Solid Waste

• Natural Resources/Energy Supply

• Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice

• Noise

• Air Quality

• Land Use

• Wetlands

• Floodplains

• Farmlands

• Cultural Resources

• Biological Resources

• Wild and Scenic Rivers

• Surface Transportation

ENVIRONMENTAL TOPICS EXPLOREDENVIRONMENTAL TOPICS EXPLORED





 

Implementation of Proposed Action would not Implementation of Proposed Action would not 
result in significant environmental effects that result in significant environmental effects that 
could not be mitigated to a lesscould not be mitigated to a less--thanthan--significant significant 
level with mitigation measures or best level with mitigation measures or best 
management practices, except Farmlands.management practices, except Farmlands.



 

Farmlands under CEQA were determined to be Farmlands under CEQA were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable due to conversion of significant and unavoidable due to conversion of 
farmland necessary for stormwater detention farmland necessary for stormwater detention 
basin.basin.

FINDINGSFINDINGS



FINDINGSFINDINGS



Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation MeasuresLess Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Measures



 

SpecialSpecial-- Status Species, Threatened and Endangered Status Species, Threatened and Endangered 
SpeciesSpecies

•• Measure BMeasure B--A: Conduct Preconstruction Burrowing Owl SurveyA: Conduct Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Survey



 

Cultural Resources Cultural Resources 

•• Measure CMeasure C--A:  Develop Archaeological Protection PlanA:  Develop Archaeological Protection Plan

MITIGATION MEASURESMITIGATION MEASURES



PUBLIC  PUBLIC  COMMENTSCOMMENTS





 

Submit speaker cards to speakSubmit speaker cards to speak



 

Wait until your name is calledWait until your name is called



 

Speak into the microphone and state your Speak into the microphone and state your 
name and associationname and association



 

Verbal comment time limited to 5 minutesVerbal comment time limited to 5 minutes



 

Use comment forms for written inputUse comment forms for written input

PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESSPUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS



COMMENTSCOMMENTS

Kevin Kevin MeikleMeikle, Airports Planning Manager, Airports Planning Manager

City of Fresno City of Fresno –– Airports Airports 
4995 East Clinton Way4995 East Clinton Way
Fresno, CA 93727Fresno, CA 93727--15251525
Kevin.Meikle@fresno.govKevin.Meikle@fresno.gov

Comment forms are available at this meeting for written 
comments.  You may submit written comments at this time or 
mail the comment form to the address listed on the form and 
provided below.  Mailed comments should be postmarked by 
Dec 7, 2009, the close of Public Comment period.

Thank you for your comments.  All comments will be reviewed 
and considered in preparation of the Final EA-EIR.  



THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR 
PARTICIPATIONPARTICIPATION



APPENDIX A3 
DRAFT EA/EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 



Appendix A3 Comments and Responses 

10 FAT Appendix A3 A3-1 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 

INTRODUCTION 

This Comments and Responses section has been prepared to respond to comments received on the 
Improvements at Fresno Yosemite International Airport (FAT or Airport) Environmental Assessment (EA)/
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared by the City of Fresno (City) in coordination with the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA).  The Draft EA/EIR was released for public review on October 22, 2009 
(State Clearinghouse No. 2005061150).  The City of Fresno conducted a Public Information Meeting on 
November 18, 2009, at the Airport Holiday Inn, 5090 East Clinton Way, in Fresno, California at 5:30 PM.  
The 45-day public review period for the document ended on December 7, 2009. 

This Comments and Responses section incorporates comments from all commenters that were provided 
via mail, fax, or email.  No comments on the EA/EIR were received at the Public Information Meeting.  
Questions were asked during the Public Information Meeting regarding noise and aircraft operations at 
the Airport but were unrelated to the EA/EIR.  Table A-1 contains an index of all parties who submitted 
comments on the Draft EA/EIR.  This document uses a code to identify the commenter letter and 
additional codes per topic for each specific comment within each letter, which is indicated by brackets. 

The first letter in the identifier code represents the period or “event code” when the comment was 
received: 

D = Comment received during the Draft EA/EIR review period 

The second character represents the “affiliation code” that places the commenting party into one of three 
categories: 

F = Comment from Federal agency 
S = Comment from State agency 
L = Comment from Local agency 

The last four characters represent the third field, which identifies the specific comment numerically.  For 
example, the identified code “DL0003,” describes the comment submittal as being the 3rd letter or 
comment form received on the Draft EA/EIR from a local agency. 

Event Code Affiliation Code 

 
DL0003 

Numeric Identifier 

Table A-1 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted written comments on the Draft 
EA/EIR. 
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Table A-1 
Written Comments 

Affiliation Code Name Organization Media 
Comment 
Issue Date

DF0001 Federal Erin Hanlon U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

E-mail 10/29/09 

DF0002 Federal Susan Jones U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Letter 11/09/09 

DF0003 Federal Connell Dunning U.S. EPA, Region IX Fax 12/07/09 

DS0001 State Joanne Striebich California Department of 
Transportation 

Letter 11/09/09 

DS0002 State Sandy Hesnard California Department of 
Transportation – Division of 
Aeronautics 

Letter 11/24/09 

DS0003 State Scott Morgan Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

Letter 12/10/09 

DL0001 Local Neda Shakeri Fresno Metropolitan Flood 
Control District 

Letter  11/12/09 

DL0002 Local Dwight Kroll City of Clovis Letter 12/07/09 

DL0003 Local William Strectch Fresno Irrigation District Letter 12/09/09 

 



Appendix A3 Comments and Responses 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This comments and responses chapter is organized by topic relevant to chapters of the Draft EA/EIR.  
Each comment letter was reviewed and the comments were identified.  Brackets were placed around the 
comment and identified by topic using the codes listed below.  The bracketed comment was repeated and 
is listed under Comment and is followed by the reply under Response.  A copy of the original comment 
letters are provided after the Comment and Responses Chapter of this Appendix. 

Topic Codes Assigned to Each Comment 

GS – General Support 
A – Alternatives 
B – Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 
P – Permitting 
W – Wetlands 
N – Noise 
AQ – Air Quality 
E – Energy Supply and Natural Resources 
CI – Cumulative Impacts 
LU – Compatible Land Use and Community Services 
T – Surface Transportation and Traffic 
M – Miscellaneous 
WQ – Water Quality 
CN – CEQA/NEPA Process 
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GS – General Support 

GS-1 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (U.S. EPA) 

EPA commends City of Fresno for integrating an on-site solar facility for generating power for airport 
facility operations. 

GS-1 RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

GS-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 



Appendix A3 Comments and Responses 

10 FAT Appendix A3 A3-5 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 

A – ALTERNATIVES 

A-1 COMMENT – ERIN HANLON (U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS) 

The range of alternatives considered for this project should include alternatives that avoid impacts to 
wetlands or other waters of the United States. 

A-1 RESPONSE 

As discussed in Section 4.4.9 and 5.13 of the Draft EA/EIR, there are no wetlands or other waters of the 
United States (U.S.) located in the project area. 

Fresno and FAA continued coordination with Erin Hanlon of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
regarding potential wetland impacts in the project area.  On April 20, 2010, a memo was submitted to 
USACE regarding seasonal ponding at the airport.  The memo was prepared as a result of a phone 
conversation between Fresno, FAA, URS, and USACE on April 14, 2010.  The memo identified that the 
proposed Airport Improvements Project, as identified in the 2009 Draft EA/EIR, is not anticipated to 
impact any seasonally ponded areas at FAT.  Additionally, the master drainage plan for the airport was 
submitted for Erin Hanlon’s review via email on April 27, 2010, and an additional call was conducted.  
Based on this call, Fresno and FAA agreed to add the following best management practice (BMP) to the 
project: 

Protective barrier construction fencing would be placed around the seasonally inundated/
ponded areas to serve as a no-disturbance buffer during the rehabilitation of the north 
Service Road (shown in Figure 5.12-1) for the duration of project construction. 

On May 26, 2010, Erin Hanlon concurred that the project is compliant with the Clean Waters Act and that 
no further permitting or coordination would be necessary.  The memo, titled “Seasonal Ponded Swales at 
Fresno Yosemite International Airport,” and e-mail correspondence with Erin Hanlon is included in 
Appendix H of the Final EA/EIR. 

A-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0001 
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B – Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

B-1 COMMENT – SUSAN JONES (U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE) 

An updated CNDDB records search for the DSA and GSA (Generalized Study Area) as this information is 
outdated after six months. 

B-1 RESPONSE 

An updated California Department of Fish and Game California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records 
search was conducted on April 4, 2010.  The following table lists the species identified in the records search. 

Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity (CNDDB, 20010)1 
Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Status2 

(Federal/State) CNPS3 
Other 

Status4 Preferred Habitat 
Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Mammals      
Dipodomys nitratoides 

exillis 
FRESNO KANGAROO 

RAT 

FE/SE N/A - Alkali sink and open grassland 
habitats in western Fresno county.  
Uses bare alkaline clay-based soils 
subject to seasonal inundation, with 

more friable soil mounds above 
seasonal flood level for burrows 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Vulpes macrotis mutica 
SAN JOAQUIN KIT 

FOX 

FE/ST N/A - Annual grassland or grassy open 
stages with scattered shrubby 

vegetation, need loose-textured sandy 
soils for burrowing, and suitable prey 

base 

Not likely to occur; 
extirpated from project 

area 

Taxidea taxus 
AMERICAN BADGER 

None N/A SSC Grasslands, prairies, deserts Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

WESTERN MASTIFF 
BAT 

None N/A SSC Open, semi-arid to arid habitats 
including conifer and deciduous 

woodlands, coastal scrub, grasslands 
and urban areas 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present  

Euderma maculatum 
SPOTTED BAT 

None N/A SSC Arid deserts, grasslands and mixed 
conifer forest 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Antrozous pallidus 
PALLID BAT 

None N/A SSC Deserts, grasslands, shrublands, 
woodlands, and forests.  Most 

common in open, dry habitats with 
rocky areas for roosting 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present  

Birds      
Agelaius tricolor 
(nesting colony) 
TRICOLORED 
BLACKBIRD 

None N/A SSC Nests next to open water where there 
is extensive emergent vegetation, 
blackberry or wild rose bushes; 
frequently forages in grainfields 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Athene cunicularia 
hypugea 

WESTERN 
BURROWING OWL 

None N/A SSC Nests and winters in grassland and 
sparse shrubland habitats throughout 
California; uses abandoned burrows 

of burrowing mammals for shelter and 
nest sites 

Known to occur in 
recent years, some 

potential to occur in the 
project area 

Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis 

WESTERN YELLOW-
BILLED CUCKOO 

FC/SE N/A - Dense willow and cottonwood stands 
in river floodplains 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 
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Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Status2 

(Federal/State) CNPS3 
Other 

Status4 Preferred Habitat 
Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Amphibians and Reptiles 

Actinemys (=Clemmys) 
marmorata 

WESTERN POND 
TURTLE 

None N/A SSC/ 
Protected 

Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, 
irrigation ditches, need basking sites 
such as partially submerged logs or 

rocks, and suitable upland habit 
(sandy banks or grassy open fields) 

for egg laying 

Low potential to occur; 
poor quality habitat 

present in the detention 
ponds only.  Detention 

ponds were constructed 
after the development of 
the surrounding roads 

and airport 
Ambystoma 
californiense 

CALIFORNIA TIGER 
SALAMANDER 

FT/- N/A SSC Annual grasslands and grassy 
understory of valley-foothill hardwood 
habitats, need underground refuges 

during dry season, need vernal pools 
or other seasonal water sources for 

breeding 

Low potential to occur; 
poor quality habitat 

present in the detention 
ponds only.  Detention 

ponds were constructed 
after the development of 
the surrounding roads 

and airport 
Spea hammondii 

WESTERN 
SPADEFOOT 

None N/A SSC Grassland and valley-foothill 
hardwood woodlands, vernal pools or 
seasonal wetlands are essential for 

egg laying 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Fish 

Mylopharodon 
conocephalus 
HARDHEAD 

None N/A SSC Sacramento-San Joaquin river system 
and the Russian River system 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Invertebrates 

Branchinecta lynchi 
VERNAL POOL FAIRY 

SHRIMP 

FT/- N/A - Vernal pools, small, clearwater 
sandstone depression pools and 

grassed swale, earth slump, or basalt-
flow depression pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Desmocerus 
californicus dimorphus 

VALLEY ELDERBERRY 
LONGHORN BEETLE 

FT/- N/A - Elderberry shrubs Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Plants 
Orcuttia pilosa 

HAIRY ORCUTT 
GRASS 

FE/SE 1B.1 - Vernal pools, endemic to the 
Sacramento Valley 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Orcuttia inaequalis 
SAN JOAQUIN 

VALLEY ORCUTT 
GRASS 

FT/SE 1B.1 - Vernal pools Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Castilleja campestris 
ssp. succulenta 

SUCCULENT OWL’S 
CLOVER 

FT/SE 1B.2 - Vernal pools and moist places, often 
in acidic soils, in valley and foothill 

grasslands 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia bahiifolia 
HARTWEG’S GOLDEN 

SUNBURST 

FE/SE 1B.1 - Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with clay soils 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia peirsonii 
SAN JOAQUIN ADOBE 

SUNBURST 

FT/SE 1B.1 - Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with adobe soils. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 



Appendix A3 Comments and Responses 

10 FAT Appendix A3 A3-8 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 

Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Status2 

(Federal/State) CNPS3 
Other 

Status4 Preferred Habitat 
Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Eryngium spinosepalum 
SPINY-SEPALED 
BUTTON-CELERY 

None 1B.2 - Valley and foothill grasslands, vernal 
pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Caulanthus californicus 
CALIFORNIA JEWEL-

FLOWER 

FE/SE 1B.1 - Chenopod scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland, valley and foothill 

grassland, sandy soils 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Tuctoria greenei 
GREENE’S TUCTORIA 

FE/SR 1B.1 - Vernal pools Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Leptosiphon serrulatus 
MADERA 

LEPTOSIPHON 

None 1B.2 - Cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Sagittaria sanfordii 
SANFORD’S 

ARROWHEAD 

None 1B.2 - Shallow freshwater marshes and 
swamps 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Tropidocarpum 
capparideum 

CAPER-FRUITED 
TROPIDOCARPUM 

None 1B.1 - Valley and foothill grassland Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Imperata brevifolia 
CALIFORNIA 
SATINTAIL 

None 2.1 - Chaparral, coastal scrub, Mojavean 
desert scrub, meadows and seeps 
often alkali soils and mesic riparian 

scrub 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Downingia pusilla 
DWARF DOWNINGIA 

None 2.2 - Valley and foothill grasslands, vernal 
pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Note: 
1 Table only includes those species with federal, state, or other list status as identified in the CNDDB. 
2 Federal and State Status 

FE Federal Endangered 
FT Federal Threatened 
FC Federal Candidate 
SE State Endangered 
ST State Threatened 
SR State Rare 

3 California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
1A Plant species that are presumed extinct in California 
1B Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
2 Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
3 Plant species about which we need more information (a review list) 
4 Plant species of limited distribution (a watch list). 

 Threat Ranks 
0.1-Seriously threatened in California (high degree/immediacy of threat) 
0.2-Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy of threat) 
0.3-Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of threats or no current threats known) 
 

4 Other Status 
SSC – California Department of Fish and Game Species of Special Concern 
Protected and Fully Protected – Species which cannot be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game 
Commission and/or Department of Fish and Game 

In addition to those species listed in the 2006 CNDDB search, pallid bat, spotted bat, western mastiff bat 
and California satintail,—all California Department of Fish and Game Species of Special Concern—have 
been added to the table.  California jewel-flower has been upgraded from having no state status to rare, 
and Greene’s Tuctoria from no federal status to endangered. 
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B-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0002 

B-2 COMMENT – SUSAN JONES (U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE) 

A current species reconnaissance survey since the January 2006 survey was four years ago.  The survey 
should ascertain if any federally-listed species and/or their habitat is within the proposed GSA.  The 
survey should also include an assessment of the proposed detention basin location for kit fox prey and 
potential use of that site. 

B-2 RESPONSE 

FAT is an actively maintained airport located on a very developed site with land that is disturbed on a 
regular basis by regular airport functions and operations.  Most of the Airport contains facilities including 
pavement in the form of parking areas for vehicles and aircraft, airfield, taxiways and storage areas for 
equipment.  These facilities along with structures and NAVAIDS have been altered over the past 60 or 
more years in order to accommodate operations at FAT. 

As stated in Section 4.4.7, the land surrounding FAT has been heavily modified by urban development, 
including commercial development that has changed in recent years.  Native plant communities are not 
the dominant land cover in the GSA or Detailed Study Area (DSA) due to the urbanization of the Fresno-
Clovis area, which has been ongoing since the 1940s.  All of the vegetation communities in the GSA are 
disturbed and provide little habitat for wildlife.  Due to ongoing maintenance and application of herbicides 
and rodenticides, the GSA provides roosting habitat for wildlife, but very little foraging or nesting 
opportunities. 

On March 31, 2010, a field survey was performed to identify any potential new sightings of special-status 
species in the project area and vicinity.  The survey also assessed the potential detention basin site to 
determine the potential for occurrence of San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica), including the 
presence of prey and potential for San Joaquin kit fox use. 

A Supplemental Biological Investigation Report was submitted to Susan Jones of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) with the findings of the March 31, 2010, field survey and an updated CNDDB 
(see Response B-1 for updated table).  The report found that findings stated in the October 2009 Draft 
EA/EIR are still valid regarding biological resources.  The memo concluded that there are no special-
status, threatened, or endangered species that would be significantly impacted by the proposed project. 

On July 8, 2010, FAA received a letter from USFWS concurring with the information presented in the 
report, and issuing a statement that no further coordination under the Endangered Species Act is 
required. 

The Supplemental Biological Investigation Report and USFWS’ letter of concurrence are included in 
Appendix H of the Final EA/EIR. 
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B-2 LETTER CODE 

DF0002 
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P – Permitting 

P -1 COMMENT – SANDY HESNARD (CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION – 

DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS) 

The proposed runway extension will require an amended State airport permit in accordance with Public 
Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21664.5(b)(3). 

P -1 RESPONSE 

Comment noted.  FAT will obtain the appropriate permits for the project. 

P -1 LETTER CODE 

DS0002 

P -2 COMMENT – SANDY HESNARD (CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION – 

DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS) 

The applicant should also be advised to contact the Division’s Aviation Safety Officer for Fresno County, 
Don Haug, at (916) 654-5174, to request an Amended State Airport Permit-Application package. 

P -2 RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

P -2 LETTER CODE 

DS0002 
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W – Wetlands 

W-1 COMMENT – ERIN HANLON (U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS) 

You have not provided us with adequate information for determining whether there are any waters of the 
United States on the project site.  To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site, the applicant 
should prepare a wetland delineation, in accordance with the "Minimum Standards for Acceptance of 
Preliminary Wetland Delineations", under "Jurisdiction" on our website at the address below, and submit it 
to this office for verification. 

W-1 RESPONSE 

See Response A-1. 

W-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0001 

W-2 COMMENT – ERIN HANLON (U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS) 

Every effort should be made to avoid project features which require the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States. 

W-2 RESPONSE 

See Responses A-1 and W-1. 

The Proposed Project would not impound, divert, drain, control, or otherwise modify the water of any 
stream or other body of water, as there are no streams or bodies of water within the DSA, nor would it 
significantly alter the existing drainage patterns within the GSA. 

As discussed in Section 5.8, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared and 
implemented; and compliance with local ordinances for all grading, drainage, and construction and 
preparation and implementation of a grading/erosion control plan would occur.  Additionally, industry 
standard BMPs would be implemented during construction to minimize discharge of sediments off site; 
including the use of silt fences, sand bags, fiber rolls, and stabilized construction entrances and a BMP 
for fencing during construction of the ponded swales is included as part of the Proposed Action in the 
Draft EA/EIR.  Once construction is complete, the site would be covered with asphalt or re-seeded, so 
that sediment production would be negligible. 

W-2 LETTER CODE 

DF0001 
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W-3 COMMENT – ERIN HANLON (U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS) 

In the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are no practicable alternatives to filling waters of the 
U.S., mitigation plans should be developed to compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from 
project implementation. 

W-3 RESPONSE 

See Responses A-1, W-1, and W-2.  There are no waters that would be filled; therefore mitigation is not 
required. 

W-3 LETTER CODE 

DF0001 
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N – Noise 

N-1 COMMENT – DWIGHT KROLL (CITY OF CLOVIS) 

The EA/EIR’s analysis of this impact was thorough and its conclusion that the improvements would not 
result in additional significant aircraft noise impacts beyond those already analyzed in the 2006 Master 
Plan EA/EIR is satisfactory. 

N- RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

N-1 LETTER CODE 

DL0002 
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AQ – Air Quality 

AQ-1 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

EPA's previously provided comments included several recommendations related to project assumptions, 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and hazardous air pollutant emissions.  While our Scoping 
comments were included in the Agency Outreach section of the Draft EA, it appears that the extensive 
comments that we provided regarding the air quality methodology were not referenced or considered.  
We have provided the July 27 comment letter, in its entirety, as an attachment and re-submit those air 
quality related comments for your consideration at this time. 

AQ-1 RESPONSE 

In an inadvertent oversight, the comments provided by U.S. EPA in the July 27, 2006, letter were not 
included in the Draft EA/EIR.  However, many of the comments and requests were addressed in the Draft 
EA/EIR.  The July 27, 2006, U.S. EPA scoping comments inadvertently left out of the draft EA/EIR are 
addressed individually in this response to comments section. 

AQ-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-2 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

If a general conformity determination for ozone, PM10 or PM2.5 is required, the Draft EA/EIR should 
include the determination with related mitigation commitments. 

AQ-2 RESPONSE 

As discussed in Section 5.6 and Appendix E of the Draft EA/EIR, no general conformity determination for 
ozone, particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), or particulate matter less than 
2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) is required.  Section 5.6 identifies BMPs that would be incorporated into 
construction activities. 

AQ-2 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-3 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

The methods used to estimate emissions should reflect the latest available data and be consistent with 
the methods used for the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
conformity determinations.  In addition, FAA should work with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District and the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) to ensure that applicable elements of the 
proposed project are consistent with future revisions of the RTP.  The most current EPA-approved modal 
should be used to estimate mobile-source emissions, including re-entrained PM10 emissions.  All 
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methods and assumptions for analyses should be presented with pertinent air quality analyses and 
conclusions. 

AQ-3 RESPONSE 

As discussed in Section 5.6 and Appendix E of the Draft EA/EIR, construction-related emissions 
inventories were prepared for each year in which construction activities were expected to occur (i.e., 2007 
through 2012).  The operational emissions inventories were prepared for the year 2004 (existing 
conditions) and two future years, the interim year 2012 and the horizon year of 2025.  The Proposed 
Project is expected to be completed within the next 5 years.  Also, note that the operational emissions 
analysis only includes an evaluation of aircraft operations (see Appendix E for a detailed explanation).  
This approach is consistent with FAA guidelines, which call for emissions inventory results coincident with 
(1) the year(s) of maximum project-related emissions, (2) the attainment year or furthest forecast year 
contained in the SIP, and (3) the SIP interim budget years. 

AQ-3 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-4 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

If direct or indirect emissions of PM2.5, or any precursor that has been identified as a significant 
contributor to nonattainment for a specific PM.2.5 nonattainment area, exceed the 100 tpy threshold, a 
general conformity determination is required. 

AQ-4 RESPONSE 

As shown in Table 5.6-3 and discussed in Section 5.6 and Appendix E of the Draft EA/EIR, the project 
shall result in minimal increases in emissions well below the 100 tpy threshold for a general conformity 
determination. 

AQ-4 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-5 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

EPA recommends that the EA/EIR include an analysis of the potential emissions, including particulate 
matter hot spot analyses, from the construction and operation of the multiple parking structures planned. 

AQ-5 RESPONSE 

The parking structure was removed from the list of Improvements Projects along with several other 
projects as they are no longer being considered for implementation and, therefore are not analyzed in the 
EA/EIR. 
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AQ-5 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-6 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

In addition, EPA recommends that FAA and City of Fresno consider incorporating consolidated zero-
emissions or alternative fuel buses for transporting passengers between the airport and the rental car 
facility. 

AQ-6 RESPONSE 

As discussed in Section 5.18, the consolidated car rental facility is complete and is now located adjacent 
to the terminal, eliminating the need for shuttle buses, and reducing CO2 emissions. 

AQ-6 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-7 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

FAA and City of Fresno should work with the FCOG and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District to determine what operational emissions will result from the landside improvements if those 
emissions are accounted for in the San Joaquin Valley's SIP. 

AQ-7 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-3. 

AQ-7 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-8 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Discuss the potential HAPs related to construction activity and include an assessment of HAPs from 
construction-related activities, incorporate mitigation measures to reduce HAPS exposure from 
construction. 

AQ-8 RESPONSE 

HAPs are evaluated in Section 5.6 and Appendix E of the Draft EA/EIR.  BMPs will be incorporated into 
the project to reduce potential impacts during construction and are identified in Section 5.6 and 
Appendix E of the EA/EIR. 

AQ-8 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 
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AQ-9 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Correct Section 5.0 of the Protocol to reflect that the area is a PM10 and PM2.5 nonattainment area.  Any 
conformity assessment will also need to address the pollutants and precursors associated with PM10 and 
PM2.5 nonattainment in the San Joaquin Valley. 

AQ-9 RESPONSE 

See response AQ-4. 

Section 5.6 and Appendix E of the EA/EIR identify the project area as a PM10 and PM2.5 nonattainment 
area. 

AQ-9 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-10 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

EPA is concerned with the current proposal to evaluate mitigation measures only "to the extent 
necessary" as stated on page 3 of the Protocol.  EPA recommends that FAA and City of Fresno 
incorporate all feasible pollution prevention and mitigation measures to reduce environmental impacts of 
the proposed project, as recommended by CEQ. 

AQ-10 RESPONSE 

FAA and the City of Fresno have incorporated pollution prevention and BMPs to reduce the potential for 
air quality environmental impacts, see Section 5.6. 

AQ-10 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-11 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

EPA recommends that FAA and City of Fresno use this opportunity to assess the air quality benefits that 
could result from the incorporation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts to air quality from these 
sources.  On September 30, 2004, EPA's Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards issued guidance 
for a new program to reduce emissions from airport vehicles and infrastructure.  Under the program the 
FAA will approve funding of projects to voluntarily reduce emissions at airports.  In turn, the airport will 
receive emission reduction credits that can be used for demonstrating general conformity or as new 
source review offsets.  The Final EA should identify measures utilizing EPA's ''Guidance on Airport 
Emissions Reduction Credits for Early Measures through Voluntary Airport Low Emissions Programs" 
(accessible at www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg/genconformity.html). 

AQ-11 RESPONSE 

Comment Noted. 
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The Voluntary Airport Low Emissions Program is a voluntary program.  The City of Fresno periodically 
evaluates applying for a project under the Voluntary Airport Low Emission program, but such a project is 
not required to mitigate for air quality impacts resulting from the Proposed Project. 

FAT is actively involved in sustainable efforts and participates in the City’s Green Team.  In 2004, the 
Planning and Development Department began to develop green policies, including the start of the Fresno 
Green Building program.  Fresno Green Team was formed in early 2007 with the mission to develop and 
implement strategies designed to green Fresno.  A document entitled, Strategy for Achieving 
Sustainability documented strategies and policies, dated April 23, 2007.  The green concepts were 
integrated with the 2025 General Plan.  Some of the goals and achievements included - Fresno Green 
Building Incentive Program, Solar Energy System Rebate and Loan Program, Weatherization and Energy 
Efficiency Program, Traffic Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) synchronization along Herndon, 
Purchase of Compressed Natural Gas (CNG)/Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG)/Hybrid vehicles, 665 kilowatt 
(KW+) Solar power system at Fresno Municipal Service Center, 2 megawatt (MW) Solar power system at 
FAT.  Several of these policies include concepts that will improve air quality by harnessing solar and other 
types of renewable energy, which is already in place for FAT.  FAT will continue to strive to meet the City 
goals and will consider EPA’s recommendations. 

AQ-11 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-12 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Expand electric and alternative fuel infrastructure facilities for ground support equipment and for ground 
access vehicles. 

AQ-12 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-11. 

As discussed in Section 5.8, currently the passenger loading bridge uses electrically powered ground 
power and pre-conditioned air units for parked aircraft, thereby reducing the use of fossil fueled aircraft 
auxiliary power units and ground power units.  Pushback tugs for aircraft movement from the terminal are 
used whenever possible to avoid aircraft engines start up until powered out to the taxiways.  The Airport’s 
onsite solar facility generates 4.2 MW per hour of electricity and cool roofs are used at the terminal 
facility.  FAT will continue to strive for replacement of more efficient equipment and facilities.  All ground 
service equipment (GSE) is owned by the individual airlines.  The airlines determine equipment usage 
based on costs and the ability to continue to operate and remain a viable commercial business.  FAT 
does encourage airlines to consider their policies; however, they can not force them to change equipment 
and vehicles. 

AQ-12 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 
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AQ-13 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Adopt and encourage incentive programs, including pricing structures, to reduce commute trips for airport 
and tenant employees. 

AQ-13 RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

Currently there are some City-wide recommendations but no mandates to reduce commute trips to the 
Airport.  The Fresno Area Express (FAX) transit system offers public transit to the Airport.  FAX routes 26 
and 39 access the Airport and offer services seven days a week.  See Response AQ-11. 

AQ-13 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-14 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Establish specific, quantifiable goals to reduce emissions from ground support equipment and auxiliary 
power units (APU) which, together with aircraft, constitute the largest source of on-airport emissions. 

AQ-14 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-11 and AQ-12. 

AQ-14 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-15 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Establish incentive programs to motivate airlines to minimize APU use, thus reducing fuel use and 
emissions.  Provide specific incentives to airlines to replace older, more polluting APUs with newer, more 
fuel efficient APUs with electronic engine control units and integration of the APU and aircraft control 
systems. 

AQ-15 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-11 and AQ-12. 

AQ-15 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-16 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Identify specific, quantifiable targets to reduce emissions for any strategy that is adopted by FAA. 
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AQ-16 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-11 and AQ-12.  Additionally, the projects will not result in emissions above the 100 tpy 
threshold. 

AQ-16 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-17 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Identify alternative fuel projects to reduce emissions; from on-airport and off-airport sources and other 
methods. 

AQ-17 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-11 and AQ-12. 

AQ-17 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-18 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce emissions of DPM and other air pollutants. 

AQ-18 RESPONSE 

BMPs were developed considering EPA suggestions.  Additionally, see Responses AQ-6 and AQ-12. 

AQ-18 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-19 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Visible emissions from all heavy duty off-road diesel equipment should not exceed 20 percent opacity for 
more than three minutes in any hour of operation. 

AQ-19 RESPONSE 

Comment noted.  As stated in Section 5.6.4.2, construction activities shall comply with Tables 6-2 and 6-3 
of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) Guide for Assessing and Mitigating 
Air Quality Impacts.  One of the measures contained in Table 6-3 of the guide is that projects must stay 
within a 20 percent opacity limitation. 

AQ-19 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 
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AQ-20 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and heavy equipment and 
establish an activity schedule designed to minimize traffic congestion around the construction site. 

AQ-20 RESPONSE 

Comment noted.  Most of the construction will occur on the airfield away from street traffic circulation 
therefore no congestion would result.  The design and development of the project shall seek to minimize 
construction-related trips for workers and equipment. 

AQ-20 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-21 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model) and utilize low sulfur fuel (diesel with 15 
parts per million or Iess). 

AQ-21 RESPONSE 

Project BMPs include requiring the use of low-emission construction equipment. 

AQ-21 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-22 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained 
at all times, is tuned to manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase horsepower, except 
in accord with established specifications. 

AQ-22 RESPONSE 

Project BMPs include maintaining construction vehicles and equipment which are inspected on a regular 
basis for operation efficiency. 

AQ-22 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-23 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

. . . adopt appropriate construction dust control procedures. 

AQ-23 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-18 and AQ-19. 
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Project BMPs will include providing dust controls. 

AQ-23 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-24 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Locate construction equipment and staging zones away from sensitive receptors such as children and the 
elderly, as well as away from fresh air intakes to buildings and air conditioners and reduce idling. 

AQ-24 RESPONSE 

Sensitive receptors were considered during the air quality analysis.  Most of the proposed projects occur 
on the airfield, which are further away from where sensitive receptors (i.e., people) are present.  The 
siting of staging and laydown areas has taken into consideration sensitive receptors and building 
equipment such as air intakes and conditions. 

AQ-24 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

AQ-25 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

. . . if an action's direct or indirect emissions of PM2.5, or any precursor that has been identified as a 
significant contributor to nonattainment for a specific PM2.5 nonattainment area, exceed the 100 ton per 
year threshold, a General Conformity determination would be required. 

AQ-25 RESPONSE 

As discussed in Section 5.22, cumulative impacts would not exceed state or federal threshold.  
Additionally, see Response AQ-5. 

AQ-25 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 
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E – Energy 

E-1 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

We encourage Fresno to continue to "green" facility operations as new facilities, and retrofits of existing 
facilities, are planned. 

E-1 RESPONSE 

Available green technology and materials are routinely used for facility upgrades and retrofit at FAT.  For 
example, the current terminal rehabilitation project includes upgrades to mechanical and electrical 
systems, utilization of natural light, automated sun control devices, recycled materials, low and no V.O.C. 
materials, and cool roofs.  FAT also explores and uses available technology for conserving resources.  
One such resource is the implementation of airline common use technology for passenger processing, 
which will enable FAT to meet 20 year forecasted passenger demand without expanding the existing 
footprint of the building. 

See Response AQ-11. 

E-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 
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CI – Cumulative Impacts 

CI-1 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Given that the project is now beginning in 2010, rather than 2007, EPA is concerned that the data and 
analyses supporting the underlying need and projected impacts may need to be updated in order to 
accurately reflect potential impacts to be expected up to year 2012. 

CI-1 RESPONSE 

See Response AQ-3. 

The comment comes from a letter issued in 2006 responding to the 2006 Fresno Airport Air Quality 
Assessment Protocol.  Since issuance of the protocol report additional emissions inventories have been 
evaluated and are discussed in the EA/EIR. 

CI-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

CI-2 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

EPA recommends that the Draft Protocol be revised to clarify the need for a thorough indirect impacts 
and cumulative impact assessment, which should include an analysis of all reasonable foreseeable 
actions. 

CI-2 RESPONSE 

See Response CI-1. 

CI-2 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

CI-3 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Discussion of emissions should be presented within the framework of total emissions for each criteria 
pollutant for each alternative, i.e., construction emissions and operational emissions, added to 
background levels. 

CI-3 RESPONSE 

See Response CI-1. 

CI-3 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 



Appendix A3 Comments and Responses 

10 FAT Appendix A3 A3-26 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 

CI-4 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Coordinate with SCAQMD to:  (1) identify a construction schedule to minimize cumulative impacts from 
multiple development and construction projects in the region, if feasible, to minimize cumulative 
impacts . . . 

CI-4 RESPONSE 

Section 5.22 of the EA/EIR identifies potential cumulative impacts associated with the project.  FAT would 
coordinate with the SJVAPCD, the local air quality management district, in the future when a project is 
closer to implementation.  This information could be made available to SCAQMD by the SJVAPCD. 

CI-4 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 
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LU – Compatible Land Use and Community Services 

LU-1 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Given the estimated population increases expected in the project vicinity, the proposed project should be 
analyzed with consideration of the anticipated land use changes that will accommodate increasing 
population growth. 

LU-1 RESPONSE 

The City of Fresno has specific plans that outline development policies for land adjacent to the Airport.  
Fresno County Airport Land Use Commission reviews proposed development for adherence to adopted 
plans and policies. 

As discussed in Section 5.3.2, the land use and community services analysis considered existing and 
future plans from the jurisdictions in the GSA and DSA along with the various environmental analyses 
conducted in conjunction with this study to determine whether implementation of the alternatives studied 
would result in impacts.  The General Plans for the GSA were also reviewed to ensure land use 
compatibility for adjacent properties affected by future Airport operations.  Potential direct and indirect 
effects of the alternatives studied were then evaluated. 

LU-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 
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T – Surface Transportation and Traffic 

T-1 COMMENT – JOANNE STRIEBICH (CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION) 

State Route (SR) 168 and SR 180 have taken into consideration the traffic impact from the airport.  
However, should additional commercial or industrial uses be proposed, Caltrans requests the opportunity 
to review and comment on these projects. 

T-1 RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

T-1 LETTER CODE 

DS0001 
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M-Miscellaneous 

M-1 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

Please send a copy of the Master Plan Update that was completed by City of Fresno in 2006 and is 
referenced in the Draft Air Quality Protocol to EPA . . . 

M-1 RESPONSE 

At this point forward the City of Fresno and FAA will continue to communicate with the U.S. EPA about 
what documents are needed for review of the Improvements Project at FAT. 

M-1 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 

M-2 COMMENT – CONNELL DUNNING (EPA) 

In addition, once the EA or EIS is released for public review, please send three copies . . . 

M-2 RESPONSE 

Comment noted.  One copy of the Draft EA/EIR was sent to U.S. EPA. 

M-2 LETTER CODE 

DF0003 



Appendix A3 Comments and Responses 

10 FAT Appendix A3 A3-30 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 

WQ – Water Quality 

WQ-1 COMMENT – NEDA SHAKERI (FRESNO METROPOLITAN FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT) 

Details of the Airport Storm Drainage Master Plan including all development plans (grading, street, and 
storm drain) will need to be reviewed and approved by the District. 

WQ-1 RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

FAT plans to continue to work with the district as projects relate to the Airport Storm Drainage Master 
Plan.  Section 5.8 of the EA/EIR discusses the ongoing coordination between FAT and the Fresno 
Metropolitan Flood Control District. 

WQ-1 LETTER CODE 

DL0001 

WQ-2 COMMENT – BILL STRECTCH (FRESNO IRRIGATION DISTRICT) 

FID conditionally approves the proposed improvements subject to following. . . will be determined by FID. 

WQ-2 RESPONSE 

Comments noted. 

Fresno and FAA will work to incorporate the requests of the Fresno Irrigation District to the extent 
possible and will continue to coordinate with the District to reach agreement on steps to be taken for the 
Storm Drainage Master Plan for the Airport and to develop the best solution for implementing off-site 
storm mitigation. 

WQ-2 LETTER CODE 

DL0003 
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CN – CEQA/NEPA Process 

CN -1 COMMENT – SANDY HESNARD (CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION – 

DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS) 

Prior to amending the State airport permit or releasing State funds for airport projects, the Division, as a 
Responsible Agency, must be assured that the proposal is in full compliance with CEQA.  The EA/EIR 
appears to adequately address the Division’s concerns relating to CEQA. 

CN - 1 RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

CN -1 LETTER CODE 

DS0002 

CN -2 COMMENT – SCOTT MORGAN (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE) 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

CN - 2 RESPONSE 

Comment noted. 

CN -2 LETTER CODE 

DS0003 



From: Hanlon, Erin M SPK [mailto:Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2009 11:22 AM 
To: Kevin Meikle 
Subject: Fresno Yosemite International Airport Improvement Project Comments 

Dear Mr. Meikle: 

I am responding to your October 28, 2009 request for comments on the 1,265 acre Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport improvement project. The proposed project consists of various improvements at Fresno Yosemite 
International Airport to efficiently accommodate existing and forecasted aviation demand for air carrier, air cargo, 
air taxi, business and general aviation, flight training, and military services in the region. The project is located 
inbound by East McKinley Avenue, East Clinton Avenue, North Chestnut Avenue, East Dakota Avenue, East 
Airways Boulevard, and North Clovis Avenue in Fresno County, California.  

The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States.  Waters of the United States 
include, but are not limited to, rivers, perennial or intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, 
marshes, wet meadows, and seeps.  Project features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters 
of the United States will require Department of the Army authorization prior to starting work. 

You have not provided us with adequate information for determining whether there are any waters of the United 
States on the project site. To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site, the applicant should prepare a wetland 
delineation, in accordance with the "Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Preliminary Wetland Delineations", 
under "Jurisdiction" on our website at the address below, and submit it to this office for verification.  A list of 
consultants that prepare wetland delineations and permit application documents is also available on our website at 
the same location. 

The range of alternatives considered for this project should include alternatives that avoid impacts to wetlands or 
other waters of the United States.  Every effort should be made to avoid project features which require the discharge 
of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. In the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are no 
practicable alternatives to filling waters of the United States, mitigation plans should be developed to compensate 
for the unavoidable losses resulting from project 

implementation.    

If you have any questions, please contact Erin Hanlon at U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division, 1325 
J Street, Rm 1480, Sacramento, CA 95814, email Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil, or telephone 916-557-5250.  For 
more information regarding our program, please visit our website at www.spk.usace.army.mil/regulatory.html .

Thank you, 
Erin M. Hanlon 

Sacramento District, Regulatory Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1325 J Street, Room 1480 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
(916) 557-7759 
(Fax) 557-6877 
erin.m.hanlon@usace.army.mil 
Regulatory Website: www.spk.usace.army.mil/regulatory.html

Our customer service hours are from 10 am-2:30 pm, M-F.  E-mail and telephone calls will only be answered during 
this time. 
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Please let us know how we are doing by submitting a customer service survey at  
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html
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NOISE 

1.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

1.1 STUDY METHODS 

1.1.1 Aircraft Noise Descriptors 

A variety of noise metrics are used to assess airport noise impacts in different ways.  Noise metrics are 
used to describe individual noise events.  A “noise event” is the measured sound produced by a single 
source of noise over a particular period of time.  An aircraft noise event begins when the sound level of an 
overflight exceeds a noise threshold, normally the background or ambient level, and ends when the level 
drops down below that threshold.  Other noise metrics describe groups of events, such as the cumulative 
effect of numerous aircraft operations, or the collection of all events over a longer period that creates a 
general noise environment or overall exposure level.  Using a variety of metrics helps explain how people 
tend to respond to a given noise condition.  Typically, noise levels and metrics are expressed in A-
weighted decibels (dB).  An overview of the single-event and cumulative noise metrics used in this 
EA/EIR is provided in the following paragraphs. 

Sound Exposure Level – The most common single-event metric used to describe aircraft noise 
exposure is the Sound Exposure Level (SEL), which accounts for both the magnitude and frequency 
content (pitch) of a noise event, as well as its duration.  The Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) 
is the metric used in California to describe a single noise event.  SENEL has the same properties as SEL. 

Community Noise Equivalent – The cumulative noise metric used to describe FAT’s noise environment 
is the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  This metric was first developed by the California 
Department of Transportation-Division of Aeronautics and is now incorporated in state law (California 
Administrative Code Title 25, Art. 4, Sec. 1092).  The CNEL represents noise as it occurs over a 24-hour 
period, and is similar to a 24-hour equivalent sound level (Leq24).  The equivalent sound level is the 
logarithm of the average value of the sound exposure during a stated time period.  It is often used to 
describe sounds with respect to their potential for interfering with human activity.  However, CNEL treats 
evening and nighttime noise differently from daytime noise.  The CNEL takes into account the fact that 
evening noises annoy people more than daytime noises, and nighttime noises are considered by most 
people to be more disturbing than daytime or evening noises.  The CNEL is a 24-hour A-weighted 
equivalent sound level with a 4.77 dB penalty applied to sound levels between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. 
and a 10 dB penalty applied to sound levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Values of CNEL can be measured with standard monitoring equipment or predicted with computer 
models.  Most aircraft noise studies utilize computer-generated estimates of CNEL, determined by 
accounting for all of the SELs from individual events, which comprise the total noise level at a given 
location on the ground.  Specific point analyses provide a basis for comparing noise levels at different 
sites. 
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1.1.2 Methodology 

The evaluation of the FAT noise environment was conducted using the methodologies developed by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and published in FAA Order 5050.4B and FAA Order 1050.1E.  For 
aviation noise analysis, the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of individuals to 
noise resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of yearly day/night average sound level 
(DNL) as FAA’s primary metric.  California law mandates the use of CNEL (California Code of Regulations 
[CCR], Title 21, Division 2.5, Chapter 6, Section 5006), and the FAA recognizes CNEL as an alternative 
metric for California (FAA Order 1050.1E, Section 14.1). 

For the purposes of federal regulations, all land uses are considered compatible with noise levels of less 
than DNL 65 dB (14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1).  California law establishes the CNEL 65 dB as 
the level of noise acceptable to a reasonable person residing in the vicinity of an airport (CCR, Title 21, 
Division 2.5, Chapter 6, Section 5006). 

The Integrated Noise Model, (INM) Version 6.2a, was used to generate noise contours and to analyze noise 
levels at sensitive sites for this EA/EIR.  FAA developed the Integrated Noise Model (INM) as the primary 
tool for analyzing and evaluating noise impacts from aircraft operations at airports.  Its use is prescribed for 
all FAA-sponsored airport projects requiring environmental evaluation.  INM has an extensive internal 
database of aircraft noise and performance information.  INM uses this information, as well as the number of 
annual average daily daytime, evening and nighttime flight events, flight paths, and profiles of the aircraft to 
calculate the CNEL at many points on the ground in the vicinity of an airport.  From a grid of points, the INM 
contouring program draws contours of equal CNEL to be superimposed onto land use maps.  For this 
EA/EIR, CNEL contours of 60, 65, 70, and 75 dB were developed.  CNEL contours are a graphical 
representation of how the noise from the annual average daily aircraft operations at FAT is distributed over 
the surrounding area.  INM can calculate sound levels at any specified point so that noise exposure at 
representative locations around an airport can be obtained. 

The results of the INM analysis provide a relative measure of noise level around airfield facilities.  When 
the calculations are made in a consistent manner, INM is most accurate for comparing before and after 
noise effects resulting from forecast changes or alternative actions.  It allows noise predictions for 
proposed projects without the actual implementation of those actions.  Information required to run the 
computer model includes: 

• A physical description of the airport layout; 
• Airport elevation and average annual temperature; 
• Aircraft fleet mix for the average annual day; 
• The number of daytime flight operations (7:00 am through 6:59 pm); 
• The number of evening flight operations (7:00 pm through 9:59 pm); 
• The number of nighttime flight operations (10:00 pm through 6:59 am); 
• Runway utilization rates; 
• Primary departure, arrival, and pattern flight tracks; and 
• Flight track utilization rates. 
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1.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

The number of aircraft operations used to model the 2004 existing condition was obtained from the FAA 
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), since it was the relevant historical data available at that time.  Airport 
layout, runway use, flight tracks, flight track use, and flight profiles, were obtained from the Fresno 
Yosemite International Airport Part 150 Update Study (Noise Exposure Map, September 2004 and Noise 
Compatibility Program, November 2005) for use in this EA/EIR.  On July 6, 2005 (70 FR 50437–50438), 
the FAA determined that the noise exposure maps submitted by the City of Fresno were in compliance 
with applicable requirements under 14 CFR part 150.  On July 28, 2008, the FAA issued a Record of 
Approval for the FAT Noise Compatibility Program. 

1.2.1 Physical Description 

FAT has two parallel runways and one helipad.  The details of the existing runway configuration are 
shown in Table 1.2-1.  Please note Runway 11L/29R is the primary runway at FAT, while Runway 
11R/29L is the secondary. 

Table 1.2-1:  Existing Runway Configuration 

Runway Latitude Longitude 
Length 
(feet) 

Displaced 
Threshold 

(feet) 
Width 
(feet) 

Elevation 
(feet) 

11R 36° 46’ 55.0164” N -119° 43’ 49.6956” W 7,206 1,448 100 328.6 

29L 36° 46’ 13.7856” N -119° 42’ 37.476” W 7,206 No 100 329.8 

11L 36° 47’ 0.5640” N -119° 43’ 45.066” W 9,227 No 150 335.8 

29R 36° 46’ 7.8168” N -119° 42’ 12.6828” W 9,227 312 150 332.9 

Helipad 36° 46’ 20.82” N -119° 43’ 11.51” W 70 NA 70 336.0 

Note:   NA – Not Applicable 

Source: FAT, 2006; airnav.com, 2007 

1.2.2 Aircraft Operations and Fleet Mix 

As shown in Table 1.2-2, annual operations for the existing condition totaled 163,971.  Jet operations 
accounted for approximately 36 percent of the total aircraft operations, with the remaining 64 percent 
consisting of piston, turboprop, and helicopter operations.  Daytime operations comprised approximately 
82 percent of the total operations, with approximately 13 percent evening operations, and 5 percent 
nighttime operations.  The number of operations modeled in this EA/EIR for the 2004 existing condition 
was approximately 900 operations higher than the operations modeled in the Part 150 Study.  The 
operations count used for the EA/EIR was obtained from the 2006 FAA Terminal Area Forecast.  An 
increase of this magnitude had no noticeable effect on the aircraft noise contours for FAT.  Tables 1.2-3 
through 1.2-8 list the average daily arrival, departure, pattern and helicopter operations by representative 
INM aircraft type for commuter/air taxi, air carrier (including cargo), general aviation, and military groups. 
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Table 1.2-2:  2004 Modeled Annual Operations 
Aircraft Category Itinerant Local Total 

Air Carrier 8,575 0 8,575 

Commuter/Air Taxi 41,894 0 41,894 

General Aviation 83,186 19,918 103,104 

Military 9,518 880 10,398 

TOTAL 143,173 20,798 163,971 

Source:  FAA TAF, February 2006 

Table 1.2-3:  2004 Average Day Commuter/Air Taxi Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft 
AC 

Body 

Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

BEC58P P  3.614  0.904  ---  3.614  0.904  ---  9.036 

CL601 J  13.657  5.544  1.385  15.043  ---  5.543  41.172 

DHC6 P  2.409  0.603  ---  2.409  0.603  ---  6.024 

DHC8 T  0.698  0.305  0.131  0.850  0.131  0.153  2.268 

EMB120 T  10.683  3.606  0.936  11.455  1.956  1.814  30.450 

GASEPF P  1.204  0.301  ---  1.204  0.301  ---  3.010 

SD330 T  1.202  ---  ---  1.202  ---  ---  2.404 

SF340 T  6.282  2.749  1.175  7.656  1.175  1.375  20.412 

TOTAL   39.750  14.012  3.627  43.435  5.069  8.885  114.776 

Notes: 
AC - Aircraft Body 
 J – Jet 
 P – Prop 
 T – Turboprop 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

There are no departure operations greater than Stage Length 1 
Some values may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 1.2-4:  2004 Average Day Air Carrier Aircraft Operations 

INM 
Aircraft 

AC 
Body 

Arrivals 

Departures 

Total 

Stage Length 1 Stage Length 2 Stage Length 3 Stage Length 4 

Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

74720B WB --- --- 0.039 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.039 0.078 

757PW NB 0.149 --- 0.597 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.747 --- --- 1.494 

767CF6 WB 1.942 0.597 --- --- --- 1.046 --- --- 0.448 --- --- --- 1.046 --- --- 5.079 

A310 WB 0.547 --- --- --- --- --- 0.547 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 1.095 

CL601 NB 2.947 0.883 --- 2.947 --- 0.883 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 7.660 

DC9Q7 NB --- 0.547 0.547 --- --- 0.547 --- --- 0.547 --- --- --- --- --- --- 2.188 

MD82 NB 0.764 --- 0.764 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.764 --- 0.764 --- --- 3.056 

MD83 NB 1.151 --- 0.268 --- 0.883 --- --- --- --- 0.268 --- 0.268 --- --- --- 3.419 

TOTAL  7.502 2.027 2.217 2.947 0.883 2.476 0.547 --- 0.995 0.268 0.764 0.268 2.557 --- 0.039 24.069 

Notes: 

AC = Aircraft Body 
NB = Narrowbody 
WB =Widebody 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 
 
Some values may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 1.2-5:  2004 Average Day General Aviation Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft 
AC 

Body 

Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

BEC58P P 5.053 0.588 0.037 5.053 0.588 0.037 11.355 

CIT3 J 0.306 0.055 0.003 0.306 0.055 0.003 0.728 

CNA172 P 2.522 0.132 --- 2.522 0.132 --- 5.309 

CNA206 P 36.392 6.180 0.403 36.392 6.180 0.403 85.951 

CNA441 P 3.027 0.531 0.043 3.027 0.531 0.043 7.201 

CNA750 J 0.376 0.067 0.004 0.376 0.067 0.004 0.895 

DC3 P 0.055 --- --- 0.055 --- --- 0.110 

DC6 P 0.055 --- --- 0.055 --- --- 0.110 

DHC6 P 2.509 0.448 0.030 2.509 0.448 0.030 5.974 

FAL50** J 0.376 0.067 0.004 0.376 0.067 0.004 0.895 

GASEPF P 19.911 --- --- 19.911 --- --- 39.822 

GASEPV P 3.763 0.672 0.045 3.763 0.672 0.045 8.961 

GV J 6.899 1.232 0.082 6.899 1.232 0.082 16.427 

IA1125 J 6.899 1.232 0.082 6.899 1.232 0.082 16.427 

LEAR25 J 7.275 1.299 0.087 7.275 1.299 0.087 17.323 

LEAR35 J 1.599 0.285 0.019 1.599 0.285 0.019 3.806 

MU3001 J 0.376 0.067 0.004 0.376 0.067 0.004 0.895 

OV10A T 0.073 --- --- 0.073 --- --- 0.146 

TOTAL  97.466 12.857 0.842 97.466 12.857 0.842 222.330 

Notes: 
** FAL50 is a user created profile 
J – Jet 
P – Prop 
T – Turboprop 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

There are no departure operations greater than Stage Length 1 
 
Some values may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 1.2-6:  2004 Average Day Military Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft 
AC 

Body 

Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

F16PW9 J  1.758 --- ---  1.758 --- ---  3.516 

F-18 J  11.861 0.625 --- 11.861 0.625 ---  24.972 

TOTAL   13.619 0.625 --- 13.619 0.625 ---  28.488 

Notes: 
J – Jet 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

There are no departure operations greater than Stage Length 1 

Source:  FAT, 2006 

Table 1.2-7:  2004 Average Day Helicopter Overflight Operations 
INM Aircraft AC Body Day Eve Night Total 

A109 H 1.310 0.437 0.437 2.183 

B206L H 0.044 0.015 0.015 0.074 

B212 H 1.946 0.649 0.649 3.245 

SA335F H 0.044 0.015 0.015 0.074 

TOTAL  3.344 1.116 1.116 5.576 

Notes: 
H – Helicopter 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 
 
Some values may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 1.2-8:  2004 Average Day General Aviation Touch-and-Go Operations 
INM Aircraft AC Body Day Eve Night Total 

BEC58P P 1.186 0.063 --- 1.249 

CNA172 P 37.675 1.983 --- 39.659 

CNA206 P 1.186 0.063 --- 1.249 

DHC6 P 1.186 0.063 --- 1.249 

GASEPF P 9.914 --- --- 9.914 

GASEPV P 1.186 0.063 --- 1.249 

TOTAL  52.333 0.063 0 54.569 

Notes: 
P – Prop 
H – Helicopter 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 
 
Some values may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 

1.2.3 Runway Utilization 

Runway utilization rates were obtained from the Fresno Yosemite International Airport Part 150 Update 
Study (Noise Exposure Map, September 2004 and Noise Compatibility Program, November 2005).  
Table 1.2-9 provides the runway utilization used for the air carriers, commuter, general aviation, and 
military aircraft operations by aircraft category and time of day.  Local general aviation operations use 
Runway 29L 92 percent of the time and Runway 11R 8 percent of the time, regardless of the time of day.  
Approximately 41 percent of the helicopter overflight operations use Runway 11L/29R (primary runway), 
while 58 percent of the helicopter overflight operations use Runway 11R/29L (secondary runway). 
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Table 1.2-9:  Runway Utilization 

Aircraft Category Runway 

Arrival Utilization Departure Utilization 

Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

Wide Body Air 
Carrier¹ 

11L 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% --- 50% 

11R --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29L --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29R 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% --- 50% 

Narrow Body Air 
Carrier 

11L 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 29.9% 

11R --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29L --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29R 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% 70.1% 

Commuter 

11L 6.0% 6.8% 7.0% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 

11R 1.5% 0.9% 0.5% 2.8% 2.8% 2.8% 

29L 17.8% 10.9% 6.2% 34.5% 34.5% 34.5% 

29R 74.7% 81.6% 86.4% 58% 58% 58% 

Itinerant General 
Aviation Piston 

11L 0.1% 0.2% --- 0.1% 0.2% --- 

11R 7.4% 7.3% 7.5% 7.4% 7.3% 7.5% 

29L 91.2% 90.1% 92.5% 91.2% 90.1% 92.5% 

29R 1.3% 2.4% --- 1.3% 2.4% --- 

Itinerant General 
Aviation 

Jet/Turboprop 

11L 7.5% 7.5% 7.6% 7.5% 7.5% 7.4% 

11R --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29L --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29R 92.5% 92.5% 92.4% 92.5% 92.5% 92.6% 

Military 

11L 6.0% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 

11R --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29L --- --- --- --- --- --- 

29R 94.0% 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% 92.5% 

Notes:  1 There are no evening wide body air carrier departures. 
Source:  HMMH, 2005 
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1.2.4 Flight Tracks and Utilization 

Flight tracks and utilization rates were obtained from the Fresno Yosemite International Airport Part 150 
Update Study (Noise Exposure Map, September 2004 and Noise Compatibility Program, November 
2005). 

Figures 1.2-1 through 1.2-3 depict the departure, arrival, and pattern/helicopter flight tracks.  
Tables 1.2-10 through 1.2-13 provide detailed arrival and departure flight track utilization by aircraft time 
of day and category.  Local general aviation operations use pattern track 29LTGO 92 percent of the time 
and pattern track 11RTGO 8 percent of the time, regardless of the time of day.  Approximately 41 percent 
of the helicopter overflight operations use overflight track Helo1, while 58 percent of the helicopter 
overflight operations use track Helo3. 

