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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, the City of Fresno as the lead agency for the City of Fresno General Plan and 

Development Code Update has evaluated the comments received on the Draft Master Environmental 

Impact Report (Draft Master EIR), State Clearinghouse No. 2012111015.  The Draft Master EIR was 

released for an extended public review and comment from July 23, 2014 through October 8, 2014.  

This Response to Comments (including the Errata) and the Draft Master EIR comprise the Final 

Master EIR for use by the City of Fresno and responsible agencies in their review of the proposed 

project. 

This Response to Comments document is organized as follows: 

 Section 1: Introduction. 
 

 Section 2: List of Commenters.  Provides a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals that 

commented on the Draft Master EIR. 
 

 Section 3: Responses to Comments.  Includes a copy of all of the letters received and provides 

responses to comments on environmental issues describing the disposition of the issues, 

explaining the Draft Master EIR analysis, supporting the Draft Master EIR conclusions, and/or 

providing clarifying information or corrections, as appropriate.  This section is organized with a 

copy of the comment letter followed by the corresponding responses. 
 

 Section 4: Errata.  Includes errata, clarifications, and additions to the Draft Master EIR. 

 

Additionally, these Responses to Comments and Errata clarify, amplify, and expand on the fully 

adequate analysis and significance conclusions that were already set forth in the Draft Master EIR for 

public review.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 makes clear that such clarifications and 

amplifications are appropriate under CEQA and do not require recirculation of the Master EIR.  

Specifically, Section 15088.5 states: 

  a)  A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 

the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under 

Section 15087 but before certification.  As used in this section, the term “information” can 

include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 

information.  New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed 

in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 

substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 

avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 

have declined to implement.  “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, 

for example, a disclosure showing that: 
 

1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 

mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 
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2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 

mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 
 

3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 

project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 
 

4)  The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 

that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  
 

  b)  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 

amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.   

 

As set forth in more detail in these Responses to Comments and Errata, none of the clarifications or 

amplifications set forth herein change the significance conclusions presented in the Draft Master EIR 

or the substantially alters the analysis presented for public review.  Furthermore, the Draft Master 

EIR circulated for public review was fully adequate under CEQA such that meaningful public review 

was not precluded.  Thus, the clarifications provided in these Responses to Comments and Errata do 

not constitute significant new information that might trigger recirculation. 

In addition, an environmental evaluation of requested land use changes was conducted and provided 

in Appendix 1 of this Response to Comments Document.  The evaluation determined which land use 

requests resulted in no new significant or substantial changes to the environmental issues addressed 

in the Draft Master EIR. 
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LIST OF COMMENTERS SECTION 2: 

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals who provided comments on the Draft Master 

EIR through the close of the public review period ending October 8, 2014 is presented below.  

Additional comments were received after the close of the public review period, and these are also 

presented below.  Each comment has been assigned a code.  Individual comments within each 

correspondence have been numbered so comments can be crossed‐referenced with responses.  The 

text of the correspondence is reprinted in Section 3, Responses to Comments, immediately followed 

by the corresponding response. 

Table 2‐1: List of Commenters 

Code Commenter Comment Date 

State Agencies 

A  State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, Scott Morgan October 10, 2014

B  California Department of Conservation, Molly A. Penberth October 21, 2014

C  California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Dick Jones September 8, 2014

D  California Public Utilities Commission, Ken Chiang October 6, 2014

E  Caltrans, District 6, Michael Navarro October 9, 2014

Other Agencies, Organizations, and Persons

F  Allen Matkins, Patrick A. Perry October 9, 2014

G  American Farmland Trust, Daniel O’Connell October 9, 2014

H  Baker Manock & Jensen, Robert Wilkinson August 18, 2014

I  Baker Manock & Jensen, Lauren D. Layne October 8, 2014

J  Bakman Water Company, Richard Tim Bakman October 9, 2014

K  Baseline Environmental Consulting, Patrick Sutton October 7, 2014

L  Building Industry Association, Mike Prandini October 3, 2014

M  Central Unified School District, Bert Contreras August 18, 2014

N  City of Fresno, Council District 6 Committee October 8, 2014

O  Community Medical Centers, Robyn Tusan‐Jinkerson October 9, 2014

P  Diane Merrill  October 9, 2014

Q  Dirk Poeschel  October 10, 2014

R  Fresno Building Healthy Communities, Sandra Celedon‐Castro August 17, 2014

S  County of Fresno Department of Public Works and Planning, Briza 
Scholars 

October 9, 2014

T  Fresno Irrigation District, Laurence Kimura October 8, 2014
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Table 2‐1 (cont.): List of Commenters 