Default INM aircraft arrival, departure, and pattern operational procedures are used in this EA/EIR 
analysis, with the exception of helicopter overflights and military departures.  The helicopter overflight 
procedures are based on the example profiles provided in the Helicopter Noise Model Manual, distributed 
with INM.  The military departure procedures were developed in conjunction with the programs developed 
under the Part 150 Study and currently being followed at FAT. 
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Table 1.2-10:  Air Carrier Arrival/Departure Flight Track Utilization 
Aircraft Category Runway Flight Track Day Evening Night 

Arrival Operations 

Narrow Body 11L 11LA1 100% --- 74% 

11LA2 --- 50% 13% 

11LA4 --- 50% 13% 

29R 29RA1 100% --- 74% 

29RA2 --- 50% 13% 

29RA3 --- 50% 13% 

Wide Body 11L 11LA1 78% 100% 100% 

11LA4 22% --- --- 

29R 29RA1 78% 100% 100% 

29RA3 22% --- --- 

Departure Operations 

Narrow Body 11L 11LD1 43.5% --- --- 

11LD2 --- --- 44% 

11LD5 56.5% 100% 56% 

29R 29RD1 43.5% --- --- 

29RD4 56.5% 100% 81% 

29RD5 --- --- 19% 

Wide Body 11L 11LD1 66% --- 100% 

11LD3 34% --- --- 

29R 29RD1 66% --- 100% 

29RD3 34% --- --- 

Source:  HMMH, 2005 
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Table 1.2-11:  Air Taxi/Commuter Aircraft Arrival/Departure Track Utilization 
Aircraft Category Runway Flight Track Day Evening Night 

Arrival Operations 

Air Taxi /Commuter 11L 11LA1 23.8% 25.6% 25.0% 

11LA2 48.6% 51.4% 62.7% 

11LA3 3.3% 3.0% 3.0% 

11LA4 22.2% 19.0% 9.4% 

11LA5 2.1% 1.0% --- 

11R 11RA1 32.9% 31.1% 22.2% 

11RA2 67.1% 68.9% 77.8% 

29L 29LA1 67.1% 68.8% 77.2% 

29LA2 19.0% 16.1% 7.7% 

29LA3 13.9% 15.1% 15.1% 

29R 29RA1 23.8% 25.6% 24.9% 

29RA2 46.4% 49.0% 62.8% 

29RA3 22.2% 19.0% 9.4% 

29RA4 7.7% 6.4% 3.0% 

Departure Operations 

Air Taxi /Commuter 11L 11LD1 30.9% --- 37.7% 

11LD2 41.1% 56.2% 39.8% 

11LD3 22.8% 21.3% 21.2% 

11LD5 2.4% 10.4% 1.2% 

11LD6 2.8% 12.1% --- 

11R 11RD1 63.8% 62.5% 87.1% 

11RD2 36.2% 37.5% 12.9% 

29L 29LD1 36.1% 37.5% 13.0% 

29LD2 9.0% 9.8% 1.0% 

29LD3 54.9% 52.7% 86.0% 

29R 29RD1 33.4% 10.4% 39.0% 

29RD2 0.3% 1.4% --- 

29RD3 11.7% 33.6% 7.4% 

29RD5 40.7% 54.6% 39.8% 

29RD7 13.9% --- 13.7% 

Source:  HMMH, 2005 
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Table 1.2-12:  General Aviation Aircraft Arrival/Departure Track Utilization 
Aircraft Category Runway Flight Track Day Evening Night 
Arrival Operations 
GA Prop 11L 11LA4 18.5% 20.0% --- 

11LA5 81.5% 80.0% --- 

11R 11RA1 6.4% 8.3% 7.3% 

11RA2 93.6% 91.7% 92.7% 

29L 29LA1 65.9% 66.3% 64.4% 

29LA2 33.1% 31.5% 35.6% 

29LA3 1.1% 2.2% --- 

29R 29RA2 74.5% 80.0% --- 

29RA3 18.6% 20.0% --- 

29RA4 6.9% --- --- 

GA Jet 11L 11LA1 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

29R 29RA1 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 

29RA2 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 

Departure Operations 
GA Prop 11L 11LD2 9.4% 10.0% --- 

11LD5 7.0% --- --- 

11LD6 83.6% 90.0% --- 

11R 11RD1 5.9% 7.2% 7.3% 

11RD2 94.1% 92.8% 92.7% 

29L 29LD1 66.4% 67.4% 64.4% 

29LD2 33.1% 31.5% 35.6% 

29LD3 0.5% 1.1% --- 

29R 29RD2 9.3% 10.0% --- 

29RD3 83.8% 90.0% --- 

29RD4 6.9% --- --- 

GA Jet 11L 11LD2 20.0% 20.2% 21.8% 

11LD3 40.0% 39.9% 39.1% 

11LD4 40.0% 39.9% 39.1% 

29R 29RD3 40.0% 40.0% 39.9% 

29RD4 30.0% 30.0% 30.1% 

29RD5 30.0% 30.0% 30.1% 

Source:  HMMH, 2005. 
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Table 1.2-13:  Military Aircraft Arrival/Departure Track Utilization 
Aircraft Category Runway Flight Track Day Evening Night 

Arrival Operations 

Military 11L 11LA3 99.2% 100.0% --- 

11LA5 0.8% --- --- 

29R 29RA4 78.3% 100.0% --- 

29RA5 21.7% --- --- 

Departure Operations 

Military 11L 11LD5 0.8% --- --- 

11LD7 99.2% 100% --- 

29R 29RD4 0.8% --- --- 

29RD8 99.2% 100% --- 

Source:  HMMH, 2005. 

1.2.5 CNEL Noise Exposure 

1.2.5.1 CNEL Contours 

The 2004 existing condition aircraft noise contours were superimposed over the land use base map, as 
shown in Figure 1.2-4, and land use, housing and population estimates associated with these contours 
were estimated using GIS.  Noise exposure levels of CNEL 60, 65, 70, and 75 dB for the 2004 existing 
condition are depicted as contours in Figure 1.2-4.  CNEL contours are a graphical representation of how 
the noise from aircraft operations at FAT is distributed over the surrounding area on an average day of a 
given year. 

1.2.5.2 Land Use Compatibility 

FAA has adopted guidelines regarding the compatibility of land uses with various noise levels measured 
using the CNEL metric, and these guidelines are listed in Table 1.2-14.  The development of these 
guidelines was intended to establish a consistent process for estimating noise compatibility and for 
considering federal funding for noise compatibility program implementation.  These guidelines also aid 
local jurisdictions that do not have established land use guidelines with respect to airports and 
surrounding lands.  Title 14 CFR Part 150 land use compatibility guidelines are consistent with land use 
compatibility guidelines developed by other Federal agencies, such as the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
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Table 1.2-14:  Land Use Compatibility with Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Levels 

Land Use 

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 
Below 65 
Decibels 

65-70 
Decibels 

70-75 
Decibels 

75-80 
Decibels 

80-85 
Decibels 

Over 85 
Decibels 

Residential       
Residential (other than mobile homes and transient 
lodges) Y N1 N1 N N N 

Mobile Home Parks Y N N N N N 
Transient Lodging Y N1 N1 N1 N N 
Public Use       
Schools Y N1 N1 N N N 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes Y 25 30 N N N 
Churches, Auditoriums, Concert Halls Y 25 30 N N N 
Governmental Services Y Y 25 30 N N 
Transportation Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 Y4 
Parking Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 
Commercial Use       
Offices, Business and Professional Y Y 25 30 N N 
Wholesale and Retail Building Materials, Hardware 
and Farm Equipment Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 

Retail Trade – General Y Y 25 30 N N 
Utilities Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 
Communications Y Y 25 30 N N 
Manufacturing and Production       
Manufacturing, General Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 
Photographic and Optical Y Y 25 30 N N 
Agriculture (Except Livestock) and Forestry Y Y6 Y7 Y8 Y8 Y8 
Livestock Farming and Breeding Y Y6 Y7 N N N 
Mining and Fishing, Resource Production and Extraction Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Recreational       
Outdoor Sports Arenas, Spectator Sports Y Y5 Y5 N N N 
Outdoor Music Shells, Amphitheaters Y N N N N N 
Nature Exhibits and Zoos Y Y N N N N 
Amusement, Parks, Resorts, Camps Y Y Y N N N 
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation Y Y 25 30 N N 

Notes:  The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties remains with the local authorities.  FAA determinations under 
Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally determined land use for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined needs and 
values in achieving noise-compatible land uses. 

SLUCM Standard Land Use Coding Manual 
Y (Yes) Land Use and related structures are compatible without restrictions 
N (No) Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited 
NLR Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) are to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and construction of structure 
25, 30, 35 Land use and related structures are generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30, or 35 dB must be incorporated in design and 

construction of structure 

1. Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to indoor NLR of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should 
be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals.  Normal residential construction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, 
the reduction requirements are often stated as 5, 10 or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year 
round.  However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems 

2. Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the public is received, office areas, 
noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low 

3. Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the public is received, office areas, 
noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low 

4. Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the public is received, office areas, 
noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low 

5. Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed 
6. Residential buildings require an NLR of 25 dB 
7. Residential buildings require an NLR of 30 dB 
8. Residential buildings not permitted 

Source:  14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1 (January 1, 1998) 
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It should be noted that the Title 14 CFR Part 150 land use compatibility guidelines, shown in Table 1.2-14 
of this EA/EIR do not constitute a federal determination that a specific land use is acceptable or 
unacceptable under federal, state, or local laws.  The responsibility for determining acceptable land uses 
rests with the local authorities through their zoning laws and ordinances. 

Land uses within the 2004 CNEL 65 dB aircraft noise contour include noise-sensitive land uses such as 
residences, schools, and churches.  Table 1.2-15 shows acreages of land use within the CNEL 65, 70, 
and 75 dB contours.  It was determined through GIS analysis that there are 2,650.5 acres within the 
CNEL 65 dB noise contours, including 871 acres on-airport and 1,779.5 acres off-airport.  The off-airport 
land uses include 323.5 acres of residential uses within the 65 CNEL and greater contour. 

Residential land uses and schools are not compatible at noise exposure levels of CNEL 65 dB or greater.  
Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve 
outdoor to indoor Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least 25 dB (within CNEL 65 to 70 dB) and 30 dB 
(within CNEL 70 to 75 dB) should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual 
approvals.  However, the use of NLR criteria would not eliminate outdoor noise problems.  Churches 
located within the CNEL 65 to 70 dB contour are generally compatible, as long as measures to achieve 
an outdoor-to-indoor NLR of 25 dB are incorporated in design and construction of structures.  Churches 
within the CNEL 70 to 75 dB contour need to achieve a NLR of 30 dB to be compatible.  Park and 
recreation properties located within the CNEL 65 dB contour are considered compatible.  An incompatible 
land use for parks and recreation properties would occur if the noise level was CNEL 75 dB or greater.  
There are approximately 28 acres of parks and recreation properties within the CNEL 75 dB noise 
contour, but these areas are specifically designated as golf course (Airways Golf Course) or recreation 
use clear zones. 

1.2.5.3 Affected Population 

FAA defines the CNEL 65 dB contour as the threshold of noise compatibility with residential land uses.  
Thus, the CNEL 65 dB contour is important for population impact assessments.  The CEQA Guidelines 
also specify the CNEL 65 dB contour as significant (California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, 2001). 

It was determined through GIS analysis that there are 2,446 households and 6,584 people residing within 
the CNEL 65 dB and greater noise contours in the 2004 existing conditions.  Details are provided in Table 
1.2-15. 
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Table 1.2-15:  2004 Existing Condition Noise Exposure Estimate by Land Use (acres) 

Land Use Category 
CNEL 

65-70 dB 
CNEL 

70-75 dB 
CNEL 

75+ dB 

CNEL 
65+ dB 
TOTAL 

On-Airport Total Acreage 91.4 179.7 600.0 871.0 

Off-Airport Total Acreage 1,212.10 455.9 111.4 1779.5 

Residential 317.6 5.8 --- 323.5 

Agricultural 198.7 28.5 0.1 227.3 

Church 6.7 --- --- 6.7 

Commercial 80.6 2.9 --- 83.5 

Government 11.6 22.9 4.5 38.9 

Industrial 264.0 97.6 42.6 404.2 

Parks & Recreation 65.3 50.6 28.1 144.1 

School 36.8 2.0 --- 38.8 

Transportation 7.5 0.9 --- 8.3 

Utilities 0.9 0.2 0.2 1.3 

Vacant 101.6 52.5 9.6 163.8 

Water 120.7 192.1 26.4 339.3 

TOTAL ACREAGE 1,303.5 635.6 711.4 2,650.5 

HOUSEHOLDS 2,186 236 24 2,446 

POPULATION 6,041 497 46 6,584 
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2.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

2.1 METHODOLOGY 

For this EA/EIR, construction-related noise was qualitatively assessed due to its temporary nature, while 
aircraft operations-related noise was quantitatively analyzed.  Construction of the Proposed Project at 
FAT represents temporary sources of noise, the types and amounts of which would vary in time and by 
location depending on the nature of the operation, and the level of activity.  The preparation of aircraft 
operations-related noise exposure contours requires the compilation of several types of information 
regarding aircraft operations at FAT.  Specifically, aircraft operational data includes types and numbers of 
aircraft, times of day, runway use, and flight track use.  These data categories are identical to those used 
to describe the noise exposure in Section 1.1.2 for the 2004 existing condition. 

2.1.1 Construction-Related Noise 

For this EA/EIR, construction noise was qualitatively assessed due to its temporary nature.  Construction of the 
Proposed Project at FAT would result in temporary sources of noise, the types and amounts of which would 
vary in time and by location depending on the nature of the operation, and the level of activity.  The Proposed 
Project that would be implemented at the airport in two phases:  the 2009–2014 projects and the 2015–
2025 projects.  The Proposed Project was originally planned to commence in 2006.  This delay does not 
change the impact analysis results, because there is only a minimal difference in total aircraft operations 
at FAT between these years (i.e., 2006 to 2009).  Therefore the underlying assumptions for the studies 
and analyses are still valid and reliable. 

The noise analysis focused on the period from 2006 to 2012 because the majority of the Proposed 
Project would occur during this time frame.  The only project extending into 2012 is the final grading and 
paving work associated with the secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) and associated taxiways.  
Construction-related noise would be most noticeable during land clearing/grading and runway/taxiway 
paving as these activities are concentrated on certain areas of the airfield.  The detailed list of the 
Proposed Project is provided in Section 1.3 in the EA/EIR.  It was assumed that there would be no 
construction activity noise associated with the No-Project Alternative. 

2.1.2 Aircraft Operations Noise 

Aircraft operational levels used in this analysis for 2004, 2011, and 2025 were obtained from the February 
2006 FAA TAF.  According to the TAF, 163,971 operations occurred at FAT in 2004, while 163,881 
operations are projected to occur in 2011, a decrease of 90 operations from 2004.  In 2025, the TAF 
projects 196,668 aircraft operations to occur, an increase of 32,697 operations from 2004 and 32,787 
operations from 2011.  The existing and forecasted annual aircraft operations, by air carrier, commuter, 
general aviation, and military are shown in Table 2.1-1. 
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Table 2.1-1:  FAT Aircraft Operations 
Aircraft Category 2004 2011 2025 

Air Carrier 9,774 18,281 18,281 

Commuter 41,894 29,839 39,955 

Itinerant General Aviation 83,186 80,009 102,680 

Itinerant Military 9,518 9,498 9,498 

Local General Aviation 19,918 25,140 25,140 

Local Military¹ 880 9,498 9,498 

TOTAL 163,971 163,881 196,668 

Note:  1 Local Military operations were included in the itinerant military total for modeling purposes. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAA TAF, December 2007 

The alternatives studied in detail are not expected to result in any changes to aircraft operational levels, 
fleet mix, runway utilization, or track utilization.  Therefore, these parameters are identical for both the No-
Project and Proposed Project Alternatives.  As noted above, changes in the number of aircraft operations 
(and associated fleet mix) are anticipated between the study years, but not between the alternatives 
within a given study year.  The only difference between the No-Project and Proposed Project Alternatives 
are some minor adjustments to account for the 794-foot extension of Runway 11R/29L (secondary 
runway). 

2.2 2009–2014 PROJECT FINDINGS 

Detailed aircraft operations and fleet mix for 2011 are shown in Tables 2.2-2 through 2.2-7.  The most 
significant changes expected to occur between 2004 and 2011 is the change in air carrier fleet mix and 
number of operations.  Recently, many air carriers have retired older aircraft models as a result of 
increased maintenance and fuel costs.  The benefits of replacing older, less efficient aircraft with newer 
models include lower maintenance costs, higher fuel and operational efficiency, and lower noise impacts.  
Fleet mix estimates for the 2011 aircraft operations were based on the 2009 fleet mix developed for the 
FAT Part 150 Study. 
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Table 2.2-2:  2011 Average Day Air Carrier Aircraft Operations 

INM 
Aircraft 

AC 
Body 

Arrivals 

Departures 

Total 

Stage Length 1 Stage Length 2 Stage Length 3 Stage Length 4 

Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

74720B WB --- --- 0.045 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.045 0.089 

757PW NB 0.170 --- 0.681 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.851 --- --- 1.702 

767CF6 WB 2.214 0.681 --- --- --- 1.192 --- --- 0.511 --- --- --- 1.192 --- --- 5.789 

A310 WB 0.624 --- --- --- --- --- 0.624 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 1.248 

CL601 NB 3.360 1.006 --- 3.360 --- 1.006 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 8.731 

DC9Q7 NB --- 0.624 0.624 --- --- 0.624 --- --- 0.624 --- --- --- --- --- --- 2.496 

MD82 NB 0.871 --- 0.871 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.871 --- 0.871 --- --- 3.485 

MD83 NB 1.312 --- 0.306 --- 1.006 --- --- --- --- 0.306 --- 0.306 --- --- --- 3.236 

TOTAL 8.551 2.311 2.527 3.360 1.006 2.822 0.624 --- 1.135 0.306 0.871 0.306 2.914 --- 0.045 26.778 

Note: AC = Aircraft Body 
 WB = Widebody 
 NB  = Narrowbody 
 Day: 7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening: 7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night: 10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 2.2-3:  2011 Average Day Commuter/Air Taxi Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft 
AC 

Body 
Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 
BEC58P P 3.807 0.952 --- 3.807 0.952 --- 9.518 
CL601 J 14.389 5.840 1.460 15.849 --- 5.840 43.378 
DHC6 P 2.538 0.635 --- 2.538 0.635 --- 6.346 
DHC8 T 0.735 0.322 0.138 0.896 0.138 0.161 2.390 
EMB120 T 11.256 3.799 0.986 12.069 2.061 1.911 32.082 
GASEPF P 1.269 0.317 --- 1.269 0.317 --- 3.172 
SD330 T 1.267 --- --- 1.267 --- --- 2.534 
SF340 T 6.618 2.897 1.238 8.066 1.238 1.448 21.505 
TOTAL 41.878 14.762 3.821 45.760 5.341 9.360 120.922 

Note: J – Jet 
 P – Prop 
 T – Turboprop 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 2.2-4:  2011 Average Day General Aviation Aircraft Operations 

INM 
Aircraft 

AC 
Body 

Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

BEC58P P 4.696 0.546 0.034 4.696 0.546 0.034 10.552 

CIT3 J 0.284 0.051 0.003 0.284 0.051 0.003 0.676 

CNA172 P 2.344 0.123 --- 2.344 0.123 --- 4.933 

CNA206 P 33.819 5.743 0.375 33.819 5.743 0.375 79.873 

CNA441 P 2.813 0.493 0.040 2.813 0.493 0.040 6.692 

CNA750 J 0.350 0.062 0.004 0.350 0.062 0.004 0.832 

DC3 P 0.051 --- --- 0.051 --- --- 0.102 

DC6 P 0.051 --- --- 0.051 --- --- 0.102 

DHC6 P 2.331 0.416 0.028 2.331 0.416 0.028 5.552 

FAL50 J 0.350 0.062 0.004 0.350 0.062 0.004 0.832 

GASEPF P 18.503 --- --- 18.503 --- --- 37.006 

GASEPV P 3.497 0.625 0.042 3.497 0.625 0.042 8.327 

GV J 6.411 1.145 0.076 6.411 1.145 0.076 15.265 

IA1125 J 6.411 1.145 0.076 6.411 1.145 0.076 15.265 

LEAR25 J 6.761 1.208 0.081 6.761 1.208 0.081 16.098 

LEAR35 J 1.486 0.265 0.017 1.486 0.265 0.017 3.537 

MU3001 J 0.350 0.062 0.004 0.350 0.062 0.004 0.832 

OV10A T 0.068 --- --- 0.068 --- --- 0.136 

TOTAL 90.574 11.948 0.783 90.574 11.948 0.783 206.611 

Note: J – Jet 
 P – Prop 
 T – Turboprop 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

There are no departure operations greater than Stage Length 1 
Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 2.2-5:  2011 Average Day Military Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft 
AC 

Body 
Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 
F-16 PW9 J 10.708 0.564 --- 10.708 0.564 --- 22.544 
F-18 J 1.587 --- --- 1.587 --- --- 3.174 
TOTAL 12.295 0.564 --- 12.295 0.564 --- 25.718 

Note: J – Jet 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

There are no departure operations greater than Stage Length 1 
Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 

Table 2.2-6:  2011 Average Day Helicopter Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft AC Body 
Touch-and-Go Operations 

Total Day Eve Night 
A109 H 1.217 0.406 0.406 2.029 
B206L H 0.041 0.014 0.014 0.069 
B212 H 1.809 0.603 0.603 3.015 
SA335F H 0.041 0.014 0.014 0.069 
TOTAL 3.108 1.037 1.037 5.182 

Note:   H – Helicopter 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 

 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 

Table 2.2-7:  2011 Average Day General Aviation Touch and Go Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft AC Body 
Touch-and-Go Operations 

Total Day Eve Night 
BEC58P P 1.128 0.060 --- 1.188 
CNA172 P 35.820 1.886 --- 37.706 
CNA206 P 1.128 0.060 --- 1.188 
DHC6 P 1.128 0.060 --- 1.188 
GASEPF P 9.426 --- --- 9.426 
GASEPV P 1.128 0.060 --- 1.188 
TOTAL 49.758 1.188 0 51.884 

Note:   P – Prop 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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The 2011 Proposed Project Alternative produces a smaller noise impact area when compared to the 2004 
baseline condition.  The reduction in the CNEL 65 dB noise contour as compared to the 2004 baseline 
condition is due primarily to the gradual replacement by aircraft owners of noisier Stage 2 aircraft with 
quieter Stage 3 aircraft or aircraft modified with new engines that meet Stage 3 requirements.  The 2004 
base year comparison is relevant for CEQA purposes only.  The 2004 base year contour has a size of 
approximately 2,650 acres within the CNEL 65 dB area, with approximately 324 acres of residential land 
use.  The 2011 Proposed Project contour has a size of approximately 2,416 acres within the CNEL 65 dB 
area, with approximately 231 acres of residential land use.   

It was determined through GIS analysis that there are 1,800 households and 4,765 people residing within 
the CNEL 65 dB and greater noise contours under the Proposed Project Alternative.  Details are provided 
in Table 2.2-8.   

The reduction in the size of the CNEL 65 dB noise contour is a result of the 794-foot runway extension of 
Runway 11R.  Under the Proposed Project Alternative the 794-foot runway extension allows aircraft 
departing to the southeast on Runway 11R to start their take-off roll 794 feet further from noise sensitive 
receptors to the southeast.  This allows aircraft to overfly these noise sensitive receptors at slightly higher 
altitudes than is currently possible.  Therefore, the Proposed Project does not significantly increase noise 
levels and results in a slight reduction the number of noise-sensitive receptors within the CNEL 65 dB 
noise contour compared to the No-Project Alternative. Table 2.2-9 shows the GIS analysis conducted for 
the No-Project Alternative.  Under the No-Project Alternative there are 1,805 households and 
4,780 people residing within the CNEL 65 dB and greater noise contours.   
 
 
Table 2.2-8:  2011 Proposed Project Alternative Noise Exposure Estimate by Land Use (acres) 

Land Use Category 
CNEL 

65-70 dB 
CNEL 

70-75 dB 
CNEL 

75+ dB 

CNEL 
65+ dB 
TOTAL 

On-Airport Total Acreage 94.6 183.8 581.2 859.6 

Off-Airport Total Acreage 1,068.8 395.0 92.5 1,556.3 

Residential 228.8 2.1 - 230.9 

Agricultural 186.2 34.9 0.4 221.5 

Church 3.3 - - 3.3 

Commercial 61.0 0.7 - 61.7 

Government 14.1 21.1 3.3 38.5 

Industrial 234.4 86.5 37.5 358.4 

Parks & Recreation 65.5 42.9 26.1 134.5 

School 18.7 0.4 - 19.1 

Transportation 7.2 0.7 - 7.9 

Utilities 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.7 
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Vacant 103.0 41.6 7.6 152.3 

Water 146.5 163.6 17.6 327.7 

TOTAL ACREAGE 1,163.4 578.8 673.7 2,415.9 

HOUSEHOLDS 1605 178 17 1800 

POPULATION 4378 356 31 4765 

Some numbers may not add, due to rounding 

 

Table 2.2-9:  2011 No-Project Alternative Noise Exposure Estimate by Land Use (acres) 

Land Use Category 
CNEL 

65-70 dB 
CNEL 

70-75 dB 
CNEL 

75+ dB 

CNEL 
65+ dB 
TOTAL 

On-Airport Total Acreage 94.7 184.0 580.5 859.3 

Off-Airport Total Acreage 1,071.1 395.9 92.3 1,559.3 

Residential 229.3 2.1 - 231.4 

Agricultural 187.9 35.3 0.4 223.6 

Church 3.3 - - 3.3 

Commercial 61.3 0.7 - 62.0 

Government 14.2 21.1 3.2 38.5 

Industrial 234.0 86.5 37.4 357.9 

Parks & Recreation 65.9 42.8 26.1 134.7 

School 18.9 0.4 - 19.3 

Transportation 7.2 0.7 - 7.9 

Utilities 0.3 0.3 - 0.7 

Vacant 103.0 41.5 7.6 152.1 

Water 145.8 164.4 17.7 327.9 

TOTAL ACREAGE 1,165.7 579.9 672.8 2,418.5 

HOUSEHOLDS 1,610 178 16 1,805 

POPULATION 4,395 355 31 4,780 

Some numbers may not add, due to rounding 

 

2.3 2015–2025 PROJECT FINDINGS 

The Proposed Project from 2015–2025 is addressed at the program level to meet CEQA requirements in 
the EIR.  The 2015–2025 projects that would potentially affect calculation of aircraft noise exposure 
include installing a Category III Instrument Landing System for Runway 11R/29L.  All other operational 
criteria would remain the same as used for the No-Project Alternative and Proposed Project.  Even 
though the AMP included a forecast of future aircraft operations through 2020, it did not include detailed 
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analysis of the potential affect of the 2015–2025 projects on the use of the airfield.  Therefore, an 
accurate quantitative analysis of aircraft noise exposure accounting for any induced changes in the 
operational characteristics of the airport for the 2015–2025 projects is not possible, and as such was not 
included in this EIR. 

Detailed aircraft operations and fleet mix are shown in Tables 2.3-1 through 2.3-6.  The most significant 
changes expected to occur between 2004 and 2025 is the change in air carrier fleet mix and number of 
operations.  Recently, many air carriers have retired older aircraft models as a result of increased 
maintenance and fuel costs.  The benefits of replacing older, less efficient aircraft with newer models 
include lower maintenance costs, higher fuel and operational efficiency, and lower noise impacts.  Fleet 
mix estimates for the 2025 aircraft operations were based on the 2009 fleet mix developed for the FAT 
Part 150 Study. 



 

10 FAT App B B-27 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 
 Noise 

Table 2.3-1:  2025 Average Day Air Carrier Aircraft Operations 

INM 
Aircraft 

AC 
Body 

Arrivals 

Departures 

Total 

Stage Length 1 Stage Length 2 Stage Length 3 Stage Length 4 

Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

74720B WB --- --- 0.134 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.134 0.268 

757PW NB 0.182 --- 0.728 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.910 --- --- 0.268 

767CF6 WB 2.376 0.731 --- --- --- 1.279 --- --- 0.548 --- --- --- 1.279 --- --- 6.213 

A310 WB 0.656 --- --- --- --- --- 0.656 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 1.312 

CL601 NB 3.163 0.947 --- 3.163 --- 0.947 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 8.220 

DC9Q7 NB --- 0.649 0.649 --- --- 0.649 --- --- 0.649 --- --- --- --- --- --- 2.596 

MD82 NB 0.817 --- 0.817 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.817 --- 0.817 --- --- 3.268 

MD83 NB 1.249 --- 0.291 --- 0.957 --- --- --- --- 0.291 0.000 0.291 --- --- --- 3.079 

TOTAL 8.443 2.327 2.619 3.163 0.957 2.875 0.656 0.000 1.197 0.291 0.817 0.291 3.006 0.000 0.134 25.224 

Note: AC = Aircraft Body 
 WB = Widebody 
 NB  = Narrowbody 
 Day: 7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening: 7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night: 10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 2.3-2:  2025 Average Day Commuter/Air Taxi Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft 
AC 

Body 
Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 
BEC58P P 7.771 1.944 --- 7.771 1.944 --- 19.430 
CL601 J 23.632 9.592 2.397 26.030 --- 9.592 71.243 
DHC6 P 5.829 1.458 --- 5.829 1.458 --- 14.574 
DHC8 T 0.996 0.436 0.187 1.214 0.187 0.218 3.238 
EMB120 T 3.977 1.342 0.348 4.264 0.728 0.675 11.334 
GASEPF P 1.943 0.486 --- 1.943 0.486 --- 4.858 
SD330 T 2.429 --- --- 2.429 --- --- 4.858 
SF340 T 9.966 4.362 1.864 12.147 1.864 2.181 32.384 
TOTAL 56.543 19.620 4.796 61.627 6.667 12.666 161.919 

Note: J – Jet 
 P – Prop 
 T – Turboprop 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 2.3-3:  2025 Average Day General Aviation Aircraft Operations 

INM 
Aircraft 

AC 
Body 

Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

BEC58P P 5.618 0.654 0.041 5.618 0.654 0.041 12.626 

CIT3 J 0.340 0.061 0.004 0.340 0.061 0.004 0.810 

CNA172 P 2.804 0.147 --- 2.804 0.147 --- 5.902 

CNA206 P 40.459 6.871 0.448 40.459 6.871 0.448 95.556 

CNA441 P 3.366 0.590 0.047 3.366 0.590 0.047 8.006 

CNA750 J 0.418 0.075 0.005 0.418 0.075 0.005 0.996 

DC3 P 0.061 --- --- 0.061 --- --- 0.122 

DC6 P 0.061 --- --- 0.061 --- --- 0.122 

DHC6 P 2.789 0.498 0.034 2.789 0.498 0.034 6.642 

FAL50 J 0.418 0.075 0.005 0.418 0.075 0.005 0.996 

GASEPF P 22.136 --- --- 22.136 --- --- 44.272 

GASEPV P 4.184 0.747 0.050 4.184 0.747 0.050 9.962 

GV J 7.670 1.370 0.091 7.670 1.370 0.091 18.262 

IA1125 J 7.670 1.370 0.091 7.670 1.370 0.091 18.262 

LEAR25 J 8.089 1.445 0.096 8.089 1.445 0.096 19.260 

LEAR35 J 1.777 0.317 0.021 1.777 0.317 0.021 4.230 

MU3001 J 0.418 0.075 0.005 0.418 0.075 0.005 0.996 

OV10A T 0.081 --- --- 0.081 --- --- 0.162 

TOTAL 108.359 14.295 0.938 108.359 14.295 0.938 247.184 

Note: J – Jet 
 P – Prop 
 T – Turboprop 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

There are no departure operations greater than Stage Length 1 
Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 2.3-4:  2025 Average Day Military Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft 
AC 

Body 

Arrivals Departures 

Total Day Eve Night Day Eve Night 

F-16 PW9 J 10.708 0.564 --- 10.708 0.564 --- 22.544 

F-18 J 1.587 --- --- 1.587 --- --- 3.174 

TOTAL 12.295 0.564 0.000 12.295 0.564 0.000 25.718 

Note: J – Jet 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

There are no departure operations greater than Stage Length 1 
Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 

Table 2.3-5:  2025 Average Day Helicopter Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft AC Body 
Touch-and-Go Operations 

Total Day Eve Night 
A109 H 1.456 0.485 0.485 2.426 
B206L H 0.049 0.016 0.016 0.081 
B212 H 2.164 0.722 0.722 3.608 
SA335F H 0.049 0.016 0.016 0.081 
TOTAL 3.718 1.239 1.239 6.196 

Note:   H – Helicopter 
Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 

 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 
 

Source:  FAT, 2006 
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Table 2.3-6:  2025 Average Day General Aviation Touch and Go Aircraft Operations 

INM Aircraft AC Body 
Touch-and-Go Operations 

Total Day Eve Night 
BEC58P P 0.564 0.030 --- 0.594 
CNA172 P 17.910 0.943 --- 18.853 
CNA206 P 0.564 0.030 --- 0.594 
DHC6 P 0.564 0.030 --- 0.594 
GASEPF P 4.713 --- --- 4.713 
GASEPV P 0.564 0.030 --- 0.594 
TOTAL 24.879 1.063 0.000 25.942 

Note:   P – Prop 
 Day:  7:00 a.m. – 6:59 p.m. 
 Evening:  7:00 p.m. – 9:59 p.m. 
 Night:  10:00 p.m. – 6:59 a.m. 

Arrival and departure data details number of aircraft by type and time of day. 
Some numbers may not add, due to rounding. 

Source:  FAT, 2006 

Due to the expected change in aircraft operational levels and fleet mix at FAT described above, the 2025 
Proposed Project produces a smaller noise impact area when compared to the 2004 baseline condition 
(i.e., the CNEL 65 dB noise contour reduces in size even as aviation traffic at FAT grows regardless of 
whether the Proposed Project is implemented, and less land would be affected).  The reduction in contour is 
due to the change in aircraft at FAT as Stage 2 aircraft are replaced with Stage 3 aircraft or modified with 
new engines that meet Stage 3 requirements.  The base year comparison is relevant for CEQA purposes 
only.  NEPA is focused on future No–Project compared to the future Proposed Project.  The 2004 base 
year contour has a size of approximately 2,650 acres within the CNEL 65 dB area, with approximately 
324 acres of residential land use.  The 2025 Proposed Project contour has a size of approximately 
2,510 acres within the CNEL 65 dB area, with approximately 271 acres of residential land use.  The 
increase in acres between the 2011 and 2025 CNEL 65 dB is due to the forecasted increase in aircraft 
operations in the future.  In terms of potential impacts to land uses, in 2025 both the No-Project Alternative 
and the Proposed Project would result in approximately 271 acres of residential land within the CNEL 
65 dB contour.  This alternative would not result in noise impacts as the overall affected land use 
decreases. 
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SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS 

1.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

1.1 STUDY METHODS 

Census data (1990 and 2000), California Department of Finance (DOF) projections, and Fresno Council 
of Government (Fresno COG) data were used to determine the social characteristics of the Generalized 
Study Area.  Parcel information and site surveys of the existing land uses in the Generalized and Detailed 
Study Areas were used to determine if any direct or indirect impacts would occur from implementation of 
the alternatives studied in detail. 

1.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

1.2.1 Socioeconomic Conditions 

1.2.1.1 Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area 

The Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area includes Fresno, Kings, Madera, Mariposa, Merced, and 
Tulare Counties.  The total land area of this six-county region is 17,694 square miles.  Fresno County is 
rapidly changing from an agriculturally based community to an urbanized center within central California.  
The urbanization of Fresno County is reflected in the decline in farms, while all other five counties 
experienced growth in the number of farms, from 1997-2002.  All six counties experienced a growth in 
population density between 1990 and 2000, with Fresno County having the highest population density, 
134.1 persons per square mile (U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000). 

Population Trends 

Population trends from 1970 through 2000 for the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area are shown in 
Table 1.2-1.  The Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area as a whole has experienced significant growth 
since 1970.  On a percentage basis, Madera and Mariposa Counties experienced the most growth over the 
last 30 years, at 43.8 percent and 44.4 percent respectively.  The four remaining counties grew at a similar 
percentage basis over the 30-year time frame, at around 25 percent.  Fresno County shows the largest gain 
in the number of residents over the last 30 years, with an increase of nearly 386,000 people.  Strong growth 
in terms of the number of residents was also seen in Merced and Tulare Counties during the 30-year period.  
This growth is attributed to a net in-migration, as coastal Californians moved toward the Fresno region due 
to high housing costs, versus growth as a result of natural increase (e.g., births exceeding death). 
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More recently, Madera County experienced the highest growth rate from 1990-2000 at 39.8 percent, 
followed by Kings County at 27.6 percent.  More moderate recent growth was experienced in the four 
remaining counties over the same 10-year period. 

Table 1.2-1:  Six-County Population Trends 

Year Area Total 
1970 to 1980 

Growth 
1980 to 1990 

Growth 
1990 to 2000 

Growth 
Total 30 Year 

Population Gain 
1970 Fresno 413,429     
1980 Fresno 514,621 24.5%    
1990 Fresno 667,490  29.7%   
2000 Fresno 799,407   19.8% 385,978 
1970 Kings 66,717     
1980 Kings 73,738 10.5%    
1990 Kings 101,469  37.6%   
2000 Kings 129,461   27.6% 62,744 
1970 Madera 41,519     
1980 Madera 63,116 52.0%    
1990 Madera 88,090  39.6%   
2000 Madera 123,109   39.8% 81,590 
1970 Mariposa 6,015     
1980 Mariposa 11,108 84.7%    
1990 Mariposa 14,302  28.8%   
2000 Mariposa 17,130   19.8% 11,115 
1970 Merced 104,629     
1980 Merced 134,558 28.6%    
1990 Merced 178,403  32.6%   
2000 Merced 210,554   18.0% 105,925 
1970 Tulare 188,322     
1980 Tulare 245,738 30.5%    
1990 Tulare 311,921  26.9%   
1990 Tulare 368,021   18.0% 179,699 

1970 California 19,971,069     
1980 California 23,667,902 18.5%    
1990 California 29,760,021  25.7%   
1990 California 33,871,648   13.8% 13,900,579 
1970 U.S. 203,302,031     
1980 U.S. 226,542,199 11.4%    
1990 U.S. 248,709,873  9.8%   
1990 U.S. 281,421,906   13.2% 78,119,875 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 
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Race 

As shown in Table 1.2-2, the majority of the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area is considered to be white.  
However, all counties became more diversified between 1990 and 2000, which is evidenced by the fact that 
percentage of white population dropped by 9.2 percent over the 10-year period.  Kings County had by far the 
largest concentration of African American residents at more than 8 percent in 1990 and 2000, while Fresno 
County experienced the next highest percentage of African Americans at nearly 5 percent in 1990 and 2000.  
Both Fresno and Merced Counties had the highest concentrations of Asians or Pacific Islanders in 1990 and 
2000, at more than 8 percent and more than 7 percent, respectively.  American Indians and other populations 
make up the rest of the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area.  The Fresno region has few American Indians, 
as seen in Table 1.2-2.  The largest concentration of American Indians was found in Mariposa County, at 
4.5 percent in 1990 and 3.5 percent in 2000.  In contrast, significant concentrations of other populations were 
seen in the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area except for Mariposa County.  In fact, Merced County 
experienced the largest growth in other residents at 13.3 percent over the 10-year period. 

According to U.S. Census Bureau data, the Latino populations are not an official ethnic category due to 
reporting inaccuracies.  Often, Latinos self-report themselves as being a part of another ethnic category, 
mostly white.  While the census data cannot provide an exact number of Latinos in a census year, those 
that marked Latino were separated into their own category for analysis purposes.  Table 1.2-2 shows 
large concentrations of Latino residents were found throughout the Six-County Socioeconomic Study 
Area, except for Mariposa County.  Latino residents in the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area grew 
nearly 10 percent over the 1990 to 2000 period. 

Age Distribution 

According to Table 1.2-3, the median age characteristics for the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area 
ranged around 30 years old, except for Mariposa County, which had a median age near 40 in 1990 and 
2000.  The percentage of residents age 18 and under, as well as those people age 65 and over, generally 
remained consistent from 1990 to 2000.  Fresno County showed the largest increase in the number of 
residents age 18 and under at 0.8 percent.  Of note, all six counties experienced a decrease in the 
number of residents age 65 and over during the 10-year period.  Merced County has the highest 
percentage of individuals age 18 and under at 34.5 percent in 2000, while Mariposa County has the 
highest percentage of individuals age 65 years and over, at 17.2 percent in 2000. 

Income and Housing Distribution 

As shown in Table 1.2-4, median household income levels for the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area 
households increased for all counties from 1990 to 2000.  The most significant median household income 
gains were experienced in Kings and Merced Counties at $10,242 and $9,984, respectively.  All counties in 
the Fresno region had median household incomes well above the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines for a family of four in 1990 and 2000. 
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Table 1.2-2:  Six-County Race 

Area Year Total White % 
African 

American % 

American 
Indian and 

Alaska 
Native % 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander % Other % Latino % 

1990 667,490 423,698 63.5 32,869 4.9 7,540 1.1 57,278 8.6 146,105 21.9 231,853 34.7
Fresno 

2000 799,407 432,756 54.1 41,110 5.1 12,587 1.6 64,547 8.1 248,407 31.1 352,205 44.1

1990 101,469 65,166 64.2 8,243 8.1 1,133 1.1 3,594 3.5 23,333 23.0 34,551 34.1
Kings 

2000 129,461 69,521 53.7 10,745 8.3 2,201 1.7 4,272 3.3 42,852 33.1 56,445 43.6

1990 88,090 63,369 71.9 2,494 2.8 1,418 1.6 1,264 1.4 19,545 22.2 30,400 34.5
Madera 

2000 123,109 76,574 62.2 5,047 4.1 3,201 2.6 1,847 1.5 36,440 29.6 54,537 44.3

1990 14,302 13,221 92.4 122 0.9 639 4.5 128 0.9 192 1.3 697 4.9
Mariposa 

2000 17,130 15,229 88.9 120 0.7 600 3.5 137 0.8 1,045 6.1 1,336 7.8

1990 178,403 120,280 67.4 8,523 4.8 1,516 0.8 15,128 8.5 32,956 18.5 58,107 32.6
Merced 

2000 210,554 118,331 56.2 8,001 3.8 2,527 1.2 14,739 7.0 66,956 31.8 95,381 45.3

1990 311,921 204,835 65.7 4,618 1.5 3,992 1.3 13,319 4.3 85,157 27.3 120,893 38.8
Tulare 

2000 368,021 213,820 58.1 5,888 1.6 5,888 1.6 12,513 3.4 129,543 35.2 186,955 50.8

1990 1,361,675 890,569 65.4 56,869 4.2 16,238 1.2 90,711 6.7 307,288 22.6 476,501 35.0Combined 
Counties 2000 1,647,682 926,230 56.2 70,912 4.3 27,003 1.6 98,054 6.0 525,243 31.9 746,859 45.3

1990 29,760,021 20,524,327 69.0 2,208,801 7.4 242,164 0.8 2,845,659 9.6 3,939,070 13.2 7,687,938 25.8
California 

2000 33,871,648 20,170,059 59.5 2,263,882 6.7 333,346 1.0 3,814,474 11.3 7,289,860 21.510,966,556 32.4

1990 248,709,873 199,686,070 80.3 29,986,060 12.1 1,959,234 0.8 7,273,662 2.9 9,804,847 3.922,354,059 9.0
U.S. 

2000 281,421,906 211,460,626 75.1 34,658,190 12.3 2,475,956 0.9 10,641,833 3.822,185,301 7.935,305,818 12.5

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 



 

Table 1.2-3:  Six-County Age Distribution 

Area Year 
Total 

Individuals 
Median 

Age 

Total 
Individuals 

18 and Under
% 18 and 

Under 

Total 
Individuals 65 

and Older 
% 65 and 

Over 
1990 667,490 31.3 209,036 31.3 69,269 10.4 

Fresno 
2000 799,407 29.9 256,425 32.1 79,209 9.9 

1990 101,469 29.7 30,788 30.3 7,825 7.7 
Kings 

2000 129,461 30.2 37,528 29.0 9,557 7.4 

1990 88,090 33.0 27,383 31.1 10,776 12.2 
Madera 

2000 123,109 32.7 36,467 29.6 13,596 11.0 

1990 14,302 38.8 3,266 22.8 2,508 17.5 
Mariposa 

2000 17,130 42.9 4,125 24.1 2,940 17.2 

1990 178,403 30.1 60,666 34.0 16,468 9.2 
Merced 

2000 210,554 29.0 72,684 34.5 20,004 9.5 

1990 311,921 31.3 103,137 33.1 33,788 10.8 
Tulare 

2000 368,021 29.2 124,252 33.8 35,917 9.8 

1990 1,361,675 32.4 434,276 31.9 140,364 10.3 Combined 
Counties 2000 1,647,682 32.3 531,481 32.3 161,223 9.8 

1990 29,760,021 31.7 7,750,725 26.0 3,135,552 10.5 
California 

2000 33,871,648 33.3 10,234,571 30.2 3,595,658 10.6 

1990 248,709,873 32.8 63,604,432 25.6 31,241,831 12.6 
U.S. 

2000 281,421,906 35.3 80,473,265 28.6 34,991,753 12.4 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 

The number of residents considered to be below the poverty level is another indicator of income 
distribution.  All counties in the Fresno region did not experience significant gains in the number of people 
below the poverty level.  The largest gain was experienced in Madera County, at 4.2 percent.  This 
increase is primarily attributed to the region transitioning from an agricultural economy to a service sector 
economy during the 1990s. 

Table 1.2-4 also shows the region’s housing distribution.  Fresno County had by far the largest number of 
housing units in 1990 and 2000, with Tulare County a distant second.  All Six-Socioeconomic Study Area 
Counties experienced similar percentages of vacant housing units, except for Mariposa County, which 
had 27.2 percent in 1990 and 25.1 percent in 2000.  This unusually high number is attributed to a large 
number of seasonal homes in the Sierra Nevada Mountains. 
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Table 1.2-4:  Six-County Income and Housing Distribution 
Income Distribution Housing Distribution 

Area Year 
Total 

Individuals 

Median 
House-

hold 
Income 

Individuals 
with Income 

Below 
Poverty 
Level 

% of 
Individuals 

Below 
Poverty 
Level 

Housing 
Units 

Occupied 
Housing 

Vacant 
Housing 

% 
Vacant

1990 667,490 $26,377 140,510 21.1 235,563 220,933 14,630 6.2
Fresno 

2000 799,407 $34,725 179,085 22.4 270,767 252,940 17,827 6.6

1990 101,469 $25,507 16,218 16.0 30,843 29,082 1,761 5.7
Kings 

2000 129,461 $35,749 25,245 19.5 36,563 34,418 2,145 5.9

1990 88,090 $27,370 15,160 17.2 30,831 28,370 2,461 8.0
Madera 

2000 123,109 $36,286 26,345 21.4 40,387 36,155 4,232 10.5

1990 14,302 $25,272 1,782 12.5 7,700 5,604 2,096 27.2
Mariposa 

2000 17,130 $34,626 2,535 14.8 8,826 6,613 2,213 25.1

1990 178,403 $25,548 34,813 19.5 58,410 55,331 3,079 5.3
Merced 

2000 210,554 $35,532 45,690 21.7 68,373 63,815 4,558 6.7

1990 311,921 $24,450 69,125 22.2 108,031 97,861 7,152 6.6
Tulare 

2000 368,021 $33,983 87,957 23.9 126,772 116,326 10,446 8.2

1990 1,361,675 $25,754 277,608 20.4 471,378 437,181 31,179 6.6Combined 
Counties 2000 1,647,682 $35,150 366,858 22. 551,688 510,267 41,421 7.5

1990 29,760,021 $35,798 3,627,585 12.2 11,182,882 10,381,206 801,676 7.2
California 

2000 33,871,648 $47,493 4,706,130 13.9 12,214,549 11,502,870 711,679 5.8

1990 248,709,873 $30,056 31,742,864 12.8 102,263,678 91,947,410 10,316,268 10.1
U.S. 

2000 281,421,906 $41,994 33,899,812 12.0 115,904,641 105,480,101 10,424,540 9.0

1989 Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines for a family of 4 = $12,100 

1999 Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines for a family of 4 = $16,700 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 

Anticipated Population Changes 

The California State Department of Finance (DOF) develops population estimates that are used for 
budgetary and economic forecasts, as well as determining the annual appropriations for all of California’s 
jurisdictions.  DOF projections are made for the state and counties for 50 years into the future, with 10-year 
interim outlooks.  The approved forecasts begin in 2000 and extend to the year 2050, in ten-year 
increments.  Also, DOF has prepared estimates for year 2005, which are included in this Draft EA/EIR. 
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The Fresno Council of Governments (Fresno COG) is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the 
immediate Fresno region.  Among other things, the Fresno COG assists with transportation planning and 
airport land use issues for the region.  One of its many tasks includes forecasting population and land use 
changes, which are critical assumptions used in modeling transportation impacts and air quality conformity.  
The COG approved forecasts begin in 2005 and extend to the year 2025, in five-year increments.  Since the 
COG only maintains information for Fresno County, the best available information regarding population and 
land use changes for the entire Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area from DOF was used for this part of 
the analysis.   

As seen in Table 1.2-5, DOF predicts moderate population growth for the Six-County Socioeconomic 
Study Area, except for Merced County, where stronger growth is predicted from 2005 to 2010.  During the 
2010 to 2020 time frame, strong population growth is expected to outpace the 2005 to 2010 period for all 
six counties.  Above-average growth is again anticipated in Merced County at 29.9 percent, while below-
average growth is forecast for Mariposa County.  For the 2020 to 2030 time frame, population growth is 
anticipated to be nearly equal to the previous 10-year period, except for Merced County, which is 
anticipated to slow when compared to the previous time frame.  Overall, the Six-County Socioeconomic 
Study Area is expected to gain approximately one million people over the next 25 years, which would be 
an increase of nearly 55 percent. 

Table 1.2-5:  Six-County Population Forecasts 

Area 
1 2005 

Population 
2 2010 

Population 

2005 to 
2010 % 
Change 

2 2020 
Population

2010 to 
2020% 

Change
2 2030 

Population 

2020 to 
2030% 

Change 
Fresno 883,650 949,961 7.5% 1,114,654 17.3% 1,297,476 16.4% 

Kings 145,110 156,334 7.7% 184,751 18.2% 223,767 21.1% 

Madera 140,747 150,278 6.8% 183,966 22.4% 219,832 19.5% 

Mariposa 18,091 18,608 2.9% 20,607 10.7% 22,435 8.9% 

Merced 241,464 277,715 15.0% 360,831 29.9% 437,880 21.4% 

Tulare 411,701 447,315 8.7% 543,779 21.6% 650,466 19.6% 

Combined 
Counties 1,840,763 2,000,211 8.7% 2,408,588 20.4% 2,851,856 18.4% 

California 36,728,196 39,246,767 6.9% 43,851,741 11.7% 48,110,671 9.7% 

U.S.3 287,716,000 308,936,000 7.4% 335,805,000 8.7% 363,584,000 8.3% 

Notes: 1 DOF E-1:  State/County Population Estimates 
 2 DOF P-1:  State/County Population Projections 
 3 U.S. Census Population Projections 
Source:  California Department of Finance, 2006; U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 

1.2.1.2 Generalized Study Area 

Census tract boundaries, as developed by the U.S. Census Bureau, were used as the basis for depicting 
socioeconomic existing conditions in the Generalized Study Area.  As seen on Figures 1.2-1 and 1.2-2 
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the census tract boundaries do not directly correlate to the Generalized Study Area boundary.  Therefore, 
only the following census tracts were analyzed as a part of this analysis: 

 Year 1990 and 2000 Census Tract 58.03; 
 Year 1990 and 2000 Census Tract 31.01; 
 Year 1990 Census Tract 30 and its year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 30.01 

and 30.02); 
 Year 1990 Census Tract 53.03 and its year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 53.04 

and 53.05); 
 Year 1990 and 2000 Census Tract 52.02; 
 Year 1990 Census Tract 32 and its year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 32.01 

and 32.02); 
 Year 1990 and 2000 Census Tract 53.02; 
 Year 1990 and 2000 Census Tract 53.01; and 
 Year 1990 and 2000 Census Tract 52.01. 

The Generalized Study Area includes small portions of Fresno County and the City of Clovis, with the 
majority located in the City of Fresno, all of which is predominantly urbanized.  The total land area is 
approximately 2,721 acres. 

Population Trends 

Table 1.2-6 lists the 1990 and 2000 population numbers for the analyzed census tracts in the 
Generalized Study Area.  Unlike to the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area, only portions of the 
Generalized Study Area experienced significant growth over the 10-year period, with an average increase 
of 7.3 percent, which was well below Fresno County’s growth rate.  Year 1990 Census Tract 53.03 and its 
year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 53.04 and 53.05) experienced an increase of 
18.3 percent, while Year 1990 Census Tract 32 and its year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census 
Tracts 32.01 and 32.02) experienced an increase of 29.1 percent.  Of note, Census Tract 31.01, which is 
where FAT is primarily located, experienced a decline of 12.1 percent over the 10-year time period.   
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Table 1.2-6:  Generalized Study Area Population Trends 
Census Tract Year Total 1990 to 2000 Change

1990 7,003  
58.03/58.03 

2000 7,712 10.1% 

1990 10,336  
31.01/31.01 

2000 9,088 -12.1% 

1990 7,687  1 30/30.01 & 30.02 
2000 9,091 18.3% 

1990 8,617  2 53.03/53.04 & 53.05 
2000 8,634 0.2% 

1990 3,595  
52.02/52.02 

2000 3,661 1.8% 

1990 7,978  3 32/32.01 & 32.02 
2000 10,300 29.1% 

1990 4,622  
53.02/53.02 

2000 4,957 7.2% 

1990 5,226  
53.01/53.01 

2000 5,404 3.4% 

1990 7,147  
52.01/52.01 

2000 7,926 10.9% 

1990 62,211  Combined Census 
Tracts 2000 66,773 7.3% 

1990 667,490  
Fresno County 

2000 799,407 19.8% 

Note: 1 Year 1990 Census Tract 30 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 30.01 and 30.02 
2 Year 1990 Census Tract 53.03 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 53.04 and 53.05 
3 Year 1990 Census Tract 32 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 

Race 

The majority of the Generalized Study Area is also considered white, according to Table 1.2-7.  Similar to 
the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area, the Generalized Study Area also became more diversified 
between 1990 and 2000.  This is evidenced by the fact that percentage of white population dropped by an 
average of 20.4 percent over the 10-year period.  The largest white resident decline was experienced in 
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Year 1990 Census Tract 30, and its year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 30.01 and 30.02) 
losing 29 percent white residents, and Year 1990 Census Tract 32 and its year 2000 geographic 
equivalent (Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02) losing 26.9 percent white residents.  African American 
populations were relatively stable from over the 10-year period, with a 2.6 percent gain experience in 
Census Tract 53.02 and Census Tract 53.01.  Nearly all Generalized Study Area Census Tracts 
experienced a gain in the number of Asians or Pacific Islanders from 1990 to 2000.  The largest increase 
was experienced in Census Tract 58.03 at 7.3 percent.  The Generalized Study Area has few American 
Indians, as seen in Table 1.2-7, similar to the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area, and little change in 
their population percentages was seen over the 10-year period.  In contrast, other populations increased 
dramatically across the Generalized Study Area.  The largest other resident increases were experienced 
in Year 1990 Census Tract 30 and its year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 30.01 and 30.02) 
at 21.3 percent, Census Tract 52.02 at 20.2 percent, and Year 1990 Census Tract 32 and its year 2000 
geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02) at 20.0 percent. 

As previously mentioned, Latino populations are not an official ethnic category due to reporting 
inaccuracies.  Table 1.2-7 shows the highest concentrations of Latino residents were found in Year 1990 
Census Tract 30 and its year 2000 geographic equivalent (Census Tracts 30.01 and 30.02) and Census 
Tract 52.02.  Overall, Latino residents in the Generalized Study Area moderately increased by 
13.2 percent from 1990 to 2000. 

Age Distribution 

As seen in Table 1.2-8, average age characteristics for the 1990 Census Tracts were not available for the 
Generalized Study Area.  However, the average ages for the 2000 Census Tracts were accessible.  On 
the whole, the average ages were in the mid twenties to the low thirties, with year 2000 Census 
Tract 53.01 experiencing the highest average age at 32.3. 

Overall, the number of people at 18 and under increased in the Generalized Study Area.  The percentage 
of residents age 18 and under increased the most in Census Tract 52.02 and Census Tract 53.02 at 
9 percent and 8.6 percent, respectively.  In contrast, the percentage of people age 65 and over remained 
nearly the same in the Generalized Study Area.  Of note, Year 1990 Census Tract 32 and its year 2000 
geographical equivalent (Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02) showed the largest decrease in the percentage 
of people age 65 and over, at 3.4 percent. 
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Table 1.2-7:  Generalized Study Area Race 

Census Tract Year Total White % 

Black or 
African 

American % 

American 
Indian and 

Alaska Native % 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander % Other % Latino % 
1990 7,003 5,241 74.8 159 2.3 160 2.3 546 7.8 897 12.8 1,842 26.3

58.03/58.03 
2000 7,712 4,798 62.2 109 1.4 63 0.8 1,164 15.1 1,578 20.5 2,110 27.4
1990 10,336 8,344 80.7 299 2.9 147 1.4 499 4.8 1,047 10.1 1,708 16.5

31.01/31.01 
2000 9,088 6,367 70.1 250 2.8 206 2.3 479 5.3 1,786 19.7 2,321 25.5
1990 7,687 5,222 67.9 682 8.9 106 1.4 418 5.4 1,259 16.4 2,103 27.41 30/30.01 & 30.02 
2000 9,091 3,538 38.9 945 10.4 120 1.3 1,059 11.6 3,429 37.7 3,917 43.1
1990 8,617 6,075 70.5 472 5.5 122 1.4 1,082 12.6 866 10.0 1,653 19.22 53.03/53.04 & 

53.05 2000 8,634 4,615 53.5 548 6.3 59 0.7 1,068 12.4 2,344 27.1 2,742 31.8
1990 3,595 2,430 67.6 325 9.0 34 0.9 383 10.7 423 11.8 846 23.5

52.02/52.02 
2000 3,661 1,589 43.4 258 7.0 46 1.3 597 16.3 1,171 32.0 1,660 45.3
1990 7,978 5,784 72.5 404 5.1 216 2.7 575 7.2 999 12.5 1,601 20.13 32/32.01 & 32.02 
2000 10,300 4,694 45.6 778 7.6 362 3.5 1,120 10.9 3,346 32.5 4,202 40.8
1990 4,622 3,566 77.2 267 5.8 31 0.7 345 7.5 413 8.9 850 18.4

53.02/53.02 
2000 4,957 2,733 55.1 418 8.4 89 1.8 507 10.2 1,210 24.4 1,594 32.2
1990 5,226 3,810 72.9 268 5.1 48 0.9 437 8.4 663 12.7 1,096 21.0

53.01/53.01 
2000 5,404 3,059 56.6 414 7.7 77 1.4 699 12.9 1,155 21.4 1,697 31.4
1990 7,147 5,487 76.8 442 6.2 70 1.0 277 3.9 871 12.2 1,466 20.5

52.01/52.01 
2000 7,926 4,346 54.8 644 8.1 134 1.7 750 9.5 2,052 25.9 2,856 36.0
1990 62,211 45,959 73.9 3,318 5.3 934 1.5 4,562 7.3 7,438 12.0 13,165 21.2Combined Census 

Tracts 2000 66,773 35,739 53.5 4,364 6.5 1,156 1.7 7,443 11.1 18,071 27.1 23,099 34.6
1990 667,490 423,698 63.5 32,869 4.9 7,540 1.1 57,278 8.6 146,105 21.9 231,853 34.7

Fresno County 
2000 799,407 432,756 54.1 41,110 5.1 12,587 1.6 64,547 8.1 248,407 31.1 352,205 44.1

Note: 1 Year 1990 Census Tract 30 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 30.01 and 30.02 
2 Year 1990 Census Tract 53.03 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 53.04 and 53.05 
3 Year 1990 Census Tract 32 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 



 

Table 1.2-8:  Generalized Study Area Age Distribution 

Census Tract Year 
Total 

Individuals 
Median 

Age 

Total 
Individuals 
Under 18 

Years of Age

% below 18 
Years of 

Age 

Total 
Individuals 
65 Years or 

Older 

% at or 
above 65 

Years of Age

1990 7,003 N/A 2,417 34.5 411 5.9 
58.03/58.03 

2000 7,712 29.9 2,987 38.7 519 6.7 

1990 10,336 N/A 2,617 25.3 659 6.4 
31.01/31.01 

2000 9,088 29.4 2,814 31.0 769 8.5 

1990 7,687 N/A 2,099 27.3 827 10.8 1 30/30.01 & 
30.02 2000 9,091 26.4 3,300 36.3 890 9.8 

1990 8,617 N/A 2,011 23.3 564 6.5 2 53.03/53.04 & 
53.05 2000 8,634 27.9 2,579 29.9 705 8.2 

1990 3,595 N/A 1,093 30.4 340 9.5 
52.02/52.02 

2000 3,661 25.4 1,443 39.4 295 8.1 

1990 7,978 N/A 2,285 28.6 1,044 13.1 3 32/32.01 & 
32.02 2000 10,300 27.7 3,566 34.6 1,000 9.7 

1990 4,622 N/A 941 20.4 481 10.4 
53.02/53.02 

2000 4,957 27.0 1,438 29.0 560 11.3 

1990 5,226 N/A 1,446 27.7 656 12.6 
53.01/53.01 

2000 5,404 32.3 1,876 34.7 750 13.9 

1990 7,147 N/A 1,789 25.0 1,009 14.1 
52.01/52.01 

2000 7,926 31.4 2,640 33.3 1,097 13.8 

1990 62,211 N/A 16,698 26.8 5,991 9.6 Combined 
Census Tracts 2000 66,773 28.6 22,643 33.9 6,585 9.9 

1990 667,490 31.1 209,036 31.3 69,269 10.4 
Fresno County 

2000 799,407 29.9 256,425 32.1 79,209 9.9 

Note: 1 Year 1990 Census Tract 30 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 30.01 and 30.02 
2 Year 1990 Census Tract 53.03 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 53.04 and 53.05 
3 Year 1990 Census Tract 32 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 

Income and Housing Distribution 

As shown in Table 1.2-9, median household income levels for the Generalized Study Area households 
increased for all census tracts from 1990 to 2000 except for Census Tract 52.02, which experienced a 
slight decrease of $502.  The most significant median household income gain was experienced in Census 
Tract 58.03 at $12,476.  All census tracts in the Generalized Study Area had median household incomes 
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well above the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Health and Human Services 
Poverty Guidelines for a family of four in 1990 and 2000. 

The number of residents considered to be below the poverty level is another indicator of income 
distribution.  Overall, the Generalized Study Area census tracts experienced a moderate gain in the 
number of people below the poverty level from 1990 to 2000, at 5.2 percent.  However, the largest gain 
was experienced in Census Tract 52.02, at 21.9 percent, followed by year 1990 Census Tract 32 and its 
year 2000 geographical equivalent (Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02) with a 10.6 percent increase. 

Table 1.2-9 also shows the region’s housing distribution.  Census Tract 31.01 had by far the largest 
number of housing units in 1990 and 2000.  Only Census Tract 58.03 and Census Tract 53.02 showed 
minor increases in the number of housing units.  This is primarily attributed to the nature of the urbanized 
area. 

Anticipated Population Changes 

As previously mentioned, the Fresno COG forecasts population and land use changes, which are critical 
assumptions used in modeling transportation impacts and air quality conformity.  The approved forecasts 
begin in 2005 and extend to the year 2025, in 5-year increments.  The methodology for the Fresno COG 
2025 projections incorporates regional growth targets provided by the Center for the Continuing Study of 
the California Economy.  Year 2005 is the socioeconomic baseline.  For population, the baseline starts 
with the number of persons and their spatial location as recorded in the 2000 Census.  In consultation 
with the Fresno COG and their member jurisdictions, staff endeavored to use all available official planning 
documents to estimate the location and amount of growth from 2000 to 2005.  The Fresno COG does not 
use U.S. Census Bureau geographies below City/County limit lines to forecast population and land use 
changes due to the fact that those geographies tend to change each decennial census, especially on the 
fringes of the developed area.  Similar to other MPOs across the U.S., the Fresno COG has developed 
sub-regions called Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) for forecasting purposes.  The TAZs selected for 
analysis closely resemble the census tract boundaries of the Generalized Study Area.  While these sub-
regions are loosely based on the U.S. Census Bureau geographies, they allow for greater forecasting 
accuracies over multi-year periods.  The forecasts are consistent with regional targets for the given year, 
and linear projections relative to the shares of growth were applied for the region. 

Also previously mentioned, California DOF develops population, housing, and labor force estimates, 
which are used for budgetary and economic forecasts for the state and counties.  However, given the fact 
that DOF does not have detailed information in the Generalized Study Area, as well as Fresno COG’s 
intimate knowledge of the Fresno region, DOF’s forecast numbers were not utilized in this portion of the 
analysis. 
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Table 1.2-9:  Generalized Study Area Income and Housing Distribution 
Income Distribution Housing Distribution 

Census 
Tract Year 

Total 
Individuals 

Median 
Household 

Income 

Individuals 
with Income 

Below 
Poverty 

Level 

% of 
Individuals 

Below 
Poverty 

Level 
Housing 

Units 
Occupied 
Housing 

Vacant 
Housing % Vacant

1990 7,003 $34,111  757 10.9 2,189 2,171 18 0.8 
58.03/58.03 

2000 7,712 $46,587  821 10.7 2,387 2,298 89 3.7 

1990 10,336 $27,692  1,406 13.6 4,396 4,194 202 4.6 
31.01/31.01 

2000 9,088 $30,880  1,481 16.4 3,868 3,679 189 4.9 

1990 7,687 $24,455  1,171 15.8 2,976 2,828 148 5.0 1 30/30.01 & 
30.02 2000 9,091 $29,196  2,101 23.1 2,969 2,793 176 5.9 

1990 8,617 $24,088  2,189 25.6 3,567 3,322 245 6.9 2 53.03/53.04 
& 53.05 2000 8,634 $29,100  2,015 23.5 3,469 3,290 179 6.1 

1990 3,595 $22,460  536 15.1 1,371 1,303 68 5.0 
52.02/52.02 

2000 3,661 $21,958  1,355 37.0 1,253 1,177 76 6.1 

1990 7,978 $25,466  1,295 16.3 3,184 3,103 81 2.5 3 32/32.01 & 
32.02 2000 10,300 $29,142  2,464 23.9 3,199 2,959 240 7.5 

1990 4,622 $24,737  669 14.5 2,116 1,986 130 6.1 
53.02/53.02 

2000 4,957 $28,931  1,124 22.7 2,113 2,020 93 4.4 

1990 5,226 $27,956  814 15.6 1,950 1,912 38 1.9 
53.01/53.01 

2000 5,404 $31,918  920 17.0 1,933 1,875 58 3.0 

1990 7,147 $24,196  1,166 16.3 3,081 2,963 118 3.8 
52.01/52.01 

2000 7,926 $31,131  1,954 24.7 3,105 2,879 226 7.3 

1990 62,211 $26,129  10,003 16.1 24,830 23,782 1,048 4.2 Combined 
Census 
Tracts 2000 66,773 $30,983  14,235 21.3 24,296 22,970 1,326 5.5 

1990 667,490 $26,377  140,510 21.1 235,563 220,933 14,630 6.2 Fresno 
County 2000 799,407 $34,725  179,085 22.4 270,767 252,940 17,827 6.6 

1989 Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines for a family of 4 = $12,100 

1999 Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines for a family of 4 = $16,700 

Note: 1 Year 1990 Census Tract 30 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 30.01 and 30.02 
2 Year 1990 Census Tract 53.03 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 53.04 and 53.05 
3 Year 1990 Census Tract 32 is geographically equivalent to year 2000 Census Tracts 32.01 and 32.02 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 

Figure 1.2-3 shows the TAZ boundaries within the Generalized Study Area.  As seen in Table 1.2-10, 
Fresno COG predicts modest overall population growth for the Generalized Study Area from 2005 to 
2025 at nearly 5 percent.  Significant growth over the 20-year time frame is expected in the following 
TAZs:  1051, 1052, 1054, 1058, 1060, 1083, 1090, 1619, 1679, 1680, 1682, 1683, 1684, 1685, 1686, and 
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1703, which are generally located northwest and southeast of FAT.  Growth rates for these TAZs were 
around 20 percent or higher, with some TAZs having growth rates topping out at nearly 86 percent (TAZs 
1685 and 1686).  Significant declines were forecast from 2005 to 2025 in the following TAZs:  184, 1415, 
1416, 1417, 1625, and 1681, which are generally located southeast of FAT.  Decreases for these TAZs of 
15 percent or greater were experienced, with some TAZs declining 60 percent or more (TAZs 1416 and 
1625).  TAZ 1622 is expected to loose all of its population by the year 2025.  Of note, the following TAZs 
were removed from the analysis as they contained no population information:  TAZs 185 977 978 995 
1078 1079 1080 1081 1089 1412 1414 1620 1621 1623 1624 1693. 

1.2.1.3 Detailed Study Area 

Unlike the Generalized Study Area, census tract boundaries and TAZ boundaries were not used as the 
basis for depicting socioeconomic existing conditions in the Detailed Study Area.  This is attributed to the 
fact that no residences are located here, as most of this area consists of airport-related or agriculture land 
uses. Therefore depicting the existing social characteristics of residents is not applicable in these areas.  
As seen on Figures 1.2-1, 1.2-2, and 1.2-3, the census tract boundaries and TAZ boundaries do not 
correlate to the Detailed Study Area boundary.  The total land area is approximately 1,235 acres. 

1.2.2 Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations, requires federal agencies like FAA to consider environmental justice (EJ) 
issues in their policies, activities, and procedures.  A Presidential Memorandum directed to the heads of 
all departments and agencies accompanied Executive Order (EO) 12898.  The memorandum states 
“each federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including human health, economic, and 
social effects, of federal actions, including effects on minority communities and low-income communities, 
when such analysis is required by NEPA.”  The memorandum particularly emphasizes the importance of 
NEPA’s public participation process, directing that “each federal agency shall provide opportunities for 
community input in the NEPA process.”  Agencies are further directed to “identify potential effects and 
mitigation measures in consultation with affected communities, and improve the accessibility of meetings, 
crucial documents, and notices.”  The FAA, a division of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), is 
included in DOT Order 5610.2 Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations (62 Federal Register 18377 et seq., April 15, 1997).  In August 2000, FAA published 
the Environmental Justice Q&A:  Interim FAA Policy Guidance that discusses how FAA can integrate EJ 
in the NEPA process.  Potential EJ areas are identified in the alternatives screening process to ensure 
that these communities have access to concise and clear information sufficient to effectively participate in 
the public involvement process.  This helps to ensure that these communities are not disproportionately 
affected by a project.  EJ in transportation projects is about striving to ensure that minority and low-income 
populations get an equal share of the transportation benefits without carrying the brunt of the burden. 
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Table 1.2-10:  Generalized Study Area Population Forecasts 

TAZ 
2005 

Population 
2010 

Population 

2005 to 
2010 % 
Change 

2015 
Population

2010 to 
2015 % 
Change 

2020 
Population

2015 to 
2020 % 
Change 

2025 
Population

2020 to 
2025 % 
Change 

173 1,376 1,609 16.9% 1,845 14.7% 2,093 13.4% 2,184 4.3% 
183 710 710 0.0% 710 0.0% 710 0.0% 710 0.0% 
184 30 24 -20.0% 18 -25.0% 12 -33.3% 5 -58.3% 
714 1,049 1,161 10.7% 1,274 9.7% 1,392 9.3% 1,645 18.2% 
717 2,031 2,032 0.0% 2,033 0.0% 2,035 0.1% 2,037 0.1% 
720 2,723 2,723 0.0% 2,723 0.0% 2,723 0.0% 2,723 0.0% 
929 571 571 0.0% 571 0.0% 571 0.0% 571 0.0% 
930 1,788 1,788 0.0% 1,788 0.0% 1,788 0.0% 1,788 0.0% 
979 1,312 1,324 0.9% 1,337 1.0% 1,350 1.0% 1,365 1.1% 
980 534 546 2.2% 557 2.0% 570 2.3% 583 2.3% 
981 812 867 6.8% 922 6.3% 980 6.3% 1,044 6.5% 

1038 2,036 2,036 0.0% 2,036 0.0% 2,036 0.0% 2,036 0.0% 
1039 2,017 2,019 0.1% 2,021 0.1% 2,023 0.1% 2,025 0.1% 
1040 1,452 1,464 0.8% 1,477 0.9% 1,490 0.9% 1,504 0.9% 
1041 2,643 2,673 1.1% 2,704 1.2% 2,736 1.2% 2,771 1.3% 
1042 1,191 1,191 0.0% 1,191 0.0% 1,191 0.0% 1,191 0.0% 
1043 1,458 1,461 0.2% 1,464 0.2% 1,468 0.3% 1,471 0.2% 
1044 1,646 1,646 0.0% 1,646 0.0% 1,646 0.0% 1,646 0.0% 
1045 2,149 2,149 0.0% 2,149 0.0% 2,149 0.0% 2,149 0.0% 
1046 406 406 0.0% 406 0.0% 406 0.0% 406 0.0% 
1047 760 765 0.7% 771 0.8% 777 0.8% 784 0.9% 
1048 731 734 0.4% 737 0.4% 741 0.5% 744 0.4% 
1049 1,554 1,554 0.0% 1,554 0.0% 1,554 0.0% 1,554 0.0% 
1050 2,009 2,032 1.1% 2,056 1.2% 2,081 1.2% 2,108 1.3% 
1051 516 670 29.8% 825 23.1% 988 19.8% 1,167 18.1% 
1052 48 59 22.9% 70 18.6% 82 17.1% 94 14.6% 
1053 1,812 1,815 0.2% 1,818 0.2% 1,821 0.2% 1,824 0.2% 
1054 1,236 1,442 16.7% 1,653 14.6% 1,872 13.2% 2,341 25.1% 
1055 1,880 1,940 3.2% 2,001 3.1% 2,065 3.2% 2,202 6.6% 
1056 3,667 3,667 0.0% 3,667 0.0% 3,667 0.0% 3,667 0.0% 
1058 281 480 70.8% 681 41.9% 892 31.0% 1,122 25.8% 
1060 202 319 57.9% 438 37.3% 563 28.5% 700 24.3% 
1066 1,918 1,922 0.2% 1,926 0.2% 1,930 0.2% 1,934 0.2% 
1069 1,740 1,760 1.1% 1,781 1.2% 1,802 1.2% 1,826 1.3% 
1072 896 896 0.0% 896 0.0% 896 0.0% 896 0.0% 
1073 567 569 0.4% 571 0.4% 573 0.4% 576 0.5% 
1074 1,000 1,001 0.1% 1,001 0.0% 1,002 0.1% 1,003 0.1% 
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Table 1.2-10:  Generalized Study Area Population Forecasts (Continued) 

TAZ 
2005 

Population 
2010 

Population 

2005 to 
2010 % 
Change 

2015 
Population

2010 to 
2015 % 
Change 

2020 
Population

2015 to 
2020 % 
Change 

2025 
Population

2020 to 
2025 % 
Change 

1075 1,099 1,099 0.0% 1,099 0.0% 1,099 0.0% 1,099 0.0% 
1076 2,236 2,238 0.1% 2,240 0.1% 2,243 0.1% 2,245 0.1% 
1077 1,590 1,595 0.3% 1,600 0.3% 1,605 0.3% 1,610 0.3% 
1083 48 80 66.7% 113 41.3% 147 30.1% 185 25.9% 
1088 1,280 1,299 1.5% 1,318 1.5% 1,338 1.5% 1,380 3.1% 
1090 494 591 19.6% 689 16.6% 792 14.9% 905 14.3% 
1091 1,072 1,073 0.1% 1,074 0.1% 1,076 0.2% 1,078 0.2% 
1413 984 990 0.6% 997 0.7% 1,003 0.6% 1,011 0.8% 
1415 6 5 -16.7% 3 -40.0% 2 -33.3% 1 -50.0% 
1416 39 31 -20.5% 23 -25.8% 15 -34.8% 6 -60.0% 
1417 211 376 78.2% 542 44.1% 716 32.1% 907 26.7% 
1434 991 1,029 3.8% 1,066 3.6% 1,106 3.8% 1,149 3.9% 
1435 1,053 1,062 0.9% 1,072 0.9% 1,082 0.9% 1,093 1.0% 
1436 1,802 1,825 1.3% 1,848 1.3% 1,873 1.4% 1,899 1.4% 
1437 1,638 1,652 0.9% 1,665 0.8% 1,679 0.8% 1,695 1.0% 
1616 684 690 0.9% 696 0.9% 702 0.9% 709 1.0% 
1619 401 477 19.0% 554 16.1% 636 14.8% 724 13.8% 
1622 2 2 0.0% 1 -50.0% 1 0.0% 0 -100.0% 
1625 7 6 -14.3% 4 -33.3% 3 -25.0% 1 -66.7% 
1679 216 272 25.9% 329 21.0% 388 17.9% 453 16.8% 
1680 180 233 29.4% 287 23.2% 343 19.5% 405 18.1% 
1681 33 27 -18.2% 22 -18.5% 16 -27.3% 9 -43.8% 
1682 311 505 62.4% 700 38.6% 905 29.3% 1,130 24.9% 
1683 347 592 70.6% 839 41.7% 1,099 31.0% 1,384 25.9% 
1684 101 158 56.4% 215 36.1% 275 27.9% 342 24.4% 
1685 498 927 86.1% 1,361 46.8% 1,818 33.6% 2,316 27.4% 
1686 470 874 86.0% 1,282 46.7% 1,712 33.5% 2,181 27.4% 
1703 13 25 92.3% 36 44.0% 48 33.3% 74 54.2% 

         
Com-
bined 
TAZs 66,557 69,758 4.8% 72,993 4.6% 76,397 4.7% 80,387 5.2% 

Fresno 
County 883,6501 949,9612 7.5% N/A N/A 1,114,6542 17.3% N/A N/A 

Notes: 1 DOF E-1:  State/County Population Estimates 
 2 DOF P-1:  State/County Population Projections 
Source:  Fresno COG, 2006 

EO 12898 was designed to supplement Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the resulting 
regulations for the U.S. DOT implementing this Act.  Title VI prohibits discriminatory practices in programs 
receiving federal funding (U.S. DOT 1994).  In addition, EO 12898 is supplemented by more than 30 
federal statutes, regulations, executive orders, and directives regarding nondiscrimination. 
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The racial, ethnic, and low-income characteristics of the Generalized Study Area are discussed above in 
Section 1.2.1.2.  There are no residents living within the Detailed Study Area.  The Generalized Study 
Area minority population was 26.1 percent in 1990 and 46.5 percent in 2000, as compared to Fresno 
County, which was 36.5 percent in 1990 and 45.9 percent in 2000.  Both geographic areas experienced 
moderate diversification over the 10-year period.  The Generalized Study Area had median household 
incomes well above the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Health and Human 
Services Poverty Guidelines for a family of four in 1990 and 2000.  However, the Generalized Study Area 
experienced a moderate gain in the number of people below the poverty level from 1990 to 2000, from 
16.2 percent to 21.4 percent, respectively.  Similar percentages were seen in Fresno County at 
16.0 percent in 1990 and 19.5 percent in 2000 in terms of the number of people below the poverty level. 

The objective of this analysis is to determine whether there would be a disproportionately high adverse 
impact on minority and low-income populations and households in accordance with EO 12898 and the 
DOT Order 5610.2.  The EJ section examines the racial and income characteristics of the population 
affected by aircraft noise, residential relocations, and property acquisitions. 

1.2.3 Children’s Health and Safety 

EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (April 21, 1997), 
requires federal agencies to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety 
risks resulting from policies, programs, activities, and standards that may disproportionately affect 
children.  As shown previously, the Generalized Study Area has a similar percentage of children under 18 
as compared to the Six-County Socioeconomic Study Area, but slightly higher than California or the 
United States.  Schools and daycare centers are locations where the potential for a child to be exposed to 
environmental health risks is increased, because a higher concentration of children are located in one 
place during the day. 

There are three Fresno Unified School District facilities and one private school in the Generalized Study 
Area:  Viking Elementary is located at 4251 North Winery Avenue, Thomas Elementary is located at 4444 
North Millbrook Avenue, Scandinavian Middle School is located at 3216 North Sierra Vista Avenue, and 
Fresno Adventist Academy is located at 5397 East Olive Avenue.  All four schools are partially located 
within the Generalized Study Area (CNEL 65 dB contour) on the north-central, northwest, and south-
central sides of FAT, respectively.  Scandinavian Middle School is the closest facility to FAT at 
approximately 1000 feet to the northwest, near the North Sierra Vista Avenue/North Chestnut Avenue 
intersection.  There is only one daycare center located within the Generalized Study Area.  Howell Day 
Care is located at 4578 East Ashcroft Avenue, which is located northwest of FAT.  However, there are no 
schools or daycare centers located within the Detailed Study Area.   
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AIR QUALITY 

1.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

1.1 STUDY METHODS 

The focus of the air quality analysis is on U.S. EPA criteria air pollutants, including CO, NOx, sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), and PM10/PM2.5.  Ozone-forming emissions were addressed through the analysis of volatile 
organic compounds (VOC), which are also known as reactive organic gases (ROG) and NOx.  Lead (Pb) 
was not included in the emission inventory calculations because:  (1) the Fresno-Clovis area is in 
attainment for Pb, and (2) since the prohibition of Pb as an additive in liquid fuels, Pb has ceased to be a 
major transportation related pollutant.  A qualitative evaluation of hazardous (or “toxic”) air pollutants 
(HAPs) was also performed. 

1.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

1.2.1 Introduction 

The Generalized Study Area is located in Fresno County, which is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 
(SJVAB), an 8-county area in central California that includes the entire counties of Fresno, Kings, 
Madera, Merced, Tulare, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and the northern portion of Kern County.  Federal, 
state, and local agencies share the regulation and management of ambient air quality conditions.  Under 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible 
for the assessment of air quality impacts associated with airports as well as compliance with the General 
Conformity Rule (U.S. EPA, 1993) under the Clean Air Act (CAA) (U.S. Congress, 1990).  Table 1.2-1 
provides a summary of the agencies and their roles and responsibilities in the Generalized Study Area. 

As discussed above, a variety of federal, state, and local regulations are used to protect and manage air 
quality conditions in Fresno County and the Fresno-Clovis area.  Based on these regulations, the criteria 
and standards described below were used to evaluate the potential air quality impacts in this Draft 
EA/EIR.  U.S. EPA has established the NAAQS to protect public health, the environment, and the quality 
of life from the detrimental effects of air pollution.  The standards have been set for the following criteria 
pollutants:  carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM10 
and PM2.5), and sulfur oxides (SOx).  Criteria air pollutants are the six air pollutants for which the 
U.S. EPA has established NAAQS based on health criteria. 
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Table 1.2-1:  Agencies Involved in the FAT MP EA/EIR Air Quality Assessment 
Agency Roles and Responsibilities 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) 

Federal agency – Sets national clean air policies under the CAA; 
promulgates the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); 
and reviews and approves State Implementation Plans (SIPs).  Also 
regulates aircraft emissions.  (All of California is within U.S. EPA 
Region 9, headquarters are in San Francisco.) 

Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA)  

Federal agency – Responsible for Environmental Assessment under 
NEPA for the Proposed Project and compliance with the General 
Conformity Rule of the CAA.  (Offices are located in San Francisco 
and Los Angeles.) 

California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) 

State agency – Establishes state-wide clean air policies and rules; 
promulgates the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), 
regulates mobile source emissions (i.e., motor vehicles); and 
conducts ambient air monitoring throughout California.  Also 
involved in the preparation of state and regional SIPs.  
(Headquarters are located in Sacramento.) 

San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD) 

Regional agency – Issues operating permits; monitors ambient air 
quality; develops and enforces local air quality rules and 
regulations; develops air quality plans, implements control 
strategies; and prepares periodic emissions inventories under the 
Federal and State CAA.  (Office is located in Fresno.) 

The Council of Fresno County 
Governments (Fresno COG) 

Local agency – The Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
responsible for regional transportation planning activities related to 
air quality.  (Office is located in Fresno.) 

1.2.2 Federal Standards and Criteria 

The federal standards and criteria that apply to the Proposed Project include demonstrating compliance 
with the NAAQS and the de minimis thresholds listed in the General Conformity Rule.  The NAAQS and 
CAAQS are listed in Table 1.2-2. 
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Table 1.2-2:  National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Pollutant Averaging Time California Standards1 Federal Standards2,3 

1 Hour4 0.09 ppm (180 g/m3) 0.12 ppm (235 g/m3) 
Ozone (O3) 

8 Hour5 0.07 ppm (137 g/m3) 0.08 ppm (157 g/m3) 
24 Hour 50 g/m3 150 g/m3 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 
Annual 30 g/m3 50 g/m3 
24 Hour No Separate State 

Standard 
65 g/m3 

Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 5 

Annual 12 g/m3 15 g/m3 
8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 
Annual ---- 0.053 ppm (100 g/m3) 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)7 
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (470 g/m3) ---- 

Annual ---- 0.030 ppm (80 g/m3) 
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 g/m3) 0.14 ppm (365 g/m3) 
3 Hour ---- 0.5 ppm (1300 g/m3) 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 g/m3) ---- 

30 Day Average 1.5 g/m3 ---- 
Lead (Pb) 

Calendar Quarter ---- 1.5 g/m3 

Visibility Reducing Particles6 8 Hour See footnote (6) 
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 g/m3 
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 g/m3) 

Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 g/m3) 

No 
Federal 

Standards 

Notes:  ppm = parts per million µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
1 California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter and visibility reducing 

particles are values that are not to be exceeded.  All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.  California ambient air quality 
standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 

2 National Standards (other than ozone, PM, and those based on annual averages) are not to be exceeded more than once a year.  
The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or 
less than the standard.  For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 
24-hour average concentration is above 150 g/m3 is equal to or less than one.  For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained 
when 98 percent of the daily concentrations averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. 

3 All standards, except 3-hour SO2, are National Primary Standards, which is the levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate 
margin of safety to protect public health.  The 3-hour SO2 standard is a National Secondary Standard:  The levels of air quality 
necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

4 U.S. EPA revoked the National 1-hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005.  However, U.S. EPA required that all emissions 
reduction measures, including the State Implementation Plan and the General Conformity Regulations based on the 1-hour 
ozone standard, must remain in place until the National 8-hour ozone standard is met. 

5 U.S. EPA promulgated new Federal 8-hour ozone and fine particulate matter standards on July 18, 1997.  California adopted a 
new state 8-hour ozone standard effective May 17, 2006. 

6 Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer – visibility of 10 miles or more due to particles when relative humidity is less than 
70 percent. 

7 The Nitrogen Dioxide ambient air quality standard was amended on February 22, 2007, to lower the 1-hr standard to 0.18 ppm 
and establish a new annual standard of 0.030 ppm.  These changes become effective after regulatory changes are submitted 
and approved by the Office of Administrative Law, expected later this year. 

Source:  U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 50, Section 121 and Table of Standards, Title 17, Section 70200, 
California Code of Regulations. 
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Based on the attainment/nonattainment status of an area (see Section 1.2.5), pollutant specific 
emissions thresholds apply as described in the Federal General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93.153).  
These de minimis thresholds are listed in Table 1.2-3. 

Table 1.2-3:  General Conformity De Minimis Levels in the San Joaquin Valley Nonattainment Area 
Pollutant De Minimis Level (tons per year) 

CO 100 

VOC (as ozone precursor) 50a 

NOx (as ozone precursor) 50a 

PM10 70 

PM2.5 (direct emissions) 100 

SO2 (as PM2.5 precursor) 100 

Note: VOC = volatile organic compounds 
 NOx = Nitrogen oxides 

a. The de minimis values for NOx and VOC for the 1-hour ozone standard could be reduced to 10 tons per year (tpy) based on an 
Extreme Nonattainment determination. 

Source: 40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 6, 51, and 93, November 30, 1993; 40 CFR Part 52, April 19, 1995; 40 CFR 
Parts 51 and 93, July 17, 2006. 

1.2.3 California Standards and Criteria 

The California standards and criteria that apply to the Proposed Project include demonstrating 
compliance with CAAQS and the Thresholds of Significance as described in the SJVAPCD’s 
Environmental Review Guidelines.  The CAAQS are listed in Table 1.2-2 and the applicable Thresholds 
of Significance are listed in Table 1.2-4. 

Table 1.2-4:  SJVAPCD Thresholds of Significance1 
Pollutant Threshold Level (tons per year) 

ROG 10 

NOx 10 

PM10 Compliance with Control Measures in Tables 6-2 and 6-3 of the GAMAQI1 

Note: ROG = reactive organic gases 
 NOx = Nitrogen oxides 
1 Thresholds of Significance are extracted from the following publication:  Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air 

Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD, 2002a). 

1.2.4 Air Monitoring Data 

Both the SJVAPCD and CARB operate several ambient air monitoring sites in Fresno County as part of 
their state and local air monitoring programs.  These stations are intended to sample and record outdoor 
levels of the U.S. EPA criteria air pollutants discussed above.  Four air monitoring stations are located 
within 5 miles of FAT.  Table 1.2-5 contains the detailed information and data from these monitoring sites 
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including the site locations, distance, and direction from FAT, the pollutants measured, and the highest 
recorded levels in 2005.  No air monitoring stations are located directly on or adjacent to FAT.  Ambient 
air quality monitors allow the managing air agency to determine compliance with NAAQS and to evaluate 
the effectiveness of pollution control measures. 

Table 1.2-5:  Fresno County 2005 Air Quality Monitoring Data Summary 

Site No. 
Monitoring 

Station 
Distance (miles) and 
Direction from FAT 

Pollutants 
Measured 

Highest Recorded 
Concentrations 

CO 1-Hour:  3.1 ppm 
8-Hour:  2.3 ppm 

NO2 
1-Hour:  0.079 ppm
Annual:  0.014 ppm 

O3 
1-Hour:  0.127 ppm
8-Hour:  0.096 ppm 

PM10 
24-Hour:  87 µg/m3

Annual:  34 µg/m3 

1 908 N. Villa 
Ave., Clovis 3.0 North 

PM2.5 
24-Hour:  60 µg/m3

Annual:  11.8 µg/m3 

CO 1-Hour:  4.0 ppm 
8-Hour:  3.0 ppm 

NO2 
1-Hour:  0.084 ppm
Annual:  0.017 ppm 

O3 
1-Hour:  0.134 ppm
8-Hour:  0.111 ppm 

PM10 
24-Hour:  106 µg/m3

Annual:  33 µg/m3 

2 3425 N. First 
St., Fresno 3.0 West 

PM2.5 
24-Hour:  53 µg/m3

Annual:  12.9 µg/m3 

3 Hamilton & 
Winery, Fresno 3.5 South PM2.5 

24-Hour:  58 µg/m3

Annual:  13.3 µg/m3 

CO 1-Hour:  2.8 ppm 
8-Hour:  2.3 ppm 

NO2 
1-Hour:  0.077 ppm
Annual:  0.017 ppm 

O3 
1-Hour:  0.119 ppm
8-Hour:  0.091 ppm 

4 
4706 

E. Drummond 
St., Fresno 

5.0 SSW 

PM10 
24-Hour:  102 µg/m3

Annual:  39 µg/m3 

Note:  ppm = parts per million µg/m3 = micro grains per cubic meter 

Source:  U.S. EPA AirData, 2006. 

Based on these data, the highest recorded 8-hour ozone concentration in 2005 was 0.111 ppm, recorded at 
the First Street site.  This value is above the ozone NAAQS and is considered to be a violation of the standard 
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since the 3-year design value (2003–2005) is above the standard level of 0.08 ppm.  All of the measured 
concentrations in the vicinity of FAT for 2005 for all other criteria pollutants were below their respective 
standards, including PM2.5, which showed a maximum annual concentration of 13.3 µg/m3 at the Hamilton & 
Winery monitor location in 2005.  This concentration is below the annual PM2.5 standard of 15 micrograins per 
cubic meter (µg/m3). 

1.2.5 Attainment/Non-Attainment Status 

Based on air monitoring data and in accordance with the CAA Amendments of 1977, all areas within the 
U.S. are designated with respect to NAAQS as “attainment, nonattainment, maintenance, or 
unclassifiable.”  An area with air quality better than the NAAQS is designated as attainment, while an area 
with air quality worse than the NAAQS is designated as nonattainment.  An area may be designated as 
unclassifiable when there is a temporary lack of data on which to form a basis of attainment status.  
Nonattainment areas are further classified as extreme, severe, serious, moderate, and marginal by the 
degree of non-compliance with the NAAQS.  Finally, areas that are reclassified from nonattainment to 
attainment are designated as maintenance. 

The SJVAB has been designated by U.S. EPA as a Serious Ozone Nonattainment Area for the 8-hour 
ozone standard.  Under the Federal CAA, this designation signifies that violations of NAAQS for this 
pollutant have occurred within this region, and that the area must be brought into attainment with the 
standard by June 2013.  This area had previously been designated as an Extreme Ozone Nonattainment 
Area for the 1-hour ozone standard.  However, with U.S. EPA’s revocation of the 1-hour ozone standard 
in June 2005, this federal designation no longer applies. 

Fresno County (and the entire SJVAB) is also designated as a Serious Nonattainment Area for PM10, a 
Nonattainment Area for the PM2.5, and attainment or unclassified for the other U.S. EPA criteria air 
pollutants for which there are NAAQS.  The Fresno-Clovis urbanized area, which includes the Generalized 
Study Area, is designated as Attainment/Maintenance for CO.  On the state level, the Fresno-Clovis area is 
in attainment of all of the CAAQS, with the exception of ozone and particulate matter.  The current 
attainment/nonattainment designations for Fresno County are summarized in Table 1.2-6. 

1.2.6 State Implementation Plans 

Because portions of the San Joaquin Valley area did not meet the 1-hour ozone and PM10 NAAQS, the 
SJVAPCD developed a SIP to help ensure that violations of the standards would no longer occur.  They 
also have a Maintenance Plan for CO.  The SIP is the cumulative record of all air pollution control 
strategies, emission budgets, and timetables implemented or adopted by government agencies within 
California to bring nonattainment areas into compliance with NAAQS and to keep maintenance areas in 
compliance.  Air quality in the San Joaquin Valley has improved greatly in the past few years as air quality 
plans and regulations have been adopted and implemented. 
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Table 1.2-6:  Attainment/Nonattainment Designations for Fresno County 
Pollutant Federal Designation State Designation 

Carbon monoxide (CO) Attainment/Maintenance Attainment 
Lead Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) Attainment Attainment 

Ozone (O3) (1 hour) Nonattainment (Extreme) 
Note:  Federal standard revoked June 15, 2005. 

Nonattainment (Severe)

Ozone (O3) (8 hour) Nonattainment (Serious) — 
Particulate matter (PM10) Nonattainment (Serious) Nonattainment (Serious)
Particulate matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Sulfur oxides (SOx) Attainment Attainment 
Sulfates — Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide — Unclassified1 
Visibility Reducing Particles — Unclassified1 

Note:  1 Unclassified:  a pollutant is designated unclassified if the data are incomplete and do not support a designation of attainment 
or nonattainment. 

Source:  U.S. EPA, 2006 and CARB, 2006. 

1.2.6.1 Particulate Matter Plans 

SJVAPCD’s 2006 PM10 Plan is a continuation of the San Joaquin Valley’s PM10 air quality planning 
activities and, as such, reflects information on pollutant emissions, behavior, and control.  The 2006 PM10 
Plan was adopted in February 2006 and has been submitted to CARB.  It is the SIP revision required as a 
condition of U.S. EPA approval of the 2003 PM10 Plan, which became effective June 25, 2004. 

1.2.6.2 Ozone Plans 

On April 16, 2004 U.S. EPA issued a final rule classifying the SJVAB as Extreme Nonattainment for 
1-Hour Ozone, effective May 17, 2004 (69 CFR 20550).  Under this rule, SJVAB’s attainment date is 
November 15, 2010.  SJVAPCD released the 2004 SIP for ozone in the San Joaquin Valley on 
September 10, 2004 and adopted it at a hearing on October 8, 2004.  CARB approved the 2004 Ozone 
SIP at a public meeting on October 28, 2004, and submitted it to the U.S. EPA for federal approval on 
November 15, 2004.  This new plan identifies the clean air strategies needed to bring the San Joaquin 
Valley into attainment with the federal 1-hour ozone standard by November 2010.  It builds on already 
adopted controls and the strategies in the 2003 SIP for inhalable particulate matter (PM10), and then adds 
new ozone SIP commitments that provide the last increment of reductions to meet the 1-hour standard.  
The U.S. EPA revoked the National 1-hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005 and then in 2007 the D.C. 
Circuit Court directed the U.S. EPA to reinstate the nonattainment fee provisions for the 1-hour ozone 
standard, even though the standard itself was revoked.  The District has submitted adopted Rule 3170 
through CARB to the U.S. EPA, though the U.S. EPA has not yet acted on the rule.  Should the San 
Joaquin Valley fail to attain the 1-hour ozone standard by November 15, 2010, the District, under the 
current rule, would start assessing fees in May of 2012.  The District would use the funds generated by 
these fees to implement other air pollution control programs they have identified. 
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In July 1997, U.S. EPA established a new federal 8-hour ozone standard of 0.085 ppm.  U.S. EPA then 
designated fifteen areas in California that violated the federal 8-hour ozone standard on April 15, 2004.  
The classification and attainment deadline for each nonattainment area is based on the severity of its 
ozone problem.  The nonattainment area attainment deadline for the San Joaquin Valley is 2013.  SIPs 
demonstrating attainment of the new federal 8-hour ozone standard must be adopted by the local air 
districts and CARB, and submitted to U.S. EPA.  CARB, local air districts (including San Joaquin), and 
other key stakeholders are coordinating development of local SIPs through the Northern California 8-Hour 
Ozone SIP Working Group.  The group provides a forum for the sharing of technical information and for 
ensuring that the SIP for each area is consistent with attainment throughout the region.  The 2007 Ozone 
Plan was developed with numerous opportunities for the general public, environmental and community 
advocacy groups, and industry representatives to offer critique and suggestions.  The District held a 
series of six Town Hall meetings throughout the Valley in the summer of 2006.  Public workshops on the 
Draft Plan were held on October 17, 2006 and February 8, 2007.  The plan was adopted at a public 
hearing held on April 30, 2007. 

1.2.6.3 Carbon Monoxide Plans 

On April 26, 1996, CARB approved the “Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan 
for Ten Federal Planning Areas” as part of the SIP for Carbon Monoxide.  U.S. EPA approved this 
revision on June 1, 1998 and redesignated the ten areas as being in attainment.  On October 22, 1998, 
CARB revised the SIP to incorporate the effects of the SIP to remove the wintertime oxygen requirement 
for gasoline in certain areas.  On July 22, 2004, CARB approved an update to the SIP that shows how 
these areas would maintain the standard through 2018, revises emission estimates, and establishes new 
on-road motor vehicle emission budgets for transportation conformity purposes. 

1.2.7 Transportation Conformity 

Another requirement for nonattainment areas under the CAA is the formal demonstration that the surface 
transportation networks (including the roadway and transit systems) conform to the goals and objectives 
of the appropriate SIP.  In the Fresno-Clovis area, the Fresno COG is the agency responsible for making 
this demonstration. 

To meet this requirement, the Fresno COG has provided the 2005 October Air Quality Conformity 
Determination for the 2004/2005 through 2009/2010 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), 
including Amendments #1 through #15, and the Amended 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  On 
August 12, 2005, the Federal Highway Administration/Federal Transit Administration last issued a finding of 
conformity for the Amended 2004 RTP and for the Federal TIP (Fiscal Years 2004/2005 through 
2009/2010), including Amendments #1 through #15.  A finding of conformity for the 2004/2005 through 
2009/2010 Federal TIP, including Amendments #1 through #15, and the Amended 2004 RTP is therefore 
supported.  Amendment #15 to the 2004/2005 through 2009/2010 Federal TIP and the 2005 October Air 
Quality Conformity Determination were approved by the Fresno COG Policy Board on October 27, 2005.  
Based on the latest population, employment, and traffic assumptions and using computer modeling of traffic 
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and air quality conditions, the Fresno COG has demonstrated that both the Federal TIP and the RTP for 
Fresno County conform to the SIP.  The Fresno COG completed a Conformity Determination in 2007. 

1.2.8 Sources of Air Pollutant Emissions 

Most airports (including FAT) generate air emissions from the following general source categories:  aircraft; 
ground service equipment (GSE); motor vehicles traveling to, from, and moving about the airport site; fuel 
storage and transfer facilities; a variety of stationary sources (i.e., steam boilers, back-up generators, etc.); 
an assortment of aircraft maintenance activities (i.e., painting, cleaning, and repair); routine airfield, 
roadway, and building maintenance activities (i.e., cleaning, painting, and repair); and periodic construction 
activities for new projects or improvements to existing facilities.  Table 1.2-7 summarizes the sources of air 
emissions typically found at airports, the pollutants they emit, and their characteristics. 

Table 1.2-7:  Typical Airport-Related Sources of Air Pollutant Emission 
Sources Pollutants Characteristics 

Aircraft 

 CO 
 HC 
 NOx 
 PM 
 SO2 

Exhaust products of fuel combustion that vary greatly 
depending on aircraft engine type, power setting, and period 
of operation.  Except for short periods of takeoff and 
approach, aircraft altitude precludes measurable offsite 
ground-level impacts. 

Motor vehicles 

 CO 
 HC 
 NOx 
 PM 
 SO2  

Exhaust products of fuel combustion from passenger and 
employee traffic approaching, departing, and moving about 
the airport site.  Emissions vary greatly depending on vehicle 
type, distance traveled, operating speed, and ambient 
conditions. 

Ground service 
equipment (GSE) 

 CO 
 HC 
 NOx 
 PM 
 SO2  

Exhaust products of fuel combustion from service trucks, tow 
tugs, belt loaders, and other portable equipment. 

Fuel storage and 
transfer facilities  HC 

Formed from the evaporation and vapor displacement of fuel 
from storage tanks, and fuel transfer facilities.  Emissions 
vary with fuel usage, type of storage tank, refueling method, 
fuel type, vapor recovery, climate, and ambient temperature.   

Stationary source 
facilities 

 CO 
 HC 
 NOx 
 PM 
 SO2  

Exhaust products of fossil fuel combustion from boilers 
dedicated to indoor heating requirements and emissions from 
incinerators used for waste reduction.  Emissions are 
generally well controlled with operational techniques and 
post-burn collection methods. 

Construction activities 

 CO 
 HC 
 NOx 
 PM 
 SO2  

Construction activities at airports represent temporary sources 
of emissions primarily associated with the exhaust from 
construction equipment, dust generated during construction 
activities and land clearing, and evaporative volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) from asphalt paving operations. 

Note:  Although there are no NAAQS for hydrocarbons (HC), they are included in this analysis as they are considered to be one of 
the precursors to the formation of ozone.  VOC are a subset of HC. 
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2.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

2.1 METHODOLOGY 

This air quality analysis was prepared in support of the Proposed Project and is consistent with the 
following guidelines:  the 1990 CAA Amendments; NAAQS and CAAQS for criteria air pollutants; FAA 
Order 1050.1E CHG 1 (FAA, 2006a), Environmental Impacts:  Policies and Procedures (Section 2, Air 
Quality); FAA Order 5050.4B (FAA, 2006b); NEPA’s Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions; the 
FAA document Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases (FAA, 1997) and its 2004 
Addendum (FAA, 2004); and the requirements of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
Region 9.  In addition, the General Conformity Rule provides de minimis thresholds below which project-
related emissions are presumed to conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  The majority of the 
technical analyses were also accomplished using the latest version of the FAA required and U.S. EPA 
preferred program, the Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS Version 4.5) (FAA, 2006c). 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, this air quality analysis was also conducted following the requirements 
and regulations of the California CAA; California Air Resources Board (CARB); the California Air Quality 
Act; and SJVAPCD’s Environmental Review Guidelines (SJVAPCD, 2000), the Guide for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) (SJVAPCD, 2002a), and GAMAQI’s Technical Document, 
Information for Preparing Air Quality Sections in EIRs (SJVAPCD, 2002b). 

The Proposed Project was originally planned to commence in 2006.  This delay does not change the 
impact analysis results as there is only a minimal difference in total aircraft operations at FAT between 
these years (i.e., 2006 to 2009).  Therefore the underlying assumptions for the studies and analyses are 
still valid and reliable. 

Construction-related emissions inventories were prepared for each year in which construction activities were 
expected to occur (i.e., 2006 through 2012).  The operational emissions inventories were prepared for the 
year 2004 (existing conditions) and two future years, the interim year 2012 and the horizon year of 2025.  
Note that the operational emissions analysis only includes an evaluation of aircraft operations (see below for 
a detailed explanation).  This approach is consistent with FAA guidelines, which call for emissions inventory 
results coincident with (1) the year(s) of maximum project-related emissions, (2) the attainment year or 
furthest forecast year contained in the SIP, and (3) the SIP interim budget years (FAA, 1997). 

The focus of the air quality analysis is on U.S. EPA criteria air pollutants, including CO, NOx, sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), and PM10/PM2.5.  Ozone-forming emissions were addressed through the analysis of volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), which are also known as reactive organic gases (ROG) and NOx.  Lead (Pb) was not 
included in the emission inventory calculations because:  (1) the Fresno-Clovis area is in attainment for Pb, 
and (2) since the prohibition of Pb as an additive in liquid fuels, Pb has ceased to be a major transportation 
related pollutant.  A qualitative evaluation of hazardous (or “toxic”) air pollutants (HAPs) was also performed. 

2.1.1 Quantification of Construction Emissions 

Construction of the Proposed Project represents temporary sources of emissions, the types and amounts 
of which would vary in time and by location depending on the nature of the operation, the level of activity, 
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and the local weather conditions.  These emissions are primarily associated with the exhaust products 
from construction equipment; the disturbance and movement of earthen materials, various forms of solid 
waste and debris and building materials; and evaporative VOC/ROG from asphalt paving operations.  
Even though these emissions are temporary, they are potentially subject to the CAA General Conformity 
requirements as a “direct source” and make up part of the SIP emissions budget for the Fresno-Clovis 
nonattainment area.  For this reason, construction-related emissions were also assessed.  The list of 
projects in Section 1.3 in the Draft EA/EIR were used to develop the schedule for planned construction 
phasing between the years 2007 and 2011.  The only project extending into 2012 is the final grading and 
paving work associated with the secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) and associated taxiways. 

It was assumed that no construction activity emissions (and thus no air pollutant emissions) would be 
associated with the No-Project Alternative.  For the Proposed Project, construction-related emissions 
were computed based on information developed specifically for this analysis about equipment type and 
hours of operation.  These estimates were based on conservative approximations of scheduling, 
manpower, and equipment required for the individual projects. 

2.1.2 Operational Emissions 

With the exception of increased aircraft emissions due to the extension of the secondary runway, and the new 
taxiway extension, implementation of the Proposed Project would not increase air pollutant emissions.  
Because there would be no project-related emissions changes from any sources except aircraft (i.e., GSE, 
motor vehicles on roadways and in parking facilities, fuel storage and handling, etc.), the only emissions from 
routine operations that are quantified in the air quality analysis are emissions from aircraft sources occurring in 
the existing conditions in 2004, and the No-Project and Proposed Project Alternatives in 2011/2012 and 2025.  
It should be noted that 2012 is used as the operational year of the Proposed Project. 

Aircraft movements that, taken together, make up the typical landing-and-takeoff cycle are divided into 
four modes:  (1) approach, (2) taxi/idle (including delay, taxi-in, and taxi-out), (3) takeoff, and (4) climbout.  
A total estimated aircraft taxi time of 12.71 minutes was used for 2004 (existing conditions), and the 2012 
and 2025 No-Project Alternative analyses.  An estimated taxi time of 13.31 minutes was assumed for 
aircraft using the extended secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) for the analyses in 2012 and 2025. 

Conducting a quantitative analysis of hazardous (or “toxic”) air pollutants (HAPs) emissions is not a 
requirement under FAA NEPA guidelines (FAA, 2006a; FAA, 1997 and 2004).  However, a qualitative 
assessment of HAPs was prepared to comply with CEQA.  Project-related emissions of HAPs are addressed 
qualitatively due to inherent uncertainties in the state of the science for quantifying HAPs emissions. 

The No-Project and Proposed Project Alternatives considered in the 2009–2014 period, with the key 
exception of aircraft activities on the secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) extension and associated 
taxiway construction, would not cause significant changes in the emission levels of the other potential 
sources of air pollutant emissions at FAT.  The Proposed Project is separated into three areas:  airside 
projects, landside projects, and other projects.  Each of these projects has the potential to change 
emissions from the affected air pollutant emission sources due to routine operations, as described below. 
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2.1.2.1 Airside Projects 

As identified in Section 1.3 in the Draft EA/EIR, six airside projects are proposed.  The potential changes 
in air pollutant emissions due to the operation of each of these projects are discussed below. 

 Extension of the secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) from 7,206 feet to 8,000 feet long would 
not cause any increases in routine future aircraft operations.  Since there would be no increase in 
aircraft operations, there would be no associated increases in emissions from ground support 
equipment (GSE), motor vehicles, or any other on-airport source of emissions.  There would be 
some growth in aircraft emissions from the existing level of 163,971 operations in 2004 to 
196,668 operations in 2025 (an increase of about 20 percent) with or without the Proposed 
Project in place.  The project is being undertaken so that, in the event the primary runway 
(Runway 11L/29R) is closed for any reason (e.g., maintenance), a widened and lengthened 
secondary runway would provide FAT with an acceptable back-up alternative for many of the air 
operations that are currently conducted.  This project is anticipated to meet existing demand and 
accommodate future growth through 2025.  However, this extension may cause an increase in 
aircraft taxi times for those aircraft using the secondary runway.  The anticipated increase in 
pollutant emissions due to increased taxi times during routine operations is quantified in this Draft 
EA/EIR, and as expected, is a very small increase compared to the existing conditions and the 
No-Project Alternative emissions.  The existing condition comparison is relevant for the CEQA 
analysis only.  NEPA is focused on future No Project compared to the future Proposed Project. 

 Construction of a new Taxiway B14 and extension of the existing Taxiway B would not cause any 
changes in routine future aircraft operations.  This project is being undertaken to support the 
operational requirements of aircraft anticipated to be using the extended secondary runway.  In 
addition, because aircraft operations are not increased, there would be no associated increases in 
emissions from GSE, motor vehicles, or any other on-airport source of emissions.  However, these 
projects may cause an increase in aircraft taxi times for those aircraft using the secondary runway 
and the new and extended taxiways.  The increase in anticipated pollutant emissions due to the 
changes in aircraft taxi times during routine operations are quantified in this Draft EA/EIR, and are a 
very small increase over the existing conditions and the No-Project Alternative emissions. 

The remaining four airside projects would not cause any change in operational emissions and are not 
addressed explicitly in the air quality analysis.  These projects are being undertaken to support the 
operational requirements of aircraft anticipated to be using the extended secondary runway and include:  
(1) widening of the secondary runway from 100 feet to 150 feet; (2) rehabilitation of Taxiways B, B4, C, 
C4, Hold Pad B, and Hold Pad C; (3) rehabilitation of concourse aprons adjacent to original terminal 
building; and (4) relocation and rehabilitation of a portion of the airfield service road.  Thus, no 
assessment of the emissions from these sources has been included in this analysis. 

2.1.2.2 Landside Projects 

Two landside projects are also proposed for the 2009–2014 projects as identified in Section 1.3 in the 
Draft EA/EIR.  The potential changes in air pollutant emissions due to the operation of each of these 
projects are discussed below. 
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The reconfigured parking area would not cause any increases in routine future operational emissions 
from motor vehicles.  Due to the construction and operation of the Federal Inspections Station at FAT, 
coupled with two new airlines recently beginning operations, consolidation of larger employee parking 
area is necessary to accommodate 260 parking spaces.  Additionally, in order to more effectively process 
Airport patrons who use the public parking lot at FAT, changes are needed to improve entry and exit flows 
at the Airport.  The improvements will include changes to the exit lanes and replacement of the existing 
temporary attendant structure with a permanent structure. 

This project is anticipated to meet existing demand and accommodate future growth through 2025.  
Reconfiguration of the employee parking lot would not increase employee motor vehicle volumes, vehicle-
miles-traveled, or vehicle idling emissions.  Thus, no assessment of motor vehicle emissions from the 
reconfigured employee parking lot is necessary. 

The remaining landside project would not cause any change in operational emissions from any airport-
related emission sources and are not addressed explicitly in the air quality analysis.  These projects are 
being undertaken to improve overall efficiency and safety throughout the airport and include constructing 
a permanent parking attendant structure.  Thus, no assessment of the emissions from these sources is 
necessary. 

2.1.2.3 Other Projects 

As also identified in Section 1.3 of the Draft EA/EIR, two other projects are being proposed for the 2009–
2014 period:  (1) the acquisition of approximately 21-acres for a new storm water detention basin, and 
(2) storm drainage infrastructure projects associated with secondary runway/taxiway projects.  
Construction of the storm water detention basin is not needed at this time.  The storm drainage projects 
are being undertaken to support the operational requirements of aircraft anticipated to be using the 
extended secondary runway.  These two projects would not cause any change in operational emissions 
from any airport-related emission sources and are not addressed explicitly in the air quality analysis.  
Thus, no assessment of the emissions from these sources is necessary. 

2.1.2.4 Summary 

In summary, with the exception of increased aircraft emissions due to the extension of the secondary 
runway, and the new taxiway extension, implementation of the Proposed Project would not increase air 
pollutant emissions.  Thus, since there would be no project-related emissions changes from any sources 
except aircraft (i.e., GSE, motor vehicles on roadways and in parking facilities, fuel storage and handling, 
etc.), the only emissions from routine operations that are quantified in the air quality analysis are 
emissions from aircraft sources occurring in the existing conditions in 2004, and the No-Project and 
Proposed Project Alternatives by 2014 and 2025. 

2.1.3 Quantification of Aircraft Emissions 

Aircraft generated emissions of CO, NOx, PM10, PM2.5, VOC/ROG, and SO2 are calculated using FAA’s 
EDMS program.  This model contains up-to-date emissions factors for the vast majority of aircraft at FAT, 
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by engine type and operational modes (e.g., take-off, climbout, approach, and taxi/idle).  Annual aircraft 
operations and fleet mix data for 2004 (existing conditions), 2012, and 2025, for air carriers, commuter 
aircraft, cargo freighters, general aviation aircraft, and military aircraft were developed for the analysis, 
based on actual control tower data and FAA forecasts of annual operations levels. 

Aircraft movements that taken together make up the typical landing-and-takeoff cycle are divided into four 
modes:  (1) approach, (2) taxi/idle (including delay, taxi-in, and taxi-out), (3) takeoff, and (4) climbout.  
EDMS automatically calculates the times-in-mode (TIM) for approach, takeoff, and climbout for each 
aircraft based on its category (e.g., commercial, general aviation, etc.).  These pre-set EDMS TIM data, 
which are based on U.S. EPA guidance, were used in this analysis.  The aircraft taxi/idle times used in 
the analysis were derived from actual operational data taken for FAT as listed in the FAA’s Airline Service 
Quality Performance Database (FAA, 2006d).  A total estimated aircraft taxi time of 12.71 minutes was 
used for the 2004 (existing conditions), and the 2012 and 2025 No-Project Alternative analyses.  An 
estimated taxi time of 13.31 minutes was assumed for aircraft using the extended secondary runway 
(Runway 11R/29L) for the analyses in 2012 and 2025. 

For accuracy, the aircraft taxiing distances, by alternative, were based on actual and anticipated aircraft 
travel paths (e.g., taxiway pairs or combinations of taxiways) taken by the individual aircraft types from the 
secondary runway end to the terminal or air cargo facility and their return trip to the takeoff point at the end 
of the runway.  These distances, again by alternative, were measured from scaled drawings of the FAT 
Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  From these measurements, the aircraft taxi times for each aircraft type and 
runway/taxiway configuration were calculated assuming an average taxi speed of 15 miles per hour.  Based 
upon the forecasted operational characteristics of the airport, it was not anticipated that runway, taxiway, 
and terminal area ground delay have a measurable effect on an average daily basis under any alternative or 
future-year conditions.  Therefore, this component of taxi time was not added to the aircraft taxi/idle TIMs. 

The most recent forecasts of future year operations at FAT by aircraft type used for the noise impact 
analysis were also used as the basis for the air quality analysis.  Aircraft/engine combinations and individual 
aircraft engine emission factors were obtained from the EDMS database.  The following summary tables 
(Tables 2.1-1 to 2.1-3) list the aircraft and engine type combinations used for this analysis. 

Particulate emissions from jet aircraft are quantified in EDMS, while particulate emissions from turboprop 
and piston aircraft are not.  Particulate emissions from turboprop and piston aircraft engines were 
calculated using the First Order Approximation procedure described in FAA’s policy memorandum of 
May 24, 2005 (FAA, 2005b). 

The following criteria were applied to evaluate the alternatives studied in detail.  An alternative is 
considered to result in significant air quality impacts if it would: 

 Create an exceedance of criteria air pollutants; 
 Violate de minimis thresholds as outlined in the General Conformity Rule; 
 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 
 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 
 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 
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Table 21-1:  2004 Aircraft Operations by Aircraft/Engine Combination 

Aircraft Engine LTOs TGOs Category 
Taxi/Queue 

Time 
**Baron58 User-Created 3,657 231 GA 12.71 
**DC3 User-Created 29 0 AC 12.71 
B727-200 JT8D-15 318 0 AC 12.71 
B757-200 PW2037 397 0 AC 12.71 
B767-200 CF6-80A2 1,350 0 AC 12.71 
Cessna 172 Skyhawk IO-360-B 1,087 7,355 GA 12.71 
Cessna 208 Caravan PT6A-114 8,597 1,839 GA 12.71 
Cessna 441 Conquest2 TPE331-8 1,474 0 GA 12.71 
Citation VII TFE 731-2-2B 3,363 0 GA 12.71 
Citation VII TFE731-3 149 0 GA 12.71 
CITATION X AE3007C (Type 1) 183 0 GA 12.71 
CL601-3A CF34-3A 8,031 0 Comm 12.71 
DC8 JT3D-7 SERIES 29 0 AC 12.71 
DC9-30 JT8D-7B 635 0 AC 12.71 
DHC-6 PT6A-20 1,981 217 Comm 12.71 
EMB-120 PW118 7,206 0 Comm 12.71 
F/A-18 HORNET F404-GE-400 568 0 Mil 12.71 
F-16 F100-PW-229 4,603 0 Mil 12.71 
Falcon 50 TFE731-3 183 0 GA 12.71 
Gulfstream V GulfV BR700-710A1-10 3,363 0 GA 12.71 
Learjet 25B CJ610-6 3,546 0 GA 12.71 
Learjet 35/36 TFE 731-2-2B 779 0 GA 12.71 
MD-80-82 JT8D-217 793 0 AC 12.71 
MD-80-83 JT8D-219 737 0 AC 12.71 
MU-300 JT15D-4 (B,C,D) 183 0 GA 12.71 
OV-10 BRONCO T76-G-12A 28 0 Mil 12.71 
Piper PA-28 IO-320-D1AD 1,834 231 GA 12.71 
Rockwell Commander IO-320-D1AD 17,596 231 GA 12.71 
SD330 Sherpa PT6A-45R 333 0 Comm 12.71 
SF-340-A CT7-5 3,287 0 Comm 12.71 
Total Operations  76,319 10,104 -- -- 

Notes: 
 LTO = landing and takeoff operation. 
 TGO = touch and go operation. 
 Taxi/Queue Time = Total Taxi in and Taxi out time in minutes per operation. 
 ** means that the aircraft is a “user defined” aircraft in EDMS. 

Source:  EDMS Version 4.5, August 2006 
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Table 2.1-2:  2012 Aircraft Operations by Aircraft/Engine Combination 
Taxi/Queue Time 

Aircraft Engine LTOs TGOs Category 
2012 No-
Project 

2012 
Build 

**Baron58 User-Created 162 0 11R-Comm/GA 12.71 13.31 
**Baron58 User-Created 3,563 434 Comm/GA 12.71 12.71 
**DC3 User-Created 1 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
**DC3 User-Created 18 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
A310 CF6-80A3 232 0 AC 12.71 12.71 
B747-200 JT9D-7R4G2 17 0 AC 12.71 12.71 
B757-200 PW2037 316 0 AC 12.71 12.71 
B767-200 CF6-80A2 1,074 0 AC 12.71 12.71 
Bell 206 250B17B 13 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
Cessna 172 Skyhawk IO-360-B 59 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Cessna 172 Skyhawk IO-360-B 857 13,762 GA 12.71 12.71 
Cessna 208 Caravan PT6A-114 455 0 11R-Comm/GA 12.71 13.31 
Cessna 208 Caravan PT6A-114 7,002 3,440 Comm/GA 12.71 12.71 
Cessna 441 Conquest2 TPE331-8 80 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Cessna 441 Conquest2 TPE331-8 1,162 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
Citation VII TFE 731-2-2B 181 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Citation VII TFE 731-2-2B 2,652 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
Citation VII TFE731-3 8 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Citation VII TFE731-3 118 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
CITATION X AE3007C (Type 1) 10 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
CITATION X AE3007C (Type 1) 144 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
CL601-3A CF34-3A 162 0 11R-AC/Comm 12.71 13.31 
CL601-3A CF34-3A 9,509 0 AC/Comm 12.71 12.71 
Dash 8-300 PW123 9 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 
Dash 8-300 PW123 435 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 
DC8 JT3D-7 SERIES 1 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
DC8 JT3D-7 SERIES 18 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
DC9-30 JT8D-7B 463 0 AC 12.71 12.71 
DHC-6 PT6A-20 90 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
DHC-6 PT6A-20 940 434 GA 12.71 12.71 
DHC-6/300 PT6A-27 1,178 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 
EMB-120 PW118 121 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 
EMB-120 PW118 5,834 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 
F/A-18 HORNET F404-GE-400 589 0 Mil 12.71 12.71  
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Table 2.1-2:  2012 Aircraft Operations by Aircraft/Engine Combination (Continued) 

Taxi/Queue Time 

Aircraft Engine LTOs TGOs Category 
2012 No-
Project 

2012 
Build 

F-16 F100-PW-229 4,184 0 Mil 12.71 12.71 
Falcon 50 TFE731-3 10 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Falcon 50 TFE731-3 144 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
Gulfstream V GulfV BR700-710A1-10 181 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Gulfstream V GulfV BR700-710A1-10 2,652 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
H-2 SEASPRITE T58-GE-8F 390 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
H-3 SEA KING T58-GE-8F 560 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
Learjet 25B CJ610-6 191 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Learjet 25B CJ610-6 2,797 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
Learjet 35/36 TFE 731-2-2B 42 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Learjet 35/36 TFE 731-2-2B 614 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
MD-80-82 JT8D-217 647 0 AC 12.71 12.71 
MD-80-83 JT8D-219 601 0 AC 12.71 12.71 
MU-300 JT15D-4 (B,C,D) 10 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
MU-300 JT15D-4 (B,C,D) 144 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
OV-10 BRONCO T76-G-12A 2 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
OV-10 BRONCO T76-G-12A 23 0 GA 12.71 12.71 
Piper PA-28 IO-320-D1AD 99 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Piper PA-28 IO-320-D1AD 1,447 434 GA 12.71 12.71 
Rockwell Commander IO-320-D1AD 950 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 
Rockwell Commander IO-320-D1AD 13,875 434 GA 12.71 12.71 
SF-340-A CT7-5 80 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 
SF-340-A CT7-5 3,912 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 
Shorts 360 PT6A-65AR 10 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 
Shorts 360 PT6A-65AR 460 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 
Total Operations  71,498 18,938 -- -- -- 

Notes: 
 LTO = landing and takeoff operation. 
 TGO = touch and go operation. 
 Taxi/Queue Time = Total Taxi in and Taxi out time in minutes per operation 
 ** means that the aircraft is a “user defined” aircraft in EDMS. 