Code Commenter Comment Date 

U  Fresno Metro Ministries, Sarah Sharpe October 9, 2014

V  Granville Homes, Inc.  October 9, 2014

W  Historic Preservation Commission, Karana Hattersley‐Drayton August 26, 2014

X  Jeff Reid  No Date 

Y  Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability, Ashley Werner October 9, 2014

Z  Madera County Community and Economic Development, Brent 
Gibbons 

October 9, 2014

AA  Michael P. Paoli  October 8, 2014

BB  MRO Engineers, Neal K. Liddicoat September 10, 2014

CC  Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Andrew Smith October 8, 2014

DD  Richard Harriman  August 18, 2014

EE  Robert Merrill  October 9, 2014

FF  San Joaquin River Conservancy, Melinda Marks August 18, 2014

GG  San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust, Inc., Dave Koehler August 18, 2014

HH  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Arnaud Marjollet October 9, 2014

II  Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, Tamara S. Galanter September 25, 2014

JJ  Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, Tamara S. Galanter October 8, 2014

KK  Sunnyside Property Owners Association, Sue Williams August 18, 2014

LL  SWAPE, Matt Hagemann  October 8, 2014
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the 

City of Fresno (City), as the lead agency, evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR (State 

Clearinghouse No. 2012111015) for the proposed General Plan and Development Code Update and 

has prepared the following responses to the comments received.  Due to a large volume of 

attachments to two comment letters (comment letters Y and JJ), these attachments are included in 

Appendix 2 (Attachments to Comment Letter Y), and Appendix 3 (Attachments to Comment Letter 

JJ).  
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Letter A:  State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, Scott Morgan, October 
10, 2014 and October 23, 2014 

Response to Comment A‐1 

This comment acknowledged the close of the public review period was October 9, 2014.  The 

comment also stated that the Draft Master EIR was forwarded to the Resources Agency, Department 

of Conservation, Department of Fish and Wildlife (Region 4), Department of Parks and Recreation, 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board, Department of Water Resources, Office of Emergency 

Services, Caltrans (Division of Aeronautics), California Highway Patrol, Caltrans (District 6), 

Department of Housing and Community Development, Air Resources Board, Regional Water Quality 

Control Board, Region 5), Native American Heritage Commission, and the Public Utilities 

Commission.  No specific comments on the environmental issues presented in the Draft Master EIR 

were provided.  Thus, no further response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment A‐2 

This comment stated that an additional comment was received by the State Clearinghouse and has 

been forwarded to the City.  The comment is identified as Comment B. No specific comment on the 

environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no further response is 

required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Letter B:  California Department of Conservation, Molly A. Penberth, October 21, 2014 

Response to Comment B‐1 

This comment acknowledges the project description and asks how the General Plan will remain 

consistent with the conditions set upon existing Williamson Act contracts.  These contracts have 

specific provisions in accordance with state law that need to be followed prior to cancelling the 

contracts.  The City will ensure these provisions are followed for projects under the City’s purview.  

As of January 2014, none of the lands under a Williamson Act contract (approximately 1,615 acres) 

has been issued a notice of non‐renewal based on requests of the property owners.  The City does 

not have information regarding anticipated near‐term cancellation of existing Williamson Act 

contracts. 

Response to Comment B‐2 

This comment suggests that agricultural mitigation programs be incorporated into the General Plan 

or Ordinances.  The City has considered a preservation policy and the following policy has been 

added to the General Plan and is added after Policy RC‐9‐b on pages 5.2‐12 and 5.2‐13 of the Draft 

Master EIR.   

RC‐9‐C: Farmland Preservation Program. In coordination with regional partners or 

independently, establish a Farmland Preservation Program.  When Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of State Importance is converted to urban uses, this 

program would require that the developer of such a project permanently protect an 

equal amount of similar farmland elsewhere through easement.  