Source:  EDMS Version 4.5, August 2006 

10 FAT App E E-17 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 
 Air Quality 



Table 2.1-3:  2025 Aircraft Operations by Aircraft/Engine Combination 
Taxi/Queue Time 

Aircraft Engine LTOs TGOs Category 
2025 No- 
Project 

2025 
Build 

**Baron58 User-Created 243 0 11R-Comm/GA 12.71 13.31 

**Baron58 User-Created 5,606 434 Comm/GA 12.71 12.71 

**DC3 User-Created 22 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

A310 CF6-80A3 239 0 AC 12.71 12.71 

B747-200 JT9D-7R4G2 49 0 AC 12.71 12.71 

B757-200 PW2037 332 0 AC 12.71 12.71 

B767-200 CF6-80A2 1,134 0 AC 12.71 12.71 

Bell 206 250B17B 15 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

Cessna 172 Skyhawk IO-360-B 80 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 

Cessna 172 Skyhawk IO-360-B 998 13,763 GA 12.71 12.71 

Cessna 208 Caravan PT6A-114 616 0 11R-Comm/GA 12.71 13.31 

Cessna 208 Caravan PT6A-114 8,350 3,440 Comm/GA 12.71 12.71 

Cessna 441 Conquest2 TPE331-8 108 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 

Cessna 441 Conquest2 TPE331-8 1,353 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

Citation VII TFE 731-2-2B 3,333 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

Citation VII TFE731-3 148 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

CITATION X AE3007C (Type 1) 182 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

CL601-3A CF34-3A 262 0 11R-AC/Comm 12.71 13.31 

CL601-3A CF34-3A 14,240 0 AC/Comm 12.71 12.71 

Dash 8-300 PW123 12 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 

Dash 8-300 PW123 579 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 

DC8 JT3D-7 SERIES 22 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

DC9-30 JT8D-7B 474 0 AC 12.71 12.71 

DHC-6 PT6A-20 144 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 

DHC-6 PT6A-20 1,662 434 GA 12.71 12.71 

DHC-6/300 PT6A-27 2,065 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 

EMB-120 PW118 42 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 

EMB 120 - PW118 2,027 0 Comm 12.71 12.71  
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Table 2.1-3:  2025 Aircraft Operations by Aircraft/Engine Combination 

Taxi/Queue Time 

Aircraft Engine LTOs TGOs Category 
2025 No- 
Project 

2025 
Build 

F/A-18 HORNET F404-GE-400 579 0 Mil 12.71 12.71 

F-16 F100-PW-229 4,114 0 Mil 12.71 12.71 

Falcon 50 TFE731-3 182 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

Gulfstream V GulfV BR700-710A1-10  3,333 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

H-2 SEASPRITE T58-GE-8F 458 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

H-3 SEA KING T58-GE-8F 658 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

Learjet 25B CJ610-6 3,515 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

Learjet 35/36 TFE 731-2-2B 772 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

MD-80-82 JT8D-217 596 0 AC 12.71 12.71 

MD-80-83 JT8D-219 562 0 AC 12.71 12.71 

MU-300 JT15D-4 (B,C,D) 182 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

OV-10 BRONCO T76-G-12A 2 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 

OV-10 BRONCO T76-G-12A 27 0 GA 12.71 12.71 

Piper PA-28 IO-320-D1AD 134 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 

Piper PA-28 IO-320-D1AD 1,684 434 GA 12.71 12.71 

Rockwell Commander IO-320-D1AD 1,288 0 11R-GA 12.71 13.31 

Rockwell Commander IO-320-D1AD 16,151 434 GA 12.71 12.71 

SF-340-A CT7-5 118 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 

SF-340-A CT7-5 5,792 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 

Shorts 360 PT6A-65AR 19 0 11R-Comm 12.71 13.31 

Shorts 360 PT6A-65AR 868 0 Comm 12.71 12.71 

Total Operations  85,371 18,939 -- -- -- 

Notes: 

 LTO = landing and takeoff operation. 

 TGO = touch and go operation. 

 Taxi/Queue Time = Total Taxi in and Taxi out time in minutes per operation 

 ** means that the aircraft is a “user defined” aircraft in EDMS. 

Source:  EDMS Version 4.5, August 2006 
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2.2 2009–2014 PROJECT FINDINGS 

2.2.1.1 Operations-Related Emissions 

Comparing the results of the 2004 (existing conditions) emissions inventory with the 2012 No-Project 
Alternative and the 2012 Proposed Project emissions, CO and VOC/ROG increase slightly while 
emissions of NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and SO2 decrease slightly.  These variations in total emissions are due to 
two influences:  (1) the number of aircraft operations decreasing from 162,745 in 2004 to 161,932 in 
2012, a decrease of almost 2 percent; and (2) the mix of aircraft in the fleet changed with several new 
aircraft being added and several aircraft being eliminated.  These changes would occur regardless of the 
Proposed Project.  The existing condition comparison is relevant for CEQA purposes only.  NEPA is 
focused on future No-Project compared to the future Proposed Project.  Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would result in changes in aircraft emissions associated with aircraft using the lengthened 
secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) in 2012.  Compared to the 2012 No-Project Alternative emissions 
inventory, the emissions from the Proposed Project in 2012 would increase slightly.  These slight 
increases are attributable to the projected potential increase in aircraft taxi times associated with the 
extension of the secondary runway.  Mitigation measures are not required to reduce 2012 aircraft-related 
emissions as the anticipated increases are not anticipated to be significant.  Based on the assessment 
presented above, the Proposed Project would not exceed any federal threshold indicating a significant air 
quality impact. 

The recently commissioned solar power generating facility not only reduces the energy cost at FAT but 
also has a beneficial effect on the entire San Joaquin Valley, due to reduced hydrocarbon emissions and 
improved air quality.  This facility is predicted to reduce 93,800 pounds of NOx, 70,400 pounds of SOx, 
and over 1 million pounds of CO2 over the 30-year design life. 

2.2.1.2 SJVAPCD Odor Threshold 

With respect to the SJVAPCD Odor Threshold, a review of odor complaints filed with the SJVAPCD’s 
Compliance Division revealed that no complaints have been filed with that agency against FAT, and no 
odor complaints have been filed with the City of Fresno.  In addition, based on Table 4-2 of SJVAPCD’s 
Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), SJVAPCD has not classified airports 
(and FAT in particular) as a source known to produce odors.  With respect to project-related emissions of 
odorants (which are a subset of VOC/ROG), emissions of VOC/ROG in 2012 would increase by a very 
small amount compared to the 2004 existing conditions emissions (see Table 2.2-2).  The existing 
condition comparison is relevant for CEQA purposes only.  NEPA is focused on future No-Project 
compared to the future Proposed Project.  This small increase in odorant emissions is not expected to be 
significant enough to cause any odor complaints.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed the 
odor significance threshold and would not create an unavoidable significant odor impact. 

2.2.1.3 Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Emissions of a number of substances commonly called toxic air contaminants or hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs) are produced by a wide range of airport and non-airport sources.  The term HAPs refers to 
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pollutants that do not have established NAAQS or CAAQS but present potential adverse human health 
risks from short-term or prolonged exposures.  These substances are primarily subsets of VOC (or ROG) 
and particulate emissions.  Their effects and potential toxicity vary, and they have or are suspected to 
have impacts on human health, including risks of cancer, respiratory conditions, and other health effects. 

In general, there are no federal or state reporting requirements for HAPs that are applicable to airports.  
Airport-related HAP emissions are a very small portion of total HAPs emitted in the region around any 
airport.  Compared to the No-Project Alternative in 2012, overall project-related VOC/ROG and particulate 
emissions from the Proposed Project are projected to increase by about 0.1 percent for VOC/ROG and 
0.0 percent for particulates.  Thus, project-related emissions of HAPs in 2012 are anticipated to slightly 
increase.  With these levels, it is highly unlikely that project-related emissions of HAPs would exceed the 
SJVAPCD Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants.  Therefore, no Human Health Risk 
Assessment was conducted for this Draft EA/EIR. 

2.2.1.4 General Conformity Rule 

Fresno County, including the Generalized Study Area, has been designated by U.S. EPA as a Serious 
Ozone Nonattainment Area for the 8-hour ozone standard.  Under the Federal CAA, this designation 
signifies that violations of the NAAQS for this pollutant have occurred within this region, and that the area 
must be brought into attainment with the standard by June 2013.  This area had previously been 
designated as an Extreme Ozone Nonattainment Area for the 1-hour ozone standard.  However, with 
U.S. EPA’s revocation of the 1-hour ozone standard in June 2005, this designation no longer applies. 

Fresno County, and the entire SJVAB, is also designated as a Serious Nonattainment Area for PM10, a 
Nonattainment Area for the PM2.5, and an attainment or unclassified area for the other U.S. EPA criteria 
air pollutants for which there are NAAQS.  The Fresno-Clovis urbanized area (which includes FAT) is 
designated as an Attainment/Maintenance area for CO. 

Currently, approved SIPs are in place in the SJVAB nonattainment areas for the 1-hour O3 standard, CO, 
and PM10.  SIPs are currently being prepared for the 8-hour O3 standard and PM2.5. 

Under the provisions of the CAA General Conformity Rule (40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B), federal agencies 
are prohibited from approving, funding, or promoting any projects or actions that do not conform to the 
objectives and goals of the SIP.  As previously stated, the General Conformity Rule stipulates that federal 
actions or projects would not cause or contribute to any new violation of NAAQS, increase the frequency 
or severity of any existing violation, and/or delay the timely attainment of the standards or other SIP 
milestones. 

Applicability Criteria 

As a means of determining whether or not the requirements of the General Conformity Rule apply, 
U.S. EPA has established de minimis emission levels for the nonattainment/maintenance air pollutants.  
For ozone, its precursors (i.e., VOC and NOx) are used as surrogates.  Table 2.2-1 lists the applicable de 
minimis values for the Fresno-Clovis area.  In addition, U.S. EPA has identified SO2 as a precursor 
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pollutant to PM2.5 formation, and has promulgated a de minimis level of 100 tpy for this pollutant 
(U.S. EPA, 2006).  Because the Generalized Study Area is designated as in attainment of the standards 
for SO2 and lead, no de minimis values apply to these criteria pollutants and no further discussion of 
these pollutants is needed with respect to General Conformity. 

Table 2.2-1:  General Conformity De Minimis Levels in the San Joaquin Valley Nonattainment Area 
Pollutant De minimis Level (tons per year) 

CO 100 
VOC (as ozone precursor) 50 
NOx (as ozone precursor) 50 

PM10 70 
PM2.5 (direct emissions) 100 
SO2 (as PM2.5 precursor) 100 

Sources: 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 6, 51, and 93, November 30, 1993; 40 CFR Part 52, April 19, 1995; 40 CFR 
Parts 51 and 93, July 17, 2006. 

Under the applicability test, the sum of future “net project-related direct and indirect emissions” must be 
evaluated.  Net project-related direct and indirect emissions include only emissions that are explicitly created 
by the Proposed Project, that are reasonably foreseeable, and are controllable by the federal agency.  These 
emissions are determined by subtracting the future No-Project Alternative emissions from the future Proposed 
Project emissions.  Net project-related emission levels below the de minimis thresholds are presumed to 
conform to the SIP, and the General Conformity Rule is not applicable to them.  However, when the net 
project-related direct and indirect emissions exceed the de minimis levels, the General Conformity Rule does 
apply.  In these cases, further demonstration must be made in a formal General Conformity Determination to 
show that the project conforms to the applicable SIP(s) before the federal agency is allowed to approve and/or 
fund the project or action.  Based on this approach, the results of the General Conformity Rule applicability 
tests for operational and construction-period emissions are discussed below. 

Construction Period Emissions Applicability Test 

The maximum annual total amounts of construction-related emissions for the applicable nonattainment 
pollutants associated with the Proposed Project are shown in Table 2.2-2.  All of the construction-related 
emissions for all applicable nonattainment pollutants for each year in which construction activities are 
expected to occur are well below the General Conformity Rule de minimis levels.  Again, it should be noted 
that the construction emissions table does not include SO2, because the Roadway Construction Model does 
not calculate SO2 emissions. 
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Table 2.2-2:  De Minimis Comparison of Annual Construction-Related Emissions1 
Pollutant (tons per year) 

Year CO NOx PM10 
1 PM2.5 

1 VOC SO2 

2007  4.38  3.48  0.47  0.47  0.92 NA 

2008  7.92  4.39  1.13  1.13  1.99 NA 

2009  10.59  7.33  2.62  2.62  2.89 NA 

2010  7.33  5.59  0.99  0.99  1.50 NA 

2011  12.03  9.82  2.02  2.02  2.91 NA 

2012  3.41  5.08  1.05  1.05  0.94 NA 

Applicable De Minimis Levels  100  50  50  70  100 100 

Notes:   Construction-related emissions calculated using the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s Road 
Construction Emissions Model Spreadsheet, Version 5.1. 
1 PM2.5 emissions assumed to be equal to PM10 emissions. 

Operational Emissions Applicability Test 

The total amount of FAT operational emissions of the nonattainment pollutants are tabulated in 
Table 2.2-3 for both the No-Project Alternative and the Proposed Project in 2012 and 2025.  All of the 
project-related operational emissions for all applicable nonattainment pollutants are well below the 
General Conformity Rule de minimis levels. 

Table 2.2-3:  De Minimis Comparison of 2012 and 2025 Operational Emissions 
Pollutant (tons per year) 

Scenario CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 VOC SO2 

2012 Operational Emissions       

No-Project Alternative  458.89  127.13  20.05  20.05  34.15  8.82 

Proposed Project   459.22  127.15  20.05  20.05  34.19  8.83 

Project Related Emissions   0.33  0.02  0.0  0.0  0.04  0.01 

Applicable de minimis Levels  100  50  70  100  50  100 

2025 Operational Emissions       

No-Project Alternative  557.64  139.93  21.03  21.03  40.80  10.24 

Proposed Project   557.80  139.94  21.04  21.04  40.81  10.24 

Project-Related Emissions   0.16  0.01  0.01  0.01  0.01  0.00 

Applicable De Minimis Levels  100  50  70  100  50  100 
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Conformity Assessment 

As shown in Table 2.2-4, the changes in pollutant emissions in both 2012 due to routine operations of the 
Proposed Project are less than the General Conformity de minimis thresholds.  When compared to the No-
Project Alternative, the changes in emissions due to the Proposed Project show small increases in emissions 
due to the small increase in aircraft taxi time of 0.6 minutes for aircraft using the extended secondary runway 
(Runway 11R/29L).  It should be noted that construction activities are expected to continue through the first 
six months of 2012 and would consist of final grading and paving work associated with the secondary runway 
(Runway 11R/29L) and associated taxiways.  Therefore, for this applicability evaluation, the 2012 emissions 
data being assessed consist of all of the 2012 construction-related emissions plus one-half of the 2012 
annual emissions due to routine operations.  Compliance with the General Conformity Rule also requires that 
pollutant emissions due to construction activities are addressed.  All of the project-related emissions for all 
applicable nonattainment pollutants are well below the de minimis thresholds of the General Conformity Rule.  
Again, it should be noted that the construction emissions table does not include SO2, because the Roadway 
Construction Model does not calculate SO2 emissions. 

Regional Significance Test 

According to the General Conformity Rule, a regionally significant action/project is a federal project or action 
with total direct and indirect emissions greater than 10 percent of the emissions inventory for the 
nonattainment area.  If a project is determined to be regionally significant, a General Conformity Determination 
must be prepared.  As presented in Table 2.2-4, the highest annual construction-related emissions associated 
with the Proposed Project are estimated to occur in 2011 for all pollutants analyzed.  Table 2.2-5 shows that 
these emissions (and thus the construction-related emissions from all of the other years analyzed) are much 
less than 10 percent of the emissions inventory for the SJVAB nonattainment area. 

As shown in Table 2.2-6, total project-related operational emissions from the Proposed Project of all 
applicable pollutants in both 2012 are much less than 10 percent of the SJVAB nonattainment area’s 
emissions. 

Based on the assessment presented above, it is concluded that: 

 Construction-related emissions from the Proposed Project at FAT are less than the applicable 
General Conformity de minimis thresholds; 

 Routine operational emissions from the Proposed Project at FAT are less than the applicable 
General Conformity de minimis thresholds; and 

 Total project-related construction and operations emissions are not regionally significant and 
conform to the goals and requirements of the CAA and the SIP. 

Thus, FAA has met the requirements of the General Conformity Rule and no formal General Conformity 
Determination is required for this project. 

10 FAT App E E-24 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 
 Air Quality 



Table 2.2-4:  Annual Project-Related Construction and Operational Emissions 
Pollutant (tons per year) 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 20121 2025 

CO        

- Construction Activities 4.38 7.92 10.59 7.33 12.03 3.41 0

- Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0.17 0.15

Total CO Emissions 4.38 7.92 10.59 7.33 12.03 3.41 0.15

Applicable de minimis Level 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

NOx       

- Construction Activities 3.48 4.39 7.33 5.59 9.82 5.08 0

- Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.01

Total NOx Emissions 3.48 4.39 7.33 5.59 9.82 5.09 0.01

Applicable de minimis Level 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

VOC       

- Construction Activities 0.92 1.99 2.89 1.50 2.91 0.94 0

- Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.01

Total VOC Emissions 0.92 1.99 2.89 1.50 2.91 0.94 0.01

Applicable de minimis Level 50 50 50 50 50 50 50

PM10 
2       

- Construction Activities 0.47 1.13 2.62 0.99 2.02 1.05 0

- Operations1 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.01

Total PM10 Emissions2 0.47 1.13 2.62 0.99 2.02 1.05 0.01

Applicable de minimis Level 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

PM2.5 2       

- Construction Activities 0.47 1.13 2.62 0.99 2.02 1.05 0

- Operations1 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.01

Total PM2.5 Emissions2 0.47 1.13 2.62 0.99 2.02 1.05 0.01

Applicable de minimis Level 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

SO2 
3       

- Construction Activities NA NA NA NA NA NA 0

- Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.00

Total SO2 Emissions NA NA NA NA NA 0.01 0.00

Applicable de minimis Level 70 70 70 70 70 70 70

Notes:   1 Total project-related emissions in 2012 consist of all of the 2012 construction-related emissions plus one-half of the 2012 
annual emissions due to routine operations. 

2 PM2.5 emissions assumed to be equal to PM10 emissions. 
3 The Roadway Construction Model does not calculate SO2 emissions. 

10 FAT App E E-25 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 
 Air Quality 



10 FAT App E E-26 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 
 Air Quality 

Table 2.2-5:  Highest Annual Construction-Related Emissions Compared to SJVAB Nonattainment 
Area Emissions (tons per year) 

Source CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 
VOC/ 
ROG1 SO2 

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Emissions2 790,086 150,585 138,582 69,689 227,975 12,247 

2011 Emissions from FAT Project 
Alternative 17.74 20.46 3.54 3.54 4.30 NA 

Percent of Nonattainment Area Total <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% NA 

Notes: 1 Taken as ROG from the available CARB data. 
 2 Taken from the Emission Inventories for 2010 (the closest year for most of the construction activities available) as 

published by the CARB on their website:  http://arbis.arb.ca.gov.  Data accessed July 19, 2006. 
Source: CARB, 2006. 

Table 2.2-6:  Operational Emissions Compared to SJVAB Nonattainment Area Emissions 
(tons per year) 

Source CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 
VOC/ 
ROG1 SO2 

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Emissions2 790,086 150,585 138,582 69,689 227,975 12,247 

2012 Emissions from FAT Project 
Alternative3 0.33 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 

Percent of Nonattainment Area Total <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001%

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Emissions4 676,304 112,179 1431678 70,159 225,136 13,548 

2025 Emissions from FAT Project 
Alternative3 0.16 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 

Percent of Nonattainment Area Total <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001% <0.001%

Notes: 1 Taken as ROG from the available CARB data. 
 2 Taken from the Emission Inventories for 2010 (the closest year to 2012 available) as published by the CARB on their 

website:  http://arbis.arb.ca.gov.  Data accessed July 19, 2006. 
3 Emissions associated with the Proposed Project (No-Project emissions – Proposed Project emissions). 
4 Taken from the Emission Inventories for 2020 (the closest year to 2025 available) as published by the CARB on their 
website:  http://arbis.arb.ca.gov.  (Accessed July 19, 2006). 

Source: CARB Emissions Inventories, April 2006. 

2.2.1.5 Greenhouse Gases 

Presently, there are no CEQA thresholds of significance established for greenhouse gases (GHG).1  
Therefore, it is not possible to fully evaluate the impacts of the Proposed Project on global climate change 
or on the environment in California.  However, in September 2006, California Assembly Bill (AB) 32 called 
for CARB to adopt regulations requiring the reporting and verification of statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions and that a limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas emissions in 1990 be achieved by 
year 2020. 

                                                      
1 Greenhouse gases primarily include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxides (N2O). 



Construction of the Proposed Project would result in temporary increases in GHG emissions.  These 
increases are associated with the operation of construction equipment, material hauling vehicles, and 
construction employee vehicles.  Though not quantified, GHG emissions from construction would be 
minor compared to current statewide totals.  Additionally, construction emissions are transient and 
temporary.  Therefore, once construction is over GHG emissions generated by construction activities 
would cease.  At this time, it is impossible to determine where the GHG emissions that are generated 
during construction would reside following dispersion to the atmosphere. 

GHG associated with operation of the Proposed Project are primarily associated with energy consumption 
for heating, air conditioning, and lighting and fuel consumption associated with aircraft, GSE, construction 
equipment, and motor vehicles traveling to and from and moving about the Airport.  The Proposed Project 
does not involve an increase in aircraft operations and passenger enplanements at FAT over the No-
Project Alternative.  Some of the Proposed Projects would increase heating, cooling, and ventilation is 
anticipated.  The design of these facilities would promote sustainability by incorporating principles that 
improve efficiencies such as water savings and energy efficiency, whenever possible. 

Under the No-Project Alternative and Proposed Project, aircraft operations are projected to occur at FAT 
in 2011 and 2025 according to the FAA TAF.  Activity at FAT is expected to represent less than one 
percent of the U.S. aviation activity, which would result in far less than 0.001 percent of the U.S. based 
GHGs. 

FAT is focused on achieving energy efficiency by minimizing waste and maximizing recycling efforts.  The 
following are the operational and design measures currently used or planned for implementation at FAT 
to minimize and reduce GHGs: 

 Unpaved airfield areas are mowed or sprayed to limit weeds (rather than disking) and reduce 
dust. 

 Procedures are followed to open additional exit booths when the number of vehicles waiting to 
exit airport parking lots exceeds a specified amount of stacking.  Self-pay, automated parking lot 
exit lanes will reduce dwell time and thereby increase throughput, reducing automobiles idling 
time. 

 Routine maintenance and wet sweeping occurs during construction of airport service roads, 
taxiways, and runways to remove dirt and tire wear debris. 

 The consolidated car rental facility is conveniently located adjacent to the terminal, eliminating the 
need for shuttle buses, reducing CO2 emissions.  State-of-the-art car wash, fuel system and 
oil/water separators will be installed to ensure clean discharge and reduced impurities into the 
drainage system. 

 The passenger loading bridge uses electrically powered ground power and pre-conditioned air 
units for parked aircraft, thereby reducing the use of fossil fueled aircraft auxiliary power units and 
ground power units. 
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 Pushback tugs for aircraft movement from the terminal are used whenever possible to avoid 
aircraft engine start up until powered out to the taxiway. 

 The Airport’s on-site facility farm generates 4.2 megawatts of electricity per hour. 

 Use of cool roofs at terminal facility. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would limit its contribution to GHG.  Until CARB guidelines for estimating 
GHG are developed, FAT will endeavor to minimize these emissions attributable to both construction and 
operational activities. 

Under the No-Project Alternative and Proposed Project, aircraft operations are projected to occur at FAT 
in 2011 and 2025 according to FAA TAF.  Activity at FAT is expected to represent less than one percent 
of the U.S. aviation activity, therefore the contribution to U.S. GHG emissions is negligible. 

2.3 2015–2025 PROJECT FINDINGS 

2.3.1.1 Operations-Related Emissions 

Comparing the results of the 2004 (existing conditions) emissions inventory with the 2025 No-Project 
Alternative and the 2025 Proposed Project emissions, CO, NOx, VOC/ROG, and SO2 increase slightly 
while emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 decrease slightly.  These variations in total emissions are due to two 
influences:  (1) operations increasing from 163,971 in 2004 to 196,668 in 2025, an increase of almost 
17 percent; and (2) the mix of aircraft in the fleet changed with several new aircraft being added and 
several aircraft being eliminated.  The existing condition comparison is relevant for CEQA purposes only.  
NEPA is focused on future No-Project compared to the future Proposed Project.  Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would result in changes in aircraft emissions associated with aircraft using the 
lengthened secondary runway in 2025.  Compared to the 2025 No-Project Alternative emissions 
inventory, the emissions from the Proposed Project in 2025 would increase slightly.  Mitigation measures 
are not required to reduce 2025 aircraft-related emissions as the potential increases are not anticipated to 
be significant.  Based on the assessment presented above, the Proposed Project would not exceed any 
federal threshold indicating a significant air quality impact. 

2.3.1.2 SJVAPCD Odor Threshold 

With respect to the SJVAPCD Odor Threshold, a review of odor complaints filed with the SJVAPCD’s 
Compliance Division revealed that no complaints have been filed with that agency against FAT, and no 
odor complaints have been filed with the City of Fresno.  In addition, based on Table 4-2 of SJVAPCD’s 
Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), SJVAPCD has not classified airports 
(and FAT in particular) as a source known to produce odors.  With respect to project-related emissions of 
odorants (which are a subset of VOC/ROG), emissions of VOC/ROG in 2025 would increase by a very 
small amount compared to the 2004 existing conditions emissions (see Table 2.2-2).  The existing 
condition comparison is relevant for CEQA purposes only.  NEPA is focused on future No–Project 
compared to the future Proposed Project.  This small increase in odorant emissions is not expected to be 
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significant enough to cause any odor complaints.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed the 
odor significance threshold and would not create an unavoidable significant odor impact. 

2.3.1.3 Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Emissions of a number of substances commonly called toxic air contaminants or hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs) are produced by a wide range of airport and non-airport sources.  The term HAPs refers to 
pollutants that do not have established NAAQS or CAAQS but present potential adverse human health 
risks from short-term or prolonged exposures.  These substances are primarily subsets of VOC (or ROG) 
and particulate emissions.  Their effects and potential toxicity vary, and they have or are suspected to 
have impacts on human health, including risks of cancer, respiratory conditions, and other health effects. 

In general, there are no federal or state reporting requirements for HAPs that are applicable to airports.  
Airport-related HAP emissions are a very small portion of total HAPs emitted in the region around any 
airport.  Compared to the No-Project Alternative in 2025, overall project-related VOC/ROG and particulate 
emissions from the Proposed Project are projected to increase by about 0.1 percent for VOC/ROG and 
less than 0.05 percent for particulates.  Thus, project-related emissions of HAPs in 2025 are anticipated 
to slightly increase.  With these levels, it is highly unlikely that project-related emissions of HAPs would 
exceed the SJVAPCD Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants.  Therefore, no Human 
Health Risk Assessment was conducted for this Draft EA/EIR. 

2.3.1.4 General Conformity Rule 

Applicability Criteria 

As a means of determining whether or not the requirements of the General Conformity Rule apply, 
U.S. EPA has established de minimis emission levels for the nonattainment/maintenance air pollutants.  
For ozone, its precursors (i.e., VOC and NOx) are used as surrogates.  Table 2.2-1 lists the applicable de 
minimis values for the Fresno-Clovis area. 

Construction Period Emissions Applicability Test 

Impacts associated with the Proposed Project from 2015–2025 regarding construction-related emissions 
would be similar to those described for the 2009–2014 projects.  The exact impact cannot be quantified at 
this time because project-specific details have not been developed.  Therefore no analysis was 
conducted. 

Operational Emissions Applicability Test 

The total amount of FAT operational emissions of the nonattainment pollutants are tabulated in 
Table 2.2-3 for both the No-Project Alternative and the Proposed Project in 2012 and 2025.  All of the 
project-related operational emissions for all applicable nonattainment pollutants are well below the 
General Conformity Rule de minimis levels. 
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Conformity Assessment 

As shown in Table 2.2-4, the changes in pollutant emissions in both 2012 and 2025 due to routine 
operations of the Proposed Project are less than the General Conformity de minimis thresholds. 

Regional Significance Test 

Impacts associated with the Proposed Project from 2015–2025 regarding construction-related emissions 
would be similar to those described for the 2009–2014 projects.  The exact impact cannot be quantified at 
this time because project-specific details have not been developed.  Therefore no analysis was 
conducted.  However, as shown in Table 2.2-6, total project-related operational emissions from the 
Proposed Project of all applicable pollutants in both 2012 and 2025 are much less than 10 percent of the 
SJVAB nonattainment area’s emissions. 

Based on the assessment presented above, it is concluded that: 

 Construction-related emissions from the Proposed Project at FAT need to be quantified once 
project specific level details are developed; and 

 Routine operational emissions from the Proposed Project at FAT are less than the applicable 
General Conformity de minimis thresholds. 

 Once the construction-related emissions associated with the 2015–2025 projects are quantifiable, 
a General Conformity Determination would be made. 

2.3.1.5 Greenhouse Gases 

Construction of the 2015–2025 projects would result in temporary increases in GHG emissions.  These 
increases are associated with the operation of construction equipment, material hauling vehicles, and 
construction employee vehicles.  Though not quantified, GHG emissions from construction would be 
minor compared to current statewide totals.  Additionally, construction emissions are transient and 
temporary.  Therefore, once construction is over GHG emissions generated by construction activities 
would cease.  At this time, it is impossible to determine where the GHG emissions that are generated 
during construction would reside following dispersion to the atmosphere. 

GHG associated with operation of the Proposed Project are primarily associated with energy consumption 
for heating, air conditioning, and lighting and fuel consumption associated with aircraft, GSE, construction 
equipment, and motor vehicles traveling to and from and moving about the Airport.  The Proposed Project 
does not involve an increase in aircraft operations and passenger enplanements at FAT over the No-
Project Alternative.  Some of the Proposed Project would increase heating, cooling, and ventilation is 
anticipated.  The design of these facilities would promote sustainability by incorporating principles that 
improve efficiencies such as water savings and energy efficiency, whenever possible. 
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FAT is focused on achieving energy efficiency by minimizing waste and maximizing recycling efforts.  The 
following are the operational and design measures currently used or planned for implementation at FAT 
to minimize and reduce GHGs: 

 Unpaved airfield areas are mowed or sprayed to limit weeds (rather than disking) and reduce 
dust. 

 Procedures are followed to open additional exit booths when the number of vehicles waiting to 
exit airport parking lots exceeds a specified amount of stacking.  A self-pay, automated parking 
lot exit lane will reduce dwell time and thereby increase throughput, reducing automobile idling 
time. 

 Routine maintenance and wet sweeping occurs during construction of airport service roads, 
taxiways, and runways to remove dirt and tire wear debris. 

 The consolidated car rental facility is conveniently located adjacent to the terminal, eliminating the 
need for shuttle buses and reducing CO2 emissions.  State-of-the-art car wash, fuel system, and 
oil/water separators installed to ensure clean discharge and reduced impurities into the drainage 
system. 

 A passenger loading bridge uses electrically powered ground power and pre-conditioned air units 
for parked aircraft, thereby reducing the use of fossil fueled aircraft auxiliary power units and 
ground power units. 

 Pushback tugs for aircraft movement from terminal are used whenever possible to avoid aircraft 
engine start up until powered out to the taxiway. 

 The Airport’s on site solar facility generates 4.2 megawatts of electricity per hour. 
 Use of cool roofs at terminal facility. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would limit its contribution to GHG.  Until CARB guidelines for estimating 
GHG are developed, CEC will endeavor to minimize these emissions attributable to both construction and 
operational activities. 

Under the No-Project Alternative and Proposed Project, aircraft operations are projected to occur at FAT 
in 2011 and 2025 according to FAA TAF.  Activity at FAT is expected to represent less than one percent 
of the U.S. aviation activity, therefore the contribution to U.S. GHG emissions is negligible 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, POLLUTION PREVENTION, AND SOLID WASTE 

1.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

1.1 STUDY METHODS 

Hazardous materials and wastes were identified and evaluated to address the potential for encountering 
hazardous materials or environmental contamination, a characterization of the types and potential 
quantities generated or impacted, and an assessment of these findings with respect to appropriate 
regulatory criteria.  The first step was accomplished by identifying and mapping the locations of the 
sites/facilities that involve hazardous materials/wastes of known, or potential, environmental 
contamination in the vicinity of FAT. 

1.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

1.2.1 Assessment Approach 

An assessment was conducted in order to identify sites and facilities that are known, suspected, or are 
likely to contain/store hazardous substances, and to identify areas of known subsurface soil and/or 
groundwater contamination.  The description and assessment of hazardous materials, pollution 
prevention, and solid wastes in the vicinity of FAT is based on the compilation and evaluation of 
information previously developed or disclosed from other sources, including: 

 Collection and review of reports, maps, and other relevant documents relating to subsurface 
environmental conditions at FAT.  These include site investigations and proposed remedial action 
documents from Environmental Resources Management (ERM). 

 Communications with FAT staff and others having knowledge of and experience with hazardous 
materials and waste matters in the vicinity of FAT. 

 An independent electronic database survey of federal, state, and local agency files pertaining to 
hazardous materials and environmental contamination in the vicinity of FAT. 

 A reconnaissance survey of the Detailed Study Area and immediately adjacent areas with the 
intent of identifying sites/facilities of interest, underground storage tanks/above ground storage 
tanks (USTs/ASTs), hazardous materials, and other regulated substances. 

It is important to note that there were no new studies undertaken in support of this Draft EA/EIR, such as 
Level I/II Environmental Site Assessments; waste, wastewater, subsurface soil/groundwater sampling; 
UST/AST testing; or other similar investigations of human-made or environmental media such as 
asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paints. 

For the purposes of this Draft EA/EIR, the term “hazardous materials” also includes the regulatory-defined 
terms of hazardous wastes, hazardous substances, and dangerous goods; contamination to soil, surface 
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waters, and groundwater; as well as the assortment of similarly regulated substances such as fuel and 
other petroleum-based products. 

The types, characteristics, and occurrences of hazardous materials and other similarly regulated substances at 
FAT are typical of most metropolitan airports that offer commercial, cargo, military, and general aviation 
service.  These include the fueling, servicing, and repair of aircraft; use of ground support equipment (GSE) 
and motor vehicles; the operation and maintenance of the airfield, terminal complex and parking facilities; and 
a range of other special purposes connected with aviation (i.e., air cargo facilities, navigation, and air traffic 
control functions).  In addition to the above, FAT is also home for the California Air National Guard (CANG).  
The California Army National Guard and the U.S. Marine Corps Reserve also occupy space at FAT.  Off-
airport activities in or near the Detailed Study Area include a mixture of industrial, commercial, warehousing, 
and residential uses.  Based on a reconnaissance survey of the Detailed Study Area, activities at these 
facilities likely involve the use of hazardous substances/materials, and the generation of hazardous wastes. 

The largest quantities of substances used at FAT that are classifiable as hazardous include aircraft and 
motor vehicle fuels.  Other, smaller amounts of petroleum products (e.g., lubricants and solvents), waste 
materials (e.g., used oils, filters, cleaning residues, and spent batteries), and manufactured chemicals (e.g., 
herbicides, fertilizers, paints, fire-fighting foam, de-icing fluids, etc.) are stored in various locations 
throughout at FAT.  These materials and substances are characteristically used on a routine basis in 
support of aircraft, GSE, and motor vehicle activities, and for a range of other similar functions to keep the 
airport operational and meet FAA safety requirements.  Additionally, de-icing takes place at FAT and the 
airlines or operators of the aircraft are responsible for compliance with storage, disposal, and care of de-
icing fluids or spills. 

Former and existing sites of environmental contamination at FAT are mainly attributed to its former use as a 
military airfield during World War II.  The U.S. Army Air Corps developed FAT in the early 1940s as Hammer 
Field.  The U.S. Army Air Corps deactivated the base in late 1945, and the City of Fresno assumed operation 
in 1946.  There are several sites/facilities in the vicinity of FAT that are known, or have the potential, to contain 
hazardous materials and/or other regulated substances, or have been identified as confirmed hazardous 
waste release sites.  These sites/facilities are located within or near the Detailed Study Area.  In order to 
assess these sites/facilities of potential concern, a computerized database containing federal, state, and local 
regulatory agency file information was generated to support this Draft EA/EIR (EDR, 2006).  This database 
report is used as a screening tool to identify known hazardous materials release sites, generators of 
hazardous wastes, and UST/AST sites that are reported to be present in the vicinity of the FAT. 

1.2.2 Assessment Findings 

Based on the review of documents pertaining to hazardous substances in the vicinity of FAT, the main 
issues that have been identified are related to conditions associated with the Old Hammer Field and 
current FAT activities located along the southern side of the airfield, west of the terminal building, where 
the existing air cargo and general aviation operations are located. 
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Old Hammer Field – The boundary of Old Hammer Field is shown on Figure 5.7-1 of the EA/EIR.  
Numerous military and civilian occupants of Old Hammer Field and its remnant buildings have conducted 
commercial/industrial activities at this location since its development in 1941 (ERM, 2004).  In 1991, ERM 
conducted a preliminary assessment with the boundary of Old Hammer Field to assess historical site usage, 
summarize previous environmental investigations, and identify areas of environmental concern that may be 
the subject of future investigation activities.  Based on the results of the preliminary assessment, Area 1 of Old 
Hammer Field was identified as the highest priority area for additional investigation.  Area 1 is located near the 
North Clovis Avenue/Aircorp Way intersection on the northeast side of FAT.  A site inspection was conducted 
in 1992 that identified a plume of chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOC) originating in Area 1.  The 
plume extends from the water table at approximately 100 feet below ground surface (bgs) to depths in excess 
of 300 feet bgs, is more than 2 miles long, and extends several thousands of yards to the southwest of the 
current FAT airport boundary (ERM, 2004).  Figure 5.7-2 of the EA/EIR shows the approximate boundary of 
the on- and off-airport VOC groundwater plume.  Remediation activities for the VOC plume are ongoing. 

In addition to the VOC groundwater plume, the results of a remedial investigation conducted at the CANG 
facility indicated the presence of soil and groundwater contamination related to subsurface releases.  A 
plume of tetrachloroethene (PCE) occurs primarily at the CANG facility, with a smaller PCE plume also 
emanating from Area 1 at Old Hammer Field.  Testing of groundwater has indicated that the plume has 
migrated to the southwest beyond the perimeter of the CANG facility by approximately 1,500 feet (ERM, 
2004).  Figure 5.7-3 of the EA/EIR shows the extent of the CANG and Area 1 PCE plume.  Based on the 
results of the CANG remedial investigation, it was determined that the CANG PCE plume had 
commingled with the Area 1 Old Hammer Field VOC groundwater plume.  As such, the CANG PCE 
groundwater plume remediation was addressed in the proposed remedial alternatives for the Area 1 Old 
Hammer Field VOC groundwater plume.  Remediation activities for the PCE plume are ongoing. 

In order to assess potential risks associated with the identified contamination in Area 1 at Old Hammer 
Field, a Human Health Risk Assessment was performed using the data generated during the remedial 
investigation for soil gas, soil, and groundwater within the Area 1 plume boundary.  The extent of VOC in 
soil gas in Area 1 is shown on Figure 5.7-3 of the EA/EIR.  Based on the information generated for the 
Human Health Risk Assessment, the following conclusions were reached (ERM, 2004): 

 Chemical constituents identified in soil and soil gas do not pose unacceptable health risks under 
either industrial or residential exposure scenarios; and 

 VOC identified in the on- and off-site groundwater plume exceed the benchmarks for evaluation 
of acceptable risks established by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

The information generated during the remedial investigation along with the subsequent Human Health 
Risk Assessment were used to develop a set of Remedial Action Objectives that are protective of both 
human health and groundwater quality.  The Remedial Action Objectives were developed from health-
based remedial goals, beneficial uses of site resources, groundwater protection goals, and 
applicable/relevant and appropriate requirements.  A feasibility study was undertaken by ERM to evaluate 
potential remedial alternatives that would satisfy the Remedial Action Objectives and ensure 
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concentrations of VOC in groundwater and soil gas do not exceed the established remedial goals.  The 
following four remedial options were evaluated in the feasibility study (ERM, 2004): 

 Alternative 1:  No Action 
 Alternative 2:  Institutional/Engineering Controls, Long-Term Monitoring 
 Alternative 3:  Institutional/Engineering Controls, Long-Term Monitoring, Source Area Treatment 
 Alternative 4:  Institutional/Engineering Controls, Long-Term Monitoring, Source Area Treatment, 

Toe-of-Plume Groundwater Extraction. 

Based on the feasibility study evaluation process, it was determined that Alternative 4, 
Institutional/Engineering Controls, Long-Term Monitoring, Source Area treatment, Toe-of-Plume 
Groundwater Extraction, was the preferred alternative, because it is protective of human health, restores 
the beneficial uses of on- and off-site groundwater through active remediation, and includes long-term 
groundwater monitoring to assess remedial efficacy. 

FAT – In order to assess the potential for soil and groundwater impacts from other on- and off-airport 
related facilities and other commercial/industrial site operations being conducted in the vicinity of FAT, an 
environmental database report of federal, state, and local regulatory agency file information was 
generated by Environmental Data Resources (EDR) in July 2006.  As previously indicated, this database 
report was used as a screening tool to identify known hazardous materials release sites, generators of 
hazardous wastes, and UST/AST sites reported to be present within a prescribed search radius around 
FAT.  The locations of the sites identified in the EDR database report are shown on Figure 5.7-4 of the 
EA/EIR and summarized in Table 1.2-1 by site number, site name, location, site description, nature and 
extent of contamination, and current site status. 

The majority of the hazardous substances release sites associated with current FAT activities that have 
impacted subsurface conditions are mainly located along the southern side of the airfield, west of the 
terminal building, where the existing air cargo and general aviation operations are located.  Activities at 
this portion of the airfield include the fueling, servicing, and repair of aircraft, GSE, and motor vehicle 
activities.  The majority of the subsurface impact has been from the release of petroleum hydrocarbons 
from USTs in this area.  Where releases were significant, soil removal was conducted in order to reduce 
the potential threat to groundwater quality. 

Although very few sites were actually identified within FAT itself, several sites bordering the airport were 
reviewed to assess the potential for contamination at these sites/facilities to impact implementation of the 
Proposed Project.  It should be noted that only known release sites listed in the EDR database report 
have been taken into consideration during this assessment. 

Solid Waste – During 2007, FAT generated approximately 219 tons of solid waste from airport operations 
from 574,530 enplanements.  Solid wastes at FAT are typical of commercial/general aviation airports and 
generally include unwanted or discarded paper, plastic, and food products; and landscaping, construction 
debris, and other similar forms of garbage or trash that are not classifiable as hazardous.  This waste 
material is collected in designated areas at the airport and hauled offsite to approved disposal facilities 
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throughout the region.  The City of Fresno Solid Waste Management Division provides solid waste 
removal at FAT.  Once trash is removed from the airport, it is delivered to the American Avenue Landfill, 
which is operated by Fresno County, or to the Orange Avenue Landfill, which is privately operated.  
Sufficient capacity exists in either landfill for the foreseeable future. 



 

10 FAT App F F-6 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 

 Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention 
 and Solid Waste 

Table 1.2-1:  Sites of Known Environmental Contamination in the Vicinity of FAT 
EDR ID Site Name Site Address Description and Type/Extent of Contamination Current Status 

52 Fresno Air 
Terminal 

5065 East Anderson 
Avenue 

Active UST site with one 1,000-gallon gasoline UST 
and one 550-gallon diesel UST. USTs still in service. 

52 Fire Station No. 10 5065 East Anderson 
Avenue Active UST site with two 550-gallon diesel USTs. USTs still in service. 

52 FATA REAG 5055 East Anderson 
Avenue Active UST site with three 500-gallon USTs for fuel. USTs still in service. 

52 Wofford Flying 
Service 

5045 East Anderson 
Avenue 

Active UST site with four 30,000-gallon jet fuel USTs, 
four 20,000-gallon jet fuel USTs, one 1,000-gallon 
gasoline, and two 500-gallon waste oil tank. 

Site is also closed LUST site.  Soil 
excavated to approximately 50 feet.  
About 544 cubic yards remain.  Site 
closed by County. 

52 Corporate Aircraft 5012 East Anderson 
Avenue 

Gasoline contamination found during UST closure.  
Ground water affected. 

Former contaminated site/cleanup 
complete. 

52 
Mercury 

Air/Wofford Flying 
Service 

5006 East Anderson 
Avenue 

Minor incident involving release of jet fuel – no 
remedial action required. Case is closed. 

52 Raytheon Aircraft 5004 East Anderson 
Avenue Former contaminated site.  Removal of eight USTs. Clean-up complete. 

52 Western Piper 
Sales 

4996 East Anderson 
Avenue 

Close LUST site.  3,000 cubic yards of jet fuel 
impacted soil remain at the site. Case closed by County. 

52 Executive Wings 4988 East Anderson 
Avenue 

UST removal and close of four tanks.  Soil and 
groundwater impacted by jet fuel. Case closed by RWQCB. 

52 Beechcraft West, 
Inc. 

5005 East Anderson 
Avenue 

Total of twelve USTs.  Nine USTs used for fresh 
product.  Three USTs used for waste oil. Active UST site. 

72 Budget 
Rent-a-Car 

5075 East Clinton 
Way 

Contaminated UST site.  Soil only.  Pollution 
Characterization under way. Case open.  RWQCB is current lead. 

73 Avis Rent-a-Car 
Systems, Inc. 

5101 East Clinton 
Way 

One 11,630-gallon UST for unleaded gasoline 
shortage. Active UST site. 

73 Fresno Air 
Terminal 

2401 North Ashley 
Way Contamination found during diesel UST closure. Case closed by RWQCB. 
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Table 1.2-1:  Sites of Known Environmental Contamination in the Vicinity of FAT (Continued) 

EDR ID Site Name Site Address Description and Type/Extent of Contamination Current Status 

73 Fresno Air 
Terminal 

2401 North Ashley 
Way 

According to EDR Report, there are 14 active 
USTs at the site. Active UST site. 

88 
National Car 

Rental System, 
Inc. 

5175 East Clinton 
Way 

Soil contamination discovered during 
closure/removal of a UST.  Only soil impacted. Closed LUST site.  Active UST site. 

85 California Air 
National Guard 

5425 East McKinley 
Avenue 

Status of groundwater investigation discussed 
previously above.  Currently maintains 26 USTs 
for storage of petroleum products. 

Active UST site.  Open groundwater 
contamination site with DTSC. 

92 Old Hammer Air 
Field 

NW of Clovis and 
McKinley 

Conditions for this site discussed above.  Bunker 
fuel oil release being confirmed. 

Ongoing groundwater case with DTSC.  
Low-priority release.  Case open with 
RWQCB. 

31 California National 
Guard 

5575 Shields 
Avenue East 

Release of diesel fuel to the subsurface.  Pollution 
characterization underway. 

Medium priority case with local CUPA.  
Miscellaneous DISC lead. 

15 Sunnyside Pools, 
Inc. 

4919 Dakota 
Avenue East 

Soil contamination discovered during UST 
removal.  Soil only – no groundwater. Case closed by local agency. 

9 
MED STAT 

Transportation 
System 

4979 Dakota 
Avenue East 

Site maintains two 1,000-gallon and one 
550-gallon USTs for fuel storage. Active UST site. 

9 Holiday Pools 4961 Dakota 
Avenue East 

Gasoline contamination discovered during UST 
removal.  Pollution characterization under way. 

Open LUST case, medium priority with 
county. 

53 Former Fresno 
Lumber 

2747 North Clovis 
Avenue UST removal from site. Closed UST site. 

67 Wofford Flying 
Services 

2245 North Clovis 
Avenue 

Former contaminated site.  Cleanup complete.  
Closed by CUPA. Closed UST facility. 

67 Long’s Building 
Supply 

2380 North Clovis 
Avenue Formerly operated one 550-gallon unleaded UST. Closed UST facility. 

67 Unknown 2400 North Clovis 
Avenue Chemical spill/release.  Details not reported. Completed 11/7/89. 

59 Unknown 2291 North Airways Chemical spill/release.  Details not reported. Completed 11/14/89. 
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Table 1.2-1:  Sites of Known Environmental Contamination in the Vicinity of FAT (Continued) 
EDR ID Site Name Site Address Description and Type/Extent of Contamination Current Status 

59 Fresno AUCRAD 5592 East Terminal 
Drive 

Site has five USTs.  Capacities and contents not 
listed. Status – Unknown. 

45 Fresno Air 
Terminal None provided Chemical spill/release.  Details not provided. Completed 1/19/90. 

45 FAT RTR None provided Site operates one 500-gallon UST for waste. Active UST site. 

25  Lube N Go 4796 East Shields 
Avenue Formerly operated five USTs at the site. Inactive UST location. 

25 Unknown 4800 East Shields 
Avenue Chemical spill/release.  Details not provided. Date completed 5/23/90. 

25 Penny Wise 4805 East Shields 
Avenue Former contaminated site. Cleanup complete. 

25 Circle K # 8582 4805 East Shields 
Avenue 

Site currently operates three USTs for fuel 
storage. Active UST site. 

18 Unknown 5400 East Airways 
Drive 

Chemical spill/release.  Details not reported.  
Unknown cause from pool cleaning tank at a 
public pool.  One injured, five evacuated. 

Date completed – unknown.  Incident 
date 8/3/91. 

7 Unknown 4973 East Lansing 
Way Chemical spill/release.  Details not provided. Date completed 1/28/89. 

7 Western 
Sweeping Service 

4963 East Lansing 
Way 

Site has one active 1,080-gallon UST for storage 
of unleaded fuel. Active UST site. 

7 Gerald Monge 
Concrete Cont. 

4960 East Lansing 
Way Site formerly operated two UST for gasoline. Closed UST facility. 

7 
Commercial 

Building – Larry 
Kelly 

4952 East Lansing 
Way 

Site operated one 1,000-gallon UST.  Type of fuel 
stored unknown. Closed UST facility. 

60 Sierra Building 
Material 

2636 North Larkin 
Avenue Leak from UST impacted drinking water aquifer. Leak being confirmed.  Open case with 

County. 
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Table 1.2-1:  Sites of Known Environmental Contamination in the Vicinity of FAT (Continued) 
EDR ID Site Name Site Address Description and Type/Extent of Contamination Current Status 

47 Rogers 
Helicopters 

5484 Perimeter 
Road East 

Release of jet fuel discovered during UST closure.  
Pollution characterization underway. 

Active UST site.  Open LUST case 
with local agency. 

50 Unknown 5644 Westover #12 Chemical spill/release.  Details not provided. Completed 3/21/88. 

50 

California 
Department of 

Food and 
Agriculture 

2895 North Larkin 
Avenue Currently operates two 1,000-gallon USTs. Active UST site. 

32 Unknown 5649 East Shields 
Avenue 

Leaking bushing caused release of 2 gallons of 
hydraulic oil with PCB content of 518 ppm. 

Incident date 6/11/96.  Date completed 
not reported. 

56 Morrison 
Chemical Co. 

2705 North Larkin 
Avenue 

Manufactured stain remover using dilute HF.  Site 
is abandoned. Site referred to another agency. 

38 Unknown 4881 East Simpson 
Avenue 

High winds blew over transformer pole.  One 
gallon of insulating oil got into gutters and storm 
drain.  PCB content of transformer oil was 17 ppm. 

Incident date 1/29/98.  Date completed 
not reported. 

72 Budget 
Rent-a-Car 

5076 East Clinton 
Way 

Have removed and closed one UST with County.  
Currently operates four USTs for fuel and waste oil 
storage. 

Active UST site. 

Source:  EDR, 2006 
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ENCLOSURE 2 

HISTORIC RESOURCES INVENTORY AND EVALUATION REPORT 



Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report 
of the 

Fresno-Yosemite International Airport  
         Fresno County, California

      

     Prepared for:

  The Federal Aviation Administration   

Prepared by: 
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC

1490 Drew Avenue, Suite 110 Davis, California  95618

August 2006



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The Fresno-Yosemite International Airport (FAT) is located in Fresno County, 
California, approximately six miles from downtown Fresno.  The FAT Master 
Plan Update has been prepared with varying levels of potential development for 
the next 20 years.  The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead federal 
agency for the master plan.  For historic architectural resources, the FAA is 
defining the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) as congruent with the airport 
itself, plus the portion of the Generalized Study Area that would be subjected to 
impacts in 2011 that currently do not experience an impact in 2004 (this area is 
located southeast of FAT), as well as a site located east of Armstrong Avenue and 
south of Mill Ditch. This site is approximately two miles east of FAT and about 
30 acres in size.  The action approved for this site is the construction of a new 
storm water detention basin.   

The Master Plan Update is prompting FAT to undertake an inventory and 
evaluation of historic resources in the APE.  The California Air National Guard, 
which has a complex on the southeast corner of the airport property, conducted an 
inventory and evaluation of historic buildings and structures in December 2000 as 
part of an environmental assessment and found no properties eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The California State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with these finding.1 No previous historic 
resource evaluations or inventories exist for the remaining area of the APE.   

The proposed projects in the FAT Master Plan require compliance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as well as the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as it pertains to historic resources.  Section 
106 and CEQA compliance require the inventory and evaluation of potentially 
historic buildings, structures, and objects in the APE. These requirements call for 
the identification of known or potential historic properties, i.e. resources listed in, 
eligible for listing in, or that appear eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) within the project’s APE.  If the evaluation process 
identifies historic properties, Section 106 regulations (in Title 36, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 800) require that federal agencies must assess the effect a 
project may have on that resource and mitigate any adverse effects to historic 
properties.

1 “Environmental Assessment for Short-Term Construction Projects at the 144th Fighter Wing,” 
Air National Guard, Environmental Planning Division, December 2000.   

2



JRP Historical Consulting, LLC, (JRP) prepared this Historic Resources 
Inventory and Evaluation Report under contract with URS Corporation to identify 
and evaluate historic resources in the APE that are more than fifty years old for 
their eligibility to be listed in the NRHP. FAT will use this report to gain 
concurrence from the SHPO, in the California Office of Historic Preservation 
(OHP), on the NRHP eligibility of these resources.  This report will also serve to 
assess the eligibility of historic properties to be listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) and be considered historic resources under CEQA, 
as described in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3).

Figure 1 shows the project vicinity and location. Figure 2 depicts the APE and the 
location of the resources evaluated in this report. These figures are in Appendix 
A.  JRP prepared Department of Parks and Recreation Primary and Building 
Structure and Object Record forms (DPR 523 forms) for the evaluated resources.  
A Linear Record was also prepared for the Mill Ditch. The DPR 523 forms are in 
Appendix B.

This report concludes that none of the properties in the APE for this project 
appear to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP and thus there appear to be no 
historic properties under the NHPA Section 106 regulations. The properties 
within the APE for this project were also evaluated in accordance with Section 
15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, using the criteria of the CRHR 
outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Public Resources Code.  None of the 
properties in the APE appear to be significant under those criteria and thus they 
are not considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.
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0. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Fresno Yosemite International Airport (FAT) Master Plan Update has been 
prepared with varying levels of potential development for the next 20 years.  The 
Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR) will focus on 
quantitatively evaluating the near term projects anticipated between 2006 and 
2011 that are projected in the Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP).  The 
main purpose of the environmental review will be to complete the appropriate 
level of environmental analysis and documentation necessary to comply with 
local, state, and federal requirements.  

For the purposes of initiating consultation on the Area of Potential Effects (APE), 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is defining the APE for 
archaeological resources as congruent with the proposed development envelopes 
for the proposed short-term improvements (20062011). For historic architectural 
resources, the FAA is defining the APE as congruent with the airport itself, the 
portion of the Generalized Study Area that would be subjected to impacts in 2011 
that currently do not experience an impact in 2004 (this area is located southeast 
of FAT), and a site located east of Armstrong Avenue and south of Mill Ditch.  
This site is approximately two miles east of FAT and about 30 acres in size.  The 
action approved for this site is the construction of a new storm water detention 
basin.  This project component is included in the APE for archaeological 
resources as well as the APE for architectural resources.  A copy of the proposed 
APE for cultural resources is attached as Appendix A.

JRP Historical Consulting (JRP) is under contract to URS Corporation to 
inventory the buildings, structures, and objects in the APE that are more than fifty 
years old to evaluate their eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and/or the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  
This study helps fulfill FATs compliance requirements under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act as well as under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), as it pertains to historical resources.  

JRP has identified six buildings on FAT property more than fifty years old: 
Buildings 76, 97, 66, 85, 86, and 75. In the portions of the APE off FAT property, 
JRP identified five buildings and structures that are more than fifty years old: 
5993 East Olive Avenue, 5950 East Olive Avenue, 1442 North Fowler Avenue, 
6672 East Floradora Avenue, and the Mill Ditch.  None of the above listed 
buildings and structures are subject to demolition.  Rather, changes to the Master 
Plan and new construction have triggered a mandatory inventory and evaluation 
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of potential historic properties.  JRP staff has reviewed national, state, and local 
historic resource inventories, and are currently working on evaluating the historic 
significance of the buildings and structures in the FAT APE.  

1. RESEARCH AND FIELD METHODS 

JRP examined the standard sources of information that list and identify known 
and potential historical resources to determine whether any buildings, structures, 
objects, districts, or sites had been previously recorded or evaluated in or near the 
APE.  The FAA defined the project’s APE as congruent with the airport itself, 
plus the portion of the Generalized Study Area that would be subjected to impacts 
in 2011 that currently do not experience an impact in 2004 (this area is located 
southeast of FAT), as well as a site located east of Armstrong Avenue and south 
of Mill Ditch. JRP reviewed the NRHP, Office of Historic Preservation 
Determinations of Eligibility for the NRHP, California Inventory of Historic 
Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical 
Interest.2 These sources did not list any previously identified historical resources 
in the APE.

Research did reveal one report that inventoried and evaluated historic properties 
at the California Air National Guard complex in the southeast corner of the airport 
property.  The report, completed in December 2000, found none of the buildings 
in this area eligible for the NRHP. SHPO concurred with this finding.3

JRP conducted fieldwork in the APE on August 7 and 8, 2006, which consisted of 
photographing and visually inspecting the buildings, structures, and objects in the 
APE.  JRP conducted research in Fresno on these two days at the California State 
University, Fresno Madden Library, Map Library, and Special Collections; and 
the Fresno County Public Library California Room. JRP also conducted research 
at the California State Library, and at the University of California, Davis Shields 

2 National Park Service, National Register Information System, online database: 
http://www.nr.nps.gov/ (accessed August 2006); Office of Historic Preservation, Directory of 
Properties in the Historic Property Data File for Fresno County, 2005; Department of Parks and 
Recreation, California Inventory of Historic Resources, March 1976; Office of Historic 
Preservation, California Historical Landmarks, (Sacramento: California State Parks, 1996); and 
Office of Historic Preservation, California Points of Historical Interest, (Sacramento: California 
State Parks, May 1992).  