 

After the implementation of the policies regarding agricultural uses for project impacts (Policy RC‐9‐b 

and RC‐9‐c and for cumulative impacts (Objective RC‐9, Policy RC‐9‐a, Policy RC‐9‐b, and Policy RC‐9‐

c), the potential project and cumulative impacts to farmland is still considered significant.  The 

addition of this policy does not change the findings in the Draft Master EIR. 
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Letter C:  California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Dick Jones, September 8, 
2014 

Response to Comment C‐1 

This comment includes a recommendation that additional research be conducted to determine 

whether pesticides were used within past agricultural areas of the Planning Area.  Impact HAZ‐1 

addresses future grading and excavation of sites for new development and any potential 

contaminated areas be remediated prior to the commencement of construction activities.  The City 

has included Policy NS‐4‐c to require an investigation of soil and groundwater contamination 

whenever justified by past site uses.  Therefore, areas that have previously been farmed are 

candidates for additional evaluation. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

(213) 576-7083 

 
 
 
October 6, 2014 
 
Eric Vonberg 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, California 93721 
 
Dear Mr. Vonberg: 
 
SUBJECT: SCH 2012111015 Fresno (Fresno) General Plan Update - DEIR 
 
The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-
rail crossings (crossings) in California.  The California Public Utilities Code requires Commission 
approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission exclusive power 
on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings in California.  The Commission Rail Crossings 
Engineering Branch (RCEB) is in receipt of the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
proposed City of Fresno (City) General Plan and Development Code Update project. 
 
The project area includes the active rail tracks.  RCEB recommends that the City add language to the 
General Plan Update so that any future development adjacent to or near the planned railroad right-
of-way (ROW) is planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind.  New developments may 
increase traffic volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at any planned at-grade 
crossings.  This includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns or destinations with respect to 
railroad ROW and compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Mitigation measures to 
consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for major thoroughfares, 
improvements to existing at-grade crossings due to increase in traffic volumes, and continuous 
vandal resistant fencing or other appropriate barriers to limit the access of trespassers onto the 
railroad ROW. 
 
If you have any questions in this matter, please contact me at (213) 576-7076, ykc@cpuc.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ken Chiang, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Branch 
Safety and Enforcement Division 
 
C: State Clearinghouse 
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Letter D:  California Public Utilities Commission, Ken Chiang, October 6, 2014 

Response to Comment D‐1 

The commenter asked that the City add language to the General Plan Update so that any future 

development adjacent to or near the planned right‐of‐way is planned with the safety of the rail 

corridor in mind.  The City currently follows state and federal regulations for railroad crossing.  These 

regulations include the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, federal regulations, and 

the regulations set forth by the California Public Utilities Commission.  Following these regulations 

would reduce potential impacts associated with railroad crossings to less than significant. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA    STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 6 
1352 WEST OLIVE AVENUE 
P.O. BOX 12616 
FRESNO, CA 93778-2616 
PHONE  (559) 445-5868 
FAX  (559) 445-5875 
TTY  711 

www.dot.ca.gov 
 

 
 Serious drought. 

 Help save water! 

October 9, 2014 
2131-IGR/CEQA 

06-FRE-GEN 
CITY OF FRESNO 

2035 DRAFT GENERAL PLAN & DRAFT EIR 
SCH# 2012111015 

Mr. Arnoldo Rodriguez 
Planning Manager 
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street 3rd Floor 
Fresno, California 93721 

Dear Mr. Rodriguez: 

Caltrans has completed its review of the City of Fresno Draft 2035 General Plan dated 7/2/14 
and prepared by Dyett & Bhytia for the City of Fresno (City).  This document serves to outline a 
long-range vision for the physical development of the city.  The last comprehensively updated 
General Plan was completed in 2002. 

The City’s General Plan proposes a balanced transportation system that serves transit, bikes and 
pedestrians as well as automobiles.  This multi-modal system should support a more compact 
development pattern, which in turn will support other goals, including preserving farmland and 
making neighborhoods more walkable.  Caltrans applauds the City in their efforts to reduce the 
reliance on the automobile.  However, with the projected population growth, the future demand 
on State facilities and interchanges will exacerbate current conditions.  Therefore, the City 
should continue to work with its stakeholders to maintain its public streets and roads and work 
with Caltrans to identify funding strategies for the State Highway System in absence of inclusive 
program.  