3   “Environmental Assessment for Short-Term Construction Projects at the 144
th 

Fighter Wing,” 
Air National Guard, Environmental Planning Division, December 2000.   
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Library. At these repositories, JRP examined primary and secondary sources, 
historic maps and aerial photographs, newspapers, reports, government 
documents, and journals articles. In addition, JRP interviewed and obtained 
documents from Danny Yrigollen and Nathan Sanchez of the Fresno-yosemite 
International Airport.  JRP obtained county assessor information from the First 
American Real Estate Solutions database.    

Descriptions and evaluations of the buildings, structures, and objects are in 
Section 4 and Section 5. DPR 523 forms are in Appendix 2.  Refer to the 
references listed in Section 6 for a complete listing of materials consulted and to 
Section 7 for JRP staff professional qualifications.   

2. HISTORIC OVERVIEW 

The following section provides historical background and information regarding 
the history of FAT and its surrounding area, with a focus on the specific areas 
surveyed for this project. This information provides the appropriate historic 
context within which to evaluate the historical significance of the buildings, 
structures, and objects in the APE area.

2.1. Early Development in the Vicinity of FAT 

2.1.1. Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company  

Settlement near Fresno began during the Gold Rush with towns like Millerton and 
Centerville being established. Stock raising prevailed after miners exhausted the 
area’s meager mineral resources and Spanish cattle and sheep roamed the dry, 
open land.  Most of the herders in the region did not own the land, but grazed 
their stock on government land.  The first significant investors in land where 
Fresno was established were Isaac Friedlander, William Chapman, and the 
German Land Association.  A. Y. Easterby was a member of the German Land 
Association and established a 5000-acre ranch south of the APE area in 
T14S/R21E MDBM.4

Easterby, however, was not content to raise cattle. After witnessing some small-
scale irrigation projects east of his ranch near the settlement of Centerville on the 
King’s River, Easterby envisioned a grander irrigation project to water not only 

4 Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical 
Quarterly 25 (June  
1946): 18-19. 
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his land, but vast tracts in the region.  In 1870, he hired a local sheepman, Moses 
J. Church, to accomplish the task.  Church began by purchasing the existing 
canals near Centerville, and later Church, Easterby, and others incorporated the 
Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company (FCIC).  Church acted as manager of the 
company and sought to extend the canal system throughout the Fresno plains.5

A second irrigation company, the Kings River and Fresno Canal Company 
(KRFCC), incorporated in 1873 by L.A. Gould, Henry Voorman, George Eggers, 
and others.  The KRFCC drew water from the Kings River north of the FCIC 
intake and watered land via the Enterprise and Gould canals, north of land served 
by the FCIC.  A ten-year legal battle ensued between the two companies over 
water rights to the Kings River beginning in 1875.  At the end of the proceedings, 
the KRFCC lost most of its water rights and the court ordered it to fill in its main 
canal at the headgate. Following this decision, the FCIC purchased its rival and 
took over operation of its canals.6

Water began flowing through the first leg of the FCIC’s main canal, known as the 
Fresno Canal or the Church Canal, in 1872. It flowed west from the Kings River 
from a division in Section 35 T13S/R19E MDBM, and construction extending it 
proceeded piecemeal for several years. Naturally, Easterby was one of the first to 
make use of the canal water and his oasis of green fields created a stark contrast to 
the desert surroundings.  The sight attracted the attention of Central Pacific 
Railroad surveyors and motivated them to locate the town site of Fresno City in 
1872. After the establishment of Fresno, Church acquired the rights of way for 
future canals and branches in 121 sections in four townships, with the provision 
that construction occur by 1879. This purchase gave the FCIC the potential to run 
canals through 77,000 acres of prime farmland. As the canals irrigated more land 
in the area, the population grew and the county seat transferred from Millerton to 
Fresno City in 1874.  Fresno and the FCIC continued to grow and by 1876, the 
FCIC had extended the Fresno Canal over twenty miles to an agricultural 
settlement south of Fresno City.7

Growth of the FCIC proceeded at a steady pace, but it did not come without some 
difficulty.  The company had financial problems in 1877 and Church lost his 
company to the Bank of Nevada. The bank, finding canal operations less 

5 “Historic Architectural Survey Report Highway 180, Fowler Avenue to Cove Avenue,” JRP 
Historical Consulting Services, 1992, 14-16; Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, and Future of the 
Fresno Irrigation District (1980), 68, 76, 99; Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies,” 18-19. 
6 Willison, Past, Present, and Future, 68, 76; “Historic Architectural Survey Report,” 14-16.
7 Willison, Past, Present, and Future, 90, 91, 84, 1875 map; “Historic Architertural Survey 
Report,” 14-16; Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies,” 18-19. 
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profitable than anticipated, sold the FCIC back to Church five months later.  
Church then continued to expand his canal network until it reached lands on all 
sides of Fresno City. Church sold the FCIC to San Franciscan E. B. Perrin in 
1887.  Perrin had acquired the Laguna de Tache grant in 1891, which extended 
westward from the north bank of the King’s River, with its riparian water rights, 
giving the FCIC more water and touching off a land boom in Fresno County. The 
economic slowdown of 1893, however, put the FCIC in financial trouble. Perrin 
lost the company to English capitalists in 1894; by 1898, it was irrigating over 
160,000 acres. The English syndicate controlled the company until it became part 
of the Fresno Irrigation District (FID) in 1921.  At the time of this last acquisition, 
the FCIC had over 600 miles of canals.  Today the FID continues to provide 
irrigation water to Fresno County.8

2.1.2. Mill Ditch

After Church reacquired the FCIC from the Bank of Nevada in 1877, he built 
another branch to the canal system completed in 1878.  The Mill Ditch (Map 
Reference 6) began in Section 31  

T13S/R20E MDBM where the Fresno Canal turned to the southwest.  From there 
it went west through land owned by Church in T13S/R21E along what is now 
McKinley Boulevard and adjacent to the study area for this report (Illustration 1).  
The ditch passed through this township, into the adjoining township to the west, 
where it turned southward between sections 35 and 36 and proceeded into 
downtown Fresno.9

The Mill Ditch benefited properties adjacent to its course, especially those 
belonging to Church. It provided water to four sections of land owned by Church, 
which he quickly sold for subdivision into small farms.  The canal also irrigated 
the 640-acre Barton Vineyards.  In Fresno, the ditch proceeded down Fresno 
Street to N Street where it powered Church’s Champion Flour Mill.  From the 

8 I. Teilman, W.H. Shafer, The Historical Story of Irrigation in Fresno and Kings Counties in 
Central California  (Fresno: Williams and Son, 1943), 17-18, 21-24; Willison, Past, Present, and 
Future, 102-107.

9 From the Online Archive of California, identifier frp0127.  Available at 
http://content.cdlib.org/ark:/13030/kt7x0nc9nt/?brand=oac, accessed August 2006; Thomas 
Hinkley Thompson, Official Historical Atlas Map of Fresno County (Tulare, California: 
[n.p.], 1891), 61.  
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mill, the canal continued west of the city and irrigated more agricultural land. The 
canal, however, began to pose a problem for the residents of Fresno. As the Mill 
Ditch traveled through the city, it became a receptacle for raw sewage.  When 
water was low in the ditch, the odor became overwhelming and drew the ire of 
neighboring citizens.  Objections to the waterway became so strong that the city 
had it filled in 1892.  By that time, Church had sold the mill.  It became the 
Fresno Milling Company and operated by electrical power.10

The Mill Ditch continued to provide water to agricultural land in Fresno County 
outside of the city after 1892. It was an integral part of the FCIC system and 
irrigated large tracts of land northeast, north, and northwest of Fresno.  After 
1921, the Mill Ditch became part of the FID network of canals and today it still 
provides water to farms and people in the Fresno area.11

Illustration 1. Map of T13S/R21E, MDBM from an 1891 atlas by Thomas Thompson. FAT 
currently occupies all of Section 29, and parts of sections 19, 20, and 30.  The map shows the 
agricultural  colonies in the vicinity, property owners, and the Mill Ditch.  

10 Thompson, Official Historical Atlas, 61; Fresno, California (New York: Sanborn Map and 
Publishing Company, 1885, 1888); Fresno Republican 15 July 1882; Fresno Weekly Republican 
13 March 1893; United States, Department of the Interior, “Water Supply and Irrigation Papers of 
the United States Geological Survey, No. 18.” (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1898), 
45, 46; Scott McKay, Official Map of the County of Fresno, California (San Francisco: Britton 
and Rey, 1914).  

11 Department of the Interior, “Water Supply and Irrigation Papers,” 45, 46; McKay, Official Map 
of the County of Fresno, California; USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; 
Willison, Past, Present, and Future, Plate 2
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2.1.3. Agricultural Development  

Agricultural development of the area near FAT (Map Reference 1) began about 
1870.  Wheat was the first crop cultivated, but after irrigation canals were built in 
the early 1870s, production shifted to grapes and orchard crops. Early landowners 
in the area were George Eggers, Moses Church, A.Y. Easterby, and Henry 
Voorman, men who were also prominent figures in early irrigation ventures. 
Some retained possession of their land and developed large ranches.  George  H. 
Eggers purchased 800 acres in 1868 centered on the current site of the FAT.  The 
first crop planted on the ranch was wheat in 1872.  Eggers and others organized 
the Kings River and Fresno Canal Company (KRFCC) in 1873, discussed above, 
and soon after Eggers began to receive water on his lands from the Gould Canal 
of the KRFCC system.  With water, wheat went by the wayside and Eggers 
devoted almost his entire acreage to grapes.  By 1882, he and his son, Herman C., 
had 600 acres of grapes, 50 acres of fruit trees, and 50 acres of alfalfa (Illustration 
1). The family constructed a residence, winery, and distillery on the property; 
none of these buildings are extant ( Illustration 2).12

12 Thompson, Official Historical Atlas, 61; Willison, Past, Present, and Future, 84, 1875 map; 
History of Fresno County, California with Illustrations…(San Francisco: Elliot and Company, 
1882), 212; A Memorial and Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, Tulare, and Kern 
Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis Publishing Company, 1892), 806, 809-811.  
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Illustration 2.  The Eggers winery and vineyard in 1891 on the current site of FAT. Notice the   
irrigation canal in the foreground.  None of these buildings survive today.  Illustration 
from Thomas Thompson’s Atlas of Fresno County.  

Others in the area sold their land for the development of agricultural colonies.  
Such colonies were a popular means of land settlement in Fresno County from the 
1870s to the 1890s. Generally, there were three types of colonies: those inhabited 
by people of common interests, large self-sufficient settlements, and land 
development schemes, which were colonies in name only. The three colonies 
established in the area of the FAT in the late 1870s, the Scandinavian, Nevada, 
and Temperance, were largely land development schemes (Illustration 1).13

San Franciscan Charles A. Henry developed the Scandinavian colony on land 
purchased from Henry Voorman in 1878.  The western portion of FAT property 
occupies land that was once part of this colony. Promoters initially restricted sales 
of land in the colony to those of Nordic descent, but soon dropped that provision. 
The land sold quickly in 20 and 40-acre lots and in 1879 the first settler arrived. 

13 “Historic Architertural Survey Report,” 15, 16. 
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The colony began with a single 640-acre section, but soon added two more 
sections and had sold nearly every lot by 1882.  The KRFCC provided water to 
this land, which grew primarily grapes and fruit trees.14

The Temperance Colony consisted of a single section of land southeast of FAT.  
The land at 1442 North Fowler Avenue (Map Reference 4) and 6672 East 
Floradora Avenue (Map Reference 5) were first subdivided and developed as part 
of this colony.  Moses Church began selling the land in 1878 in 20-acre tracts. At 
first Church, a Seventh Day Adventist, required vows of abstinence from alcohol 
of settlers, it is not known how strictly he enforced this provision.  Church 
irrigated the colony by the Mill Ditch, which passed along its northern boundary.  
Grapes were the dominant crop and one of the larger vineyards was that of Henry 
H. Backer.  Part of the Backer Vineyard was located at 6672 Floradora Avenue 
(Map Reference 5) in the APE.  Backer settled the land in the late 1870s and 
planted it to grapes.  He built a residence and barn on his property and eventually 
expanded his landholdings to other sections and incorporated the Backer 
Vineyards Company with his sons in 1904.  The Backers innovated a method of 
packing grapes in sawdust, which allowed shipment to the East Coast.  The 
Backer Vineyards continued in this area until the 1920s. None of the Backer 
Vineyard buildings, or any other buildings from the late nineteenth/early 
twentieth centuries, are extant in the APE.15

A third colony, the Nevada Colony, encompassed three sections south of FAT.  
Two properties in the APE, 5993 East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 2) and 5950 
East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 3) were first subdivided as part of this colony.
Church sold the land in 1879 to S. A. Miller, editor of the Fresno Republican,
who became the colony’s chief promoter.  Miller, a former Nevada miner, enticed 
many of his Nevada acquaintances to invest in the colony.  As opposed to the 
Temperance and Scandinavian colonies, land in the Nevada Colony sold in larger 
parcels.  More common were tracts of 80 and 160 acres, the majority of it planted 

14 Lilbourne Alsip Winchell , History of Fresno County and the San Joaquin Valley (Fresno: A. 
H. Cawston, [n.d.]), 138; Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” 
California Historical Quarterly 25 (June 1946): 169, 170.

15 Fresno Republican, 7 June 1879; Paul E. Vandor, History of Fresno County, California with 
Biographical Sketches (Los Angeles: Historic Record Company, 1919), 264, 1721; Thickens, 
“Pioneer Agricultural Colonies,” 169; History of Fresno County, California with Illustrations,
228; Thompson, Official Historical Atlas; W. Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California 
(Fresno: W. Harvey Sr., 1907), 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County 
(Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 1920), 29; Progressive Map Service, Key Map of Fresno 
County and Portions of Kings and Tulare County Ownership Atlases (Fresno: Progressive Map 
Service, 1935), 41. 
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in vineyards. This colony also received water from the Mill Ditch.16

The agricultural nature of the area near FAT persisted into the twentieth century 
with vineyards and fruit orchards the prevailing plantings. By 1907, a north/south 
running Southern Pacific

Railroad line entered the area, passing by the eastern edge of Section 29, the site 
of the future FAT. A spur extended from this line into Section 29 by 1921 to 
access a vineyard warehouse.  At about the same time, the Fresno Interurban 
Railroad laid east/west running tracks along the southern boundary of Section 29, 
parallel to the Mill Ditch (Illustration 3).  By 1946, the Atchison Topeka and 
Santa Fe Railroad purchased these tracks.  Two of the parcels in the APE (Map 
Reference 2 and Map Reference 5) contain buildings built about 1930.17

16 Fresno Republican 25 January 1879; Vandor, History of Fresno County, 263-264; History of 
Fresno County, California with Illustrations, 115; Fresno Republican 13 December 1879; 5 
August 1882; History of Fresno County, California with Illustrations, 115; A Memorial and 
Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, Tulare, and Kern Counties, California (Chicago: 
Lewis Publishing Company, 1892), 64.  

17 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site 
Operations History : Final Report,” TechLaw, Inc., 1992, E-4; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno 
Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map 
Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 
AB1-53T-21, 1957; Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service,
Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29.  
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Illustration 3. 1923 USGS Clovis Quadrangle showing the sparsely settled region near the future site  

FAT on Section 29.  Notice the north/south tracks of the Southern Pacific and the east/west  

tracks of the Fresno Interurban Railroad. Arrow indicates Section 29.  

The agricultural land use pattern in this area began to change in 1941 with the 
construction of the Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field discussed below 
(Illustration 4).  During the following decades, the urban areas of Fresno and 
Clovis began encroaching into the area from the south, west, and north as these 
communities experienced population growth.  The relocation of Fresno  State 
College, today’s California State University, Fresno, in the 1940s also brought 
development into the area.  It is during the post-war period of the 1940s and 
1950s that buildings on two of the parcels in the APE (Map Reference 3 and Map 
Reference 4) were built. FAT is currently surrounded by development on the 
north, south, and west.  In recent years, pockets of residential and commercial 
development have also begun to appear on the landscape east of FAT. Despite 
these changes, the area east and southeast of FAT remains largely agricultural.18

18 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site 
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Illustration 4. Aerial view of the Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field under construction in May 
1941.  Photo courtesy of the Map Library at California State University, Fresno.  

The buildings in the APE not on FAT property were built between 1930 and 1960 
and reflect the architectural trends of their particular era.  The building at 5993 
East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 2), built in the 1930s, is a Minimal 
Traditional style house.  This style is characterized by a front facing gable, 
medium pitch roof, and large chimney.  It developed in the 1930s, and was a 
continuation of the small house design tradition that dates to the nineteenth 
century. Ornamented houses were economically infeasible for moderate 
homebuyers, and the emphasis of simplicity and unadorned surfaces of the 
Modern architectural movement began to modestly influence domestic 
architecture.  Considered a “compromise style,” the Minimal Traditional house 
reflected the form and shape of earlier housing styles, but without the decorative 
detailing.

The building at 5950 East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 3), constructed about 
1950, is a Ranch style house characterized by its single story, low to the ground 

Operations History,” E-4; Aerial Photographs 1937, 1950, 1957; Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno 
County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29.  
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construction, wide façade, wide eaves, and Spanish inspiration. The style was the 
most popular in the nation during the 1950s and 1960s. The residence at 1442 
North Fowler Avenue is a similar style known as Adobe Ranch. Adobe buildings 
date to earliest days of European settlement in California.  Many missions, 
houses, and public buildings used adobe bricks in their construction.  The style 
gradually faded out after 1850, and by the late nineteenth century virtually no 
adobe buildings were being built.19

A revival of adobe construction occurred in the middle decades of the twentieth 
century.  Builder Hugh W. Comstock of Carmel, California popularized the post-
adobe method.  The technique employed sturdy timber post framing with adobe 
bricks placed between the posts.  In Fresno, architects Ernest J. Kump and Charles 
H. Franklin began building adobe houses in the 1930s. The pair built a cluster of 
Adobe Ranch style homes on north Wilson Avenue.  These are not post-adobe 
houses, but appear to be constructed without framing, although they may have 
concealed steel framing.  Adobe construction continued to be popular in Fresno 
and throughout California into the 1950s.20

2.2. Flight in Fresno County 

As Fresno County became a prosperous agricultural area, Fresno City became a 
principal urban area in the southern San Joaquin Valley. By the early twentieth 
century, Fresno, along with Bakersfield, was a focal point of the region for 
commerce, trade, and entertainment.  It also became a regional hub for aviation in 
the years following World War I.  

2.2.1. Early Aviation in Fresno

Aviation began in Fresno County around 1920.  Many of the flights at this time 
were by exhibition flyers, the military, and the post office airmail deliveries.21 By 

19 “Brief 5:  Preservation of Historic Adobe Buildings.” Heritage Preservation Services. 
www2.cr.nps.gov/; Virginia  
McAlester and Lee McAlester, A Field Guide to American Houses (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
2005), 129-136 
20 Information on architects and adobe houses in Fresno available at http://historicfresno.org/.  
Accessed September 2006;  Hugh M. Comstock, Post-Adobe (Carmel-by-the-Sea, California: 
Hugh W. Comstock, 1948), passim; George  C. Follis and Louis E. Dobson, How to Build Adobe 
and Concrete Block Houses (Culver City, California: Murray  and Gee, Inc., 1948), passim.
21 21

 Charles Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century: from 1900 to the 1980s (Fresno, 
California: Panorama Books, 1986), 261, 273 
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1920, Fresno was a stop on the airmail route of the post office between Los 
Angeles and San Francisco.22  As aviation matured, so did airports.  The first 
landing sites were flat, open fields with minimal, if any, associated facilities.  
Gradually cities in Fresno County and elsewhere began to build more 
sophisticated airports, often times encouraged by the post office or military with 
the promise of an airmail station or air base.  Research did not reveal what the 
facilities were like at Fresno in this early period, but planning did begin for a 
“municipal airport” in August of 1925.  Proposals for the new 300-acre airfield 
called for military, commercial, and air mail facilities on a site seven and a half 
miles north of the city.23

After construction of this new municipal airport, air traffic into Fresno continued 
to increase.  It remained a station on the Seattle to Los Angeles air mail route and 
received its first commercial passenger flights. In 1925, congress passed the Air 
Mail Act transferring mail carrying from the post office to private companies, an 
action that gave birth to the first commercial airlines. Airlines such as Varney Air 
Lines (later United Airlines), Western Air Express (later Trans World Airlines), 
and Robertson Aircraft Corporation (later American Airlines), which began as 
airmail carriers, soon started carrying other cargo and passengers.  A Maddux 
Airlines twelve passenger, tri-motor monoplane began a service between San 
Francisco and San Diego, with a stop in Fresno, in 1928.  The route also made 
stops in Oakland, San Jose, Bakersfield, and Los Angeles. Beacon Airways and 
California National Airways also served the Fresno airport at this time.24

The importance of aviation to Fresno became apparent by the late 1920s. Fresno 
voters rejected a bond issue to fund improvements to the municipal airport in 
November 1928, causing the City Commission to terminate the city’s lease of the 
property.  This seeming lack of support for aviation actually was an endorsement 
for the future, as voters rejected the existing airport because of its great distance 
(seven miles) from the city.  Contrary to airport planning today, which requires 

22 22

 “Air Mail Boxes,” Los Angeles Times, 1 January 1921, IV18. 
23 23

 “Fresno Planning Airport,” Los Angeles Times, 23 August 1925, G9; “Fresno to Drop Lease 
on Airport,” Los
Angeles Times, 9 November 1928, 15; Janet R. Daly Bednarek, America’s Airports: Airfield 
Development, 1918
1947, 14-18. 
24 “To Extend Air Mail Service to the North,” Los Angeles Times, 6 June 1925, A13; Bednarek, 
America’s Airports, 14-18, 41, 68, 167-172; Carl Solberg, Conquest of the Skies (Boston: Little, 
Brown and Company, 1979), 31, 34, 35; “New Plane Service Begun,” Los Angeles Times, 15 
April 1928, 2; “Army Plane Smashes Up At Fresno,” Los Angeles Times, 26 April 1930, A8; 
“Cape Horn Hop Set for Today,” Los Angeles Times, 17 April 1928, 2; “Fresno Fliers Here,” Los 
Angeles Times, 17 June 1928, G9. 
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their placement far from urban development, planning in the early twentieth 
century called for airports to be close to the communities they served.  Citizens 
and civic leaders understood that to keep pace with advances in aviation and its 
rival cities, Fresno needed an airport close to the city center.25

In January 1929, former State Senator W. F. Chandler donated 100 acres of land 
one and a half miles west of downtown to the City of Fresno for a municipal 
airport.  Fresno built an up-to-date facility named Chandler Field at the site and 
opened it the same year.26 Chandler Field continued to provide Fresno with 
airmail and commercial passenger service, and hosted flying exhibitions.27  The 
airfield also experienced increasing use as a stopover field by military aircraft 
enroute to Army Air Corps bases such as Mather Field near Sacramento and 
March Field near Riverside, both of which had existed since 1918.28

The Army Air Corps had gradually grown since 1920 when the Congress created 
it predecessor, the Air Service, as a combatant arm of the US Army in 1920.  
Early duties of the Air Service were largely observational. In 1926, the Air 
Service changed its name to the Air Corps and began an expansion that lasted 
until 1933. Over that period, the Air Corps shifted away from observational 
aviation and added more combat squadrons.  The Air Corps became interested in 
Chandler Field during this expansion and city officials entered into discussions 
with military officials in 1933 to make the airport part of the army’s growing 
network of airfields.29

25 25

 “Fresno to Drop Lease on Airport,” Los Angeles Times, 9 November 1928, 15; “Appointment 
Raises a Row,” Los Angeles Times, 10 October 1929, 12; George R. Goethals, “The Present Status 
of Airport Engineering,” The Military Engineer 23 no. 129 (1931): 231.  

26 “Fresno Voters to Accept Gift of Civic Airport,” Los Angeles Times, 18 January 1929, 10; 
“Appointment Raises a  
Row,” 12. 
27 27

 “Fresno May Not Drop Tax On Gasoline,” Los Angeles Times, 18 June 1931, 11; “Fresno 
Plans Aerial Circus,”  
Los Angeles Times, 2 February 1934, 5; “Plane Starting New Mail Route Lands in Fresno,” Los 
Angeles Times, 6 September 1937, 9. 
28 “Army Plane Smashes Up at Fresno,” Los Angeles Times, 26 April 1930, A8; “Bomber 
Collides with Wire Fence,” Los Angeles Times, 7 May 1937, 18; Warren A. Beck and Ynez D. 
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This plan did not come to fruition, but the Army remained interested in citing an 
airfield in Fresno. The Air Corps began dramatic expansion in preparation for 
World War II after President Roosevelt’s call for increased air power in 1939.  
Congress responded and approved $40 million in appropriations for 
improvements to existing airports and construction of new airports deemed 
important to national defense, nearly all of which were in Texas, Florida, or 
California.  Because of its strategic position on the West Coast, fears of Japanese 
attack, and the state’s naturally good weather, California became home to 44 
major army air bases during World War II.  In 1939, it had only three: McClellan 
Air Base, March Air Base, and Hamilton Air Base.  The army expanded these 
existing bases and built many other smaller fields throughout the state. 
Negotiations began between Fresno city officials and the War Department 
concerning an army air base in Fresno in 1939.30

2.2.2. Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field  

In August 1940, War Department officers arrived in Fresno to select a site for an 
air base in the San Joaquin Valley.  The military announced in October 1940 that 
it had decided on Chandler Field for an Army Air Corps bomber base, contingent 
upon the city purchasing land adjacent to the airport and improve existing 
facilities.  Fresno agreed to these conditions and began fulfill the Army’s 
demands.  In January of 1941, however, as construction was about to begin, 
General J. E. Fickle announced that the army had abandoned its plans for 
Chandler Field, citing inadequate space and proximity to development as the 
reasons.  The army chose instead a site ten miles southwest of Fresno near Raisin 
City.  This site did not suit the military either and General Fickle suggested that 
the City of Fresno buy 500 acres six miles northeast of Fresno bounded by Clovis, 
Shields, Winery, and McKinley avenues.  The city acceded to the Army’s request 
and ultimately purchased 800 acres at the location.  The city and the federal 
government then reached an agreement for tenancy whereby the federal 
government would lease the land for one dollar per year for an unspecified 
duration. Within the lease was a provision that if the army abandoned the base, 
any improvements would revert to the city.31 Fresno Army Air Base officially 

30 Maurer, 7; Bednarek, America’s Airports, 151, 152, 155; Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 
20th Century, 60; “California Historic Military Buildings and Structures Inventory, Volume 3,” 
JRP Historical Consulting Services, March 2000, 7-9, 7-10. Mather Field closed in 1923 and 
reopened in 1941.
31 “Fresno Awarded Bomber Base,” Los Angeles Times, 17 October 1940, 8; “Air Base Site Shift 
Approved,” Los Angeles Times, 26 January 1941, 16; Charles Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 
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opened on April 3, 1941 and contractors George A. Fuller Company of Los 
Angeles began construction. In the same month, the army let an $872,855 contract 
for “temporary” buildings at the base.  By August 1941, the base had 2,400 troops 
and 135 buildings; by November workers finished construction of a 7,200 foot 
runway (Illustration 5). The Army renamed the air base to Hammer Field in 
January 1941. It was designated the 4

th 

Airforce Replacement Depot under 
command of the 4

th

 Air Force in San Francisco and was a training base for B-18, 
B-17, and B-24 bombers. Aircraft from Hammer Field also flew submarine 
reconnaissance missions along the West Coast.  On the air base grounds was a 
large, 932-bed hospital that served other bases in the state and was an Army Air 
Force nurses training center. In March 1944, the 319

th

 Wing Headquarters arrived 
at Hammer Field and began night fighter training with P-61 Black Widow 
aircraft. During the war, the government purchased an additional 800 acres west 
and north of the original property to expand the facility.32

20th Century: from 1900 to the 1980s (Fresno, California: Panorama Books, 1986), 60, 275; 
“Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History : Final Report,” TechLaw, Inc., 1992, 3; Warren A. 
Beck and Ynez D. Haase, Historical Atlas of California (Norman, Oklahoma: University of 
Oklahoma Press, 1974), 87.  
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California: Panorama Books, 1986), 276; “Army-Navy Orders Drop,” Los Angeles Times, 8 April 
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8.

21



Illustration 5. Hammer Field shown on the 1946 USGS Clovis Quadrangle. The properties on the 
FAT property evaluated in this report are located in the northeast part of Section 29.  

2.2.3. Fresno Air Terminal/Fresno Yosemite International Airport  

After the war, the War Department deactivated Hammer Field, completing this 
process in April 1946. The City of Fresno assumed control of the airport section 
of Hammer Field in December 1946 and renamed it Fresno Air Terminal (FAT). 
The first commercial flight flew out of FAT in October 1947. Two years later, the 
War Assets Administration canceled the Hammer Field lease options, and 
quitclaimed land west of the runways to the City of Fresno and land north of the 
runways to Fresno State College for use as an agricultural school.  The land under 
lease, which reverted to the city, contained 146 buildings, a 7,200-foot runway, 
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utilities, and all other items on the property.33

Of the many Army Air Bases constructed in the World War II era, most were 
deactivated after the war and became property of the local municipalities.  This 
occurred at an important moment in American aviation history.  The war caused 
the rapid advancement of aviation technology, strengthened the aircraft industry, 
made long distance flying routine, trained thousands of pilots, and exposed many 
young military personnel to flying.  These factors, coupled with the introduction 
of coach airfare, and a general increase in leisure time and expendable income, 
caused dramatic changes in commercial air travel.  By 1955, the number air 
travelers exceeded the number of rail travelers in the US for the first time.  Planes 
became bigger and faster, and Boeing introduced the first commercial passenger 
jet, the Boeing 707, in 1958.34

The war also set the precedent of federal funding for municipal commercial 
airports.  Prior to appropriations made by Congress in 1940 for improvements to 
municipal airports for use by the military, cities funded their own airports through 
taxes and bonds.  In 1946, Congress passed the Federal Aviation Act, which 
provided money to local governments to build new airports and improve existing 
facilities.  This financial assistance came as airports struggled to keep pace with 
the requirements of bigger and faster aircraft, more air traffic, and increased 
passenger counts. Jet powered aircraft raised an additional consideration for 
airport planners: noise.  After the advents of jets, the impact of an airport on the 
neighboring community became a primary concern, and local governments 
planned new airport construction far from residential development.35

Fresno’s plan after gaining control of the airfield was to convert it into a self-
supporting civil airport. With the advancements in aviation since 1940, Hammer 
Field’s location away from development made it an ideal site and planners 
envisioned it as Fresno’s primary airport, and Chandler Field as a secondary 
airport for general aviation. FAT began acquiring additional adjacent land to 
provide for clear approach zones, longer runways, and future expansion.  The city 
used some of the former buildings on the site as low-income housing, creating a 
community called Hammer Field Village.  Other buildings went to Fresno State 

33 “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,”, 4, 5, 67, 68; Clough, et al., Fresno County in 
the 20th Century:
from 1900 to the 1980s , 63,  276, 277. 
34 Solberg, Conquest of the Skies, 251-252, 271-273, 345, 376, 361, 346, 396. 
35 Bednarek, America’s Airports, 170; Merrill De Longe, “Effects of Jet Aircraft on Air Base 
Planning,” The Military Engineer 326 (1956): 420-422. 

23



College, and some were sold to private individuals. To help attain financial self-
sufficiency, FAT leased buildings to companies such as North American 
Aviation, Universal Jet Industries, and Dow Chemical Company.  In 1954, the 
California Air National Guard (CANG) also started to lease property at FAT, 
installing a $1.1 million complex in the southeast corner.  CANG also extended 
the runway by 1000 feet in 1956, which caused the rerouting of Shields Avenue.  
By 1959, there were 38 tenants at FAT.36

From 1946 to 1959, the city spent $3.7 million on improvements at FAT, 
$500,000 of which came from the Federal Airport Aid Program.  By the end of 
the 1950s, FAT property consisted of 1,475 acres. Improvements did not stop, 
however, and FAT continued to have its sights set on the future. In 1959, the 
Airport Master Development Plan provided $4 million dollars in funds, $2 million 
coming from the federal government for improvement to FAT and Chandler 
Municipal Airport. Work at FAT under this plan consisted of a new control tower, 
passenger terminal, fire station, maintenance building, and general aviation 
facility, all completed by 1962 (Illustration 6). FAT also opened land for an 
industrial tract by evicting the low-income tenants of Hammer Field Village and 
selling the 216 dwellings. In 1968, the airport reconstructed runway the main 
runway (29R) and the airfield taxiways.37

36 Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century, 277; “Guard Air Base Work Scheduled,” Los 
Angeles Times, 8 February 1954, A11; “Fresno Calls $500,000 Air Terminal Bids,” Los Angeles 
Times, 6 June 1956, 39; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,” 5, 67-69.  

37“Land Use and the Fresno Air Terminal,” Fresno County and Fresno City Planning 
Commission, 1959, 6; “Fresno May Become Major Air Terminal,” Los Angeles Times, 15
February 1959, A10; Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century, 277; “Southland Views,” 
Los Angeles Times, 6 April 1962, 35.    
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Illustration 6. Control tower constructed in 1962.  

Upgrading and new construction was carried on at FAT up to the present.  
Remodeling the terminal and concourse occurred in 1978, 1993, and 1997, and 
the airport constructed a new, two level terminal in 2002.  FAT changed its name 
to Fresno-yosemite International Airport in 1995 in an effort to attract more air 
travel business.  Currently the airport has two runways: the main runway, 29R-
11L, which is 9,222 feet long and 150 feet wide; and runway 29L-11R, which is 
7,206 feet long and 100 feet wide. It is served by eight airlines with 49 daily 
departures and over one million passengers pass through its gates each year.  The 
property is also home to the California Air National Guard, California Army 
National Guard, California Department of Forestry, US Forest Service, US 
Marine Corps Reserve, general aviation facilities, airport administration 
buildings, and a municipal golf course.38

3.   DESCRIPTION OF RESOURCES 

Fresno-Yosemite International Airport (FAT) is located on 2,300 acres, six miles 
northeast of downtown Fresno. Residential and commercial development 
surrounds the airport on the north, west, and south; land to the east and southeast 
is comparatively rural.  The property consists of an airline terminal complex, 

38  “City of Fresno—Airports,” available at http://www.fresno.gov/flyfresno/airporthistory.pdf, 
accessed August 2006.  
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airport support facilities, general aviation areas, two runways, and land leased for 
commercial, industrial, and recreational uses.  The California Air National Guard, 
California Army National Guard, and US Marine Corps Reserve also lease 
property from the airport. The northeast corner of the property is a public golf 
course.  The resources described in the following section are on the airport proper, 
and in the surrounding area to the south and east.

3.1. Buildings at Fresno-Yosemite International Airport (Map 
Reference 1) (See Illustration 8) 

Building 76-Office 

Building 76 is a former Army Air Corps building constructed as part of Hammer 
Field around 1942 and currently used as an office (Illustration 7).  It is a single 
story building with a long, rectangular plan and faces northeast. The building sits 
on concrete piers, has wood framing and a medium pitch, side gable roof with 
overhanging eaves and exposed rafters.  On the south corner of the building is a 
small front gable element.  Along the ridge of the roof are several monitor vents; 
and on the roof’s southwest slope are modern HVAC systems mounted on 
platforms. Stucco covers the original wood siding and composition shingles top 
the roof.  On both the front and rear of the building are several entrances.  Those 
on the front are accessed by modern concrete steps with concrete handicapped 
accessibility ramps.  Some have solid concrete balustrades and others have metal 
pipe railings.  Fenestration consists of 6/6 double hung windows placed singly 
and in pairs.

Illustration 7. Building 76, camera facing southeast. 8/8/06.  
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Illustration 8. Location of buildings on FAT property.  

Building 97-Office 

Building 97 is a former Army Air Corps building constructed as part of Hammer 
Field around 1942 of similar design and materials as Building 76.  It is a single 
story office building with a rectangular plan and faces southeast.  It sits on 
concrete piers and has a wood frame and medium slope side gable roof with 
overhanging eaves and exposed rafters ends.  Along the ridge of the roof are 
monitor vents; and on the roof’s northwest slope is a modern HVAC system on a 
platform.  There appears to be a shed roof along a segment of the southeast 
façade.  Stucco covers the original wood siding and composition shingles top the 
roof.  Two entrances are on the northwest façade, both accessed by concrete steps 
and modern doors.  Fenestration consists of 6/6 double hung windows.
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Building 66-Warehouse 

Building 66 is an approximately 19,000 square foot former Army Air Corps 
warehouse constructed as part of Hammer Field around 1942 (Illustration 9).  It is 
a one and a half story building with a rectangular plan and faces southwest.  It has 
a concrete foundation, wood framing and a medium slope, parallel gable roof with 
narrow eaves.  Stucco covers the original wood siding and composition shingles 
top the roof.  Along each ridgeline are three, small vented monitors and on each 
slope are modern HVAC systems.  The building has several top hung sliding 
doors on several sides. Two similar doors once existed on the southeast side, but 
have been replaced by modern metal roll-up doors.  A loading dock accessed by a 
below grade ramp with a metal pipe and chain fence leads to one of the doors.  A 
metal personnel door is on the southeast side of the building as well as the 
northwest and southeast sides.  Fenestration consists of modern fixed pane and 
one six pane fixed window on the northeast side.

Illustration 9. Building 66, camera facing west.  8/8/06.  

Building 85-Bathhouse/Associated Buildings Building 85 is a single story 
bathhouse constructed as part of Hammer Field as a bathhouse around 1942 
(Illustration 10). It has a roughly rectangular plan and faces onto a swimming pool  
to the north. The buildings concrete foundation supports board form concrete 
walls and a flat roof with wide overhanging eaves on the north side.  The north 
side of the building has concrete walls with deep horizontal grooves. Concrete 
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steps leading to the roof on both the east and west ends have concrete support 
posts and metal pipe railings.  Vertical groove wood panels and a wood door 
enclose the area beneath the west end stairs.  Fenestration consists of four pane 
windows covered by heavy mesh screens.  Three entrances project out from the 
front façade, one in the middle and one on each end.      

To the west of the bathhouse and separated only by a narrow walkway is a second 
building also referred to as Building 85. It is a single story building with a square 
plan constructed by the Army Air Corps probably as a decontamination building 
about the same time as the bathhouse. Board form concrete walls clad in stucco sit 
on a concrete foundation and support a flat roof. Fenestration consists of metal 
sash casement windows and a modern metal sash sliding window. A personnel 
entrance with a security gate is on the north side of the building.

Building 86-Pool 

Building 86 is a former Army Air Corps swimming pool constructed as part of 
Hammer Field around 1942 (Illustration 10). It is 166 feet long by 55 feet wide 
and surrounded by a concrete apron. Two diving boards are on the east and west 
sides of the deep end.
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Building 75-Hangar 

Building 75 is an approximately 89,725 square foot airplane hangar constructed 
around 1955 (Illustration 11). It is an approximately four story tall, arched steel 
truss building with a rectangular plan. The hangar sits on a concrete foundation 
and is clad in corrugated metal sheets.  The length of the building is aligned along 
a northwest/southeast axis and has pocket/leaf doors that open on both ends. On 
the northwest side of the building is an attached shed roof that protects the twelve 
sliding doors that cover the nearly three story, full width opening.  The doors are 
set on tracks on the top and bottom and are enclosed, six each in compartments, 
on both ends of the tracks. Personnel doors are at each end of this side of the 
building.  On the southwest end of the building, the doors are approximately twice 
as wide and contain sets of metal sash industrial windows. These sets of doors are 
visible when open, as is the steel framing for the doorway. Nine pane metal sash 
awning casement windows are on the northeast and southwest sides. The top six 
panes pivot open on a central axis.

3.2. Buildings and Structures in the APE outside of FAT 

In addition to the buildings described above FAT proper, five other properties 
were in the APE southeast of FAT. The following section describes these 
buildings and structures and Illustration 12 shows their location relative to the 
airport.
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5993 East Olive Avenue (Map Refernce 2) 

This single story, 1,342 square foot Minimal Traditional style house constructed 
around 1935 has an irregular plan and a south facing façade (Illustration 13).  The 
walls are concrete ashlar masonry set on a concrete foundation.  Topping the 
building is a medium slope, cross gable roof with exposed rafters. Vertical siding 
is in the gable ends and composition shingles clad the roof. At the gable peaks are 
louvered vents. An integral shed roof on the front façade covers a half-width 
porch accessed by three concrete steps; doubled 4x4 posts support the porch roof.  
At the rear of the house is an enclosed gable roof entryway.

Fenestration consists of 1/1 double hung metal windows with screens.  On the 
front façade is a nine light, fixed pane window with narrow 1/1 double hung 
windows on each side. An oriel window adorns the east side of the house. On the 
east side of the building is an exterior concrete chimney with stepped sides.

Also on the 1.19-acre lot northwest of the house is a single story shed/garage. It 
has a concrete foundation, wood framing and a medium pitch, side gable roof 
with a center cross gable. Horizontal drop siding clad the walls and composition 
shingles top the roof.  In the cross gable portion of the building are two top-hung 
sliding doors made of vertical wood lumber.  On each side of the center gable are 
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personnel entrances without doors.

5950 East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 3) 

This parcel contains a residence and an attached shed constructed around 1950.  
Trees, vegetation, and a fence heavily obscured both buildings. The residence is a 
single story building with a rectangular plan and an east facing façade.  Wood 
framing rests on a concrete foundation and supports a medium pitched, side gable 
roof with shallow eaves. Stucco sheaths the walls and composition shingles top 
the roof.  The windows are sliding metal sash and the entryway is recessed.    

Attached to the south end of the house is a one and a half story shed.  It has a 
concrete foundation, steel framing, and a side gable roof.  The roof is clad in 
corrugated metal sheets; it was not possible to identify the siding of the building, 
although it appears to be wood.  The north end of the shed is enclosed with a 
window and roll-up garage door on the east end; a personnel door is on the south 
end of this portion of the shed.  On the south end of the building is an open bay.

1442 North Fowler Avenue (Map Reference 4) 

This residence is a 3,000 square foot, single story Ranch style house with an 
irregular plan and a west facing façade (  
Illustration 14). A concrete foundation supports adobe brick walls and a medium 
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pitch hipped roof. The roof has gable ends near the roof peaks containing wood 
slat vents and exposed rafters.  There is a cross gable section in the rear of the 
house and the south half of the roof is stepped down from the north half.  The 
gable end and a portion of the rear wall are clad in board and batten siding; wood 
shingles cover the roof. Fenestration consists of metal frame casement sets. The 
front door is set at ground level and is made of vertical wood planks.  On each 
side of the entrance are glass block sidelights.

6672 Floradora Avenue (Map Reference 5) 

This property contains a residence, a garage, and a barn.  The garage, constructed 
about 1950, is the only building more than fifty years old.  A faux wood fence is 
at the perimeter of the property and a thick hedge is in front of the buildings, 
somewhat obscuring the view.  Between the house and barn on the property is a 
one and a half story, three bay garage with a rectangular plan that faces south.  
The concrete foundation supports a wood frame and a medium slope, side gable 
roof. Board and batten siding covers the walls and corrugated metal sheets top the 
roof.  On the west end of the south façade is a personnel door.  No windows were 
visible on the building.

Mill Ditch (Map Reference 6) 
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The section of Mill Ditch evaluated for this report is approximately two miles 
long between Clovis Avenue on the west and Temperance Avenue on the east 
(Illustration 15).  It was originally constructed in 1878. The canal appears 
trapezoidal in cross section and is approximately 60 feet wide.  An accurate 
assessment of depth and bottom width was not possible because of water in the 
canal. The bottom and sides are unlined, although there are segments with 
concrete rubble rip rap.

Bridges cross the canal at Fowler Avenue, Armstrong Avenue, and Temperance 
Avenue.  There are gravel access roads on both sides of the canal at Fowler 
Avenue and Armstrong Avenue.  On the south side of the canal west of Fowler 
Avenue there are railroad tracks; agricultural land is north and south of the canal 
at this point. To the west of the Armstrong Avenue bridge is a drop gate. 
Agricultural land surrounds the canal on all sides at Armstrong Avenue except for 
a farmhouse on the southwest corner of this intersection.  At Temperance Avenue 
an access road is present only on the north side of the ditch.  West of the 
Temperance Avenue bridge a water pipe crosses the canal. At the northwest 
corner of this intersection is a subdivision, at the southwest corner is a residence, 
at the northeast corner is a farm building, and on the southeast corner is 
agricultural land.
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4. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This section evaluates buildings and structures in the APE for this project, which 
are at least fifty years old, for their potential historic significance.  The southeast 
section of the FAT property was previously inventoried for the NRHP and CRHR 
in 2000 at which time no historically significant properties or historic resources 
were identified.  This section presents the evaluation criteria used for this study 
and the historic evaluation.  The residences outside the FAT proper are also 
evaluated in DPR 523 forms in Appendix B.  

No building or structure in the APE for this study is historically significant and, 
therefore, they do not appear to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP and are 
not historic properties under the NHPA Section 106 regulations. The buildings or 
structures were also evaluated in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, using the criteria of the CRHR outlined in Section 5024.1 of 
the California Public Resources Code and do not appear to be considered 
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.

4.1. Evaluation Criteria 

The eligibility criteria for listing properties in the NRHP are codified in 36 CFR 
60 and expanded upon in numerous guidelines published by the National Park 
Service. Buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts listed in, eligible for 
listing in, or appear to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP are considered 
historic properties under the regulations for Section 106 of NHPA. Eligibility for 
listing buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts (i.e., resources) in the 
NRHP rests on twin factors of significance and integrity.  A resource must have 
both significance and integrity to be considered eligible.  Loss of integrity, if 
sufficiently great, will overwhelm the historic significance a resource may possess 
and render it ineligible. Likewise, a resource can have complete integrity, but if it 
lacks significance, it must also be considered ineligible. Historic significance is 
judged by applying the NRHP criteria, identified as Criteria A through D. The 
NRHP guidelines state that a historic resource’s “quality of significance in 
American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture” must be 
determined by meeting at least one of the four main criteria.  Properties may be 
significant at the local, state, or national level.  The NRHP criteria are:  

Criterion A:  association with “events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history;”
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Criterion B:  association with “the lives of persons significant in our 
past;”

Criterion C:  resources “that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, 
or that possess high artistic values;”

Criterion D:  resources “that have yielded, or may be likely to 
yield, information important to history or 
prehistory.”39

Integrity is determined through applying seven factors to the historic resource.  
Those factors are location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, feeling, and 
association.  These seven can be roughly grouped into three types of integrity 
considerations.  Location and setting relate to the relationship between the 
property and its environment.  Design, materials, and workmanship, as they apply 
to historic buildings, relate to construction methods and architectural details.  
Feeling and association are the least objective of the seven criteria and pertain to 
the overall ability of the property to convey a sense of the historical time and 
place in which it was constructed.  

CEQA requires consideration of the possible impacts to and the evaluation of 
resources using the criteria set forth by the CRHR.  In order to be determined 
eligible and considered a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA, each 
resource must be determined to be significant under the local, state, or national 
level under one of four criteria (Criteria 1 through 4) and retain historic integrity.
The CRHR criteria closely parallel those for the NRHP (Criteria A through D).40

4.2. Evaluation of Fresno-Yosemite International Airport  

JRP concludes that none of the properties within the APE for this project appears 
to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP and do not appear to be historic 
properties under the NHPA Section 106 regulations. The properties within the 
APE for this project were also evaluated in accordance with Section 
15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, using the criteria of the CRHR 

39 US Department of the Interior, National Park Service, “Guidelines for Applying the National 
Register Criteria for  
Evaluation,” National Register Bulletin 15, 2; Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century,
276. 
40 40

 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 11.5, “California Register of Historical 
Resources,” effective January 1, 1993. 
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outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Public Resources Code.  None of the 
properties within the APE appear to be significant under those criteria and are not 
considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.

There are six buildings on the property of FAT in the APE that are more than 50 
years old: Buildings 76, 97, 66, 85, 86, and 75.  There are five additional 
properties in the APE not on FAT property: 5993 East Olive Avenue, 5950 East 
Olive Avenue, 1442 North Fowler Avenue, 6672 East Floradora Avenue, and the 
Mill Ditch. The following provides an evaluation of the FAT and other properties 
in the APE applying NRHP and CRHR criteria.

4.2.1. Buildings at FAT (Map Reference 1)

Five of the six buildings on FAT in the APE were built around 1942 as part of the 
Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field and are associated with military expansion 
prior to and during the first two years of World War II, and specifically with the 
development of Army air bases during this time.  As such, these five buildings are 
associated with an important event, World War II, but Fresno Army Air 
Base/Hammer Field is not significant within the context of the war. Hammer 
Field was one of many bases constructed at the beginning of World War II 
throughout California and the nation, but it does not stand out.  As a training and 
reconnaissance base, it performed routine duties during the war. It did not play a 
vital role in the war such as supply depot, maintenance base, or defensive base.  
Nor were any of the buildings associated with Hammer Field individually 
important to the war effort. After Hammer field deactivated in 1946, these five 
buildings played a minor role in the operation of FAT.  Therefore, Hammer Field, 
and buildings associated with it, are not historically significant for their 
association with World War II, or their association with FAT (Criterion A / 
Criterion 1).  Neither Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field/Fresno Air Terminal 
nor the five buildings evaluated on this form have important historical 
associations with persons who have made significant contributions to local, state, 
or national history (Criterion B / Criterion 2).  In rare instances, buildings 
themselves can serve as sources of important information about historic 
construction materials or technologies (Criterion D / Criterion 4); however, this 
property is otherwise documented and does not appear to be a principal source of 
important information in this regard.   

Buildings 76 and 97 are similar in style and materials. Both were constructed 
from standard army plans and do not have distinctive architectural characteristics. 

37



As such, these two buildings do not embody the distinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3). Furthermore, 
both have compromised integrity of location, setting, materials, workmanship, 
and association.

Building 66, the Warehouse, is of utilitarian design and does not embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C 
/ Criterion 3).  They are simply heavily altered surviving examples of the large 
number of similar standard buildings constructed at the base. The building has 
compromised integrity of location, setting, materials, workmanship, and 
association.

Buildings 85 and 86, the Bathhouse and Pool, are of a common design and are 
not distinctive architecturally. Building 85 has retained its function as a bathhouse 
since its construction about 1942. It does appear, however, that the original 
entrance on the south side of the building is boarded up. The pool is a simple 
rectangle and lacks significant design characteristics. Although both retain some 
historic integrity from when they were constructed, neither the Bathhouse nor 
Pool embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).   

The sixth building on FAT, in the APE is Building 75, a hangar, constructed 
about 1955 after the closure of Hammer Field.  This buildings is associated with 
the Fresno Air Terminal and development of industry on airport property.  The 
tenants, North American Aviation (NAA), Grand Central Aviation, and Art Metal 
Incorporated, were among the largest industrial employers at the airport.  NAA 
employed as many as 3,200 people during the early 1950s.  The businesses that 
occupied the hangar, however, did not reach a level of significance within the 
context of industrial development at the airport, or in Fresno City to be considered 
historically important for these associations (Criterion A / Criterion 1).  Building 
75 does not have important historical associations with persons who have made 
significant contributions to local, state, or national history (Criterion B / Criterion 
2).

Building 75 is also not significant architecturally.  Although constructed after the 
war, this hangar is of the same design as military hangars constructed during 
World War II.  The trussed arch framing covered in corrugated steel and sliding 
doors housed in pockets were common characteristics of Army Air Force hangars.
These buildings answered the military’s needs for hangars that were easy to erect 
and transport.  Very few of the World War II era military hangars have been 
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found eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C because they were common and 
built from a standard design.  As a building of the same type, Building 75 presents 
no innovations in terms of engineering, design, or architecture.41 Therefore, it is 
lacking distinction of type, period, design, and method of construction (Criterion 
C / Criterion 3).

4.2.2. Buildings and Structures in the APE outside of FAT

The APE also includes two areas 1.5 miles east-southeast of the airport, which 
first developed as agricultural colonies in the late 1870s.  Size of the tracts sold 
ranged from 20 to 160 acres.  None of the buildings from this initial development 
are extant within the APE.  Agriculture continues to dominate land use in this 
area, with some residential and commercial development present.  

The property at 5993 East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 2) is associated with 
pre-World War II agricultural development of this area.  A previous residence 
was on the parcel prior to construction of the current house. The property at 5993 
East Olive, therefore, does not have important associations with events significant 
to local, state, or national history. Additionally, research did not reveal any 
occupants of the address who have made significant contributions to history 
(Criterion B / Criterion 2).

The residence of this property is a Minimal Traditional style house characterized 
by a front facing gable, medium pitch roof, and large chimney.  The style now 
referred to as “Minimal Traditional” developed in the 1930s, and was a 
continuation of the small house design tradition that dates to the nineteenth 
century. Ornamented houses were economically infeasible for moderate 
homebuyers, and the emphasis of simplicity and unadorned surfaces of the 
Modern architectural movement began to modestly influence domestic 
architecture.  Considered a “compromise style,” the Minimal Traditional house 
reflected the form and shape of earlier housing styles, but without the decorative 
detailing.  The style suggests the earlier Tudor style but lacks the decorative detail 
and the steep roof pitch of the Tudor and also lacks the wide eaves of the 
Craftsman style.  The residence at 5993 East Olive is a good example of a 
Minimal Traditional house, but it is not architecturally distinctive (Criterion C / 
Criterion 3).  Similarly, the utilitarian shed/garage is of a common type of 

41 41 

Walter G. Hiner, “Combat Airplane Hangars,” The Military Engineer 37, no.235 (1945): 185-
188; “California Historic Military Buildings and Structures Inventory, Volume 3,” JRP Historical 
Consulting Services, March 2000, 7-9, 7-10.  
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construction and is not architecturally distinctive (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  
Furthermore, both buildings have diminished integrity. The house has concrete 
steps abutting the east wall suggesting the location of a previous doorway. Also, 
many of the demolition of outbuildings on the parcel diminish the integrity of 
association and feeling, and setting. The shed/garage has missing windows and 
doors.

The property at 5950 East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 3) is associated with 
the post-World War II development of the area. It is not, however, important 
within that context, or associated with persons important to local, state, or 
national history. The property does not have important associations with 
significant events (Criterion A / Criterion 1), nor do the occupants appear to have 
made significant contributions to local, state, or national history (Criterion B / 
Criterion 2). The house appears to be a modest example of a Ranch style, but an 
accurate determination is difficult because the view of the structure is nearly 
obscured by trees and other vegetation. The Ranch style is characterized by 
single story, low-to-the-ground construction, wide façade, wide eaves, and 
reflects Spanish inspiration.  It was the most popular style in the country in the 
1950s and 1960s and this residence does not embody the distinctive 
characteristics of this type (Criterion C / Criterion 3).

The residence at 1442 North Fowler Avenue (Map Reference 4) is associated 
with post-World War II development of on the rural fringes of the city of Fresno.  
It is not, however, important within that context and does not have important 
associations with significant events (Criterion A / Criterion 1). Research on the 
property did not reveal any building occupants who have made significant 
contributions to local, state, or national history (Criterion B / Criterion 2).  This 
building is an Adobe Ranch style residence defined by its single story, low-to-the-
ground construction, use of adobe bricks, wide façade, wide eaves, and reflects 
Spanish inspiration. The style was popular in the California in the 1930s, 1940s, 
and 1950s with a number of Adobe Ranch houses constructed in Fresno, several 
of which are recognized by the City of Fresno as historically important.  

A revival of adobe construction occurred in the middle decades of the twentieth 
century.  Builder Hugh W. Comstock of Carmel, California popularized the post-
adobe method.  The technique employed sturdy timber post framing with adobe 
bricks placed between the posts.  In Fresno, architects Ernest J. Kump and Charles 
H. Franklin began building adobe houses in the 1930s. The pair built a cluster of 
Adobe Ranch style homes on north Wilson Avenue.  These are not post-adobe 
houses, but appear to be constructed without framing, although they may have 
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concealed steel framing.  Adobe construction continued to be popular in Fresno 
and throughout California into the 1950s.42  It is not know who the architect or 
builder of the home at 1442 North Fowler Avenue was, but it is of the era when 
the Adobe Ranch style was popular. The residence at 1442 North Fowler, 
however, is not among the best examples of this style and does not embody the 
distinctive characteristics of this type (Criterion C / Criterion 3).

The property at 6672 East Floradora Avenue is a farmstead with a residence, a 
garage, and a barn. The garage is the only building more than fifty years old.  This 
building is associated with the post-World War II development of this area.  There 
has been a residence on the parcel since at least 1921. By 1937, there were as 
many as seven buildings on the site.  The current buildings were not part of the 
original farmstead construction.  The garage at 6672 Floradora does not have 
important associations with significant historical events (Criterion A / Criterion 
1).  Research did not reveal any occupants of the property who have made 
significant contributions to local, state, or national history (Criterion B / Criterion 
2).  This building is a utilitarian style garage of common design, construction and 
materials. It is not distinctive for its type, period, or method of construction 
(Criterion C / Criterion 3).

The Mill Ditch (Map Reference 6), is associated with the Fresno Canal and 
Irrigation Company (FCIC), the first irrigation company in Fresno County and 
one of the first in California to build extensive irrigation works. Irrigation 
transformed this part of Fresno County and was responsible for the prosperity of 
the city of Fresno.

Water first flowed in the main branch of the FCIC system, the Fresno Canal, in 
1872, and by 1876, it extended more than twenty miles and irrigated large tracts 
of land east and south of Fresno City.  The FCIC constructed the Mill Ditch in 
1878, as a branch of the Fresno Canal. The Mill Ditch also provided power to 
Moses Church’s Champion Flourmill until 1892 when it was declared a public 
nuisance and filled in. The mill was an early business in Fresno, but it was not of 
particular importance.  The Mill Ditch did not power any other industries, and it 
did not set a precedent for canal delivered waterpower in Fresno.  

42 Information on architects and adobe houses in Fresno available at http://historicfresno.org/.  
Accessed September 2006;  Hugh M. Comstock, Post-Adobe (Carmel-by-the-Sea, California: 
Hugh W. Comstock, 1948), passim; George  
C. Follis and Louis E. Dobson, How to Build Adobe and Concrete Block Houses (Culver City, 
California: Murray and Gee, Inc., 1948), passim.  
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The canal ultimately did irrigate extensive tracts of land east, north, and west of 
Fresno and made possible the establishment of agricultural colonies such as the 
Nevada and Temperance colonies. These colonies were two of many begun in 
Fresno County during the late nineteenth century and are not of particular 
historical importance.  Certainly, the Mill Ditch is important to the lands it 
irrigated, but all irrigation canals are important in this regard.  For such a structure 
to be historically significant it must rise above the ordinary and be important vis-
à-vis other canals.  It is, therefore, not historically significant for its association 
with early irrigation in Fresno County when compared to the Fresno Canal of the 
FCIC.  The Mill Ditch is not important in this regard and it does not have 
important associations with historically significant events (Criterion A / Criterion 
1).

The Mill Ditch is associated with Moses Church, who, with A. Y. Easterby, and 
others, incorporated the FCIC.  Church managed the company and oversaw the 
construction of the FCIC system.  By 1878, when Church constructed the Mill 
Ditch, he was the sole owner.  Church is a historically important person to the 
history of Fresno County, but the Mill Ditch does not best represent his 
significance.  Because Church managed the construction of the entire FCIC 
including the Fresno Canal, prior to construction of the Mill Ditch, these other 
canals, perhaps are better representatives of Church’s significance.  The Mill 
Ditch, therefore, does not have important associations with historically significant 
individuals (Criterion B / Criterion 2).

The design of this canal is typical canal construction and does not embody the 
distinctive characteristics of this type, period, or method of construction (Criterion 
C / Criterion 3).  The Mill Ditch also has diminished integrity.  The concrete 
rubble rip rap on its banks somewhat diminishes its integrity of materials and 
workmanship.  It also no longer flows into downtown Fresno to provide power to 
a flourmill, one of the primary purposes for its construction diminishing its 
integrity of design and association.  Additionally, the Mill Ditch has lost some of 
its integrity of setting, especially as it moves west and passes by industries, the 
airport, and dense housing tracts.

In rare instances, buildings and structures themselves can serve as sources of 
important information about historic construction materials or technologies 
(Criterion D / Criterion 4); however, the properties listed above are otherwise 
documented and do not appear to be a principal source of important information 
in this regard.
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P3a.  Description (continued): 

Building 76-Office 

Building 76 is a former Army Air Corps building constructed as part of Hammer Field around 1942 and currently used as an 
office (Photographs 2 and 3).  It is a single story building with a long, rectangular plan and faces northeast.  Mapping from 
1945 and 1946 does not indicate a building with the footprint of Building 76, suggesting that two buildings from Hammer 
Field were joined at some time to create Building 76.  The building sits on concrete piers, has wood framing and a medium 
pitch, side gable roof with overhanging eaves and exposed rafters.   On the south corner of the building is a small front gable
element.  Along the ridge of the roof are several monitor vents; and on the roof’s southwest slope are modern HVAC 
systems mounted on platforms.  At the midway point of the roof is a stepped parapet that divides the roof in two parts.  
Stucco covers the original wood siding and composition shingles top the roof.  On the northwest end of the front façade is a 
shed roof supported by 4x4 wood posts that cover an entrance.   

On both the front and rear of the building are several entrances.  Those on the front are accessed by modern concrete steps 
with concrete handicapped accessibility ramps.  Some have solid concrete balustrades and others have metal pipe railings.  
All entrances have modern doors of varying styles.  The rear façade has several more entrances with modern concrete steps 
and metal pipe railings. The entrances have modern metal doors.  One entrance has a concrete handicapped accessibility 
ramp.  Fenestration consists of 6/6 double hung windows placed singly and in pairs. 

Building 97-Office 

Building 97 is a former Army Air Corps building constructed as part of Hammer Field around 1942 of similar design and 
materials as Building 76 (Photograph 4).  Mapping from 1945 and 1946 and other sources indicate Building 76 was moved 
to its current location.  The building is in a restricted area of the US Marine Corps Reserve section of the airport, which 
limited access.  It is a single story office building with a rectangular plan and faces southeast.  It sits on concrete piers and
has a wood frame and medium slope side gable roof with overhanging eaves and exposed rafters ends.  Along the ridge of 
the roof are monitor vents; and on the roof’s northwest slope is a modern HVAC system on a platform.  There appears to be 
a shed roof along a segment of the southeast façade.  Stucco covers the original wood siding and composition shingles top 
the roof.  Two entrances are on the northwest façade, both accessed by concrete steps and modern doors.  Fenestration 
consists of 6/6 double hung windows.   

Building 66-Warehouse 

Building 66 is an approximately 19,000 square foot former Army Air Corps warehouse constructed as part of Hammer Field 
around 1942 (Photograph 5 and 6).  It is a one and a half story building with a rectangular plan and faces southwest.  It has a
concrete foundation, wood framing and a medium slope, parallel gable roof with narrow eaves.  Stucco covers the original 
wood siding and composition shingles top the roof.  Along each ridgeline are three, small vented monitors and on each slope 
are modern HVAC systems.  Midway along the northeast façade is a small shed roof element with a chain link fence 
covering an entrance.  On the southwest façade are two top hung sliding doors constructed of plywood sheets.  Two similar 
doors once existed on the southeast side, but have been replaced by modern metal roll-up doors.  A loading dock accessed by 
a below grade ramp with a metal pipe and chain fence leads to one of the doors.  The northeast side of the building also has 
two top hung sliding doors.  One is constructed of diagonal wood planks, while the other appears to be of modern wood 
construction with an integral metal personnel door.  An additional metal personnel door is on the northeast side of the  

building as well as the northwest and southeast sides.  Fenestration consists of modern fixed pane and one six pane fixed 
window on the northeast side.  
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Figure 1.  Aerial view of FAT showing evaluated buildings. 

Building 85-Bathhouse/Associated Buildings

Building 85 is a single story bathhouse constructed as part of Hammer Field as a bathhouse around 1942 (Photographs 7 and 
8).  It has a roughly rectangular plan and faces onto a swimming pool to the north.  The building’s concrete foundation 
supports board form concrete walls and a flat roof with wide overhanging eaves on the north side.  The north side of the  

building has concrete walls with deep horizontal grooves.  Concrete steps leading to the roof on both the east and west ends 
have concrete support posts and metal pipe railings.  Vertical groove wood panels and a wood door enclose the area beneath 
the west end stairs.  Fenestration consists of four pane windows covered by heavy mesh screens.  Three entrances project out 
from the front façade, one in the middle and one on each end.  The entrance in the middle appears to be the main entrance to 
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the building.  It has concrete ramps with metal pipe railings on each side leading to two metal doors, one for men and one for 
women.  The entrances on the east and west ends have a single metal door.  A small, flat roof element with three boarded up 
personnel entrances and two boarded up windows adjoins the building on the south side.

To the west of the bathhouse and separated only by a narrow walkway is a second building also referred to as Building 85.  
It is a single story building with a square plan constructed by the Army Air Corps probably as a decontamination building 
about the same time as the bathhouse.  Board form concrete walls clad in stucco sit on a concrete foundation and support a 
flat roof.  Fenestration consists of metal sash casement windows and a modern metal sash sliding window.  On the east side 
there appears to be a small opening with a wood surround for money transactions.  A personnel entrance with a security gate 
is on the north façade side of the building.   

Two other small ancillary buildings are beside the pool.  One is near the north end of the pool and is a roughly six by six 
concrete block building built on a concrete foundation with a side gable roof clad in composition shingles.  It has a metal 
door on the south end and vents built into the walls on the gable sides.  A second building is east of the bathhouse.  It is 
roughly six by six and has a concrete foundation, wood frame, and a low pitched, front gable roof with exposed rafters.  
Horizontal wood siding covers and walls and rolled composition tops the roof.  It has a wood door on the northwest side. 

Building 86-Pool

Building 86 is a former Army Air Corps swimming pool constructed as part of Hammer Field around 1942 (Photograph 8).  
It is 166 feet long by 55 feet wide and surrounded by a concrete apron.  Two diving boards are on the east and west sides of 
the deep end. 

Building 75-Hangar

Building 75 is an approximately 89,725 square foot airplane hangar constructed about 1955 (Photographs 9, 10, and 11).  It 
is an approximately four story tall, arched steel truss building with a rectangular plan.  The hangar sits on a concrete 
foundation and is clad in corrugated metal sheets.  The length of the building is aligned along a northwest/southeast axis and 
has pocket/leaf doors that open on both ends.  On the northwest side of the building is an attached shed roof that protects the
twelve sliding doors that cover the nearly three story, full width opening.  The doors are set on tracks on the top and bottom 
and are enclosed, six each in compartments, on both ends of the tracks.  Personnel doors are at each end of this side of the 
building.  On the southwest end of the building, the doors are approximately twice as wide and contain sets of metal sash 
industrial windows.  These sets of doors are visible when open, as is the steel framing for the doorway.  Two metal 
personnel doors are set in the sliding doors on the southeast facade.  Nine pane metal sash awning casement windows are on 
the northeast and southwest sides.  The top six panes pivot open on a central axis.   

B10.  Significance (continued): 

Historic Context

Early Aviation

Aviation began in Fresno County around 1920.  Many of the flights at this time were by exhibition flyers, the military, and 
the post office airmail deliveries.1  By 1920, Fresno was a stop on the airmail route of the post office between Los Angeles 

1 Charles Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century: from 1900 to the 1980s (Fresno, California: Panorama Books, 1986), 261, 
273 
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and San Francisco.2  As aviation matured, so did airports.  The first landing sites were flat, open fields with minimal, if any, 
associated facilities.  Gradually cities in Fresno County and elsewhere began to build more sophisticated airports, often times
encouraged by the post office or military with the promise of an airmail station or air base.  Research did not reveal what the
facilities were like at Fresno in this early period, but planning did begin for a “municipal airport” in August of 1925.  
Proposals for the new 300-acre airfield called for military, commercial, and air mail facilities on a site seven and a half miles 
north of the city.3

After construction of this new municipal airport, air traffic into Fresno continued to increase.  It remained a station on the 
Seattle to Los Angeles air mail route and received its first commercial passenger flights.  In 1925, congress passed the Air 
Mail Act transferring mail carrying from the post office to private companies, an action that gave birth to the first 
commercial airlines.   Airlines such as Varney Air Lines (later United Airlines), Western Air Express (later Trans World 
Airlines), and Robertson Aircraft Corporation (later American Airlines), which began as airmail carriers, soon started 
carrying other cargo and passengers.  A Maddux Airlines twelve passenger, tri-motor monoplane began a service between 
San Francisco and San Diego, with a stop in Fresno, in 1928.  The route also made stops in Oakland, San Jose, Bakersfield, 
and Los Angeles.  Beacon Airways and California National Airways also served the Fresno airport at this time.4

The importance of aviation to Fresno became apparent by the late 1920s.  Fresno voters rejected a bond issue to fund 
improvements to the municipal airport in November 1928, causing the City Commission to terminate the city’s lease of the 
property.  This seeming lack of support for aviation actually was an endorsement for the future, as voters rejected the 
existing airport because of its great distance (seven miles) from the city.  Contrary to airport planning today, which requires
their placement far from urban development, planning in the early twentieth century called for airports to be close to the 
communities they served.  Citizens and civic leaders understood that to keep pace with advances in aviation and its rival 
cities, Fresno needed an airport close to the city center.5

In January 1929, former State Senator W. F. Chandler donated 100 acres of land one and a half miles west of downtown to 
the City of Fresno for a municipal airport.  Fresno built an up-to-date facility named Chandler Field at the site and opened it
the same year.6  Chandler Field continued to provide Fresno with airmail and commercial passenger service, and hosted 
flying exhibitions.7  The airfield also experienced increasing use as a stopover field by military aircraft enroute to Army Air 
Corps bases such as Mather Field near Sacramento and March Field near Riverside, both of which had existed since 1918.8

The Army Air Corps had gradually grown since 1920 when the Congress created it predecessor, the Air Service, as a 
combatant arm of the US Army in 1920.  Early duties of the Air Service were largely observational.  In 1926, the Air 
Service changed its name to the Air Corps and began an expansion that lasted until 1933. Over that period, the Air Corps 
shifted away from observational aviation and added more combat squadrons.  The Air Corps became interested in Chandler 

2 “Air Mail Boxes,” Los Angeles Times, 1 January 1921, IV18. 
3 “Fresno Planning Airport,” Los Angeles Times, 23 August 1925, G9; “Fresno to Drop Lease on Airport,” Los Angeles Times, 9
November 1928, 15; Janet R. Daly Bednarek, America’s Airports: Airfield Development, 1918-1947, 14-18. 
4 “To Extend Air Mail Service to the North,” Los Angeles Times, 6 June 1925, A13; Bednarek, America’s Airports, 14-18, 41, 68, 167-
172; Carl Solberg, Conquest of the Skies (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1979), 31, 34, 35; “New Plane Service Begun,” Los 
Angeles Times, 15 April 1928, 2; “Army Plane Smashes Up At Fresno,” Los Angeles Times, 26 April 1930, A8; “Cape Horn Hop Set for 
Today,” Los Angeles Times, 17 April 1928, 2; “Fresno Fliers Here,” Los Angeles Times, 17 June 1928, G9. 
5 “Fresno to Drop Lease on Airport,” Los Angeles Times, 9 November 1928, 15; “Appointment Raises a Row,” Los Angeles Times, 10 
October 1929, 12; George R. Goethals, “The Present Status of Airport Engineering,” The Military Engineer 23 no. 129 (1931): 231. 
6 “Fresno Voters to Accept Gift of Civic Airport,” Los Angeles Times, 18 January1929, 10; “Appointment Raises a Row,” 12. 
7 “Fresno May Not Drop Tax On Gasoline,” Los Angeles Times, 18 June 1931, 11; “Fresno Plans Aerial Circus,” Los Angeles Times, 2
February 1934, 5; “Plane Starting New Mail Route Lands in Fresno,” Los Angeles Times, 6 September 1937, 9. 
8 “Army Plane Smashes Up at Fresno,” Los Angeles Times, 26 April 1930, A8; “Bomber Collides with Wire Fence,” Los Angeles Times, 
7 May 1937, 18; Warren A. Beck and Ynez D. Haase, Historical Atlas of California (Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 
1974), 87. 
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Field during this expansion and city officials entered into discussions with military officials in 1933 to make the airport part
of the army’s growing network of airfields.9

This plan did not come to fruition, but the Army remained interested in citing an airfield in Fresno.  The Air Corps began 
dramatic expansion in preparation for World War II after President Roosevelt’s call for increased air power in 1939.  
Congress responded and approved $40 million in appropriations for improvements to existing airports and construction of 
new airports deemed important to national defense, nearly all of which were in Texas, Florida, or California.  Because of its 
strategic position on the West Coast, fears of Japanese attack, and the state’s naturally good weather, California became 
home to 44 major army air bases during World War II.  In 1939, it had only three: McClellan Air Base, March Air Base, and 
Hamilton Air Base.  The army expanded these existing bases and built many other smaller fields throughout the state.  
Negotiations began between Fresno city officials and the War Department concerning an army air base in Fresno in 1939.10

Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field

In August 1940, War Department officers arrived in Fresno to select a site for an air base in the San Joaquin Valley.  The 
military announced in October 1940 that it had decided on Chandler Field for an Army Air Corps bomber base, contingent 
upon the city purchasing land adjacent to the airport and improve existing facilities.  Fresno agreed to these conditions and 
began fulfill the Army’s demands.  In January of 1941, however, as construction was about to begin, General J. E. Fickle 
announced that the army had abandoned its plans for Chandler Field, citing inadequate space and proximity to development 
as the reasons.  The army chose instead a site ten miles southwest of Fresno near Raisin City.  This site did not suit the 
military either and General Fickle suggested that the City of Fresno buy 500 acres six miles northeast of Fresno bounded by 
Clovis, Shields, Winery, and McKinley avenues.  The city acceded to the Army’s request and ultimately purchased 800 
acres at the location.  The city and the federal government then reached an agreement for tenancy whereby the federal 
government would lease the land for one dollar per year for an unspecified duration.  Within the lease was a provision that if 
the army abandoned the base, any improvements would revert to the city.11

Fresno Army Air Base officially opened on April 3, 1941 and contractors George A. Fuller Company of Los Angeles began 
construction. In the same month, the army let an $872,855 contract for “temporary” buildings at the base.  By August 1941, 
the base had 2,400 troops and 135 buildings; by November workers finished construction of a 7,200 foot runway.  The Army 
renamed the air base to Hammer Field in January 1941. It was designated the 4th Airforce Replacement Depot under 
command of the 4th Air Force in San Francisco and was a training base for B-18, B-17, and B-24 bombers. Aircraft from 
Hammer Field also flew submarine reconnaissance missions along the West Coast.  On the air base grounds was a large, 
932-bed hospital that served other bases in the state and was an Army Air Force nurses training center.  In March 1944, the 
319th Wing Headquarters arrived at Hammer Field and began night fighter training with P-61 Black Widow aircraft. During 
the war, the government purchased an additional 800 acres west and north of the original property to expand the facility.12

9 “Airport at Fresno May Become Army Field Unit,” Los Angeles Times, 4 December 1933, 6; Maurer Maurer, Air Force Combat Units 
of World War II (Washington, D.C.: Office of Air Force History, 1983), 4-7. 
10 Maurer, 7; Bednarek, America’s Airports, 151, 152, 155; Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century, 60; “California Historic 
Military Buildings and Structures Inventory, Volume 3,” JRP Historical Consulting Services, March 2000, 7-9, 7-10. Mather Field closed 
in 1923 and reopened in 1941. 
11 “Fresno Awarded Bomber Base,” Los Angeles Times, 17 October 1940, 8; “Air Base Site Shift Approved,” Los Angeles Times, 26
January 1941, 16; Charles Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century: from 1900 to the 1980s (Fresno, California: Panorama 
Books, 1986), 60, 275; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History : Final Report,” TechLaw, Inc., 1992, 3; Warren A. Beck and
Ynez D. Haase, Historical Atlas of California (Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1974), 87. 
12 Charles Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century: from 1900 to the 1980s (Fresno, California: Panorama Books, 1986), 276; 
“Army-Navy Orders Drop,” Los Angeles Times, 8 April 1941, 11; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History: Final Report,” 
TechLaw, Inc., 1992, 4, 8. 
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Fresno Air Terminal/Fresno Yosemite International Airport

After the war, the War Department deactivated Hammer Field, completing this process in April 1946.  The City of Fresno 
assumed control of the airport section of Hammer Field in December 1946 and renamed it Fresno Air Terminal (FAT). The 
first commercial flight flew out of FAT in October 1947.  Two years later, the War Assets Administration canceled the 
Hammer Field lease options, and quitclaimed land west of the runways to the City of Fresno and land north of the runways 
to Fresno State College for use as an agricultural school.  The land under lease, which reverted to the city, contained 146 
buildings, a 7,200-foot runway, utilities, and all other items on the property.13

Of the many Army Air Bases constructed in the World War II era, most were deactivated after the war and became property 
of the local municipalities.  This occurred at an important moment in American aviation history.  The war caused the rapid 
advancement of aviation technology, strengthened the aircraft industry, made long distance flying routine, trained thousands 
of pilots, and exposed many young military personnel to flying.  These factors, coupled with the introduction of coach 
airfare, and a general increase in leisure time and expendable income, caused dramatic changes in commercial air travel.  By 
1955, the number air travelers exceeded the number of rail travelers in the US for the first time.  Planes became bigger and 
faster, and Boeing introduced the first commercial passenger jet, the Boeing 707, in 1958.14

The war also set the precedent of federal funding for municipal commercial airports.  Prior to appropriations made by 
Congress in 1940 for improvements to municipal airports for use by the military, cities funded their own airports through 
taxes and bonds.  In 1946, Congress passed the Federal Aviation Act, which provided money to local governments to build 
new airports and improve existing facilities.  This financial assistance came as airports struggled to keep pace with the 
requirements of bigger and faster aircraft, more air traffic, and increased passenger counts.  Jet powered aircraft raised an 
additional consideration for airport planners: noise.  After the advents of jets, the impact of an airport on the neighboring 
community became a primary concern, and local governments planned new airport construction far from residential 
development.15

Fresno’s plan after gaining control of the airfield was to convert it into a self-supporting civil airport.  With the 
advancements in aviation since 1940, Hammer Field’s location away from development made it an ideal site and planners 
envisioned it as Fresno’s primary airport, and Chandler Field as a secondary airport for general aviation. FAT began 
acquiring additional adjacent land to provide for clear approach zones, longer runways, and future expansion.  The city used 
some of the former buildings on the site as low-income housing, creating a community called Hammer Field Village.  Other 
buildings went to Fresno State College, and some were sold to private individuals.  To help attain financial self-sufficiency, 
FAT leased buildings to companies such as North American Aviation, Universal Jet Industries, and Dow Chemical 
Company.  In 1954, the California Air National Guard (CANG) also started to lease property at FAT, installing a $1.1 
million complex in the southeast corner.  CANG also extended the runway by 1000 feet in 1956, which caused the rerouting 
of Shields Avenue.  By 1959, there were 38 tenants at FAT.16

From 1946 to 1959, the city spent $3.7 million on improvements at FAT, $500,000 of which came from the Federal Airport 
Aid Program.  By the end of the 1950s, FAT property consisted of 1,475 acres.  Improvements did not stop, however, and 
FAT continued to have its sights set on the future.  In 1959, the Airport Master Development Plan provided $4 million 

13 “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,”, 4, 5, 67, 68; Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century: from 1900 to the 
1980s , 63,  276, 277. 
14 Solberg, Conquest of the Skies, 251-252, 271-273, 345, 376, 361, 346, 396. 
15 Bednarek, America’s Airports, 170; Merrill De Longe, “Effects of Jet Aircraft on Air Base Planning,” The Military Engineer 326 
(1956): 420-422. 
16 Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century, 277; “Guard Air Base Work Scheduled,” Los Angeles Times, 8 February 1954, A11; 
“Fresno Calls $500,000 Air Terminal Bids,” Los Angeles Times, 6 June 1956, 39; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,” 5, 67-
69. 
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dollars in funds, $2 million coming from the federal government for improvement to FAT and Chandler Municipal Airport.  
Work at FAT under this plan consisted of a new control tower, passenger terminal, fire station, maintenance building, and 
general aviation facility, all completed by 1962.  FAT also opened land for an industrial tract by evicting the low-income 
tenants of Hammer Field Village and selling the 216 dwellings. In 1968, the airport reconstructed runway the main runway 
(29R) and the airfield taxiways.17

Upgrading and new construction was carried on at FAT up to the present.  Remodeling the terminal and concourse occurred 
in 1978, 1993, and 1997, and the airport constructed a new, two level terminals in 2002.  FAT changed its name to 
Fresno/Yosemite International Airport in 1995 in an effort to attract more air travel business, however, FAT is still the 
airport’s operating code.  Currently the airport has two runways: the main runway, 29R-11L, which is 9,222 feet long and 
150 feet wide; and runway 29L-11R, which is 7,206 feet long and 100 feet wide.  It is served by eight airlines with 49 daily 
departures and over one million passengers pass through its gates each year.  The property is also home to the California Air 
National Guard, California Army National Guard, California Department of Forestry, US Forest Service, US Marine Corps 
Reserve, general aviation facilities, airport administration buildings, and a municipal golf course.18

17 “Land Use and the Fresno Air Terminal,” Fresno County and Fresno City Planning Commission, 1959, 6; “Fresno May Become Major 
Air Terminal,” Los Angeles Times, 15 February 1959, A10; Clough, et al., Fresno County in the 20th Century, 277; “Southland Views,” 
Los Angeles Times, 6 April 1962, 35. 
18 “City of Fresno—Airports,” available at http://www.fresno.gov/flyfresno/airporthistory.pdf, accessed August 2006. 
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Evaluation

Five of the six buildings on FAT in the APE were built as part of the Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field and are 
associated with military expansion prior to and during the first two years of World War II, and specifically with the 
development of Army air bases during this time.  As such, these five buildings are associated with an important event, World 
War II, but Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field is not significant within the context of the war. Hammer Field was one of 
many bases constructed at the beginning of World War II throughout California and the nation, but it does not stand out.  As 
a training and reconnaissance base, it performed routine duties during the war.  It did not play a vital role in the war such as
supply depot, maintenance base, or defensive base.  Nor were any of the buildings associated with Hammer Field 
individually important to the war effort.  The Hammer Field era buildings evaluated on this form were all associated with 
routine functions such as housing, warehousing, and recreation.  After Hammer Field deactivated in 1946, these five 
buildings played a minor role in the operation of FAT.  Therefore, Hammer Field, and buildings associated with it, are not 
historically significant for their association with World War II, or their association with FAT (Criterion A / Criterion 1).  
Nor were any of the buildings associated with Hammer Field individually important to the war effort and, therefore, 
Hammer Field, and buildings associated with it, are not historically significant for their association with World War II 
(Criterion A / Criterion 1).  Neither Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field nor the five buildings evaluated on this form have 
important historical associations with persons who have made significant contributions to local, state, or national history 
(Criterion B / Criterion 2).  After the war, all of the buildings associated with Hammer Field except the ones evaluated on 
this form were sold or destroyed and the function of the airfield changed from military to civilian.  Therefore, FAT lacks 
integrity to the Hammer Field era in setting, materials, design, feeling, workmanship, and association.   

As the US prepared for World War II, it hurriedly built air bases such as Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer Field.  The military 
could build hundreds of buildings in a matter of months.  What made this possible was the use of standard plans and 
buildings constructed to “temporary” standards.  As such, most of the buildings constructed during this period are not 
historically significant for their architecture.  Buildings 76 and 97 are similar in style and materials. Both were constructed
from standard army plans and do not have distinctive architectural characteristics.  As such, these two buildings do not 
embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  Furthermore, 
both have compromised integrity of location, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association.  Building 66, the 
Warehouse, is of utilitarian design does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  In addiction to lacking significance, Building 66 has compromised integrity of 
materials, workmanship, setting, feeling, and association.  Building 76, 97, and 66 are heavily altered surviving examples of 
the large number of similar standard buildings constructed at the base.   

Buildings 85 and 86, the Bathhouse and Pool, are of a common design and are not distinctive architecturally.  Building 85 
has retained its function as a bathhouse since its construction about 1942.  It does appear, however, that the original entrance
on the south side of the building is boarded up.  The pool is a simple rectangle and lacks significant design characteristics. 
Although both retain some historic integrity from when they were constructed, neither the Bathhouse nor Pool embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  Although Buildings 85 and
86 retain integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, they lack historical significance.  

The sixth building on FAT in the APE is Building 75, a hangar, constructed about 1955 after the closure of Hammer Field.  
This building is associated with the Fresno Air Terminal and development of industry on airport property.  The tenants, 
North American Aviation (NAA), Grand Central Aviation, and Art Metal Incorporated, were among the largest industrial 
employers at the airport.  NAA employed as many as 3,200 people during the early 1950s.  The businesses that occupied the 
hangar, however, did not reach a level of significance within the context of industrial development at the airport, or in 
Fresno City to be considered historically important for these associations (Criterion A / Criterion 1).  Building 75 does not 
have important historical associations with persons who have made significant contributions to local, state, or national 
history (Criterion B / Criterion 2).    
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Building 75 is also not significant architecturally.  Although constructed after the war, this hangar is of the same design as 
military hangars constructed during World War II.  The trussed arch framing covered in corrugated steel and sliding doors 
housed in pockets were common characteristics of Army Air Force hangars.  These buildings answered the military’s needs 
for hangars that were easy to erect and transport.  Very few of the World War II era military hangars have been found 
eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C because they were common and built from a standard design.  As a building of the 
same type, Building 75 presents no innovations in terms of engineering, design, or architecture.19  Therefore, it is lacking 
distinction of type, period, design, and method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  Although Building 75 retains 
integrity of location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, it lacks historical significance.

19 Walter G. Hiner, “Combat Airplane Hangars,” The Military Engineer 37, no.235 (1945): 185-188; “California Historic Military 
Buildings and Structures Inventory, Volume 3,” JRP Historical Consulting Services, March 2000,  7-9, 7-10. 
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Photographs (cont): 

Photograph 2.  Building 76, camera facing southeast.  8/8/06. 

Photograph 3.  Building 76, camera facing southwest.  8/8/06. 
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Photographs (cont): 

Photograph 4.  Building 97, camera facing northwest.  8/8/06. 

Photograph 5. Building 66, camera facing west.  8/8/06. 
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Photograph 6.  Building 66, camera facing northwest.  8/8/06. 

Photograph 7.  Building 85, camera facing west.  8/8/06. 
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Photograph 8.  Building 85 and Building 86 (Pool), camera 
facing south.  8/8/06. 

Photograph 9.  Building 75, camera facing southeast.  8/8/06. 
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Photograph 10.  Interior of Building 75, camera facing west.  8/8/06. 

Photograph 11.  Southeast façade Building 75, camera facing 
northwest.  8/8/06. 
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of downtown Fresno.  It is set in a rural, agricultural area.  On the property are a residence and a shed/garage.  This residence
is a single story, 1,342 square foot Minimal Traditional style house has an irregular plan and a south facing façade 
(Photograph 1).  The walls are concrete ashlar masonry blocks set on a concrete foundation.  Topping the building is a 
medium slope, cross gable roof with exposed rafters.  Vertical siding is in the gable ends and composition shingles clad the 
roof.  At the gable peaks are louvered vents.  An integral shed roof on the front façade covers a half-width porch accessed by 
three concrete steps; doubled 4x4 posts support the porch roof.  At the rear of the house is an enclosed gable roof entryway. 
(See Continuation Sheet)   
*P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)  Single Family Residence (HP2);  Ancillary Building (HP4)
*P4.   Resources Present:  Building Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 

P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,  
accession #) Photograph 1. Residence, 
camera facing north.  8/8/06

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

ca. 1935, aerial photographs.

*P7.  Owner and Address: 
E. Gallo
Winery J
P.O. Box 1130
Modesto, CA 95353

*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, address) 
Rand Herbert/ Steven J. Melvin 
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC
1490 Drew Ave, Suite 110, 
Davis, CA  95618
*P9.  Date Recorded: 8/8/06

*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe) 
   Intensive

Fresno / Yosemite International Airport, September 2006.
*Attachments:  None  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record  Archaeological Record  

District Record   Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record   Rock Art Record   Artifact Record   Photograph Record 

 Other (list) __________________
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B1.  Historic Name: none
B2.  Common Name: none
B3.  Original Use:   farmstead B4.  Present Use:  residence, garage, storage
*B5.  Architectural Style: Minimal Traditional
*B6.  Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations) original construction ca. 1935

*B7.  Moved? No Yes Unknown    Date: Original Location:
*B8.  Related Features:

B9.  Architect:  unknown b.  Builder: unknown
*B10.  Significance:  Theme n/a Area n/a
    Period of Significance n/a Property Type n/a Applicable Criteria n/a
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 
The property at 5993 East Olive Avenue does not appear to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, nor does it appear to be an historic resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
The buildings, built about 1935, are located on the northwest corner of Olive Avenue and Fowler Avenue in Fresno, 
California.  They are not associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history
(Criterion A / Criterion 1), or with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B / Criterion 2).  Nor do they 
embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  In rare 
instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information about historic construction materials or 
technologies (Criterion D / Criterion 4); however, these two buildings are otherwise documented and do not appear to be a 
principal source of important information in this regard.  (See Continuation Sheet)

B11.  Additional Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)   

*B12.  References: Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural 
Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25
(June 1946): 17-38, 169-177.  Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, 
and Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980); Paul E. 
Vandor, History of Fresno County, California with Biographical 
Sketches (Los Angeles: Historic Record Company, 1919); A
Memorial and Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, 
Tulare, and Kern Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis 
Publishing Company, 1892); Thomas Hinkley Thompson, 
Official Historical Atlas Map of Fresno County (Tulare,
California: [n.p.], 1891).  See Footnotes. 

B13.  Remarks:   

*B14.  Evaluator: Steven J. Melvin/Rand Herbert

*Date of Evaluation: August 2006

                 (This space reserved for official comments.) 
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P3a.  Description (continued): 

Fenestration consists of 1/1 double hung metal windows with screens.  On the front façade is a nine light, fixed pane 
window with narrow 1/1 double hung windows on each side.  An oriel window adorns the east side of the house (Photograph 
2).  The front door is obscured by a metal security gate.  Additional personnel entrances are on the east and north sides.  On 
the east side of the building is an exterior concrete chimney with stepped sides.   

Also on the 1.19-acre lot northwest of the house is a single story shed/garage (Photograph 3).  It has a concrete foundation, 
wood framing and a medium pitch, side gable roof with a center cross gable.  Horizontal drop siding clad the walls and 
composition shingles top the roof.  In the cross gable portion of the building are two top-hung sliding doors made of vertical 
wood lumber.  On each side of the center gable are personnel entrances without doors.  An unglazed window is in the south 
wall of the building.  Defining the perimeter of the property on the two streets sides is an approximately three-foot high 
brick fence.

B10.  Significance (continued): 

Historic Context

Agricultural development of the area near this property began about 1870.  Wheat was the first crop cultivated in the area, 
but after irrigation canals were built in the early 1870s, production shifted to grapes and orchard crops.  A. Y. Easterby, 
Moses J. Church, and others founded the Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company (FCIC) and built the Fresno (or Church) 
Canal in 1872.  Development of this irrigation system, with water from the Kings River, included acquisition of earlier 
existing canals and construction of additional canals such as the Mill Ditch in 1878, and branches over the following 
decades.  Fresno City was established as a result of the Central Pacific Railroad survey and development of the town site.  
Church sold the FCIC to San Franciscan E. B. Perrin in 1887, who acquired the Laguna de Tache grant, and its riparian 
rights in 1891 expanding further the FCIC’s system.  Perrin lost control of the FCIC after the economic crisis of 1893.  The 
FCIC later became part of the Fresno Irrigation District (FID) in 1921.  Both the expansion of the FCIC in the 1890s and the 
FCIC’s integration into FID encouraged greater development of the area.  Some landowners in the area, such as Moses 
Church, sold their land for the development of agricultural colonies.  Such colonies were a popular means of land settlement 
in Fresno County from the 1870s to the 1890s.  The property at 5993 East Olive Avenue was first subdivided as part of the 
Nevada Colony.1

The Nevada Colony encompassed Sections 31, 32, and 33 T13S/R21E MDBM, just south and southwest of Fresno Yosemite 
International Airport (FAT).  Moses Church owned this land and sold it in 1879 to S. A. Miller, editor of the Fresno 
Republican, who became the colony’s chief promoter.  Miller, a former Nevada miner, enticed many of his Nevada 
acquaintances to invest in the colony.  As opposed to the nearby Temperance and Scandinavian colonies, land in the Nevada 
Colony sold in larger parcels.  More common were tracts of 80 and 160 acres, the majority of it planted in vineyards.  This 
colony received water from the Mill Ditch.  Some of the early landowners of this property were William Williams and 
Company, Phil Scott, and H. Melcon.  Scott purchased the property where 5993 East Olive Avenue now sits by 1902 and 
had planted 40 acres of vineyards.  He owned the land through 1920.  There was a building on this parcel as early as 1891.  
By 1937, there was a substantial farmstead on the parcel consisting of at least five buildings, including the house and shed 

1  Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25 (June 1946): 14-19; 
“Historic Architectural Survey Report Highway 180, Fowler Avenue to Cove Avenue,” JRP Historical Consulting Services, 1992, 14-16; 
Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, and Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980), 68, 76, 99, 90, 91, 84, 102, 107, 1875 map; I. 
Teilman, W.H. Shafer, The Historical Story of Irrigation in Fresno and Kings Counties in Central California (Fresno: Williams and Son, 
1943), 17-18, 21-24. 
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evaluated on this form.  Twenty years later, many of these early buildings no longer existed and the lot appears to only 
contain the current two buildings. The land surrounding the lot continued to be used for agriculture.2

The agricultural nature of the area near FAT persisted into the twentieth century with vineyards and fruit orchards the 
prevailing plantings.  By 1907, a north/south running Southern Pacific Railroad line entered the area, passing between 
Sections 32 and 33 in the Nevada Colony.  At about the same time, the Fresno Interurban Railroad laid east/west running 
tracks along the northern edge of the colony, parallel to the Mill Ditch.3

The pattern of agricultural land use began to change in 1941 with the construction of the Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer 
Field about one and a half miles west.  During the following decades, the urban areas of Fresno and Clovis began 
encroaching into the area from the south, west, and north as these communities experienced population growth.  The 
relocation of Fresno State College, today’s California State University, Fresno, in the 1940s also brought development into 
the area.  Despite these changes, the area in the immediate vicinity of 5993 East Olive remains largely agricultural.4

Evaluation

The property at 5993 East Olive Avenue is associated with pre-World War II agricultural development of this area.  It was 
part of a farmstead consisting of as many as five buildings, of which only two remain.  The parcel was first subdivided as 
agricultural land in the late 1870s and a previous residence was on the parcel prior to construction of the current house.  The
property at 5993 East Olive Avenue was one of many in the area that developed over time and, therefore, does not have 
important associations with events significant to local, state, or national history. Additionally, research did not reveal any 
occupants of the address who have made significant contributions to history (Criterion B / Criterion 2).

The residence of this property is a Minimal Traditional style house characterized by a front facing gable, medium pitch roof, 
and large chimney.  The style now referred to as “Minimal Traditional” developed in the 1930s, and was a continuation of 
the small house design tradition that dates to the nineteenth century.  Ornamented houses were economically infeasible for 
moderate homebuyers, and the emphasis of simplicity and unadorned surfaces of the Modern architectural movement began 
to modestly influence domestic architecture.  Considered a “compromise style,” the Minimal Traditional house reflected the 
form and shape of earlier housing styles, but without the decorative detailing.  The residence at 5993 East Olive Avenue is a 
modest example of a Minimal Traditional house, but it is not architecturally distinctive (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  Similarly, 
the utilitarian shed/garage is of a common type of construction and is not architecturally distinctive (Criterion C / Criterion
3).  In addition to lacking historical significance, both buildings have diminished integrity.  The house has concrete steps 
abutting the east wall suggesting the location of a previous doorway and diminishing its integrity of materials, workmanship, 
and design.  The shed/garage has missing windows and doors diminishing its integrity of materials, workmanship, and 
design.  Also, the demolition of outbuildings on the parcel diminish the integrity of association and feeling, and setting.    

2 Fresno Republican 25 January 1879; Vandor, History of Fresno County, 263-264; History of Fresno County, California with 
Illustrations, 115; Fresno Republican 13 December 1879; 5 August 1882; History of Fresno County, California with Illustrations, 115; A
Memorial and Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, Tulare, and Kern Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis Publishing 
Company, 1892), 64; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno 
Madden Map Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957; W. 
Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California (Fresno: W. Harvey Sr., 1907), 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno 
County (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 1920), 29; Progressive Map Service, Key Map of Fresno County and Portions of Kings and 
Tulare County Ownership Atlases (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 1935). 
3 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History : Final Report,” TechLaw, 
Inc., 1992, E-4; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden 
Map Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957; Harvey Sr., 
Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
4 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,” E-4; Aerial Photographs 
1937, 1950, 1957; Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
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Photographs (cont): 

Photograph 2.  East façade of house showing oriel window, camera 
facing west.  8/8/06. 

Photograph 2.  Shed, camera facing west.  8/8/06. 
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*P11.  Report Citation:  (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter “none.”) Historic Properties Inventory and Evaluation Report for the 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________

PRIMARY RECORD      Trinomial _____________________________________
NRHP Status Code 6Z

    Other Listings _______________________________________________________________ 
    Review Code __________   Reviewer ____________________________  Date ___________

P1.  Other Identifier: 1443 N. Fowler Avenue
*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication Unrestricted   *a.  County Fresno
and (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 

*b. USGS 7.5’ Quad Clovis Date 1964 (photorevised 1981)T___; R ___; ___ ¼ of Sec ___; _____ B.M.

c.  Address 5950 E. Olive Avenue City Fresno Zip 93727
d.  UTM:  (give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone _____;      ______________mE/ _____________mN
e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) 
310-110-063
*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
This property contains buildings associated with the Fresno Roofing Company located on the southwest corner of East Olive 
Avenue and North Fowler Avenue.  It is approximately seven miles northeast of downtown Fresno in a rural, agricultural 
area.  Several modern industrial buildings are on the property as well as a residence and shed that are more than fifty years 
old and are evaluated on this form.  The residence was heavily obscured by trees, vegetation and a fence; the shed was less 
obscured (Photograph 1).  (See Continuation Sheet) 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)  Single Family Residence (HP2); Ancillary Building (HP4)
*P4.   Resources Present:  Building Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 

P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,  
accession #) Photograph 1. Shed/Garage, 
camera facing northwest.  8/8/06

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

ca. 1950, aerial photographs

*P7.  Owner and Address: 
Chester L. Raypholtz Trust
6094 E. Lane Ave
Fresno, CA 93727

*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, address) 
Rand Herbert/ Steven J. Melvin 
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC
1490 Drew Ave, Suite 110, 
Davis, CA  95618

*P9.  Date Recorded: 8/8/06

*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe) 
   Intensive

Fresno / Yosemite International Airport, September 2006.
*Attachments:  None  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record  Archaeological Record  

District Record   Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record   Rock Art Record   Artifact Record   Photograph Record 

 Other (list) __________________
DPR 523A (1/95)                                                                                               *Required Information
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B1.  Historic Name: none
B2.  Common Name: Fresno Roofing Company
B3.  Original Use:   residence B4.  Present Use:  residence/business
*B5.  Architectural Style: Ranch
*B6.  Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations) original construction: ca. 1950; alteration dates 
unknown...

*B7.  Moved? No Yes Unknown    Date: Original Location:
*B8.  Related Features:

B9.  Architect:  unknown b.  Builder: unknown
*B10.  Significance:  Theme n/a Area n/a
    Period of Significance n/a Property Type n/a Applicable Criteria n/a
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 
The property at 5950 East Olive Avenue does not appear to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, nor does it appear to be an historic resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
The property, built around 1950, is located on the southwest corner of Olive Avenue and Fowler Avenue in Fresno, 
California. The house is part of a larger property containing the Fresno Roofing Company; it is currently used as a residence 
and storage.  The property is not associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history (Criterion A / Criterion 1), or with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B / Criterion 2).  Nor does it  
embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  In rare 
instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information about historic construction materials or 
technologies (Criterion D / Criterion 4); however, this building is otherwise documented and does not appear to be a 
principal source of important information in this regard.   (See Continuation Sheet) 

B11.  Additional Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)   
*B12.  References: Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25 (June 
1946): 17-38, 169-177.  Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, and 
Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980); Paul E. Vandor, 
History of Fresno County, California with Biographical Sketches 
(Los Angeles: Historic Record Company, 1919); A Memorial and 
Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, Tulare, and Kern 
Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis Publishing Company, 
1892); Thomas Hinkley Thompson, Official Historical Atlas 
Map of Fresno County (Tulare, California: [n.p.], 1891).  See
Footnotes. 

B13.  Remarks:   

*B14.  Evaluator: Steven J. Melvin/Rand Herbert

*Date of Evaluation: August 2006

                 (This space reserved for official comments.) 
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P3a.  Description (continued): 

The residence, built about 1950, is a single story building with a rectangular plan and an east facing façade (Photographs 1 
and 2).  Wood framing rests on a concrete foundation and supports a medium pitched, side gable roof with shallow eaves.  
Stucco sheaths the walls and composition shingles top the roof.  The windows are sliding metal sash and the entryway is 
recessed.   

Attached to the south end of the house is a one and a half story shed (Photograph 1).   It has a concrete foundation, steel 
framing, and a side gable roof.  The roof is clad in corrugated metal sheets; it was not possible to identify the siding of the
building, although it appears to be wood.  The north end of the shed is enclosed with a window and roll-up garage door on 
the east end; a personnel door is on the south end of this portion of the shed.  On the south end of the building is an open 
bay.   

B10.  Significance (continued): 

Historic Context

Agricultural development of the area near this property began about 1870.  Wheat was the first crop cultivated in the area, 
but after irrigation canals were built in the early 1870s, production shifted to grapes and orchard crops.  A. Y. Easterby, 
Moses J. Church, and others founded the Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company (FCIC) and built the Fresno (or Church) 
Canal in 1872.  Development of this irrigation system, with water from the Kings River, included acquisition of earlier 
existing canals and construction of additional canals such as the Mill Ditch in 1878, and branches over the following 
decades.  Fresno City was established as a result of the Central Pacific Railroad survey and development of the town site.  
Church sold the FCIC to San Franciscan E. B. Perrin in 1887, who acquired the Laguna de Tache grant, and its riparian 
rights in 1891 expanding further the FCIC’s system.  Perrin lost control of the FCIC after the economic crisis of 1893.  The 
FCIC later became part of the Fresno Irrigation District (FID) in 1921.  Both the expansion of the FCIC in the 1890s and the 
FCIC’s integration into FID encouraged greater development of the area.  Some landowners in the area, such as Moses 
Church, sold their land for the development of agricultural colonies.  Such colonies were a popular means of land settlement 
in Fresno County from the 1870s to the 1890s.  The property at 5950 East Olive Avenue was first subdivided as part of the 
Nevada Colony.1

Agricultural development of the area near this property began about 1870.  Wheat was the first crop cultivated, but after 
irrigation canals were built in the early 1870s, production shifted to grapes and orchard crops.  Some landowners in the area, 
such as Moses Church, sold their land for the development of agricultural colonies.  Such colonies were a popular means of 
land settlement in Fresno County from the 1870s to the 1890s.  The property at 5950 East Olive Avenue (Map Reference 3) 
was first subdivided as part of the Nevada Colony.2

The Nevada Colony encompassed Sections 31, 32, and 33 T13S/R21E MDBM, just south of FAT.  Moses Church owned 
this land and sold it in 1879 to S. A. Miller, editor of the Fresno Republican, who became the colony’s chief promoter.  
Miller, a former Nevada miner, enticed many of his Nevada acquaintances to invest in the colony.  As opposed to the nearby 
Temperance and Scandinavian colonies, land in the Nevada Colony sold in larger parcels.  More common were tracts of 80 

1  Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25 (June 1946): 14-19; 
“Historic Architectural Survey Report Highway 180, Fowler Avenue to Cove Avenue,” JRP Historical Consulting Services, 1992, 14-16; 
Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, and Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980), 68, 76, 99, 90, 91, 84, 102, 107, 1875 map; I. 
Teilman, W.H. Shafer, The Historical Story of Irrigation in Fresno and Kings Counties in Central California (Fresno: Williams and Son, 
1943), 17-18, 21-24. 
2  “Historic Architertural Survey Report,” 15, 16. 
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and 160 acres, the majority of it planted in vineyards.  This colony received water from the Mill Ditch.  Some of the early 
landowners of this property were H.E. Trueworthy, G.M. Howard, and H. Melkon.  There was a building on this parcel as 
early as 1891.  By 1937, there was a substantial farmstead on the parcel.  The residence evaluated in this report was built 
around 1950 and coexisted with many of the earlier farm buildings.  Eventually, many of those farm buildings were 
demolished.  At some point after 1981, construction of several industrial buildings occurred west of the residence as part of 
the Fresno Roofing Company.3

The agricultural nature of the area near FAT persisted into the twentieth century with vineyards and fruit orchards the 
prevailing plantings.  By 1907, a north/south running Southern Pacific Railroad line entered the area, passing between 
Sections 32 and 33 in the Nevada Colony.  At about the same time, the Fresno Interurban Railroad laid east/west running 
tracks along the northern edge of the colony, parallel to the Mill Ditch.4

The pattern of agricultural land use began to change in 1941 with the construction of the Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer 
Field about one and a half miles west.  During the following decades, the urban areas of Fresno and Clovis began 
encroaching into the area from the south, west, and north as these communities experienced population growth.  The 
relocation of Fresno State College, today’s California State University, Fresno, in the 1940s also brought development into 
the area.  Despite these changes, the area in the immediate vicinity of 5950 East Olive remains largely agricultural.5

Evaluation

This building is associated with the post-World War II development of the area. It is not, however, important within that 
context (Criterion A/ Criterion 1), or associated with persons important to local, state, or national history (Criterion B / 
Criterion 2).  The house appears to be a modest example of a Ranch style, but an accurate determination is difficult because 
the view of the structure is nearly obscured by trees and other vegetation.  The Ranch style was the most popular style in the 
country in the 1950s and 1960s and this residence does not embody the distinctive characteristics of this type (Criterion C / 
Criterion 3).  An accurate appraisal of the building’s integrity was impossible because of the partially obscured visibility.

3 Fresno Republican 25 January 1879; Vandor, History of Fresno County, 263-264; History of Fresno County, California with 
Illustrations, 115; Fresno Republican 13 December 1879; 5 August 1882; History of Fresno County, California with Illustrations, 115; A
Memorial and Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, Tulare, and Kern Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis Publishing 
Company, 1892), 64; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno 
Madden Map Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957; W. 
Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California (Fresno: W. Harvey Sr., 1907), 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno 
County (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 1920), 29; Progressive Map Service, Key Map of Fresno County and Portions of Kings and 
Tulare County Ownership Atlases (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 1935); USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1964, 1981. 
4 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History : Final Report,” TechLaw, 
Inc., 1992, E-4; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden 
Map Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957; Harvey Sr., 
Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
5 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,” E-4; Aerial Photographs 
1937, 1950, 1957; Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
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Photographs (cont): 

Photograph 2. South end of residence, camera facing northwest.  8/8/06. 



Page 1 of 6    *Resource Name or # Map Reference 4

*P11.  Report Citation:  (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter “none.”) Historic Properties Inventory and Evaluation Report for the 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________

PRIMARY RECORD      Trinomial _____________________________________
NRHP Status Code 6Z

    Other Listings _______________________________________________________________ 
    Review Code __________   Reviewer ____________________________  Date ___________

P1.  Other Identifier: Hank’s Swank Par 3 Golf Course
*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication Unrestricted   *a.  County Fresno
and (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 

*b. USGS 7.5’ Quad Clovis Date 1964 (photorevised 1981)T___; R ___; ___ ¼ of Sec ___; _____ B.M.

c.  Address 1442 North Fowler Avenue City Fresno Zip 93727
d.  UTM:  (give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone _____;      ______________mE/ _____________mN
e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) 
310-130-83 
*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
This property, built about 1949, is at the southeast corner of Fowler Avenue and Olive Avenue about seven miles northeast 
of downtown Fresno.  It is set in a rural, agricultural area.  The parcel contains a small golf course and several associated 
buildings.  The residence evaluated on this form is the only building evaluated on the parcel.  It is a 3,000 square foot, single
story California Adobe Ranch style house with an irregular plan and a west facing façade (Photograph 1).  A concrete 
foundation supports adobe brick walls and a medium pitch hipped roof with overhanging eaves and exposed rafters.  The 
roof has gable ends near the roof peaks containing wood slat vents.  There is a cross gable section in the rear of the house 
(Photograph 2) and the south half of the roof is stepped down from the north half.  The gable end and a portion of the rear 
wall are clad in board and batten siding; wood shake shingles cover the roof. (See Continuation Sheet) 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)  Single Family Residence (HP2)
*P4.   Resources Present:  Building Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 

P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,  
accession #) Photograph 1.  Residence, 
camera facing east. 8/8/06

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

ca. 1949, aerial photographs, county 
records

*P7.  Owner and Address: 
Henry F. Bocchini
6101 E. Olive Ave.
Fresno, CA 93727

*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, address) 
Rand Herbert/ Steven J. Melvin 
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC
1490 Drew Ave, Suite 110, 
Davis, CA  95618

*P9.  Date Recorded: 8/8/06
*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe) 
   Intensive

Fresno / Yosemite International Airport, September 2006.
*Attachments:  None  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record  Archaeological Record  

District Record   Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record   Rock Art Record   Artifact Record   Photograph Record 

 Other (list) __________________
DPR 523A (1/95)                                                                                               *Required Information
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B1.  Historic Name:  none
B2.  Common Name: Hank’s Swank Par 3 Golf Course
B3.  Original Use:   residence B4.  Present Use:  residence/business
*B5.  Architectural Style: California Adobe Ranch
*B6.  Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations) original construction: ca. 1949

*B7.  Moved? No Yes Unknown    Date: Original Location:
*B8.  Related Features:

B9.  Architect:  unknown b.  Builder: unknown
*B10.  Significance:  Theme n/a Area n/a
    Period of Significance n/a Property Type n/a Applicable Criteria n/a
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 
The property at 1442 North Fowler Avenue does not appear to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, nor does it appear to be an historic resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The property, built about 1949, is located on the southeast corner of Olive Avenue and Fowler Avenue in Fresno, 
California. The house is part of a larger property containing Hank’s Swank Par 3 Golf Course.  The property at 1442 North 
Fowler Avenue is not associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history 
(Criterion A / Criterion 1), or with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B / Criterion 2).  Nor does the 
property embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  In 
rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information about historic construction materials or 
technologies (Criterion D / Criterion 4); however, this building is otherwise documented and does not appear to be a 
principal source of important information in this regard.  (See Continuation Sheet)

B11.  Additional Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)   
*B12.  References: Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25 (June 
1946): 17-38, 169-177.  Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, and 
Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980); Paul E. Vandor, 
History of Fresno County, California with Biographical Sketches 
(Los Angeles: Historic Record Company, 1919); A Memorial and 
Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, Tulare, and Kern 
Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis Publishing Company, 
1892); Thomas Hinkley Thompson, Official Historical Atlas 
Map of Fresno County (Tulare, California: [n.p.], 1891).  See
Footnotes. 

B13.  Remarks:   

*B14.  Evaluator: Steven J. Melvin/Rand Herbert

*Date of Evaluation: August 2006

                 (This space reserved for official comments.) 
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P3a.  Description (continued): 

Fenestration consists of metal frame casement sets.  The front door is set at ground level and is made of vertical wood 
planks.  On each side of the entrance are glass block sidelights.  At the rear of the building is another personnel entrance 
with metal double doors.  Emerging from the slope of the rear gable roof section is an interior brick chimney.   

B10.  Significance (continued): 

Historic Context

Agricultural development of the area near this property began about 1870.  Wheat was the first crop cultivated in the area, 
but after irrigation canals were built in the early 1870s, production shifted to grapes and orchard crops.  A. Y. Easterby, 
Moses J. Church, and others founded the Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company (FCIC) and built the Fresno (or Church) 
Canal in 1872.  Development of this irrigation system, with water from the Kings River, included acquisition of earlier 
existing canals and construction of additional canals such as the Mill Ditch in 1878, and branches over the following 
decades.  Fresno City was established as a result of the Central Pacific Railroad survey and development of the town site.  
Church sold the FCIC to San Franciscan E. B. Perrin in 1887, who acquired the Laguna de Tache grant, and its riparian 
rights in 1891 expanding further the FCIC’s system.  Perrin lost control of the FCIC after the economic crisis of 1893.  The 
FCIC later became part of the Fresno Irrigation District (FID) in 1921.  Both the expansion of the FCIC in the 1890s and the 
FCIC’s integration into FID encouraged greater development of the area.  Some landowners in the area, such as Moses 
Church, sold their land for the development of agricultural colonies.  Such colonies were a popular means of land settlement 
in Fresno County from the 1870s to the 1890s.  The property at 1442 North Fowler Avenue was first subdivided as part of 
the Nevada Colony.1

The Temperance Colony encompassed Section 34 T13S/R21E MDBM southeast of FAT.  The property at 1442 North 
Fowler were first developed as part of this colony.  Moses Church subdivided and began selling the land in 1878 in 20-acre 
tracts.  At first Church, a Seventh Day Adventist, required vows of abstinence from alcohol of settlers; it is not known how 
strictly he enforced this provision.  Church irrigated the colony by the Mill Ditch, which passed along its northern boundary. 
Grapes were the dominant crop in the Temperance Colony.  Some of the early landowners of 1442 North Fowler were 
Joseph Mandell, Elgin McNab, and Rosa Peluso.  There was a building on this parcel as early as 1891.  By 1937, there was a 
substantial farmstead on the parcel consisting of at least five buildings.  This house at 1442 North Fowler was built around 
1949 and in the next decade, many of the early farm buildings had been demolished.  Eventually, all of the early farm 
buildings were gone.  Between 1981 and 1998, Hank’s Swank golf course opened adjacent to the residence at 1442 North 
Fowler, which included construction of a clubhouse immediately south of the residence.2

1  Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25 (June 1946): 14-19; 
“Historic Architectural Survey Report Highway 180, Fowler Avenue to Cove Avenue,” JRP Historical Consulting Services, 1992, 14-16; 
Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, and Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980), 68, 76, 99, 90, 91, 84, 102, 107, 1875 map; I. 
Teilman, W.H. Shafer, The Historical Story of Irrigation in Fresno and Kings Counties in Central California (Fresno: Williams and Son, 
1943), 17-18, 21-24. 
2 Fresno Republican, 7 June 1879; Paul E. Vandor, History of Fresno County, California with Biographical Sketches (Los Angeles: 
Historic Record Company, 1919), 264, 1721; Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies,” 169; History of Fresno County, California with 
Illustrations, 228; Thompson, Official Historical Atlas; W. Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California (Fresno: W. Harvey Sr., 
1907), 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 1920), 29; Progressive Map 
Service, Key Map of Fresno County and Portions of Kings and Tulare County Ownership Atlases (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 
1935), 41; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map 
Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957; USGS, Clovis 
Quadrangle, 1964, 1981; Aerial photograph accessed at http://terraserver.microsoft.com/advfind.aspx, September 2006. 
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The agricultural nature of the area near FAT persisted into the twentieth century with vineyards and fruit orchards the 
prevailing plantings.  By 1907, a north/south running Southern Pacific Railroad line entered the area, passing between 
Sections 32 and 33 in the Nevada Colony.  At about the same time, the Fresno Interurban Railroad laid east/west running 
tracks along the northern edge of the colony, parallel to the Mill Ditch.3

The pattern of agricultural land use began to change in 1941 with the construction of the Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer 
Field about one and a half miles west.  During the following decades, the urban areas of Fresno and Clovis began 
encroaching into the area from the south, west, and north as these communities experienced population growth.  The 
relocation of Fresno State College, today’s California State University, Fresno, in the 1940s also brought development into 
the area.  Despite these changes, the area in the immediate vicinity of 5993 East Olive remains largely agricultural.4

Adobe Construction

Adobe buildings are one of the earliest forms of construction.  Created from a mixture of sand and clay with grass or straw 
as a binder, the bricks were molded in wood forms and sun dried and then joined with mud mortar.  Because the exterior 
walls were load bearing, they constructed in an alternating double course, creating a thick wall with deep reveals around the 
door and window openings. Windows and doorways received large timber lintels to for further structural support.5

A revival of adobe construction occurred in the middle decades of the twentieth century.  Builder Hugh W. Comstock of 
Carmel, California popularized the post-adobe method.  The technique employed sturdy timber post framing with adobe 
bricks placed between the posts.  In Fresno, architects Ernest J. Kump and Charles H. Franklin began building adobe houses 
in the 1930s.  The pair built a cluster of Adobe Ranch style homes on north Wilson Avenue.  These are not post-adobe 
houses, but appear to be constructed without framing, although they may have concealed steel framing.  Adobe construction 
continued to be popular in Fresno and throughout California into the 1950s.6

The residence at 1442 North Fowler, constructed around 1950, used a modern type of adobe bricks made from emulsified 
asphalt stabilizer, soil, and water.  The material is waterproof, soundproof, insectproof, and fireproof, and has a high 
insulating factor.  The bricks are laid in a common bond with cement mortar.  Advocates of the style touted it as an easy, 
inexpensive means for amateurs to build their own home.  It is not know who the architect or builder of the home at 1442 
North Fowler Avenue was, but it is of the era when the Adobe Ranch style was popular.    

Evaluation

As the Fresno area grew, single family residences began appearing in the rural areas on the fringe of the city.  Additionally, 
commercial ventures, especially those requiring large amounts of land located in the same areas.  This building, part of a 
larger golf course property, is associated with the post-World War II development of the area.  It is not, however, important 
within that context and does not have important associations with significant events (Criterion A / Criterion 1).  Research on 

3 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History : Final Report,” TechLaw, 
Inc., 1992, E-4; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden 
Map Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957; Harvey Sr., 
Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
4 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,” E-4; Aerial Photographs 
1937, 1950, 1957; Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
5 “Brief 5:  Preservation of Historic Adobe Buildings.”  Heritage Preservation Services. www2.cr.nps.gov/ 
6 Information on architects and adobe houses in Fresno available at http://historicfresno.org/.  Accessed September 2006;  Hugh M. 
Comstock, Post-Adobe (Carmel-by-the-Sea, California: Hugh W. Comstock, 1948), passim; George C. Follis and Louis E. Dobson, How 
to Build Adobe and Concrete Block Houses (Culver City, California: Murray and Gee, Inc., 1948), passim. 
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the property did not reveal any building occupants who have made significant contributions to local, state, or national history
(Criterion B / Criterion 2). 