Caltrans recognizes that we live in an area where our population is very automobile dependent.  
As the population grows we do not have the capability to move people solely on the State 
Highway System thus creating the need for an integrated transportation system with our various 
local partners, such as the City, that offers multi-modal options.  This understanding has created 
a cultural change within Caltrans.  For example we have recently endorsed the National 
Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Street Design Guide and the 
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.  Caltrans also developed the Main Street, California and the 2040 
California Transportation Plan. 

The following comments are based on a focused review of the “Mobility and Transportation” 
portion of the Draft General Plan document: 

Letter E 
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Mr. Arnoldo Rodriguez 
October 9, 2014 
Page 2 
 
 
 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
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1. On Page 1-13, Section 1.2, under Regional Location, the second paragraph, first sentence 
should include a statement that describes State Route (SR) 99 as a designated High Emphasis 
Focus Route on the Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan. 

2. On Page 1-19, Section 1.2, under Planning Process subheading Alternative A with 
Modification, Alternative A focuses on rebuilding the primary corridors as a series of 
neighborhood and regional mixed-use centers surrounded by higher density housing, with 
roughly half of the future housing in the City Limits and roughly half in growth areas on the 
urban edge.  Alternative A shifted more development to single-family housing and with more 
focus on growth west and southwest of SR 99.  SR 99 is an interregional facility that is 
already under tremendous strain in the existing condition.  Directing growth west and 
southwest of SR 99 may significantly increase traffic to SR 99 due to the addition of local 
commuter traffic that would occur on this interregional goods movement corridor, therefore 
the City should work with Caltrans on Intelligent Transportation Systems in an effort to 
minimize impacts.  

a. Development west of SR 99 may also impact SR 180.  The General Plan proposes 
light industrial development in the path of the future freeway extension of SR 180.  
The City should work with Caltrans to preserve the right-of-way for the future SR 
180 corridor as well as the interchanges.  This sort of planning will drive the need for 
the SR 180 west extension but currently there is no funding in place. 

3. On Page 3-16, under BRT Corridors & Centers, Clovis Avenue-SR 180/Belmont Corridor, 
the City should consider a Park and Ride in this area particularly near the SR 180/Clovis 
Avenue interchange. 

4. On Page 3-58, LU-7-a, Incentives for a Diversity of Industries, Increased Food Processing 
and Manufacturing, and related Employment Opportunities in Fresno, in the commentary 
section, both SR 41 and SR 99 are currently impacted at the North/Cedar Avenue 
interchanges.  Collaborate with Caltrans and the City to identify funding sources to allow for 
interchange improvements to accommodate the future growth. 

5. On Page 4-3, it is indicated that General Plan Goal 13 includes emphasizing the City as a role 
model for environmental quality.  However, later in the document it is indicated that the City 
proposes to allow selected locations in the city to operate at unsatisfactory traffic levels-of-
service.  Allowing increasing traffic congestion would appear to act against General Plan 
Goal 13.  Increasing congestion would negatively impact air quality by increasing the travel 
time a vehicle takes to complete the same trip distance.  The increased time would result in 
an increase in the amount of air pollutants that the vehicle discharges. 
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6. On Page 4-3, it is indicated that General Plan Goal 14 includes providing a network of 
walking and biking trails to benefit the health of residents.  Caltrans supports guidance meant 
to provide flexibility for bicycle facility design.  The American Association of State Highway 
Transportation Officials and the National Association of City Transportation Officials 
publications help as a guide to Caltrans’ philosophy and flexible approach toward designing 
multimodal transportation projects.  These guides promote a network of Class I, Class II and 
Class III bicycle facilities that connect major origins and destinations.  These guides should 
be considered in all transportation system developments so as to include flexibility in future 
design options.  For information on these guides, please see: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/Documents/2014-4-2-Flexibility-in-Design.pdf.  