This building is an Adobe Ranch style residence defined by its single story, low-to-the-ground construction, use of adobe 
bricks, wide façade, wide eaves, and reflects Spanish inspiration. The style was popular in the California in the 1940s and 
1950s with a number of Adobe Ranch houses in Fresno, several of which are recognized by the City of Fresno as historically 
important.  The residence at 1442 North Fowler, however, is not among the best examples of this style and does not embody 
the distinctive characteristics of this type (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  Although the residence retains integrity to its period of 
construction, it lacks historical significance. 
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Photographs (cont): 

Photograph 2.  North and east sides of residence, camera facing  
southwest.  8/8/06.
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*P11.  Report Citation:  (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter “none.”) Historic Properties Inventory and Evaluation Report for the 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________

PRIMARY RECORD      Trinomial _____________________________________
NRHP Status Code 6Z

    Other Listings _______________________________________________________________ 
    Review Code __________   Reviewer ____________________________  Date ___________

P1.  Other Identifier: none
*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication Unrestricted   *a.  County Fresno
and (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 

*b. USGS 7.5’ Quad Clovis Date 1964 (photorevised 1981)T___; R ___; ___ ¼ of Sec ___; _____ B.M.

c.  Address 6672 Floradora Avenue City Fresno Zip 93727
d.  UTM:  (give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone _____;      ______________mE/ _____________mN
e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) 
310-080-31S
*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
This 7.49 acre property contains a residence, a garage, and a barn.  The garage is the only building more than fifty years old.
A faux wood fence is at the perimeter of the property and a thick hedge is in front of the buildings, somewhat obscuring the 
view.  Several large trees grow on the lot, which is set in a rural, agricultural area approximately seven miles northeast of 
downtown Fresno.  (See Continuation Sheet) 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)  Single Family Residence (HP2); Ancillary Buildings (HP4)
*P4.   Resources Present:  Building Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 

P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,  
accession #) Photograph 1. garage, camera 
facing northwest.  8/8/06

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

ca. 1950, aerial photographs

*P7.  Owner and Address: 
Joe Lopes
6672 E. Floradora Ave.
Fresno, CA 93727

*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, address) 
Rand Herbert/ Steven J. Melvin 
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC
1490 Drew Ave, Suite 110, 
Davis, CA  95618

*P9.  Date Recorded: 8/8/06

*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe) 
   Intensive

Fresno / Yosemite International Airport, September 2006.
*Attachments:  None  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record  Archaeological Record  

District Record   Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record   Rock Art Record   Artifact Record   Photograph Record 

 Other (list) __________________
DPR 523A (1/95)                                                                                               *Required Information
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B1.  Historic Name: none
B2.  Common Name: none
B3.  Original Use:   farmstead B4.  Present Use:  farmstead
*B5.  Architectural Style: utilitarian
*B6.  Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations) original construction: ca. 1950; other buildings after 
1957

*B7.  Moved? No Yes Unknown    Date: Original Location:
*B8.  Related Features:

B9.  Architect:  unknown b.  Builder: unknown
*B10.  Significance:  Theme n/a Area n/a
    Period of Significance n/a Property Type n/a Applicable Criteria n/a
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 

The property at 6672 East Floradora Avenue does not appear to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, nor does it appear to be an historic resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The garage, ca. 1950, is located on the north side of Floradora Avenue, just east of Armstrong Avenue in Fresno, 
California. The garage is part of a larger farmstead along with a modern house and barn.  Research did not reveal an exact 
date of construction for the modern buildings but aerial photographs indicate it was after 1957.  The current house and barn 
replaced previous buildings.  The prior house was in roughly the same location as the current house, but was much smaller.  
The prior barn was north of the current barn.  The property at 6672 East Floradora Avenue is not associated with events that 
have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history (Criterion A / Criterion 1), or with the lives of 
persons significant in our past (Criterion B / Criterion 2).  Nor does the property embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  In rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as 
sources of important information about historic construction materials or technologies (Criterion D / Criterion 4); however, 
this building is otherwise documented and does not appear to be a principal source of important information in this regard.  
(See Continuation Sheet)

B11.  Additional Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)   

*B12.  References: Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural 
Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25
(June 1946): 17-38, 169-177.  Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, 
and Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980); Paul E. 
Vandor, History of Fresno County, California with Biographical 
Sketches (Los Angeles: Historic Record Company, 1919); A
Memorial and Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, 
Tulare, and Kern Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis 
Publishing Company, 1892); Thomas Hinkley Thompson, 
Official Historical Atlas Map of Fresno County (Tulare,
California: [n.p.], 1891).  See Footnotes. 

B13.  Remarks:   

*B14.  Evaluator: Steven J. Melvin/Rand Herbert

*Date of Evaluation: August 2006

                 (This space reserved for official comments.) 
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P3a.  Description (continued): 

The 3,328 square foot, Ranch style house has an L-shape plan and a south facing façade (Photograph 2).  It is two story on 
the west half and single story on the east half.  A concrete foundation supports a wood frame topped by a medium slope, side 
gable roof.  At the gable peaks of the two story section are louver vents.  Cladding consists of horizontal wood siding and 
wood shingles.  A full width, integral shed roof is on both the south and north facades with exposed rafters.    At the east end
of the building are two brick, exterior, stepped chimneys; a similar chimney is on the west end.  Fenestration consists of 4/4 
double hung on the first floor and metal frame sliding windows on the second floor.  The entrance is recessed near the center 
of the façade.

Between the house and barn on the property is a one and a half story, three bay garage with a rectangular plan that faces 
south (Photograph 1).  The concrete foundation supports a wood frame and a medium slope, side gable roof.  Board and 
batten siding covers the walls and corrugated metal sheets top the roof.   On the west end of the south façade is a personnel 
door.  No windows were visible on the building.   

Northeast of the garage is a single story barn with a rectangular plan (Photograph 3).  The barn has a concrete foundation 
and walls constructed of board form concrete on the lower half and wood frame on the upper half.  Topping the building is a 
medium slope, side gable roof with a vented monitor on the east half.  Cladding consists of horizontal wood siding and 
composition shingle roofing.  On the south façade is a top hung sliding door; a personnel door is on the west façade.  
Fenestration consists of several unglazed windows.

B10.  Significance (continued): 

Historic Context

Agricultural development of the area near this property began about 1870.  Wheat was the first crop cultivated in the area, 
but after irrigation canals were built in the early 1870s, production shifted to grapes and orchard crops.  A. Y. Easterby, 
Moses J. Church, and others founded the Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company (FCIC) and built the Fresno (or Church) 
Canal in 1872.  Development of this irrigation system, with water from the Kings River, included acquisition of earlier 
existing canals and construction of additional canals such as the Mill Ditch in 1878, and branches over the following 
decades.  Fresno City was established as a result of the Central Pacific Railroad survey and development of the town site.  
Church sold the FCIC to San Franciscan E. B. Perrin in 1887, who acquired the Laguna de Tache grant, and its riparian 
rights in 1891 expanding further the FCIC’s system.  Perrin lost control of the FCIC after the economic crisis of 1893.  The 
FCIC later became part of the Fresno Irrigation District (FID) in 1921.  Both the expansion of the FCIC in the 1890s and the 
FCIC’s integration into FID encouraged greater development of the area.  Some landowners in the area, such as Moses 
Church, sold their land for the development of agricultural colonies.  Such colonies were a popular means of land settlement 
in Fresno County from the 1870s to the 1890s.  The property at 6672 East Floradora was first subdivided as part of the 
Temperance Colony.1

The Temperance Colony encompassed Section 34 T13S/R21E MDBM southeast of FAT.  The properties at 6672 East 
Floradora  were first developed as part of this colony. Moses Church subdivided and began selling the land in 1878 in 20-
acre tracts.  At first Church, a Seventh Day Adventist, required vows of abstinence from alcohol of settlers; it is not known 
how strictly he enforced this provision.  Church irrigated the colony by the Mill Ditch, which passed along its northern 
boundary.  Grapes were the dominant crop in the Temperance Colony.  Some of the early landowners of 6672 East 
Floradora were Mrs. A. C. Heringlake, T. S. Bond, and Henry H. Backer.  Grapes were the dominant crop and one  

1  “Historic Architertural Survey Report,” 15, 16. 
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of the larger vineyards was that of Backer.  Part of the Backer Vineyard was located at 6672 Floradora.  Backer settled in the 
the Temperance Colony in the late 1870s and planted it to grapes.  He built a residence and barn on his property and 
eventually expanded his landholdings to other sections and incorporated the Backer Vineyards Company with his sons in 
1904.  The Backers innovated a method of packing grapes in sawdust, which allowed shipment to the East Coast.  The 
Backer Vineyards continued in this area until the 1920s.  There was a building on this parcel as early as 1921.  By 1937, 
there was a substantial farmstead on the lot consisting of at least eight buildings.  Around 1950, the garage was built and it 
became one of the many farm buildings on the lot.  By 1957, only approximately four buildings existed.  At some point after 
1964, construction of the house and barn occurred and the site took on its current configuration.2

The agricultural nature of the area near FAT persisted into the twentieth century with vineyards and fruit orchards the 
prevailing plantings.  By 1907, a north/south running Southern Pacific Railroad line entered the area, passing between 
Sections 32 and 33 in the Nevada Colony.  At about the same time, the Fresno Interurban Railroad laid east/west running 
tracks along the northern edge of the colony, parallel to the Mill Ditch.3

The pattern of agricultural land use began to change in 1941 with the construction of the Fresno Army Air Base/Hammer 
Field about one and a half miles west.  During the following decades, the urban areas of Fresno and Clovis began 
encroaching into the area from the south, west, and north as these communities experienced population growth.  The 
relocation of Fresno State College, today’s California State University, Fresno, in the 1940s also brought development into 
the area.  Despite these changes, the area in the immediate vicinity of 5993 East Olive remains largely agricultural.4

Evaluation

This building is associated with the post-World War II development of this area. The parcel was originally subdivided as 
farmland in the late 1870s.  There has been a residence on the parcel since at least 1921.  By 1937, there were as many as 
eight buildings on the site, but all were eventually demolished.  The current buildings were not part of the original farmstead
construction.  The garage at 6672 Floradora Avenue does not have important associations with significant historical events 
(Criterion A / Criterion 1).  Research did not reveal any occupants of the property who have made significant contributions 
to local, state, or national history (Criterion B / Criterion 2). 

This building is a utilitarian style garage of common design, construction and materials.  It is not distinctive for its type, 
period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  The building retains integrity to its period of construction, but
lacks historical significance.

2 Fresno Republican, 7 June 1879; Paul E. Vandor, History of Fresno County, California with Biographical Sketches (Los Angeles: 
Historic Record Company, 1919), 264, 1721; Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies,” 169; History of Fresno County, California with 
Illustrations, 228; Thompson, Official Historical Atlas; W. Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California (Fresno: W. Harvey Sr., 
1907), 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 1920), 29; Progressive Map 
Service, Key Map of Fresno County and Portions of Kings and Tulare County Ownership Atlases (Fresno: Progressive Map Service, 
1935), 41; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map 
Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957. 
3 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History : Final Report,” TechLaw, 
Inc., 1992, E-4; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, 13-AB1-48-18, 1937; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden 
Map Library, AB1-4G-61, AB1-4G-116, 1950; Aerial Photograph, CSU, Fresno Madden Map Library, AB1-53T-21, 1957; Harvey Sr., 
Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
4 USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1923, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; “Fresno Air Terminal, Site Operations History,” E-4; Aerial Photographs 
1937, 1950, 1957; Harvey Sr., Atlas of Fresno County, California, 23; Progressive Map Service, Progressive Atlas of Fresno County, 29. 
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Photograph 2. View of residence, camera facing northwest. 8/8/06. 

Photograph 3.  View of barn, camera facing northeast. 8/8/06. 
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*P11.  Report Citation:  (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter “none.”) Historic Properties Inventory and Evaluation Report for the 

State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________

PRIMARY RECORD      Trinomial _____________________________________
NRHP Status Code 6Z

    Other Listings _______________________________________________________________ 
    Review Code __________   Reviewer ____________________________  Date ___________

P1.  Other Identifier: Mill Ditch
*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication Unrestricted   *a.  County Fresno
and (P2b and P2c or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 

*b. USGS 7.5’ Quad Clovis Date 1964 (photorevised 1981)T___; R ___; ___ ¼ of Sec ___; _____ B.M.

c.  Address City Fresno Zip 93727
d.  UTM:  (give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone _____;      ______________mE/ _____________mN
e. Other Locational Data:  (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) 
Approximately seven miles northeast of downtown Fresno at the intersection of the Mill Ditch and Fowler Avenue, 
Armstrong Avenue, and Temperance Avenue.  
*P3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
The section of Mill Ditch evaluated for this form is approximately two miles long between Clovis Avenue on the west and 
Temperance Avenue on the east.  It generally passes through agricultural land, with some areas containing residences and 
farm buildings.  The canal appears trapezoidal in cross section and is approximately 60 feet wide (Photograph 1).  An 
accurate assessment of depth and bottom width was not possible because of water in the canal.  The bottom and sides are 
unlined, although there are segments with concrete rubble rip rap.  (See Continuation Sheet) 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)  Canal (HP20)
*P4.   Resources Present:  Building Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 

P5b. Description of Photo: (View, date,  
accession #) Photograph 1. Mill Ditch at 
Armstrong Avenue, camera facing east.  
8/8/06.

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

1878, California Historical Quarterly 
25 (June 1946): 169; Online Archive of 
California

*P7.  Owner and Address: 
Fresno Irrigation District
2907 South Maple Avenue
Fresno, CA 93725
*P8.  Recorded by:  (Name, affiliation, address) 
Rand Herbert/ Steven J. Melvin 
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC
1490 Drew Ave, Suite 110, 
Davis, CA  95618

*P9.  Date Recorded: 8/8/06
*P10.  Survey Type: (Describe) 
   Intensive

Fresno / Yosemite International Airport, September 2006.
*Attachments:  None  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record  Archaeological Record  

District Record   Linear Feature Record   Milling Station Record   Rock Art Record   Artifact Record   Photograph Record 

 Other (list) __________________
DPR 523A (1/95)                                                                                               *Required Information
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State of California – The Resources Agency    Primary # _____________________________________ 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION    HRI # ________________________________________

LINEAR FEATURE RECORD  Trinomial ____________________________________________

L1.  Historic and/or Common Name: Mill Ditch
L2a.  Portion Described:  Entire Resource   Segment Point Observation   Designation: MD-1; MD-2; MD-3
*b. Location of point or segment: MD-1, at Fowler Avenue: 260612mE, 4072127mN; MD-2, at Armstrong Avenue: 
261431mE, 4072104mN;  MD-3 at Temperance Avenue: 262260mE, 4073346mN 

L3.  Description: (Describe construction details, materials, and artifacts found at this segment/point.  Provide plans/sections as appropriate.)
(See Section P3a) 

L4e.  Sketch of Cross-Section    Facing: West
L4.  Dimensions:  (in feet for historic features and 
meters for prehistoric features) 

a. Top Width  approximate 60 feet
b. Bottom Width  unknown
c. Height or Depth unknown
d. Length of Segment  approx. 2 miles

L5.  Associated Resources: 

L6. Setting:  (Describe natural features, landscape characteristics, slope, etc., as appropriate.) 
This segment of the canal is in a rural, agricultural setting.  Most of the segment is adjacent to farm fields.  In some spots 
the canal runs by residences and farmbuildings. 

L7.  Integrity Considerations:  This portion of the canal is lined with concrete rubble rip rap somewhat diminishing its integrity 
of materials and workmanship.  It also no longer flows into downtown Fresno to provide power to a flourmill, one of the 
primary purposes for its construction diminishing its integrity of design and association.  The Mill Ditch has also lost some 
of its integrity of setting, especially as it moves west and passes by industries, the airport, and dense housing tracts.  

L8b. Description of Photo, Map, or Drawing: 
Photograph 2. Mill Ditch at Temperance Avenue (MD-3), camera facing west.

L9.  Remarks: 

L10. Form prepared by:
Steven J. Melvin/Rand Herbert
JRP Historical Consulting Services, 
1490 Drew Ave, Suite 110,
Davis, CA  95616

L11.  Date: 8/8/06
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B1.  Historic Name: Mill Ditch
B2.  Common Name: Mill Ditch
B3.  Original Use:   water conveyance B4.  Present Use:  water conveyance
*B5.  Architectural Style: utilitarian
*B6.  Construction History: (Construction date, alteration, and date of alterations) original construction: 1878

*B7.  Moved? No Yes Unknown    Date: Original Location:
*B8.  Related Features:

B9.  Architect:  b.  Builder: Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company, Moses Church
*B10.  Significance:  Theme n/a Area n/a
    Period of Significance n/a Property Type n/a Applicable Criteria n/a
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 
The Mill Ditch does not appear to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, nor does it appear
to be an historic resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This portion of the canal, 
built in 1878, is an approximately two miles portion is located in T13S/R21E MDBM and runs east to west along the north 
border of sections 33 and 34 in Fresno, California.  The canal was built as part of the Fresno Canal and Irrigation Company 
(FCIC) system, at the time owned by Moses Church.  Church also owned the Champion Flour Mill on Fresno and N streets 
in downtown Fresno and built the canal, in part, to power his mill.  The Mill Ditch also irrigated farmland along its route 
including some belonging to Church, some of which he sold as small farm lots.  In 1921, the ditch became part of the Fresno 
Irrigation District and continues to the present to provide water to Fresno County. The Mill Ditch does not have important 
associations with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history (Criterion A / Criterion
1), or with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B / Criterion 2).  Nor does it embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  In rare instances, buildings 
themselves can serve as sources of important information about historic construction materials or technologies (Criterion D / 
Criterion 4); however, these buildings are otherwise documented and do not appear to be a principal source of important 
information in this regard.  (See Continuation Sheet)

B11.  Additional Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes)   

*B12.  References: Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural 
Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25
(June 1946): 17-38, 169-177.  Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, 
and Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980); Paul E. 
Vandor, History of Fresno County, California with Biographical 
Sketches (Los Angeles: Historic Record Company, 1919); A
Memorial and Biographical History of the Citizens of Fresno, 
Tulare, and Kern Counties, California (Chicago: Lewis 
Publishing Company, 1892); Thomas Hinkley Thompson, 
Official Historical Atlas Map of Fresno County (Tulare,
California: [n.p.], 1891).  See Footnotes. 

B13.  Remarks:   

*B14.  Evaluator: Steven J. Melvin/Rand Herbert

*Date of Evaluation: August 2006

                 (This space reserved for official comments.) 
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P3a.  Description (continued): 

At Fowler Avenue a modern bridge crosses the canal.  There are gravel access roads on both sides of the canal at this point.  
On the south side of the canal west of Fowler Avenue there are railroad tracks (Photograph 3).  Agricultural land is north and 
south of the canal both east and west of the bridge.  At Armstrong Avenue a modern bridge crosses the Mill Ditch.  Here 
there are gravel access roads on both sides (Photograph 4).  To the west of this intersection is a drop gate.  Agricultural land
surrounds the canal on all sides except for a farmhouse on the southwest corner of this intersection.  At Temperance Avenue 
an older bridge crosses the canal and an access road is present only on the north side of the ditch.  West of the Temperance 
Avenue bridge a water pipe crosses the canal.  At the northwest corner of this intersection is a subdivision, at the southwest 
corner is a residence, at the northeast corner is a farm building, and on the southeast corner is agricultural land.  

B10.  Significance (continued): 

Historic Context

Irrigation

Settlement near Fresno began during the Gold Rush with towns like Millerton and Centerville being established.  Stock 
raising prevailed after miners exhausted the area’s meager mineral resources and Spanish cattle and sheep roamed the dry, 
open land.  Most of the herders in the region did not own the land, but grazed their stock on government land.  The first 
significant investors in land where Fresno was established were Isaac Friedlander, William Chapman, and the German Land 
Association.  A. Y. Easterby was a member of the German Land Association and established a 5000-acre ranch south of the 
APE area in T14S/R21E MDBM.1

Easterby, however, was not content to raise cattle.  After witnessing some small-scale irrigation projects east of his ranch 
near the settlement of Centerville on the King’s River, Easterby envisioned a grander irrigation project to water not only his 
land, but vast tracts in the region.  In 1870, he hired a local sheepman, Moses J. Church, to accomplish the task.  Church 
began by purchasing the existing canals near Centerville, and later Church, Easterby, and others incorporated the Fresno 
Canal and Irrigation Company (FCIC).  Church acted as manager of the company and sought to extend the canal system 
throughout the Fresno plains.2

A second irrigation company, the Kings River and Fresno Canal Company (KRFCC), incorporated in 1873 by L.A. Gould, 
Henry Voorman, George Eggers, and others.  The KRFCC drew water from the Kings River north of the FCIC intake and 
watered land via the Enterprise and Gould canals, north of land served by the FCIC.  A ten-year legal battle ensued between 
the two companies over water rights to the Kings River beginning in 1875.  At the end of the proceedings, the KRFCC lost 
most of its water rights and the court ordered it to fill in its main canal at the headgate.  Following this decision, the FCIC
purchased its rival and took over operation of its canals.3

Water began flowing through the first leg of the FCIC’s main canal, known as the Fresno Canal or the Church Canal, in 
1872.  It flowed west from the Kings River from a division in Section 35 T13S/R19E MDBM, and construction extending it 
proceeded piecemeal for several years.  Naturally, Easterby was one of the first to make use of the canal water and his oasis 

1 Virginia E. Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural Colonies in Fresno County,” California Historical Quarterly 25 (June 1946): 18-19. 
2 “Historic Architectural Survey Report Highway 180, Fowler Avenue to Cove Avenue,” JRP Historical Consulting Services, 1992, 14-
16; Paul H. Willison, Past, Present, and Future of the Fresno Irrigation District (1980), 68, 76, 99; Thickens, “Pioneer Agricultural 
Colonies,” 18-19. 

3 Willison, Past, Present, and Future, 68, 76; “Historic Architectural Survey Report,” 14-16. 
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of green fields created a stark contrast to the desert surroundings.  The sight attracted the attention of Central Pacific 
Railroad surveyors and motivated them to locate the town site of Fresno City in 1872.  After the establishment of Fresno, 
Church acquired the rights of way for future canals and branches in 121 sections in four townships, with the provision that 
construction occur by 1879.  This purchase gave the FCIC the potential to run canals through 77,000 acres of prime 
farmland.  As the canals irrigated more land in the area, the population grew and the county seat transferred from Millerton 
to Fresno City in 1874.  Fresno and the FCIC continued to grow and by 1876, the FCIC had extended the Fresno Canal over 
twenty miles to an agricultural settlement south of Fresno City.4

Growth of the FCIC proceeded at a steady pace, but it did not come without some difficulty.  The company had financial 
problems in 1877 and Church lost his company to the Bank of Nevada.  The bank, finding canal operations less profitable 
than anticipated, sold the FCIC back to Church five months later.  Church then continued to expand his canal network until it 
reached lands on all sides of Fresno City.  Church sold the FCIC to San Franciscan E. B. Perrin in 1887.  Perrin had acquired 
the Laguna de Tache grant in 1891, which extended westward from the north bank of the King’s River, with its riparian 
water rights, giving the FCIC more water and touching off a land boom in Fresno County.  The economic slowdown of 
1893, however, put the FCIC in financial trouble.  Perrin lost the company to English capitalists in 1894; by 1898, it was 
irrigating over 160,000 acres.  The English syndicate controlled the company until it became part of the Fresno Irrigation 
District (FID) in 1921.  At the time of this last acquisition, the FCIC had over 600 miles of canals.  Today the FID continues 
to provide irrigation water to Fresno County.5

Mill Ditch

After Church reacquired the FCIC from the Bank of Nevada in 1877, he built another branch to the canal system completed 
in 1878.  The Mill Ditch (Map Reference 6) began in Section 31 T13S/R20E MDBM where the Fresno Canal turned to the 
southwest.  From there it went west through land owned by Church in T13S/R21E along what is now McKinley Boulevard 
and adjacent to the study area for this report (Illustration 1).  The ditch passed through this township, into the adjoining 
township to the west, where it turned southward between sections 35 and 36 and proceeded into downtown Fresno.6

The Mill Ditch benefited properties adjacent to its course, especially those belonging to Church.  It provided water to four 
sections of land owned by Church, which he quickly sold for subdivision into small farms.  The canal also irrigated the 640-
acre Barton Vineyards.  In Fresno, the ditch proceeded down Fresno Street to N Street where it powered Church’s Champion 
Flour Mill.  From the mill, the canal continued west of the city and irrigated more agricultural land.  The canal, however, 
began to pose a problem for the residents of Fresno.  As the Mill Ditch traveled through the city, it became a receptacle for 
raw sewage.  When water was low in the ditch, the odor became overwhelming and drew the ire of neighboring citizens.  
Objections to the waterway became so strong that the city had it filled in 1892.  By that time, Church had sold the mill.  It 
became the Fresno Milling Company and operated by electrical power.7

The Mill Ditch continued to provide water to agricultural land in Fresno County outside of the city after 1892.  It was an 
integral part of the FCIC system and irrigated large tracts of land northeast, north, and northwest of Fresno.  After 1921, the

4 Willison, Past, Present, and Future, 90, 91, 84, 1875 map; “Historic Architertural Survey Report,” 14-16; Thickens, “Pioneer 
Agricultural Colonies,” 18-19. 
5 I. Teilman, W.H. Shafer, The Historical Story of Irrigation in Fresno and Kings Counties in Central California (Fresno: Williams and 
Son, 1943), 17-18, 21-24; Willison, Past, Present, and Future, 102-107. 
6 From the Online Archive of California, identifier frp0127.  Available at http://content.cdlib.org/ark:/13030/kt7x0nc9nt/?brand=oac, 
accessed August 2006; Thomas Hinkley Thompson, Official Historical Atlas Map of Fresno County (Tulare, California: [n.p.], 1891), 
61. 
7 Thompson, Official Historical Atlas, 61; Fresno, California (New York: Sanborn Map and Publishing Company, 1885, 1888); Fresno 
Republican 15 July 1882; Fresno Weekly Republican 13 March 1893; United States, Department of the Interior, “Water Supply and 
Irrigation Papers of the United States Geological Survey, No. 18.” (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1898), 45, 46; Scott
McKay, Official Map of the County of Fresno, California (San Francisco: Britton and Rey, 1914). 
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Mill Ditch became part of the FID network of canals and today it still provides water to farms and people in the Fresno 
area.8

Evaluation

The Mill Ditch is associated with the FCIC, the first irrigation company in Fresno County and one of the first in California 
to build extensive irrigation works.  Irrigation transformed this part of Fresno County and was responsible for the prosperity 
of the city of Fresno.  Water first flowed in the main branch of the FCIC system, the Fresno Canal, in 1872, and by 1876, it 
extended more than twenty miles and irrigated large tracts of land east and south of Fresno City.  The FCIC constructed the 
Mill Ditch in 1878, as a branch of the Fresno Canal.  The Mill Ditch also provided power to Moses Church’s Champion 
Flourmill until 1892 when it was declared a public nuisance and filled in.  Church had sold the mill by this time and it 
subsequently ran on electricity.  The mill was an early business in Fresno, but it was not of particular importance.  The Mill 
Ditch did not power any other industries, and it did not set a precedent for canal delivered waterpower in Fresno.   

The canal ultimately did irrigate extensive tracts of land east, north, and west of Fresno and made possible the establishment 
of agricultural colonies such as the Nevada and Temperance colonies.  These colonies were two of many begun in Fresno 
County during the late nineteenth century and are not of particular historical importance.  Certainly, the Mill Ditch is 
important to the lands it irrigated, but all irrigation canals are important in this regard.  For such a structure to be historically 
significant it must rise above the ordinary and be important vis-à-vis other canals.  It is, therefore, not historically significant 
for its association with early irrigation in Fresno County when compared to the Fresno Canal of the FCIC.  The Mill Ditch is 
not important in this regard and it does not have important associations with historically significant events (Criterion A / 
Criterion 1). 

The Mill Ditch is associated with Moses Church, who, with A. Y. Easterby, and others, incorporated the FCIC.  Church 
managed the company and oversaw the construction of the FCIC system.  By 1878, when Church constructed the Mill Ditch, 
he was the sole owner.  Church is a historically important person to the history of Fresno County, but the Mill Ditch does not 
best represent his significance.  Because Church managed the construction of the entire FCIC including the Fresno Canal, 
prior to construction of the Mill Ditch, these other canals, perhaps are better representatives of Church’s work.  The Mill 
Ditch, therefore, does not have important associations with historically significant individuals (Criterion B / Criterion 2).

The Mill Ditch is trapezoidal in shape and roughly 60 feet wide at the top.  The portion studied is unlined, but has concrete 
rubble rip rap on the embankments.  The design of this canal is typical canal construction and does not embody the 
distinctive characteristics of this type, period, or method of construction (Criterion C / Criterion 3).  The canals integrity is
also diminished as stated in Section L7 of the Linear Record above.  In rare instances, structures themselves can serve as 
sources of important information about historic construction materials or technologies (Criterion D / Criterion 4); however, 
this property is otherwise documented and does not appear to be a principal source of important information in this regard.  

8 Department of the Interior, “Water Supply and Irrigation Papers,” 45, 46; McKay, Official Map of the County of Fresno, California;
USGS, Clovis Quadrangle, 1946, 1964, 1972, 1981; Willison, Past, Present, and Future, Plate 2. 
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Photographs (cont): 

Photograph 3. Mill Ditch at Fowler (MD-1), camera facing 
west. 8/8/06.

Photograph 4. Mill Ditch at Armstrong (MD-2), camera facing west. 
8/8/06. 
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ENCLOSURE 3 
PRIOR AGENCY COORDINATION 









14 October 2004 
Clarence Atwell 
Chairperson 
Santa Rosa Rancheria 
P.O. Box 8 
Lemoore, Ca  93245 

Dear Clarence Atwell, 

URS has been retained by the City of Fresno to conduct an Environmental Assessment – 
Environmental Impact Report on projects related to an updated Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport Master Plan.  The Airport Master Plan has been prepared with varying levels of potential 
development for the next 20 years.  The EA-EIR will focus on the near term projects anticipated in 
the next 7-10 years that are projected in the Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP).  The main 
purpose of the environmental review will be to complete the appropriate level of environmental 
analysis and documentation necessary to comply with local, state, and federal requirements.  

Among the specific tasks to be undertaken, URS is to identify and record all cultural resources within 
the individual project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and, if needed, provide recommendations for 
their proper management.  As part of the prefield research, I am requesting any information you or 
others in your community may have regarding properties, features, or materials within the airport 
boundaries and immediate vicinity that may be of concern to you and other local Native Americans.  
Any comments you may have regarding this area would be greatly appreciated.  

Attached to this request is a portion of the Clovis, Calif. USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangle (1964 
photorevised 1981) delineating the current airport boundaries.  The airport is situated in Sections 19, 
20, 29, 30 of T13S/R21E.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me directly at (415)-243-3826.  Thank you for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporation 

ORIGINAL SIGNED 

Mark R. Hale 
Project Archaeologist 

Enclosure



14 October 2004 
Lee Ann Walker Grant 
Chairperson 
Table Mountain Rancheria 
P.O. Box 410 
Friant, CA  93626-0177 

Dear Lee Ann Walker Grant, 

URS has been retained by the City of Fresno to conduct an Environmental Assessment – 
Environmental Impact Report on projects related to an updated Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport Master Plan.  The Airport Master Plan has been prepared with varying levels of potential 
development for the next 20 years.  The EA-EIR will focus on the near term projects anticipated in 
the next 7-10 years that are projected in the Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP).  The main 
purpose of the environmental review will be to complete the appropriate level of environmental 
analysis and documentation necessary to comply with local, state, and federal requirements.  

Among the specific tasks to be undertaken, URS is to identify and record all cultural resources within 
the individual project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and, if needed, provide recommendations for 
their proper management.  As part of the prefield research, I am requesting any information you or 
others in your community may have regarding properties, features, or materials within the airport 
boundaries and immediate vicinity that may be of concern to you and other local Native Americans.  
Any comments you may have regarding this area would be greatly appreciated.  

Attached to this request is a portion of the Clovis, Calif. USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangle (1964 
photorevised 1981) delineating the current airport boundaries.  The airport is situated in Sections 19, 
20, 29, 30 of T13S/R21E.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me directly at (415)-243-3826.  Thank you for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporation 

ORIGINAL SIGNED 

Mark R. Hale 
Project Archaeologist 

Enclosure



14 October 2004 
Michael Russell 
Tribal Administrator 
Table Mountain Rancheria 
P.O. Box 410 
Friant, CA  93626-0177 

Dear Michael Russell, 

URS has been retained by the City of Fresno to conduct an Environmental Assessment – 
Environmental Impact Report on projects related to an updated Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport Master Plan.  The Airport Master Plan has been prepared with varying levels of potential 
development for the next 20 years.  The EA-EIR will focus on the near term projects anticipated in 
the next 7-10 years that are projected in the Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP).  The main 
purpose of the environmental review will be to complete the appropriate level of environmental 
analysis and documentation necessary to comply with local, state, and federal requirements.  

Among the specific tasks to be undertaken, URS is to identify and record all cultural resources within 
the individual project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and, if needed, provide recommendations for 
their proper management.  As part of the prefield research, I am requesting any information you or 
others in your community may have regarding properties, features, or materials within the airport 
boundaries and immediate vicinity that may be of concern to you and other local Native Americans.  
Any comments you may have regarding this area would be greatly appreciated.  

Attached to this request is a portion of the Clovis, Calif. USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangle (1964 
photorevised 1981) delineating the current airport boundaries.  The airport is situated in Sections 19, 
20, 29, 30 of T13S/R21E.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me directly at (415)-243-3826.  Thank you for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporation 

ORIGINAL SIGNED 

Mark R. Hale 
Project Archaeologist 

Enclosure



14 October 2004 
Bob Pennell 
Cultural Resources Director 
Table Mountain Rancheria 
P.O. Box 410 
Friant, CA  93626-0177 

Dear Bob Pennell, 

URS has been retained by the City of Fresno to conduct an Environmental Assessment – 
Environmental Impact Report on projects related to an updated Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport Master Plan.  The Airport Master Plan has been prepared with varying levels of potential 
development for the next 20 years.  The EA-EIR will focus on the near term projects anticipated in 
the next 7-10 years that are projected in the Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP).  The main 
purpose of the environmental review will be to complete the appropriate level of environmental 
analysis and documentation necessary to comply with local, state, and federal requirements.  

Among the specific tasks to be undertaken, URS is to identify and record all cultural resources within 
the individual project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and, if needed, provide recommendations for 
their proper management.  As part of the prefield research, I am requesting any information you or 
others in your community may have regarding properties, features, or materials within the airport 
boundaries and immediate vicinity that may be of concern to you and other local Native Americans.  
Any comments you may have regarding this area would be greatly appreciated.  

Attached to this request is a portion of the Clovis, Calif. USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangle (1964 
photorevised 1981) delineating the current airport boundaries.  The airport is situated in Sections 19, 
20, 29, 30 of T13S/R21E.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me directly at (415)-243-3826.  Thank you for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporation 

ORIGINAL SIGNED 

Mark R. Hale 
Project Archaeologist 

Enclosure



14 October 2004 
John Goodfellow 
Environmental Coordinator 
Table Mountain Rancheria 
P.O. Box 410 
Friant, CA  93626-0177 

Dear John Goodfellow, 

URS has been retained by the City of Fresno to conduct an Environmental Assessment – 
Environmental Impact Report on projects related to an updated Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport Master Plan.  The Airport Master Plan has been prepared with varying levels of potential 
development for the next 20 years.  The EA-EIR will focus on the near term projects anticipated in 
the next 7-10 years that are projected in the Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP).  The main 
purpose of the environmental review will be to complete the appropriate level of environmental 
analysis and documentation necessary to comply with local, state, and federal requirements.  

Among the specific tasks to be undertaken, URS is to identify and record all cultural resources within 
the individual project Area of Potential Effects (APE) and, if needed, provide recommendations for 
their proper management.  As part of the prefield research, I am requesting any information you or 
others in your community may have regarding properties, features, or materials within the airport 
boundaries and immediate vicinity that may be of concern to you and other local Native Americans.  
Any comments you may have regarding this area would be greatly appreciated.  

Attached to this request is a portion of the Clovis, Calif. USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangle (1964 
photorevised 1981) delineating the current airport boundaries.  The airport is situated in Sections 19, 
20, 29, 30 of T13S/R21E.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me directly at (415)-243-3826.  Thank you for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporation 

ORIGINAL SIGNED 

Mark R. Hale 
Project Archaeologist 

Enclosure
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Western-Pacific Region 
Airports Division 

San Francisco Airports District Office 
831 Mitten Road, Room 210 
Burlingame, CA 94010 
 

 
 
 
 
 
June 11, 2010 
 
Ms. Susan Jones 
Chief, San Joaquin Valley Branch 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 
Sacramento, California  95825-1846 
 
 
Subject:  Response to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service November 9, 2009 letter (81420-2010-
I-0088-01) Requesting Additional Information Regarding the Review of the Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report for Improvements at Fresno-Yosemite 
International Airport and Concurrence with FAA Endangered Species Act, Section 7, 
Determination That Project, May Affect, But Not Likely to Adversely Affect, Listed Species 
 
Dear Ms. Jones: 
 
By letter of October 23, 2009 (Enclosure 1), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
requested the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concur with the FAA’s determination 
that the short-term projects in the Fresno-Yosemite International Airport EA/EIR may 
affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, any federally listed threatened or endangered 
species, and would not adversely affect any designated critical habitat.  The Service 
responded in November 2009 that additional information was required before the Service 
could determine whether it did or did not concur with the FAA’s determination.   
 
The City of Fresno, the project sponsor for the proposed improvements, has developed the 
additional information requested by the Service in November 2009.  This additional 
information along with the Service’s November 9, 2009 letter, is included as Enclosure 2. 
 
Please refer to Enclosure 1 for additional details regarding the proposed project.  The FAA 
again requests the USFWS, in accordance with 50 CFR 402.12(j), concur with the 
determination that the short-term projects in the EA/EIR may affect, but are not likely to 
adversely affect, any federally listed threatened or endangered species, and would not 
adversely affect any designated critical habitat.  We request that you provide this 
determination by July 16, 2010, which based on our letter transmittal date and your 
anticipated receipt date for this letter, should be the end of the 30 day period identified in 50 
CFR 402.12(j). 
 
If the USFWS does not concur with the FAA’s determination under the ESA regarding the 
EA/EIR, and believes a formal ESA Section 7 consultation is required, please consider this 
submittal as a request to initiate the 135 day formal consultation/biological opinion period 
described in your ESA, Section 7, regulations.   
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I am the FAA point-of-contact for this project, and I can be reached at 650-876-2778, ext 
612, or e-mail Douglas.Pomeroy@faa.gov.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
original signed by 
 
Douglas R. Pomeroy 
FAA Environmental Protection Specialist/Biologist 
 
Enclosure (1): FAA letter of October 23, 2009 
Enclosure (2): City of Fresno Supplemental Biological Investigation and U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service November 9, 2009 letter. 
 
cc: K. Meikle, Airports Planning Manager, City of Fresno, Department of 

Airports, 4995 East Clinton Way, Fresno, CA  93727 w/o encl 



June 2, 2010 
 
Mr. Douglas Pomeroy 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Aviation Administration 
San Francisco Airports District Office 
831 Mitten Road, Rm 210 
Burlingame, CA  94010 
 
Re: Supplemental Biological Investigation of Proposed Improvements for  
 Fresno Yosemite International Airport Project 
 
Dear Mr. Pomeroy: 
 
Attached is the Supplemental Biological Investigation Report prepared in response to the 
November 9, 2009, comment letter received from the United States Department of the 
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office.  The letter 
specifically requested an updated CNDDB records search for the DSA and the GSA, and 
a current species reconnaissance survey, including an assessment of the proposed 
detention basin location for kit fox prey and potential use of the site.  For your 
convenience, I have also attached a copy of the Fish and Wildlife Service, comment 
letter dated November 9, 2009.   
 
The Supplemental Biological Investigation Report dated June 1, 2010, is prepared by 
URS.  This report outlines the investigation and reconnaissance survey performed by 
URS biologists.  Please review the attached report and if satisfied, kindly forward it for 
review to the Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Office for review and approval.   
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  If you require additional information 
please contact me at (559) 621-4525 or at Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Meenakshi Singh 
Airports Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (2) 
 
Supplemental Biological Investigation dated June 1, 2010 
Fish and Wildlife Service letter dated November 9, 2009 
 
cc: Kevin Meikle, Airports Planning Manager 
 
 Projects File 





 
 

Fresno Yosemite International Airport Proposed Project Area: 
Based on the site visit, current environmental conditions do not differ from descriptions 
presented in the Draft EA/EIR.  A database list of special-status species was obtained 
from the CNDDB on April 7, 2010 and is shown below.  The search identified two 
additional species with potential to occur in the search area.  The search area included 
USGS Quadrangles for Sanger, Malaga, Fresno South, Academy, Friant, Clovis, Round 
Mountain, Lanes Bridge, and Fresno North.  The two additional species that were not 
previously discussed in the Draft EA/EIR have been added to the list and are discussed 
below.  
 
Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) and California satintail (Imperata brevifolia) were not 
previously identified in the Draft EA/EIR.  California satintail (identified by the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as plant species that is seriously threatened in 
California (high degree/immediacy of threat) but more common elsewhere). No 
California satintail have been noted at the site and it is considered not likely to occur.  
Pallid bat is considered a species of special concern by CDFG; however, no habitat is 
present and the species is not likely to occur. 
 

Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity (CDFG, 2010)1 

Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Status2 

(Federal/State) CNPS3 
Other 

Status4 Preferred Habitat 
Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Mammals      

Dipodomys nitratoides 
exillis 

FRESNO KANGAROO 
RAT 

FE/SE N/A - Alkali sink and open grassland habitats in 
western Fresno county.  Uses bare 
alkaline clay-based soils subject to 

seasonal inundation, with more friable 
soil mounds above seasonal flood level 

for burrows 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Vulpes macrotis mutica 
SAN JOAQUIN KIT 

FOX 

FE/ST N/A - Annual grassland or grassy open stages 
with scattered shrubby vegetation, need 

loose-textured sandy soils for burrowing, 
and suitable prey base 

Not likely to occur; 
extirpated from project 

area 

Taxidea taxus 
AMERICAN BADGER 

None N/A SSC Grasslands, prairies, deserts Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

WESTERN MASTIF 
BAT 

None N/A SSC Open, semi-arid to arid habitats including 
conifer and deciduous woodlands, coastal 

scrub, grasslands and urban areas 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present  

Euderma maculatum  
SPOTTED BAT 

None N/A SSC Arid deserts, grasslands and mixed 
conifer forest 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Antrozous pallidus 
PALLID BAT 

None N/A SSC Deserts, grasslands, shrublands, 
woodlands, and forests. Most common in 

open, dry habitats with rocky areas for 
roosting 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present  

Birds      

Agelaius tricolor (nesting 
colony) TRICOLORED 

BLACKBIRD 

None N/A SSC Nests next to open water where there is 
extensive emergent vegetation, 
blackberry or wild rose bushes; 
frequently forages in grainfields 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 
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Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Status2 

(Federal/State) CNPS3 
Other 

Status4 Preferred Habitat 
Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Athene cunicularia 
hypugea 

WESTERN 
BURROWING OWL 

None N/A SSC Nests and winters in grassland and sparse 
shrubland habitats throughout California; 

uses abandoned burrows of burrowing 
mammals for shelter and nest sites 

Known to occur in 
recent years, some 

potential to occur in the 
project area 

Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis 

WESTERN YELLOW-
BILLED CUCKOO 

FC/SE N/A - Dense willow and cottonwood stands in 
river floodplains 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

Actinemys (=Clemmys) 
marmorata 

WESTERN POND 
TURTLE 

None N/A SSC/ 
Protected 

Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, 
irrigation ditches, need basking sites such 
as partially submerged logs or rocks, and 

suitable upland habit (sandy banks or 
grassy open fields) for egg laying 

Low potential to occur; 
poor quality habitat 

present in the detention 
ponds only.  Detention 
ponds were constructed 
after the development of 

the surrounding roads and 
airport 

Ambystoma 
californiense 

CALIFORNIA TIGER 
SALAMANDER 

FT/SC N/A SSC Annual grasslands and grassy understory 
of valley-foothill hardwood habitats, 
need underground refuges during dry 

season, need vernal pools or other 
seasonal water sources for breeding 

Low potential to occur; 
poor quality habitat 

present in the detention 
ponds only.  Detention 
ponds were constructed 
after the development of 

the surrounding roads and 
airport 

Spea hammondii 
WESTERN 

SPADEFOOT 

None N/A SSC Grassland and valley-foothill hardwood 
woodlands, vernal pools or seasonal 
wetlands are essential for egg laying 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Fish 

Mylopharodon 
conocephalus 
HARDHEAD 

None N/A SSC Sacramento-San Joaquin river system 
and the Russian River system 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Fish 

Mylopharodon 
conocephalus 
HARDHEAD 

None N/A SSC Sacramento-San Joaquin river system 
and the Russian River system 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Invertebrates 

Branchinecta lynchi 
VERNAL POOL FAIRY 

SHRIMP 

FT/- N/A - Vernal pools, small, clearwater sandstone 
depression pools and grassed swale, earth 

slump, or basalt-flow depression pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Desmocerus 
californicus dimorphus 

VALLEY 
ELDERBERRY 

LONGHORN BEETLE 

FT/- N/A - Elderberry shrubs Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 
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Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Status2 

(Federal/State) CNPS3 
Other 

Status4 Preferred Habitat 
Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Plants 

Orcuttia pilosa 
HAIRY ORCUTT 

GRASS 

FE/SE 1B.1 - Vernal pools, endemic to the Sacramento 
Valley 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Orcuttia inaequalis 
SAN JOAQUIN 

VALLEY ORCUTT 
GRASS 

FT/SE 1B.1 - Vernal pools Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Castilleja campestris 
ssp. succulenta 

SUCCULENT OWL’S 
CLOVER 

FT/SE 1B.2 - Vernal pools and moist places, often in 
acidic soils, in valley and foothill 

grasslands 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia bahiifolia 
HARTWEG’S GOLDEN 

SUNBURST 

FE/SE 1B.1 - Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with clay soils 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia peirsonii 
SAN JOAQUIN 

ADOBE SUNBURST 

FT/SE 1B.1 - Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with adobe soils. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Eryngium spinosepalum 
SPINY-SEPALED 
BUTTON-CELERY 

None 1B.2 - Valley and foothill grasslands, vernal 
pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Caulanthus californicus 
CALIFORNIA JEWEL-

FLOWER 

FE/SE 1B.1 - Chenopod scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland, valley and foothill grassland, 

sandy soils 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Tuctoria greenei 
GREENE’S TUCTORIA 

FE/SR 1B.1 - Vernal pools Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Leptosiphon serrulatus 
MADERA 

LEPTOSIPHON 

None 1B.2 - Cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Sagittaria sanfordii 
SANFORD’S 

ARROWHEAD 

None 1B.2 - Shallow freshwater marshes and swamps Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Tropidocarpum 
capparideum 

CAPER-FRUITED 
TROPIDOCARPUM 

None 1B.1 - Valley and foothill grassland Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Imperata brevifolia 
CALIFORNIA 
SATINTAIL 

None 2.1 - Chaparral, coastal scrub, Mojavean 
desert scrub, meadows and seeps often 

alkali soils and mesic riparian scrub 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Downingia pusilla 
DWARF DOWNINGIA 

None 2.2 - Valley and foothill grasslands, vernal 
pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 
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Note:   
1 Table only includes those species with federal, state, or other list status as identified in the CNDDB. 
2 Federal and State Status 

FE Federal Endangered 
FT Federal Threatened 
FC Federal Candidate 
SE State Endangered 
ST State Threatened 
SR State Rare 
SC State Candidate  

3 California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
1A Plant species that are presumed extinct in California 
1B Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
2 Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
3 Plant species about which we need more information (a review list) 
4 Plant species of limited distribution (a watch list). 

 Threat Ranks 
0.1-Seriously threatened in California (high degree/immediacy of threat) 
0.2-Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy of threat) 
0.3-Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of threats or no current threats known) 
 

4 Other Status 
SSC – California Department of Fish and Game Species of Special Concern  
Protected and Fully Protected – Species which cannot be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game Commission 
and/or Department of Fish and Game 

 
The Draft EA/EIR described land coverage in the project area as: 
 

 Airport-Urban Developed 
 Non-native Herbaceous Field 
 Seasonally Inundated Drainage 
 Seasonally Ponded Swales 
 Seasonally Ponded Depressions 
 Artificial Ponds 

 
The majority of the project area is Airport-Urban Developed and includes existing roads 
and asphalt runways/taxiways.  Previously identified seasonal ponded swales were 
revisited and reviewed during the site visit on March 31, 2010.  In 2006 two seasonal 
ponded swales were identified adjacent to the Improvements Project area just north of 
Runway 11L (shown in Draft EA/EIR Figure 5.12-1).  The seasonal ponded swales were 
defined as shallow, trough-like depressions that carry water or become ponded during 
rainstorms.  These swales differ from ponded depressions in that they are linear features.  
The seasonal ponded swales were identified as non-jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 
because the features are isolated and do not have hydrological connectivity to other 
waters.   
 
Ponding at FAT changes on an annual basis due to regular maintenance and the use of 
large equipment and air craft.  Photo documentation has been included in this memo to 
show the changes to areas previously identified as having ponding.  On March 26, 2008 
and March 31, 2010 site visits to the locations of the previously identified seasonal 
ponded swales found no ponding.  The 2010 site visit was conducted after a morning 
rain.  Photo 1, below, shows a photo of the northern most ponded swale.  Photo 1 was 
taken during the January 13, 2006 wetland delineation site visit.  Precipitation had 
occurred ten days prior to the site visit on January 13, 2006.  Photo 2, below, shows the 
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site of previous seasonal ponding in March 26, 2008.  Photo 3, below, is taken slightly 
farther west than the vantage point for Photos 1 and 2 but the same security fencing and 
buildings are visible.  In Photo 1 ponding is visible while Photos 2 and 3 show no 
ponding.  The more southern area previously identified as a seasonal ponded swale is 
shown in Photos 4 through 6.  Ponding was observed at this feature in 2006 but was 
absent in 2008 and 2010.   
 
 

 
Photo 1.  Photo taken during the January 13, 2006 wetland delineation site visit.  
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Photo 2.  Photo taken March 26, 2008. 
 

 
Photo 3.  Photo taken March 31, 2010.  
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Photo 4.  Photo taken during the January 13, 2006 wetland delineation site visit. 
 

 
Photo 5.  Photo taken March 26, 2008 shows no ponding. 
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Photo 6.  Photo taken March 31, 2010 shows no ponding.  The view is to the northwest 
with Runway 11L shown on the left.  (Views shown in Photos 4 and 5 are to the north; 
however the same feature is captured in Photos 4 through 6.) 
 
 
Potential Detention Basin: 
 
The potential detention basin site is located southeast of FAT.  The site is bordered by 
Armstrong Avenue to the west, an irrigation canal (Mill Creek) to the north, and fields 
with irrigated field crops to the south and east.  The site is developed and maintained for 
agriculture and appeared to have been recently tilled.  The site was fallow and due to 
recent rains contains a growth of ruderal or weedy vegetation.   
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Photo7.  The picture shows the potential detention basin site and the gravel/dirt road 
which runs adjacent to the northern and western boundaries of the site.   
 

 
 
Photo 8.  The picture shows the irrigation canal, Mill Creek, which is the northern border 
of the potential detention basin site. 
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Photo 9.  The picture was taken at the south end of the potential detention basin site, 
showing the existing dirt road which separates the agricultural field crops.  
 
There were a small number of burrows on the site that are most likely utilized by 
Microtus sp. California ground squirrel, or other small mammals; activity of the burrows 
is not known.  No animals were observed during the site visit. 
 

 
Photo 10.  The picture shows the largest burrow found on potential detention basin site.  
The burrow has a diameter of less than three inches.  
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Based on the field visit of FAT and survey of the potential detention basin site, it is 
highly unlikely that San Joaquin kit fox occur in the area.  The site is enclosed by rural 
residential and agricultural land which does not provide suitable habitat for the San 
Joaquin kit fox.  Habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox includes saltbush scrub, grasslands, 
and alkali sink (Cypher et al, 2007).  Although agricultural areas are not traditional San 
Joaquin kit fox habitat and are often highly fragmented, they can offer sufficient small 
mammal prey base.  However, the site in not located within a known range or movement 
corridor for San Joaquin kit fox.  The Recovery Plan for Upland Species (USFWS, 1998) 
has identified three core populations of San Joaquin kit fox:  
 

1.  Carrizo Plain Natural Area in San Luis Obispo County; 
2.  Natural Lands of western Kern County (i.e., Elk Hills, Buena Vista Hill and 
the Buena Vista Valley, Lokern Natural Area and adjacent natural land); and 
3.  The Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area of western Fresno and eastern San Benito 
counties. 

 
The project site is located in southeast Fresno, well outside the current known range of 
San Joaquin kit fox.  There are no CNDDB sightings of San Joaquin kit fox within a five-
mile radius of the project area.  Typically, San Joaquin kit foxes occupy home ranges that 
vary in size from 1.7 to 4.5 square miles (White and Ralls, 1993), and Knapp (1978) 
estimated that a home range in agricultural areas is approximately 1 square mile.  
Therefore, it would be highly unlikely for a San Joaquin kit fox to be found on the site. 
 
Additionally, there were no signs of canid species tracks, scat, small mammal remains, 
known dens, atypical dens, or potential dens at FAT or the potential detention basin.  
 
Conclusion 
The findings stated in the October 2009 Draft EA/EIR are still valid regarding biological 
resources.  There are no special-status, threatened, or endangered species that would be 
significantly impacted by the proposed project.   
 
The findings stated in the October 2009 Draft EA/EIR are still valid regarding wetlands.  
There are no wetlands present in the proposed project area; current drainage at FAT is 
adequate, and there appears to be less seasonal ponding than previously identified in the 
Draft EA/EIR.  Additionally, since publication of the Draft EA/EIR a best management 
practice (BMP) has been added to the project to further insure that the seasonally ponded 
swales are not impacted.  The BMP states: 
 

Protective barrier construction fencing shall be placed around the 
seasonally inundated/ponded areas to serve as a no-disturbance buffer 
during the rehabilitation of the north Service Road (shown in Figure 
5.12-1) for the duration of the project. 

 
This language would be added to the Final EA/EIR and the BMP would become a 
component of the project.  By e-mail of May 26, 2010, Erin Hanlon, Regulatory Project 
Manager of the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of the U.S. Army Corps 
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of Engineers, concurred with the above language and confirmed that the project would 
not require a 404 permit (Attachment 1). 
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Meenakshi Singh <Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov>

Meenakshi Singh 
<Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov> 

05/26/2010 11:51 AM

To "Hanlon, Erin M SPK" <Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil>, 
"Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com" 
<Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com>

cc "David_Reel@URSCorp.com" 
<David_Reel@URSCorp.com>, Kevin Meikle 
<Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov>

Subject RE: Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR - Mitigation Measure

Erin,

Thank you for your response, we will include  this language as a BMP in  the  
final environmental document.  Also, as soon as the final document is ready, a 
copy will be mailed to you.

Best Regards,

Meenakshi
Meenakshi Singh, M.RCPL, B.Arch.
Airports Project Manager
City of Fresno-Airports
Phone:  559-621-4525
    Fax:  559-251-4825

-----Original Message-----
From: Hanlon, Erin M SPK [mailto:Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 11:42 AM
To: Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com
Cc: David_Reel@URSCorp.com; Kevin Meikle; Meenakshi Singh
Subject: RE: Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR - Mitigation Measure

Alana,
Yes, this language is acceptable.  Is there anything else you need from me 
besides my concurrence?
Erin

Erin M. Hanlon
Regulatory Project Manager, Regulatory Division U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Sacramento District,
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
(916) 557-7759
(Fax) 557-6877
erin.m.hanlon@usace.army.mil

-----Original Message-----
From: Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com [mailto:Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com]

alana_callagy
Text Box
Attachment 1



Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2010 3:45 PM
To: Hanlon, Erin M SPK
Cc: David_Reel@URSCorp.com; Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov; 
Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov
Subject: Re: Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR - Mitigation Measure

Erin,

We wanted to give you update. A decision has been made to include use of the 
protective barrier construction fencing as a best management practice (BMP) 
and, therefore, a component of the project and not a mitigation measure. The 
BMP language would be consistent with what was previous sent by David Reel and 
would state,

"Protective barrier construction fencing would be placed around the seasonally 
inundated/ponded areas to serve as a no-disturbance buffer during the 
rehabilitation of the north Service Road (shown in Figure 5.12-1) for the 
duration of project construction."

At this time is there any more information you need from us that can help move 
along the process? We are hoping to resolve this piece and wrap up work on the 
final document.

Regards,

Alana Callagy, LEED AP
Environmental Planner

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy
the e-mail and any attachments or copies.

                                David Reel/SanFrancisco/URSCorp

                                05/17/2010 10:00 AM

To

David Reel/SanFrancisco/URSCorp

cc

Alana Callagy/SanFrancisco/URSCorp, Douglas.Pomeroy@faa.gov, "Hanlon, Erin M 
SPK" <Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil>, Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov,
Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov

Subject

Re: Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR - Mitigation Measure

Erin: Just wanted to check on you input regarding this mitigation measure. We 
are trying to wrap up the final document in the next 2 weeks.
Thanks

*****************************************************



David Reel, Vice President
Manager of Planning and Environmental Services
*****************************************************

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy
the e-mail and any attachments or copies.

                                David Reel/SanFrancisco/URSCorp

                                05/04/2010 04:43 PM

To

"Hanlon, Erin M SPK" <Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil>

cc

Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov, Alana Callagy/SanFrancisco/URSCorp,
Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov, Douglas.Pomeroy@faa.gov

Subject

Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR - Mitigation Measure

Erin, thanks for discussing the Fresno International Airport Improvements 
Draft EA/EIR last week on April 26, 2010 regarding the wetland section. As 
discussed on the phone we have drafted the following mitigation measure to 
include in the Final EA/EIR to address the seasonally ponded areas in 
question. While these areas appear to change and shift on an annual basis we 
feel this measure will ensure precaution and protection if a resource is 
present. It is our understanding that if we include this measure in the 
document we would meet the CWA requirements and no permit or additional 
requirements would be needed from USACE. Please provide any comments or edits 
to this measure so that it meets your satisfaction to complete the 
environmental process. URS is working with the City of Frenso and FAA to 
complete the EA-EIR so that the proposed projects can be considered for 
funding.

Mitigation Measure W-A: Place construction fencing around seasonally ponded 
areas.
Protective barrier construction fencing shall be placed around identified 
seasonally inundated/ponded areas to serve as a no-disturbance buffer during 
the rehabilitation of the north Service Road as depicted in Figure 5.12-1 for 
the duration of the project. This measure does not preclude the need for nor 
replace other erosion control best management practices (BMP’s) or MM G-B:
Prepare and implement a grading/erosion control plan.

Thank you for your time and attention to this project.
Sincerely
*****************************************************
David Reel, URS Corporation, Vice President Manager of Planning and 
Environmental Services
*****************************************************



This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy
the e-mail and any attachments or copies.

                                "Hanlon, Erin M SPK"
<Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil>

                                04/27/2010 02:14 PM

To

<David_Reel@URSCorp.com>

cc

Subject

RE: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

Anytime today, tomorrow, or Thursday is fine to call.

Erin M. Hanlon
Regulatory Project Manager, Regulatory Division U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Sacramento District,
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
(916) 557-7759
(Fax) 557-6877
erin.m.hanlon@usace.army.mil

-----Original Message-----
From: David_Reel@URSCorp.com [mailto:David_Reel@URSCorp.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2010 2:11 PM
To: Hanlon, Erin M SPK
Cc: Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov; Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com; 
Rosemary_Laird@URSCorp.com
Subject: RE: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

Erin: thanks for taking the time out to talk with us yesterday and clear up 
your concerns about FAT. We are attaching two figures that convey the storm 
drainage.

(See attached file: SDMP REPORT Fig 1.pdf)(See attached file: Master Drainage
Plan.pdf)

To provide clarity, we realized that Figure 15.12-1 may appear confusing 
because the seasonal ponded swales may appear to be on the pavement. As 
indicted in Figure 1 in the memo we provided to you on April 19, 2010 those 
areas were adjacent to the paved areas. We will be fixiing that map for the 
Final EA-EIR because the disturbance will primarily be directly on top of the 
existing pavement with additional 1 foot of gravel adjacent to grade from the 
edge of pavement tot the ground. Sorry for the confusion.



There has not been a formal delineation that has been submitted to USACE for 
the FAT in the past.

One of our biologists that went out to the site a couple of times, Rosemary 
Laird, is available to discuss why test pits were not taken at the areas that 
are adjacent to the developed area of the runway/taxiway. We are prepared to 
have a call at your convenience in the next couple of days. Just let us know a 
good time and we will call you. Thanks for you continued coordination. We 
would like to wrap up this report soon.

Regards,

*****************************************************
David Reel, Vice President
Manager of Planning and Environmental Services
221 Main Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94105-1917
415-243-3743 (direct)
415-882-9261 (fax)
415-250-5767 (cell)
*****************************************************

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and 
any attachments or copies.

"Hanlon, Erin M SPK"
<Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil>

04/22/2010 11:41 AM

To

<David_Reel@URSCorp.com>

Subject

RE: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

David,
Was the 2006 wetland delineation mentioned in the draft EA-EIR ever verified 
by the Corps?
Is there a storm water drainage map so that I could see how water drains off 
the site?  Where does the storm water go?  Into a drainage basin but then into 
the city sewers or into a creek?
Thanks,
Erin

Erin M. Hanlon
Regulatory Project Manager, Regulatory Division U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Sacramento District,
1325 J Street, Room 1480



Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
(916) 557-7759
(Fax) 557-6877
erin.m.hanlon@usace.army.mil

-----Original Message-----
From: David_Reel@URSCorp.com [mailto:David_Reel@URSCorp.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2010 4:32 PM
To: Hanlon, Erin M SPK
Cc: Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com; Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov; 
Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov
Subject: RE: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

Here is additional information that we put together to better explain the 
seasonal areas, including some photos taken through the years that shows the 
conditions have changed on annual basis. We did not do test pits at these area 
but do have data sheets from test pits taken at another location that we have 
included here. Hopefully this provides enough information for clarity Regards,

(See attached file: FAT Seasonal Ponded Swale Memo 2010 04 19.pdf)
*****************************************************
David Reel, Vice President
Manager of Planning and Environmental Services
*****************************************************

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and 
any attachments or copies.