7. On Page 4-7, in the first partial paragraph, last sentence, it states the reliance of both inter-
regional and local goods movement on SR 99 is an important issue for the City and the San 
Joaquin Valley, and plans for future development will need to avoid loading unnecessary 
personal traffic (i.e. local traffic) onto this crucial corridor when possible.  Caltrans agrees 
with this statement. 

8. On Page 4-7, in the last paragraph, it is indicated that 7.4 percent of the daily average trips 
are made by walking and bicycling, and 0.86 percent of the daily average trips are made with 
transit.  The Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee (RTMF) and Traffic Signal Mitigation 
Impact (TSMI) fee programs are still necessary to provide mitigation for improvements 
necessary to accommodate projected future demand on State and local facilities (these need 
to be updated to keep up with future needs). 

9. On Page 4-9, under Street Typologies, Freeways, Caltrans prepares and periodically updates 
the Transportation Concept Report (TCR).  The TCR is a long-range system-planning 
document that establishes a planning concept for a state highway corridor through the future 
year.  The TCR provides the route, traffic data, and operating characteristics for Caltrans 
District 6 State highway corridors and should be referred to when development occurs near 
the State facility. 

10. On Page 4-13, end of the third paragraph, indicates that purposefully designed congestion 
incentivizes the use of transit or other modes of transportation that more efficiently move 
people and is better for air quality.  However, as previously commented, the data would seem 
to suggest that even with significant increases in pedestrian, bike, and transit use, the future 
demand on the freeways and interchanges would nevertheless continue to increase due to 
natural increases in population.  It is thus unlikely that the number of trips that would convert 
from individual motor vehicles to these other modes of transportation could be offset by the 
projected increase of population.  Additionally, increasing congestion would negatively 
impact air quality by increasing the travel time a vehicle takes to complete the same trip 
distance.  The increased time would result in an increase in the amount of air pollutants that 
the vehicle discharges. 
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11. On Page 4-13, the last sentence of the last paragraph, it is indicated that the General Plan 
envisions a context-sensitive LOS system that can be developed which will be more 
responsive to the City’s needs and support achieving the urban form concepts of the Plan.  
Caltrans is charged with the responsibility of safeguarding the substantial investment that the 
citizens of California have made in the State’s transportation system and ensuring the safety 
of the motoring public.  It should be noted that those facilities under State jurisdiction would 
need to be analyzed using methods and assumptions approved by Caltrans.   

12. On Page 4-14, the first paragraph, the argument is presented that there should be a greater 
tolerance for peak-hour congestion.  The argument presents a scenario where, in order to 
achieve a satisfactory peak-hour level-of-service, there would be a need to increase the 
capacity of a roadway segment by adding a significant number of lanes.  It continues the 
argument by stating that this would lead to wider roadways that would be unfriendly to 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic.  The City should be aware that the level-of-service for 
intersections is different than the level-of-service for segments.   

13. On Page 4-26, Implementing Policy MT-1-c, directs the Director of Transportation to prepare 
and adopt official plan lines or other documentation needed to preserve or obtain right-of-
way (ROW) for planned improvements to transportation corridors, roadways, and 
bike/pedestrian paths.  However, there does not appear to be any similar implementing policy 
that would preserve right-of-way for possible future improvements to State facilities.  
Caltrans recognizes the importance of preserving ROW; we suggest incorporating similar 
policy in regard to State facilities.  This could be accomplished by including Caltrans’ 
Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs) and other documentation 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist6/planning/tcrs/) as part of the City’s policies.   

14. On Page 4-29, Implementing Policy MT-1-l, indicates that vehicle LOS F conditions would 
be acceptable during peak hours for segments and intersections within the Downtown 
Planning Area.  However, as previously commented, those facilities under State jurisdiction 
would need to be analyzed using methods and assumptions approved by Caltrans.  Also, 
Caltrans will determine measures and standards that facilities under its jurisdiction shall 
employ.   

15.  On Page 4-37, Implementing Policy MT-4-g, the City should include the following 
language: Caltrans has indicated that California’s transportation system cannot meet the 
State’s needs with just highways and supports guidelines meant to improve Caltrans’ design 
of bicycle facilities.  The guidelines were developed by the American Association of State 
Highway Transportation Officials and the National Association of City Transportation 
Officials.  These guidelines promote a network of Class 1 bicycle facilities that connect 
major origins and destinations linked with a network of Class 2 facilities on all possible 
streets.  A Class 1 bicycle facility is situated on a separate right-of-way or with some sort of 
physical barrier placed on the street between the bicycle and motor vehicle, while a Class 2 
facility shares the travel way with motor vehicles separated by striping.  These standards 
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should be considered as transportation system developments so as not to preclude future 
design options. 

The following comments are based on a focused review of the “Transportation and Traffic” 
portion of the General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report document: 

16. On Page 5.14-4, it is noted in the first paragraph that the analysis of traffic operations was 
conducted on roadway segments representative of the City’s overall transportation network, 
and that the roadway segment analysis is based on traffic counts taken at a single location or 
link that is intended to be representative of the entire segment.  However, while this approach 
of examining segments and relying on data collected at spot locations to represent that entire 
segment is satisfactory for very broad planning applications, it is too simplistic for 
determining the operation of specific elements of a freeway segment or freeway interchange.  
Analysis of the freeway interchange would require intersection, queuing, and stopping 
distance analysis.   

17. On Page 5.14-15, under the section titled “Caltrans”, it is indicated that the data used to 
identify possibly congested freeway segments (State Routes (SR) 41 and 99) was obtained 
from 2008-2009 data sources (Highway Congestion Monitoring Program).  This data shows 
locations of recurrent congestion (condition lasting for 15 minutes when demand exceeds 
capacity and speeds are less than 35 mph on incident free weekday); however, because this 
data may be out of date, Caltrans made various improvements to segments of SRs 41 and 99 
which might have addressed some of the recurrent congestion. 

18. On Page 5.14-18, the last sentence states that there are no federal plans, policies, regulations, 
or laws pertaining to transportation that are applicable to this general plan; however, to 
receive federal funding, transportation projects nominated by the cities, counties, and 
agencies must be consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

19. On Page 5.14-19, the second sentence of the first paragraph, SR 168 has been omitted from 
the list of State Routes in the project vicinity that fall under Caltrans jurisdiction.On Page 
5.14-20, under the section titled “Senate Bill 743”, it is indicated that changes to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require the development of a new approach 
for analyzing transportation impacts under CEQA.  The new approach will eliminate vehicle 
delay and level-of-service for CEQA impacts for many parts of California.  However, it 
should be noted that safety will remain the priority for all State facilities.  As previously 
commented, a true analysis of a freeway segment is much more complex than simply 
equating the number of lanes to a level-of-service.  It would require a weaving analysis, 
merging analysis, and diverging analysis.  Analysis of the freeway interchange would require 
intersection analysis, queuing analysis, and stopping distance analysis.  Queuing on ramps 
can result in severe safety deficiency due to reduced stopping distances and traffic backed up 
onto the mainline through lanes. 
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20. On Page 5.14-21, in the first paragraph under the title “2011 Fresno Council of Governments 
(FCOG) Regional Transportation Plan”, it is indicated that this area is designated a federal 
non-attainment area for ozone.  This requires that the transportation system meet stringent air 
quality emissions targets to reduce pollutant levels that contribute to ozone formation.  To 
receive federal funding, transportation projects nominated by the cities, counties, and 
agencies must be consistent with the RTP.  Also, the seventh and eleventh bulleted FCOG 
RTP policies listed on Page 5.14-21 indicate that the transportation system should be 
managed in a manner to increase operational efficiency, reduce air pollution, and provide for 
effective and safe movement of people and goods.  Therefore, the general plan’s strategy of a 
downtown level-of-service of LOS F appears to be inconsistent with the Fresno COG RTP 
policy.  This would thus appear to jeopardize federal funding for transportation projects 
nominated by the City.  It should also be noted that FCOG has adopted a 2014 RTP. 

21. On Page 5.14-23, Policy E-2-b indicates minimizing vehicular and vehicular-pedestrian 
conflicts on major streets and adjacent land uses through use of traffic design and control 
measures that reduce congestion and increase safety.  For the downtown area, the City should 
employ some type of mechanism or trigger for improvements. 