"Hanlon, Erin M SPK"
<Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil>

04/14/2010 03:25 PM

To

<David_Reel@URSCorp.com>

cc

<Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com>, <Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov>, 
<Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov>

Subject

RE: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

David,
The report said that a wetland delineation was done.  Were any wetland 
delineation data sheets filled out for those swales?  I'd like to see what the 
soils and plants are, if I could.
Erin



-----Original Message-----
From: David_Reel@URSCorp.com [mailto:David_Reel@URSCorp.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 3:23 PM
To: Hanlon, Erin M SPK
Cc: Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com; Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov; 
Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov
Subject: RE: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

Erin: thanks for the quick response, we will send over some additional 
information to provide further clarity. Those areas are not directly in the 
proposed project footprint, but adjacent to them which is hard to tell from 
the figure. Since those surveys were done some time ago we have recent 
pictures that show the conditions have changed at those locations and ponding 
is not present.
Regards,
*****************************************************
David Reel, Vice President
Manager of Planning and Environmental Services
*****************************************************

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and 
any attachments or copies.

"Hanlon, Erin M SPK"
<Erin.M.Hanlon@usace.army.mil>

04/14/2010 02:03 PM

To

<David_Reel@URSCorp.com>

cc

<Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov>, <Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov>, 
<Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com>

Subject

RE: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

David,
I read through the report and must draw your attention to Figure 5.12-1.
That figure maps out two seasonally ponded swales. The last paragraph on page
5-87 states that the "seasonally inundated/ponded areas were surveyed in 
accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) Wetlands Delineation Manual."  I am going to need to see a copy of 
that wetland delineation before I can concur that there are no waters of the 
U.S. on the project site.  Especially as it appears from Figure 5.12-1 that 
these seasonally inundated swales will be impacted by the proposed project.
A jurisdictional determination will be needed for those seasonally inundated 
features.
Erin



Erin M. Hanlon
Regulatory Project Manager, Regulatory Division U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Sacramento District,
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
(916) 557-7759
(Fax) 557-6877
erin.m.hanlon@usace.army.mil

-----Original Message-----
From: David_Reel@URSCorp.com [mailto:David_Reel@URSCorp.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2010 10:36 PM
To: Hanlon, Erin M SPK
Cc: Meenakshi.Singh@fresno.gov; Kevin.Meikle@fresno.gov; 
Alana_Callagy@URSCorp.com
Subject: Excerpts from Fresno Airport Draft EA/EIR

Erin:  thanks for taking time out to discuss the Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport Draft EA-EIR on the phone today.  As discussed on the phone none of 
the proposed projects are anticipated to impact any seasonally ponded areas on 
the airport.  Attached is an Executive Summary of the Draft EA-EIR along with 
excerpted sections from biology and wetlands sections of
the document.   We will send a CD copy of the entire document to your
attention by mail. It is our understanding that since due to the fact that 
there are no project impacts delineation information will be required to 
submit to USACE for concurrence. We would appreciate an email confirming your 
agreement with this understanding.

Regards,

*****************************************************
David Reel, Vice President
Manager of Planning and Environmental Services
*****************************************************

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential 
information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and 
any attachments or copies.
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Date: April 19, 2010 
 
 
To:   Erin Hanlon, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 
From:  Kevin Meikle, Meenakshi Singh, City of Fresno-Airports 

David Reel, Alana Callagy, Rosemary Laird, URS 
 
Re:   Seasonal Ponded Swales at Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
 
This memo provides additional documentation regarding seasonal ponding at the Fresno 
Yosemite International Airport (FAT).  As stated during the phone discussion on April 
14, 2010, the proposed Airport Improvements Project identified in the 2009 Draft 
Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EA/EIR) is not 
anticipated to impact any seasonally ponded areas at FAT.   
 
In 2006 two seasonal ponded swales were identified adjacent to the Improvements 
Project area just north of Runway 11L (shown in Draft EA/EIR Figure 5.12-1 and as 
Features 4 and 7 on Figure 1).  The seasonal ponded swales were defined as shallow, 
trough-like depressions that carry water or become ponded during rainstorms.  These 
swales differ from ponded depressions in that they are linear features.  The seasonal 
ponded swales were identified as non-jurisdictional waters of the U.S. because the 
features are isolated and do not have hydrological connectivity to other waters.  No soil 
test pits were dug for these sites; however, Feature 21, which was also identified in 2006, 
is a 0.041 acre seasonal ponded swale south of Runway 29R that has water pumped to 
Mill Ditch, and was delineated in 2006 as jurisdictional because of hydrological 
connectivity to the ditch.  The seasonal ponded swale south of Runway 29R is not in the 
Improvements Project area but exhibits characteristics similar to Features 4 and 7.  The 
soils and lack of vegetation associated with Feature 21 are considered representative of 
seasonal ponded swales at FAT.  Seasonal ponded swales may change on an annual basis.  
The attached Routine Wetland Delineation sheets from 2006 for soil test pit locations 
identified as C1 and C2 are from the seasonal ponded swale located south of Runway 
29L (Feature 21).   
 
Ponding at FAT changes on an annual basis due to regular maintenance and the use of 
large equipment and air craft.  Photo documentation has been included in this memo to 
show the changes to areas with ponding.  On March 26, 2008 and March 31, 2010 site 
visits to the locations of the previously identified seasonal ponded swales found no 
ponding.  The 2010 site visit was conducted after a morning rain.  Photo 1, below, shows 
a photo of Feature 4 taken during the January 13, 2006 wetland delineation site visit.  
Precipitation had occurred ten days prior to the site visit on January 13, 2006.  Photo 2, 
below, shows the site of previous seasonal ponding in March 26, 2008.  Photo 3, below, 
is taken slightly farther west than the vantage point for Photos 1 and 2 but the same 
security fencing and buildings are visible.  In Photo 1 ponding is visible while Photos 2 
and 3 show no ponding.   
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Feature 7 is shown in Photos 4 through 6.  Ponding was observed at this feature in 2006 
but was absent in both 2008 and 2010.  Photos 7 and 8 show Feature 21 and the site for 
Points C1 and C2 in 2006 and 2008, respectively. 
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Photo 1.  Feature 4, photo taken during the January 13, 2006 wetland delineation site 
visit.  
 

 
Photo 2.  Feature 4 March 26, 2008. 
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Photo 3.  Feature 4, photo taken March 31, 2010.  
 

 
Photo 4.  Feature 7, photo taken during the January 13, 2006 wetland delineation site 
visit. 
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Photo 5.  Feature 7, photo taken March 26, 2008 shows no ponding. 
 

 
Photo 6.  Feature 7, photo taken March 31, 2010 shows no ponding.  The view is to the 
northwest with Runway 11L shown on the left.  (Views shown in Photos 4 and 5 are to 
the north; however the same feature is captured in Photos 4 through 6.) 
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Photo 7.  Feature 21 and site for Points C1 and C2, photo taken during the January 13, 
2006 wetland delineation site visit. 
 

 
Photo 8.  Feature 21 and site for Points C1 and C2, photo taken during on March 26, 
2008. 
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ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION SHEETS 
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Routine Wetland Determination 
1987 Corps Wetland Delineation Manual 

Project/Site: Fresno Airport 

Applicant/owner: City of Fresno 

Investigator(s): C. Lu, R. Laird 

Date: 1/13/2006 

County: Fresno 
State: CA 
S/T/R:       

Do normal circumstances exist on the site?  Yes  No 
Is the site significantly disturbed (atypical situation)?  Yes  No 
Is the area a potential problem area?  Yes  No 
Explanation of atypical or problem area:  seasonal ponding in disturbed area 

Community ID:       
Transect ID:       
Plot ID: C1 

VEGETATION   (For *strata, indicate T = tree; S = shrub; H = herb; V = vine) 
Dominant Plant Species *Stratum % cover Indicator Dominant Plant Species *Stratum % cover Indicator
none                                           

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

HYDROPHYTIC VEGETATION INDICATORS: 
% of dominants OBL, FACW, & FAC:        

Check all indicators that apply and explain below: 
  Visual observation of plant species growing in 
  areas of prolonged inundation/saturation  
  Morphological adaptations 
  Technical Literature 

 
  Physiological/reproductive adaptations 
  Wetland plant database 
  Personal knowledge of regional plant communities 
  Other (explain)        

Hydrophytic vegetation present?        Yes       No 
Rationale for decision/Remarks:        

HYDROLOGY 
Is it the growing season?     Yes     No 
Based on:     Soil temp (record temp)       
         Other (explain)       

Depth of inundation:  3 inches 
Depth to free water in pit:       inches 
Depth to saturated soil:        inches 

  Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): 
Check all that apply & explain below: 

  Stream, lake or gage data 
  Aerial photographs 
  Other       

  No Recorded Data Available 

WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
Primary Indicators: 

 Inundated 
 Saturated in Upper 12 Inches 
 Water Marks 
 Drift Lines 
 Sediment Deposits 
 Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 

 
Secondary Indicators (2 or more Required): 

 Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches 
 Water-Stained Leaves 
 Local Soil Survey Data 
 FAC-Neutral Test 
 Other (Explain in Remarks) 
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Wetland hydrology present?   Yes     No 
Rationale for decision/remarks:  inundated 
 

SOILS 
Map Unit Name  (Series and Phase) :        
 
Taxonomy (subgroup)       

 Plot ID:       
Drainage Class       
Field observations confirm mapped type?    Yes    No 

 
Profile Description      
Depth 
(inches) Horizon 

Matrix color 
(Munsell moist) 

Mottle colors 
(Munsell moist) 

Mottle abundance 
size and contrast 

Texture, concretions, 
structure, etc. 

Drawing of soil profile 
(match description) 

                               

                               

                               

                                    

                                    

      

Hydric Soil Indicators:  (check all that apply) 
 Histosol 
 Histic Epipedon 
 Sulfidic Odor 
 Aquic Moisture Regime 
 Reducing Conditions 
 Gleyed or Low-Chroma (=1) matrix 

 
 Matrix chroma ≤ 2 with mottles 
 Mg or Fe Concretions 
 High Organic Content in Surface Layer of Sandy Soils 
 Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
 Listed on National/Local Hydric Soils List 
 Other (explain in remarks) 

Hydric soils present?  Yes  No 
Rationale for decision/Remarks:  no soil pit dug due to inundated soils. 

Wetland Determination  
 
Hydrophytic vegetation present?   Yes  No 
Hydric soils present?  Yes  No 
Wetland hydrology present?  Yes  No 
Is the sampling point within a wetland?   Yes  No 

      

Rationale/Remarks:  W.U.S. 10’ x 240’ adjacent to runway. 

 
NOTES:        
 

Revised 3/01 
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Routine Wetland Determination 
1987 Corps Wetland Delineation Manual 

Project/Site: Fresno Airport 

Applicant/owner: City of Fresno 

Investigator(s): C. Lu, R. Laird 

Date: 1/13/2006 

County: Fresno 
State: CA 
S/T/R:       

Do normal circumstances exist on the site?  Yes  No 
Is the site significantly disturbed (atypical situation)?  Yes  No 
Is the area a potential problem area?  Yes  No 
Explanation of atypical or problem area:  seasonal ponding in disturbed area 

Community ID:       
Transect ID:       
Plot ID: C2 

VEGETATION   (For *strata, indicate T = tree; S = shrub; H = herb; V = vine) 
Dominant Plant Species *Stratum % cover Indicator Dominant Plant Species *Stratum % cover Indicator
Salsola soda H 40 NI                         

Unidentified grass H 60 NI                         

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

HYDROPHYTIC VEGETATION INDICATORS: 
% of dominants OBL, FACW, & FAC:        

Check all indicators that apply and explain below: 
  Visual observation of plant species growing in 
  areas of prolonged inundation/saturation  
  Morphological adaptations 
  Technical Literature 

 
  Physiological/reproductive adaptations 
  Wetland plant database 
  Personal knowledge of regional plant communities 
  Other (explain)        

Hydrophytic vegetation present?        Yes       No 
Rationale for decision/Remarks:  plants too young to identify 

HYDROLOGY 
Is it the growing season?     Yes     No 
Based on:     Soil temp (record temp)       
         Other (explain)       

Depth of inundation:  none inches 
Depth to free water in pit: none inches 
Depth to saturated soil:  none inches 

  Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): 
Check all that apply & explain below: 

  Stream, lake or gage data 
  Aerial photographs 
  Other       

  No Recorded Data Available 

WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
Primary Indicators: 

 Inundated 
 Saturated in Upper 12 Inches 
 Water Marks 
 Drift Lines 
 Sediment Deposits 
 Drainage Patterns in Wetlands 

 
Secondary Indicators (2 or more Required): 

 Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches 
 Water-Stained Leaves 
 Local Soil Survey Data 
 FAC-Neutral Test 
 Other (Explain in Remarks) 
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Wetland hydrology present?   Yes     No 
Rationale for decision/remarks:        
 

SOILS 
Map Unit Name  (Series and Phase) :        
 
Taxonomy (subgroup)       

 Plot ID:       
Drainage Class       
Field observations confirm mapped type?    Yes    No 

 
Profile Description      
Depth 
(inches) Horizon 

Matrix color 
(Munsell moist) 

Mottle colors 
(Munsell moist) 

Mottle abundance 
size and contrast 

Texture, concretions, 
structure, etc. 

Drawing of soil profile 
(match description) 

10  10 YR 3/4 none       Sandy loam 

                               

                               

                                    

                                    

      

Hydric Soil Indicators:  (check all that apply) 
 Histosol 
 Histic Epipedon 
 Sulfidic Odor 
 Aquic Moisture Regime 
 Reducing Conditions 
 Gleyed or Low-Chroma (=1) matrix 

 
 Matrix chroma ≤ 2 with mottles 
 Mg or Fe Concretions 
 High Organic Content in Surface Layer of Sandy Soils 
 Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils 
 Listed on National/Local Hydric Soils List 
 Other (explain in remarks) 

Hydric soils present?  Yes  No 
Rationale for decision/Remarks:        

Wetland Determination  
 
Hydrophytic vegetation present?   Yes  No 
Hydric soils present?  Yes  No 
Wetland hydrology present?  Yes  No 
Is the sampling point within a wetland?   Yes  No 

      

Rationale/Remarks:  point is adjacent to W.U.S. 

 
NOTES:        
 

Revised 3/01 
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1.0 SUMMARY 

The purpose of this biological assessment is to evaluate the likely effect on federally listed threatened and 
endangered species and their designated critical habitat that could occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Project---the adoption and implementation of selected Airport Master Plan (AMP) projects at 
Fresno Yosemite International Airport (FAT)—pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

The potential impacts to threatened and endangered species within the Detailed Study Area resulting 
from the alternatives studied in detail were evaluated through field observations and through the relevant 
literature.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would not significantly alter the habitat of special-
status species or riparian habitat, nor would it result in the taking of any known listed threatened or 
endangered species or the habitat of such species.  All habitats at FAT which may provide habitat for any 
special-status species are closely managed by FAT.  Therefore, with the mitigation of the potential 
significant impact to the burrowing owl, and the implementation of best management practices to avoid 
impacts to potential vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp, the Proposed Project would 
not have a significant impact on any special-status, threatened, or endangered species.  Additionally, 
habitat within the Generalized Study Area is considered to be marginal for vernal pool fairy shrimp and 
vernal pool tadpole shrimp.    Critical habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
within the DSA is not present.  Western burrowing owls have been observed in the project area in the 
past and the likelihood of their presence in the project area is low, but cannot be totally discounted.  
Construction activities could result in the conversion of some western burrowing owl nesting habitat to 
Airport-related development and could be a potentially significant impact.  However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure B-A:  Conduct pre-construction burrowing owl survey, would reduce or eliminate 
significant impacts. 

The Detailed Study Area is being managed to discourage western burrowing owls from nesting.  FAT 
coordinates with California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and has a contract with Wildlife Control 
Technology for addressing Threatened and Endangered Species and species of concern.  Habitat 
conditions within the Detailed Study Area are marginal for the California horned lark.  The alternatives 
studied in detail would not remove an appreciable amount of foraging habitat for this species and 
disturbance from construction is not expected to impact their breeding.  With the implementation of the 
avoidance and minimization measures no significant impacts would be anticipated. 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

Fresno Yosemite International Airport (FAT) is located approximately 5 miles northeast of downtown 
Fresno, bordered by State Route (SR) 180 to the south and SR 168 to the east.  The project vicinity and 
location of the FAT are depicted in Figure 1-1.  The Airport is owned by the City of Fresno, and is a 
commercial service airport that provides airfield, terminal, and support facilities for scheduled commercial, 
air charter/taxi, military, and general aviation (GA) operations.  The Proposed Project is the adoption and 
implementation of select Master Plan projects at FAT. 

A joint Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR) has been prepared for this 
Proposed Project pursuant to requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  A public scoping meeting was held on July 21, 2005, to 
solicit input from governmental/regulatory agencies and to ensure that all significant issues related to the 
Proposed Project are identified. 

The purpose of this biological assessment is to evaluate the likely effect on federally listed threatened and 
endangered species and their designated critical habitat that could occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Project at FAT pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

2.2 PROPOSED PROJECT 

The AMP was initiated in 2002 to establish goals and determine the development needs for the next 
20 years at FAT.  The AMP included the exploration of many planning alternatives that resulted in the 
selection of a preferred alternative and a phased development plan.  The Proposed Project evaluates 
improvements at the project level according to both NEPA and CEQA regulations that are proposed for 
construction and operation to meet existing aviation demand from 2009 through 2014.  Concurrently, the 
Proposed Project evaluates improvements at the program level according to CEQA regulations that are 
proposed for construction and operation to meet FAA TAF through 2025.  The program level 
improvements represent potential airport improvements for CEQA purposes, with the understanding that 
in the future when specific data are available for these improvements, additional analyses would be 
performed.  These improvements have been considered for the purposes of analyzing cumulative impacts 
under CEQA.  The Proposed Project is shown on Figures 1-2, 1-3, and 1-4 as well as listed below. 

2.2.1 2009 – 2014 Projects 

The following airside and landside projects are proposed to be implemented between 2009 and 2014.  
These specific physical improvements allows the Airport to effectively continue its mission of serving the 
air transportation needs for the City of Fresno and surrounding region as forecasted.  As previously stated, 
these projects are evaluated at the project level under NEPA and CEQA.  See Figures ES-1 and ES-2. 
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Airside Projects 

 Extend length of secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) from 7,206 feet to 8,000 feet to the west; 
 Widen secondary runway from 100 feet to 150 feet; 
 Construct Taxiway B14 and extend Taxiway B; 
 Rehabilitate Taxiways B2, B4, C, C4, Hold Pad B, and Hold Pad C; 
 Rehabilitate concourse aprons adjacent to original terminal building; and 
 Relocate and rehabilitate airfield service road. 

Landside Projects 

 Reconfigure parking area for employees; and 
 Implement public parking improvements, including a permanent parking attendant structure. 

Other Projects 

 Acquire land and construct new off-site detention basin (21 acres); and 
 Implement storm drainage improvements, including conversion of North Chestnut/East Shields 

Basin stormwater holding area to detention basin with pump station and infrastructure 
improvements associated with runway/taxiway work. 

Planning Projects 

 Update the Fresno County Airport Land Use Plan based on the noise contours and safety data 
and establish consistency with the City of Fresno updated Airport and Environs Plan, and 

 City of Fresno General Plan Amendment to update the City of Fresno Airport and Environs Plan 
based on updated noise contours, safety data and establish consistency with the Fresno County 
Airport Land Use Plan. 

2.2.2 2015–2025 Improvements 

The following airside and landside improvements are proposed to be implemented between 2015 and 
2025.  As previously stated, these projects are evaluated at the program level under CEQA.  See 
Figures ES-2 and ES-3. 

Airside Projects 

 Rehabilitate Taxiways B5, B7, B8, B11 and C12; 
 Rehabilitate general aviation aprons; 
 Construct aircraft maintenance apron; 
 Install Category III Instrument Landing System for secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L); and 
 Improve the Surface Movements Guidance and Control System (SMGCS) on all taxiways. 
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Other Projects 

 Implement storm drainage improvements, including rehabilitation/enlargement of McKinley/Clovis 
pump station and infrastructure improvements associated with runway/taxiway work. 

2.3 STUDY AREA 

Two study areas were established by using commonly accepted planning techniques and prior 
environmental experience to determine the extent of potential environmental impacts.  The Generalized 
Study Area and Detailed Study Area are depicted in Figure 4.1-1.  The Generalized Study Area is 
approximately 2,751 acres, and is based on the 2004-estimated extent of the community noise equivalent 
level (CNEL) 65 dB contour and the size of the new stormwater detention basin.  The Detailed Study Area 
is confined to FAT’s current properties and areas adjacent to the southeastern and northwestern portions 
of the airfield, and represents the locations where direct disturbance would occur from the alternatives 
studied in detail.  The Detailed Study Area is approximately 1,265 acres. 

The Generalized Study Area consists of lands primarily within the City of Fresno.  Commercial and industrial 
land uses surround FAT on the north and south sides, which are considered to be airport compatible land 
uses.  Residential land uses are found on the northwest side of FAT.  Most of the homes in this area date to 
the same time period, the 1950s and early 1960s, when FAT was expanded for commercial aviation.  City of 
Clovis lands that fall within the Generalized Study Area are located near the East Airways Boulevard/West 
Dakota Avenue intersection and near the North Winery Avenue/East Ashlan Avenue intersection on the 
northwest side of FAT.  These land uses are classified as commercial/industrial and residential uses, 
respectively.  Other land uses within the Generalized Study Area besides the Airport are used for parks and 
recreation.  The area known locally as “leaky acres” is located immediately northwest of FAT, along with 
another stormwater detention basin.  Existing land uses within the Detailed Study Area primarily consist 
of aviation related development that is associated with FAT as well as a few commercial buildings and a 
golf course (Airways Golf Course). 

2.4 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Proposed Project is intended to ensure that FAT can accommodate existing and forecasted aviation 
demand for air carrier, air cargo, air taxi, business and general aviation, flight training, and military 
services efficiently in the region.  The Proposed Project would allow FAT to handle the forecasted aircraft 
fleet under all weather conditions through improved facilities. The function of FAT would also be 
enhanced by upgrading navigational aid capabilities to allow for a second, and possibly a third, instrument 
approach.  Military activity would continue to be an important element at FAT and improved facilities 
would reduce potential conflicts with local military operations. 

As shown in the aviation forecast tables above the growth rate is anticipated to continue upward for both 
passengers and in total operation numbers higher than pre-September 11, 2001 (see Section 2.3 of the 
Draft EA/EIR).  Given the changing market considerations, particularly for the air cargo carriers, the 
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Proposed Project was conceived to allow FAT to accommodate the FAA TAF.  The AMP documents the 
need to make the proposed improvements for more efficient air travel at FAT.  Without these 
improvements, delays, load penalties, especially in hot weather conditions, and other constraints may 
make FAT less desirable to conduct business and could affect the anticipated positive growth pattern. 

The need for the Proposed Project is intended to satisfy the general need and the AMP objectives 
identified above.  The following is a summary of the specific needs of both airside and landside projects. 

 Provide secondary runway (Runway 11R/29L) of sufficient length, width, and strength to 
accommodate existing aircraft operations. 

 Improve selected taxiways and aprons to sufficient length, width, and strength to support aircraft 
operations. 

 Improve airfield service road. 
 Rehabilitate aircraft maintenance apron. 
 Provide improved navigational aids (NAVAIDS). 
 Rehabilitate existing employee parking area. 
 Implement public parking improvements. 
 Obtain property and construct storm water detention basin. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would satisfy the purpose and needs outlined above. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 STUDY METHODS 

Existing land cover at FAT was determined using aerial photographs and verified by URS biologists 
during a September 2004 and January 2006 reconnaissance visit.  Potentially affected habitats within the 
Detailed Study Area were evaluated for significance based on the quality of the habitat and/or likely 
occurrence of species.  Disturbance of fish, wildlife, and plants as well as threatened and endangered 
species as a result of the alternatives studied in detail was assessed by comparing their layouts to 
mapped habitat.  Field investigations consisted of site reconnaissance and site-specific survey methods 
for common species.  No species-specific surveys were conducted as part of this review process.  The 
following selected sources were used in the impact analysis: 

Potential impacts to fish, wildlife, and plants as well as threatened and endangered species at FAT were 
evaluated based on a review of the available literature regarding the status and known distribution of the 
special-status species, and data collected from studies conducted at the Airport for other projects.  The 
following selected sources were used in the impact analysis: 

 Aerial photographs of the Airport area and vicinity. 

 The USFWS List of Endangered and Threatened Species that may occur in the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) Quadrangles surrounding the action area, including Sanger, Malaga, Fresno 
South, Academy, Friant, Clovis, Round Mountain, Lanes Bridge, and Fresno North.  (FWS, 2009) 

 The California Department of Fish and Game’s California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) 
(CDFG, 2006) query results for the USGS Quadrangles, including Sanger, Malaga, Fresno South, 
Academy, Friant, Clovis, Round Mountain, Lanes Bridge, and Fresno North 

Once all data sources were reviewed, a final list of federally listed species with moderate or greater 
potential to occur in the action area was compiled, and each of the species was evaluated for their 
presence or absence.  In addition, the presence of suitable habitat characteristics was evaluated. 

3.2 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

3.2.1 Land Coverage 

The land surrounding FAT has been heavily modified by urban development.  Mill Ditch provides primary 
drainage for the Detailed Study Area, which is a human-made water conveyance system.  Native plant 
communities are not the dominant land cover in the Generalized or Detailed Study Areas due to the 
urbanization of the Fresno-Clovis area, which has been ongoing since the 1940s.  The following land 
coverage has been identified within the Detailed Study Area: 
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 Airport-Urban Developed 
 Non-Native Herbaceous Field 
 Seasonally Inundated Drainage 
 Seasonally Ponded Swales 
 Seasonally Ponded Depressions 
 Artificial Ponds 

Wherever possible, the vegetation communities were classified according to the nomenclature of Holland 
(1994) and Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995).  Much of the information in this section is derived from a 
recent biotic assessment conducted by H.T. Harvey and Associates in 2005 (H.T. Harvey, 2005) as well 
as from a wetland delineation conducted by URS biologists at FAT in January 2006 (URS, 2006a).  The 
land cover types identified in the Detailed Study Area are discussed below. 

Airport-Urban Developed – This modified land coverage dominates the Generalized and Detailed Study 
Areas.  Outside of the Detailed Study Area, the land coverage is dominated by industrial uses to the north 
and south, and residential uses to the northwest.  Agriculture/open space uses are located southeast of 
FAT.  Vegetation in these areas typically consists of urbanized grasses, trees, and bushes for 
landscaping purposes.  FAT developed areas include the asphalt runways/taxiways, parking areas, 
aircraft aprons, terminal and support buildings, and other airport-related infrastructure.  Per FAA 
regulations, these areas are kept free of vegetation for safety-related reasons, except for low-lying 
grasses and xeriscaping along public parking areas and roads. 

Non-Native Herbaceous Field – Vegetation present at FAT surrounding the runways/taxiways and 
adjacent to the aircraft aprons is predominantly ruderal grasses and includes a hydroseed mixture 
containing introduced grasses of both native and non-native forbs.  Dominant species include softchess 
brome (Bromus hordeaceous) and Pacific fescue (Vulpia microstachys var. pauciflora), with non-native 
toadflax (Linaria pinifolia, L. maroccana), filaree (Erodium cicutarium), wire lettuce (Lactuca serriola), and 
native miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor) also common.  These fields are regularly graded, and are highly 
disturbed, due to routine airport maintenance activities. 

Airfield maintenance staff performs routine inspections of all airfield facilities; maintenance is performed 
as necessary following FAA Part 139 Self Inspection Program.  Examples of preventative maintenance 
include repairing areas subject to erosion and removing debris that may create blockages to the storm 
drain system, which could prevent stormwater from draining as designed.  The Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is in place to ensure proper drainage procedures are followed. 

Seasonally Inundated Drainage – The seasonally inundated drainages on the airport property are 
ditches or channels artificially constructed to convey water away from areas such as runways/taxiways 
and into FAT’s stormwater system.  Vegetation is not present in these drainage features. 

Seasonally Ponded Depressions – The seasonally ponded depressions are small, shallow, concave 
areas that accumulate water.  These areas become small ponds or puddles during significant storm 
events.  These depressions are incorporated into FAT’s storm drainage system.  Vegetation is not 
present in these depressions. 
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Seasonally Ponded Swales – Seasonal swales are shallow, trough-like depressions that carry water or 
become ponded during significant storm events.  These swales differ from ponded depressions in that 
they are linear features.  These swales are incorporated into FAT’s storm drainage system.  Vegetation is 
not present in these swales. 

Artificial Ponds – Artificial ponds are man-made detention basins that occur on airport property as well 
as in the Generalized Study Area for stormwater management purposes.  Due to the relatively flat terrain 
of the Fresno-Clovis area, stormwater detention basins are necessary to supplement the regional 
stormwater system and help contribute to groundwater aquifer recharge.  Basins fill during the rainy 
season (typically winter and spring) and may support emergent aquatic species such as cattails (Typha 
spp.) and tule (Scirpus spp.).  A small colony of spikerush (Eleocharis macrostachya) is present in the 
stormwater holding area east of North Chestnut Avenue and north of East Shields Avenue on the western 
side of FAT. 

3.2.2 Fish, Wildlife, and Plant Habitat 

All of the vegetation communities in the Generalized Study Area are disturbed and provide little habitat for 
wildlife.  Due to ongoing maintenance and application of herbicides and rodenticides, the Generalized 
Study Area provides roosting habitat for wildlife, but very little foraging or nesting opportunities.  Wildlife 
expected to occur in the upland portions of the Generalized Study Area include species typical of ruderal 
grasses and agricultural habitats including starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), house finches (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), western meadowlarks (Sturnella neglecta) and American crows (Corvus brachyrhynchos).  
There is also evidence of California ground squirrels and red fox (Vulpes vulpes) occurring at FAT.  
However, the airport takes measures to manage these species in accordance with the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) guidelines and has a contract with Wildlife Control Technology for 
addressing these species of concern.  Amphibians and reptiles that could occur in the area include 
western toads (Bufo boreas) and gopher snakes (Pituophis melanoleucus). 

The stormwater detention basins in the Generalized Study Area attract some water birds when inundated, 
including Canada goose (Branta canadensis), mallard (Anas platyrhnychos), killdeer, black-necked stilt 
(Himantopus mexicanus), and greater yellowlegs (Tringa melanoleuca).  These large stormwater 
detention basins provide habitat within the vicinity of the airport for waterfowl and other birds.  Many birds, 
especially larger species of waterfowl such as Canada goose, are at high risk for strikes to aircraft and 
can potentially create safety hazards for planes.  Historically, the risk of bird strike is considered to be low 
at FAT.  Six bird strikes have been recorded during 2006.  However, no injuries or impact to Airport 
operations resulted.  FAT follows wildlife management policies and procedures as required by FAA 
regulations Part 139.  Based on the history at FAT, formal bird surveys were not conducted at Leaky 
Acres or other nearby stormwater detention basins as a part of this Draft EA/EIR. 

3.2.3 Special-Status Species, Threatened and Endangered Species 

Reviews of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) species lists and CDFG California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) for the Sanger, Malaga, Fresno South, Academy, Friant, Clovis, Round 
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Mountain, Lanes Bridge, and Fresno North U.S. Geological Service (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangles as 
well as a reconnaissance survey in January 2006 were conducted to identify any threatened, 
endangered, special concern, or candidate species that might occur within the Generalized or Detailed 
Study Areas.  Of note, the CNDDB nine USGS quadrangle area encompassed the Generalized and 
Detailed Study Areas.  The Detailed Study Area was specifically evaluated to determine whether any 
habitats were present that could potentially contain or support listed species. 

Thirty-six (36) special-status species were identified by the USFWS and CNDDB record search and were 
reviewed for this Draft EA/EIR, which are shown on Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 at the end this biological 
assessment.  Of the species considered, 30 are not likely to occur due to a lack of suitable habitat 
present in the Detailed Study Area, but are listed for informational purposes.  The species that have 
potential to occur in the Detailed Study Area or that need further explanation are described below. 

California Horned Lark – The California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia) is a CDFG species of 
special concern.  Horned larks are common to abundant residents in a variety of open habitats, where 
woody vegetation is generally low and sparse.  Horned larks were observed during the January 2006 
reconnaissance survey.  Due to regular mowing of the airfield and occasional spraying of herbicides, FAT 
does not provide suitable nesting habitat for horned larks.  However, horned larks are likely to be 
occasional visitors to the Detailed Study Area, where they may forage year-round within the grassland 
habitats associated with the airfield. 

California Tiger Salamander – The California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) is listed as 
threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and is designated a “species of special 
concern” by CDFG.  California tiger salamanders occur in the central Pacific Coast Range Mountains 
from Sonoma County to Santa Barbara County and eastward to the southern Central Valley and the 
foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountains.  California tiger salamanders typically inhabit grasslands and 
oak woodland habitats below 1,500 feet that have scattered ponds, intermittent streams, or vernal pools.  
Suitable breeding habitat for California tiger salamander has been correlated with several variables, 
including:  (1) pond size; (2) duration of ponding; (3) substrates for egg attachment; (4) absence of non-
native predators; and (5) upland aestivation (summer hibernation) habitat. 

Breeding habitat consists of seasonal pools, low gradient streams, and stock ponds that contain water for at 
least 10 weeks beyond the breeding season.  A significant inverse association of California tiger 
salamanders with predatory fishes and bullfrogs has been found.  California tiger salamanders aestivate in 
rodent burrows throughout the summer and emerge after the first sustained rain storms in November.  
Adults will migrate up to 0.6 mile from aestivation (summer hibernation) sites to breeding ponds and juvenile 
salamanders have been detected as far as 1 mile from breeding sites (Jennings and Hayes, 1994). 

There is one documented occurrence of this species in the CNDDB within the Clovis USGS quadrangle 
west of the Friant canal.  However, the tiger salamander occurrence was reported in 1879, with no recent 
occurrences.  Meaning this species is considered to be extirpated (absent) from the area (CDFG, 2006).  
All other occurrences within the nine USGS quadrangle area are located within less developed 
environments and not within the Fresno-Clovis urbanized area.  While breeding habitat exists within the 
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stormwater detention basins in the Detailed Study Area, regular mowing of the surrounding upland area 
and the isolation by roads other suitable habitat make the occurrence of this species unlikely. 

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp – The vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) is listed as threatened under 
the Federal ESA.  This species is widely distributed through the grasslands of California, from Shasta County 
south to Riverside County.  However, populations of vernal pool fairy shrimp are often small, and this species 
tends to be outnumbered by other co-occurring species.  This species occurs in a wide variety of pool types, 
but is most commonly found in small swales or vernal pools in unplowed grasslands (Eriksen and Belk, 1999).  
There are two documented occurrences of vernal pool fairy shrimp in the Clovis USGS quadrangle (CDFG, 
2006); however, the site closest to FAT is in a vernal pool approximately 5 miles away and east of Clovis. 

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp – The vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) is listed as critical 
habitat under the Federal ESA.  This species is found in vernal pools and swales containing highly turbid 
water, often in unplowed grasslands.  Tadpole shrimp are known to prey upon fairy shrimp, and although 
it has not been documented, the vernal pool tadpole shrimp probably preys on the vernal pool fairy 
shrimp when they co-occur (Eriksen and Belk, 1999).  No vernal tadpole shrimp have been documented 
in the CNDDB nine USGS quadrangle area (CDFG, 2006). 

Western Burrowing Owl – The western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) is a CDFG species 
of concern.  Burrowing owls inhabit perennial grasslands with low-growing vegetation.  Burrows are an 
essential habitat component for providing protection, shelter, and nesting sites.  Burrowing owls typically 
use burrows made by fossorial mammals, such as ground squirrels, although artificial burrows such as 
cement culverts, debris piles, or other human-made structures can be used as well (CBOC, 1993).  
Burrowing owls are primarily insectivores, but also eat small mammals, reptiles, birds, and carrion (Zeiner 
et al., 1990). 

Burrowing owls have been observed in the Detailed Study Area in the past.  The airport has taken 
measures, in consultation with CDFG, to remove these owls.  FAT coordinates with CDFG for burrowing 
owls and has a contract with Wildlife Control Technology for addressing Threatened and Endangered 
Species and species of concern.  In addition to the birds observed at the airport, two occurrences of the 
western burrowing owl have been documented in the CNDDB nine USGS quadrangle area (CDFG, 
2006).  The closest occurrence is located approximately 12 miles from FAT.  It was observed in the Lanes 
Bridge quadrangle, east of State Route (SR) 41 and outside of the Generalized Study Area. 

Western Pond Turtle – Western pond turtles, including both the northwestern (Clemmys marmorata ssp. 
marmorata) and southwestern (C. marmorata ssp. pallida) subspecies, are a CDFG species of concern.  
Western pond turtles range throughout California, from southern coastal California and the Central Valley, 
east to the Cascade and Sierra Nevada Mountains.  The two subspecies are believed to integrate over a 
broad range in the California Central Valley (Jennings and Hayes, 1994). 

Western pond turtles occur in a variety of permanent and intermittent aquatic habitats.  Pond turtles 
require suitable basking and haul-out sites, such as emergent rocks or floating logs, which they use to 
regulate their temperature throughout the day (Holland, 1994).  In addition to appropriate aquatic habitat, 
these turtles require an upland (oviposition) site in the vicinity of the aquatic habitat, often within 656 feet.  
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Recent fieldwork has demonstrated that this species may spend the winter in an inactive state, on land or 
in the water, and in other cases may remain active and in the water throughout the year (Jennings and 
Hayes, 1994).  Upland hibernaculae (hibernation spots) may include any type of crack, hole, or object that 
a turtle seeking cover might squeeze into or burrow under. 

Western pond turtles have been documented twice in the CNDDB nine USGS quadrangle area, both in the 
Academy quadrangle.  One was observed approximately 15 miles from FAT in Little Dry Creek, east of Friant.  
While habitat exists within the stormwater detention basins in the Detailed Study Area, the isolation by roads of 
these detention basins from other suitable habitat make the occurrence of this species unlikely. 
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4.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

4.1 METHODOLOGY 

Existing land cover at FAT was determined using aerial photographs and verified by URS biologists 
during September 2004 and January 2006 reconnaissance visits.  Potentially affected habitats within the 
Detailed Study Area were evaluated for significance based on the quality of the habitat and/or likely 
occurrence of species.  Disturbance of fish, wildlife, and plants as well as threatened and endangered 
species as a result of the alternatives studied in detail was assessed by comparing their layouts to 
mapped locations of such known communities.  Field investigations consisted of site reconnaissance and 
site-specific survey methods for common species.  No species-specific surveys were conducted as part of 
this review process. 

4.2 2009–2014 PROJECTS FINDINGS 

4.2.1 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants 

Implementation of the Proposed Project from 2009–2014 would not alter the habitat of common plant, 
wildlife species, sensitive natural communities, or riparian habitat.  Also, no aquatic habitat is present at 
FAT.  The major of land at the FAT has already experienced some type of development disturbance in 
the past.  The 2009–2014 projects would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish, or wildlife species as the majority of the Generalized Study Area is urbanized and isolated 
from known wildlife habitats or wildlife corridors.  FAT currently complies with all federal, state, and local 
policies and ordinances protecting common biological resources.  There are no approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plans in the Generalized Study Area.  Therefore, no significant impacts are 
anticipated. 

No significant natural landscape exists on the interior of the Proposed Project site, while there are a few 
shrubs and trees on the periphery of the project site.  The existing landscape does not have any unique 
or uncommon scenic qualities, but would be subject to the City of Fresno Tree Shading Ordinance.  All 
new projects in the City of Fresno are subject to the Tree Shading Ordinance, which outlines the number 
and location of trees based on the type of proposed development.  However, a variance to the standard 
would be pursued due to the nature of the 2009–2014 projects.  Previous Airport-related parking lot 
projects have installed a minimum number of trees and concentrated them on the perimeters due to 
safety and security issues.  Therefore, implementation of the 2009–2014 projects would not conflict with 
any local policies protecting biological resources.  No significant impacts are anticipated. 

4.2.2 Special-Status Species, Threatened and Endangered Species 

In order to refine the list of species potentially affected by the 2009–2014 projects , the species listed in 
Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 at the end this biological assessment were rated for their potential to occur.  
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Species with “no or low” potential to occur are presented for informational purposes only.  For species 
rated as “not likely to occur,” appropriate habitat characteristics are not present or they are thought to 
have been extirpated from the region.  Species rated as “low potential to occur” include species whose 
known distribution does not include the Detailed Study Area, species for which appropriate habitat 
characteristics or only marginal habitat characteristics are present in the Detailed Study Area, and 
species that were not observed during the January 2006 reconnaissance visit.  Species rated as 
“moderate potential to occur” include those species for which suitable habitat characteristics are present 
in the Detailed Study Area even though they were not detected during the reconnaissance visit.  Species 
rated as “known to occur” have been observed in the Detailed Study Area. 

For the impact analysis presented in this Draft EA/EIR, species that were rated a “moderate potential to 
occur” or “known to occur” were considered to be potentially adversely affected if the 2009–2014 projects 
would affect the species or their habitat.  The following four special-status species were found to 
potentially exist at FAT and could be affected by the 2009–2014 projects. 

California Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris actia) (California Department of Fish and Game Species of 
Special Concern) – Habitat conditions at FAT are marginal for the California horned lark.  The 2009–2014 
projects would not remove an appreciable amount of foraging habitat for this species and disturbance 
from construction is not expected to impact their breeding.  No significant impacts are anticipated. 

Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) (CDFG Species of Special Concern) – Although 
no burrowing owls were observed during the January 2006 reconnaissance visit, the owls have been 
present in the Detailed Study Area in the past and there is potential for this species to occur again. 

Listed Branchiopods – No vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi, federally threatened) or vernal 
pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi, federally endangered) were observed during the January 2006 
reconnaissance visit within the Detailed Study Area.  Potential habitat may exist for these species in the 
Generalized Study Area in stormwater detention basins and seasonally ponded depressions.  Within the 
DSA, as shown on Figure 5.12-1, no stormwater detention basins or seasonally ponded depressions 
would be directly disturbed by construction of the Proposed Project.  Construction activities would not 
eliminate listed branchiopod habitat and therefore no adverse impact is anticipated. In order to ensure or 
limit disturbance of these areas during construction activities, BMPs would be employed, if necessary, 
including:  (1) the placement of construction fencing around stormwater detention basins and seasonally 
ponded depressions to serve as a no-disturbance buffer, (2) limiting the use of rubber tire vehicles 
between June 1 and October 15, and (3) placing sediment barriers around construction work zones to 
control surface water runoff. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not significantly alter the habitat of special-status species 
or riparian habitat, nor would it result in the taking of any known listed threatened or endangered species 
or the habitat of such species.  All habitats at FAT that may provide habitat for any special-status species 
are closely managed by FAT.  Therefore, with the mitigation of the potential significant impact to the 
burrowing owl, and the implementation of best management practices to avoid impacts to potential vernal 
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pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp, the Proposed Project would not have a significant 
impact on any special-status, threatened, or endangered species. 

4.3 2015–2025 PROJECT FINDINGS 

The impacts of the Proposed Project from 2015–2025 would be the same as the 2009–2014 projects with 
respect to fish, wildlife, and plant communities.  Implementation of the 2015–2025 projects would not alter 
the habitat of common plant, wildlife species, sensitive natural communities, or riparian habitat.  
Additionally, the 2015–2025 projects would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish, or wildlife species as the majority of the Generalized Study Area is urbanized.  FAT 
currently complies with all federal, state, and local policies and ordinances protecting biological 
resources.  There are no approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans in the Generalized 
Study Area. 

The impacts of the Proposed Project from 2015–2025 would be the same as the 2009–2014 projects with 
respect to threatened and endangered species.  The following four special-status species were found to 
potentially exist in the Generalized Study Area and could be affected by the Proposed Project:  California 
horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), Western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), vernal 
pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), and vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi).  Similar to 
the 2009–2014 projects, no significant impacts are anticipated to the California horned lark.  Construction 
activities could result in the conversion of some burrowing owl nesting habitat to Airport-related 
development and this could be a potentially significant impact.  Construction activities from the Proposed 
Project are not anticipated to impact listed branchiopod habitat.  However, implementation of the following 
avoidance and minimization measure would reduce or eliminate significant impacts.  In order to ensure or 
limit disturbance of these species during construction activities, BMPs would be employed, if necessary, 
including:  (1) the placement of construction fencing around stormwater detention basins and seasonally 
ponded depressions to serve as a no-disturbance buffer, (2) limiting the use of rubber tire vehicles 
between June 1 and October 15, and (3) placing sediment barriers around construction work zones to 
control surface water runoff. 

4.4 AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

The following avoidance and minimization measure will be implemented to protect the burrowing owl 
(CDFG Species of Special Concern), as well as their respective habitat.  The FAA and FAT are 
responsible for implementing the following avoidance and minimization measure. 

Conduct Pre-Construction Burrowing Owl Survey.  FAT shall conduct a pre-construction survey of 
ground disturbance sites during the breeding season (from approximately February 1 through August 31), 
consistent with CDFG guidelines, in the same calendar year that construction is planned to begin.  The 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine whether any burrowing owls are nesting 
on or directly adjacent to any construction site.  If phased construction procedures are planned, the 
results of the above survey shall be valid only for the season when it is conducted.  If the pre-construction 
breeding season survey does not identify any burrowing owls on the construction site, then no further 
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mitigation would be required.  However, should any burrowing owls be found neither FAT nor any 
construction contractor shall disturb an occupied burrow while there is an active nest and/or juvenile owls 
are present.  Avoidance shall include the establishment of a non-disturbance buffer zone around the nest 
site consistent with CDFG guidelines.  The buffer zone shall be delineated by highly visible temporary 
construction fencing.  The occupied nest site shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine 
when the juvenile owl is fledged and independent.  Disturbance of an occupied burrow shall only occur 
outside the breeding season and when there is no nest or juvenile owl based on monitoring by a qualified 
biologist.  Based on approval by CDFG, pre-construction and pre-breeding season exclusion measures 
may be implemented to preclude burrowing owl occupation of a construction site prior to project-related 
disturbance. 

4.5 SUMMARY OF DETERMINATION 

With implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures described above, the Proposed Project 
is not likely to adversely impact burrowing owls. 
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Table 3.1-1:  Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity (Federal Designation) 
Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Federal
Status1 Preferred Habitat 

Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Mammals    

Dipodomys nitratoides exillis 
FRESNO KANGAROO RAT 

E Alkali sink and open grassland 
habitats in western Fresno county.  
Uses bare alkaline clay-based soils 
subject to seasonal inundation, with 

more friable soil mounds above 
seasonal flood level for burrows. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Vulpes macrotis mutica 
SAN JOAQUIN KIT FOX 

E Annual grassland or grassy open 
stages with scattered shrubby 

vegetation, need loose-textured 
sandy soils for burrowing, and 

suitable prey base 

Not likely to occur; 
extirpated from project 

area 

Birds    

Falco peregrinus 
AMERICAN PEREGRINE FALCON 

D Nests on protected cliffs near large 
waterbodies where prey is abundant; 

uncommonly found in the Central 
Valley as a winter resident, 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
BALD EAGLE 

T Nests and roosts in large-diameter 
trees or snags near large 

waterbodies where prey is abundant. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis 
WESTERN YELLOW-BILLED 

CUCKOO 

C Dense willow and cottonwood stands 
in river floodplains 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

 
Amphibians and Reptiles 

Thamnophis gigas 
GIANT GARTER SNAKE 

T Freshwater marsh and low gradient 
streams, has adapted to drainage 

canals and irrigation ditches 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Gambelia (Crotaphytus) silus 
BLUNT-NOSED 

LEOPARD LIZARD 

E Sparsely vegetated alkali and desert 
scrub habitats, alkali flats, large 

washes, arroyos and canyons; find 
shade under shrubs or in mammal 

burrows; 30-900 meters 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Ambystoma californiense 
CALIFORNIA TIGER SALAMANDER 

T and X Annual grasslands and grassy 
understory of valley-foothill hardwood 
habitats, need underground refuges 

during dry season, need vernal pools 
or other seasonal water sources for 

breeding 

Low potential to occur; 
poor quality habitat 

present in the detention 
ponds only.  Detention 

ponds were constructed 
after the development of 
the surrounding roads 

and airport 
Rana aurora draytonii 

CALIFORNIA 
RED-LEGGED 

FROG 

T Breeds in pools with emergent 
vegetation; typically absent in pools 
where predatory fish are present; 

require adequate hibernaculae such 
as small mammal burrows and moist 

leaf litter 

Not likely to occur; 
extirpated from project 

area. 
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Table 3.1-1:  Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity (Federal Designation) 
(Continued) 

Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Federal
Status1 Preferred Habitat 

Potential to occur in 
the Project Area 

Fish    

Hypomesus transpacificus 
DELTA SMELT 

T Low-mid reaches of San Joaquin-
Sacramento Delta 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 
CENTRAL VALLEY 

STEELHEAD 

T Pacific Ocean, spawn in coastal 
streams and rivers, over gravel beds 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Invertebrates    

Branchinecta conservation 
CONSERVANCY 
FAIRY SHRIMP 

E Large, turbid pools in the northern 
two-thirds of the Central Valley, 

inhabit astatic pools located in swales 
formed by old, braided alluvium, filled 
by winter/spring rains, last until June 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

Federal
Status1 Preferred Habitat 

Potential to occur in 
the Project Area 

Branchinecta lynchi 
VERNAL POOL 
FAIRY SHRIMP 

T and X Vernal pools, inhabit small, clear-
water sandstone depression pools 
and grassed swale, earth slump, or 

basalt-flow depression pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present within 
the Proposed Project 

area. 

Lepidurus packardi 
VERNAL POOL 

TADPOLE SHRIMP 

X Seasonal pools in unplowed 
grassland with old alluvial soils 

underlain by hardpan or in sandstone 
depressions, water in the pools has 
very low alkalinity and conductivity 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present within 
the Proposed Project 

area. 

Desmocerus californicus dimorphus 
VALLEY 

ELDERBERRY 
LONGHORN BEETLE 

T Elderberry shrubs Not likely to occur; no 
elderberry shrubs are 

present 

Plants    

Orcuttia pilosa 
HAIRY ORCUTT 

GRASS 

E and X Vernal pools, endemic to the 
Sacramento Valley 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Orcuttia inaequalis 
SAN JOAQUIN 

VALLEY ORCUTT 
GRASS 

T and X Vernal pools Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Castilleja campestris ssp. succulenta 
SUCCULENT OWL’S CLOVER 

T and X Vernal pools and moist places, often 
in acidic soils, in valley and foothill 

grasslands 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia bahiifolia 
HARTWEG’S GOLDEN SUNBURST 

E Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with clay soils 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia peirsonii 
SAN JOAQUIN ADOBE SUNBURST 

T Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with adobe soils. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Note: 

Federal Endangered Species Act 
 E – Endangered   T- Threatened   C- Candidate for listing status 
 PT – Proposed for listing as Threatened   D – Delisted      X- Critical habitat 
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Table 3.1-2:  Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity (State Designation) 
Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

State 
Status1 

CNPS/ 
R-E-D2 

Other 
Status3 Preferred Habitat 

Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Mammals      

Dipodomys nitratoides 
exillis 

FRESNO KANGAROO 
RAT 

E N/A - Alkali sink and open grassland 
habitats in western Fresno county.  
Uses bare alkaline clay-based soils 
subject to seasonal inundation, with 

more friable soil mounds above 
seasonal flood level for burrows. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Ammospermophilus 
nelsoni 

SAN JOAQUIN 
ANTELOPE 
SQUIRREL 

T N/A - Western San Joaquin Valley from 
200-1,200 feet on dry, sparsely 

vegetated loam soils; dig burrows or 
use kangaroo rat burrows, need 

widely scattered shrubs, forbs, and 
grasses in broken terrain with gullies 

and washes 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Vulpes macrotis mutica 
SAN JOAQUIN KIT 

FOX 

T N/A - Annual grassland or grassy open 
stages with scattered shrubby 

vegetation, need loose-textured 
sandy soils for burrowing, and 

suitable prey base 

Not likely to occur; 
extirpated from project 

area 

Taxidea taxus 
AMERICAN BADGER 

None N/A SSC Grasslands, prairies, deserts, Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Birds      

Falco peregrinus 
AMERICAN 

PEREGRINE FALCON 

E N/A - Nests on protected cliffs near large 
waterbodies where prey is abundant; 

uncommonly found in the Central 
Valley as a winter resident, 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 
BALD EAGLE 

E N/A Protected Nests and roosts in large-diameter 
trees or snags near large 

waterbodies where prey is abundant. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Agelaius tricolor 
(nesting colony) 
TRICOLORED 
BLACKBIRD 

None N/A SSC Nests next to open water where there 
is extensive emergent vegetation, 
blackberry or wild rose bushes; 
frequently forages in grainfields. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Athene cunicularia 
hypugea 

WESTERN 
BURROWING OWL 

None N/A SSC Nests and winters in grassland and 
sparse shrubland habitats throughout 
California; uses abandoned burrows 

of burrowing mammals for shelter 
and nest sites. 

Known to occur in 
recent years, some 
potential to occur in 

the project area 

Eremophila alpestris 
actia 

CALIFORNIA 
HORNED LARK 

None N/A SSC Open habitats with sparse vegetation 
and exposed soil 

Known to occur.  
Observed in the 

project area in 2005. 

Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis 

WESTERN YELLOW-
BILLED CUCKOO 

E N/A - Dense willow and cottonwood stands 
in river floodplains 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 
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Table 3.1-2:  Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity (State Designation) 
(Continued) 

Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

State 
Status1 

CNPS/ 
R-E-D2 

Other 
Status3 Preferred Habitat 

Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Amphibians and Reptiles 
Thamnophis gigas 
GIANT GARTER 

SNAKE 

T N/A - Freshwater marsh and low gradient 
streams, has adapted to drainage 

canals and irrigation ditches 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Phrynosoma 
coronatum frontale 

CALIFORNIA 
HORNED LIZARD 

None N/A SSC/ 
Protected 

 Valley-foothill hardwood, conifer, 
and riparian habitats, as well as pine-

cypress, juniper, and annual grass 
habitats, bask on low boulders or 
rocks, burrow into soil or under 

objects for cover and hibernation 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Gambelia 
(Crotaphytus) silus 

BLUNT-NOSED 
LEOPARD LIZARD 

E N/A Protected/ 
Fully 

Protected 

Sparsely vegetated alkali and desert 
scrub habitats, alkali flats, large 

washes, arroyos and canyons; find 
shade under shrubs or in mammal 

burrows; 30-900 meters 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Clemmys marmorata 
WESTERN POND 

TURTLE 

None N/A SSC/ 
Protected 

Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, 
irrigation ditches, need basking sites 
such as partially submerged logs or 

rocks, and suitable upland habit 
(sandy banks or grassy open fields) 

for egg laying. 

Low potential to occur; 
poor quality habitat 

present in the detention 
ponds only.  Detention 
ponds were construc-
ted after the develop-

ment of the surrounding 
roads and airport 

Ambystoma 
californiense 

CALIFORNIA TIGER 
SALAMANDER 

None N/A SSC Annual grasslands and grassy 
understory of valley-foothill hardwood 
habitats, need underground refuges 

during dry season, need vernal pools 
or other seasonal water sources for 

breeding 

Low potential to occur; 
poor quality habitat 

present in the detention 
ponds only.  Detention 
ponds were construc-
ted after the develop-

ment of the surrounding 
roads and airport 

Spea hammondii 
WESTERN 

SPADEFOOT 

None N/A SSC Grassland and valley-foothill 
hardwood woodlands, vernal pools or 
seasonal wetlands are essential for 

egg laying 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Rana aurora draytonii 
CALIFORNIA 

RED-LEGGED 
FROG 

None N/A SSC/ 
Protected 

Breeds in pools with emergent 
vegetation; typically absent in pools 
where predatory fish are present; 

require adequate hibernaculae such 
as small mammal burrows and moist 

leaf litter 

Not likely to occur; 
extirpated from project 

area. 

Fish      

Hypomesus 
transpacificus 

DELTA SMELT 

T N/A - Low-mid reaches of San Joaquin-
Sacramento Delta 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Mylopharodon 
conocephalus 
HARDHEAD 

None N/A SSC Sacramento-San Joaquin river 
system and the Russian River 

system 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 
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 Biological Assessment 



10 FAT App H H-22 Fresno Yosemite International Airport 
  EA/EIR 
 Biological Assessment 

Table 3.1-2:  Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity (State Designation) 
(Continued) 

Scientific Name 
COMMON NAME 

State 
Status1 

CNPS/ 
R-E-D2 

Other 
Status3 Preferred Habitat 

Potential to occur 
in the Project Area

Plants      

Orcuttia pilosa 
HAIRY ORCUTT 

GRASS 

E 1B/ 
2-3-3 

- Vernal pools, endemic to the 
Sacramento Valley 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Orcuttia inaequalis 
SAN JOAQUIN 

VALLEY ORCUTT 
GRASS 

E 1B/ 
2-3-3 

- Vernal pools Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Castilleja campestris 
ssp. succulenta 

SUCCULENT OWL’S 
CLOVER 

E 1B/ 
2-2-3 

- Vernal pools and moist places, often 
in acidic soils, in valley and foothill 

grasslands 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia bahiifolia 
HARTWEG’S 

GOLDEN SUNBURST 

E 1B/ 
2-3-3 

- Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with clay soils 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Pseudobahia peirsonii 
SAN JOAQUIN 

ADOBE SUNBURST 

E 1B/ 
2-3-3 

- Cismontane woodlands and valley 
foothill grasslands with adobe soils. 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Eryngium spinosepalum 
SPINY-SEPALED 
BUTTON-CELERY 

None 1B/ 
3-3-3 

- Valley and foothill grasslands, vernal 
pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Caulanthus californicus 
CALIFORNIA JEWEL-

FLOWER 

None 1B/ 
3-3-3 

- Chenopod scrub, pinyon and juniper 
woodland, valley and foothill 

grassland, sandy soils 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Tuctoria greenei 
GREENE’S 
TUCTORIA 

None 1B/ 
2-3-3 

- Vernal pools Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Leptosiphon serrulatus 
MADERA 

LEPTOSIPHON 

None 1B/ 
2-3-3 

- Cismontane woodland, lower 
montane coniferous forest 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Sagittaria sanfordii 
SANFORD’S 

ARROWHEAD 

None 1B/ 
2-2-3 

- Shallow freshwater marshes and 
swamps 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Tropidocarpum 
capparideum 

CAPER-FRUITED 
TROPIDOCARPUM 

None 1B/ 
3-3-3 

- Valley and foothill grassland Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Downingia pusilla 
DWARF DOWNINGIA 

None 2/ 
1-2-1 

- Valley and foothill grasslands, vernal 
pools 

Not likely to occur; no 
habitat present 

Note:  2 California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
1A Plant species that are presumed extinct in California 
1B Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
2 Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
3 Plant species about which we need more information (a review list) 
4 Plant species of limited distribution (a watch list). 

3 Other Status 
California Department of Fish and Game 
E– Endangered  T- Threatened  SSC- Species of Special Concern        X- Critical habitat 
Protected and Fully Protected – Species which cannot be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and 
Game Commission and/or Department of Fish and Game 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request

Name Of Project Federal Agency Involved

Proposed Land Use County And State

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By NRCS

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland?
(If no, the FPPA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form).

Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used Name Of Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By NRCS

Yes       No

Acres: % %Acres:

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Site Rating
Site A Site B Site C Site D

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion
               Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b)

Maximum
Points

1. Area In Nonurban Use
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area
6. Distance To Urban Support Services
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services

10. On-Farm Investments
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100
Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local
site assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

Site Selected: Date Of Selection
Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

Yes No
Reason For Selection:

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (10-83)
This form was electronically produced by National Production Services Staff

5/12/08

FAT Master Plan Update Projects Federal Aviation Administration

Urban Stormwater Detention Basin Fresno, California

✔
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