22. On Page 5.14-24, under the title “City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Report Guidelines”, it 
is indicated that the guidelines include preferred traffic analysis methodologies, significance 
criteria, and documentation requirements.  However, it should be noted that the City’s traffic 
study guidelines do not apply to State facilities.  Caltrans will have preferred analysis 
methodologies and significance criteria for facilities under State jurisdiction. 

23. On Page 5.14-26, it is indicated that a CEQA threshold of significance would be substantially 
increase hazards due to design features or incompatible uses.  Therefore, as previously 
commented, stopping distance on exit-ramps will be a feature that would need to be 
analyzed.  If a project increases the queuing at an exit-ramp, the available stopping distance 
would be impacted, thus creating a potential safety concern. 

24. On Page 5.14-26, the two bullets under the title “Caltrans Thresholds” relate to acceptable 
level-of-service and applicable measures of effectiveness on State facilities.  However, it 
should be noted that these measures are also include intersections in addition to freeway 
segments.  Failure tends to occur at the connections well before failure occurs on the links.  
The connections, intersections and interchanges are the weak points, and failure will be 
noticed at these points well before the segments begin to fail. 

25. On Page 5.14-42, it is indicated that Traffic Impact Zone I (TIZ-I) represents the Downtown 
Planning Area.  A peak hour LOS standard of F or better would be maintained for all 
intersections and roadway segments.  However, as previously commented, those facilities 
under State jurisdiction would need to be analyzed using methods and assumptions approved 
by Caltrans.  Also, Caltrans will determine measures and standards that facilities under its 
jurisdiction shall employ. 
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26. On Page 5.14-42, in the last paragraph, it is noted that the General Plan Update accepts lower 
LOS values.  This reflects a change in policy that acknowledges that transportation planning 
based solely on roadway LOS fails to acknowledge users other than those in personal 
vehicles.  Also, a lower vehicle LOS may be desired when balanced against other community 
values related to resource protection, social equality, economic development, pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and transit users.  Additionally, a higher LOS results in greater expenditure on 
infrastructure. 

27. On Pages 5.14-54 and 5.14-55 the tables list freeway segments that the DEIR has identified 
as currently operating at unsatisfactory levels-of-service.  The tables listed on Pages 5.14-74, 
5.14-75 and 5.14-76 list freeway segments that the DEIR has identified as operating at 
unsatisfactory levels-of-service at build-out.  However, as previously commented, this 
approach of merely examining segments and relying on data collected at spot locations to 
represent that entire segment is too simplistic for determining the true operation of specific 
elements of a freeway segment or freeway interchange.  A true analysis of a freeway segment 
is much more complex than simply equating the number of lanes to a level-of-service.  It 
would require a weaving, merging, and diverging analysis.  Analysis of the freeway 
interchange would require intersection, queuing and stopping distance analysis.   

28. On Page 5.14-57, in the second paragraph, the phenomenon of “induced travel” is discussed.  
It also states that expansion of the regional freeway system, consistent with the 2011 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), will contribute to induced travel and therefore may 
complete with the objectives of the City of Fresno General Plan update that foster more 
compact multi-modal development.  Caltrans goal is to utilize leadership, collaboration and 
strategic partnerships to develop an integrated transportation system that provides reliable 
and accessible mobility for all travelers.  

29. On Pages 5.14-57 and 5.14-78, in the last two sentences of the third paragraph, it is stated 
that improvements to the freeway system are under Caltrans’ jurisdiction, thus the impacts to 
the freeways are significant and unavoidable.  However, decisions made by the City may 
impact the freeways and freeway elements.  Therefore, the City should work with Caltrans to 
mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant. 

30. On Page 5.14-80, it is twice indicated that impacts to State facilities are significant and 
unavoidable.  No feasible mitigation measures beyond implementation of General Plan 
Update Policies MT-2-j and MT-2-l are applicable.  Therefore, the City should work with 
Caltrans to mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant. 

31. On Page 5.14-82 & 86, Impact TRANS-4 and Policy MT-1-0, states that the project would 
not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.  Acceptance 
of vehicle LOS E or F conditions outside of identified multi-modal districts only if provisions 
commensurate with the level of impact and approved by the City Traffic engineer are made 
to sufficiently improve the overall transportation system and promote non-vehicular 
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transportation as part of a development project.  However, as previously commented, 
Caltrans will determine measures and standards that facilities under its jurisdiction shall 
employ.  Additionally, Caltrans would be concerned with the possibility of congested ramp 
intersections causing traffic to back up onto the freeway mainlines.  This could result in the 
creation of potential situations where vehicles exiting the freeway mainline at a high speed 
do not have adequate stopping distance on the ramp due to backup.  Also, if the ramp queue 
backs up all the way to the freeway mainline, there could be additional concern due to the 
expectation of continuously moving traffic on the freeway mainline lanes. 

SB 375 formalized the connection between land use planning and transportation.  Population 
growth is eminent.  The General Plan is indicating that the “Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)” is 
projected to more than double (9,395,800 to 19,883,400 weekday) with full build-out.  
Furthermore, with the funding constraints in transportation that we are compelled to contend 
with, we are learning that we cannot necessarily afford to build our way out of congestion.  
While there is still opportunity to expand infrastructure in our region, we will also need to 
manage our transportation infrastructure more efficiently.  This can only be done by working 
together, maximizing funding opportunities (i.e. all-inclusive Regional fee programs) to develop 
a well-integrated system that offers various alternative modes for our residents. 

Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (559) 445-5868 or 
michael.navarro@dot.ca.gov.   

Sincerely, 
 
p.p.   
 
 
MICHAEL NAVARRO 
Senior Transportation Planner, Northern Region 
District Office 6 
 
 
 
 
C: Gail Miller, Deputy District Director, Caltrans District 6 
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Letter E:  Caltrans, District 6, Michael Navarro, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment E‐1 

This comment states that the City should continue to work with its stakeholders to maintain its 

public streets and roads and work with Caltrans to identify funding strategies for the State Highway 

System.  As reflected in Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft Master EIR, Policy MT‐2‐

j (Funding for Multi‐Modal Transportation Systems) and Policy MT‐2‐l (Region‐wide Transportation 

Impact Fees) are proposed to assist in future funding of improvement to the transportation system. 
The City has been a strong advocate for ballot measures generating revenue for transportation 

improvements, including state highway projects, and has been an active participant in the Council of 

Fresno County Governments (COG) Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIP) steering group.   

This comment also provides a request to revise a reference to Regional Location within the General 

Plan Update.  This comment is noted; however, this specific comment is not on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR.  Therefore, no further response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment E‐2 

This comment provides a concern that the General Plan Update proposes light industrial 

development in the path of the future freeway extension of SR 180.  The freeway currently 

terminates at North Brawley Avenue, a signalized intersection.  While the north side of SR 180 

between North Brawley and North Blythe Avenues, is within the City’s Sphere of Influence, the land 

is unincorporated, thus it is under the purview of the County of Fresno.  Regardless, the City is 

committed to partnering with Caltrans and/or the County of Fresno upon Caltrans’ adoption of a 

plan to expand SR 180 west.  Upon adoption of a future right‐of‐way, the City is committed to 

coordinating with Caltrans as they acquire land for an extension. 

Response to Comment E‐3 

These comments are provided on the General Plan Update and not on the contents of the Draft 

Master EIR.  Therefore, no further response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment E‐4 

This comment acknowledges that the roadway segment analysis based on traffic counts taken at a 

single location or link is satisfactory for very broad planning applications.  However, the commenter 

states that the use of this very broad application is too simplistic in determining the operation of 

specific elements of a freeway segment or freeway interchange.  The analysis is appropriate to 

represent potential worst‐case impacts. The City acknowledges that analysis of freeway interchanges 

would require intersection, queuing, and stopping distance analysis.  The level of analysis applicable 

for the different types of facilities would be determined in consultation with Caltrans during 

individual project developments. 

Response to Comment E‐5   

The commenter stated that the use of the 2008‐2009 data sources (Highway Congestion Monitoring 

Program) may be out of date because Caltrans made various improvements to segments of SR 41 

and SR 99 which may have addressed some of the recurrent congestion.  This comment is noted.  

The use of the 2008‐2009 data resulted in a worst‐case evaluation. 
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Response to Comment E‐6 

The comment notes that on Page 5.14‐18, there are no federal plans, policies, regulations, laws 

pertaining to transportation that are applicable to the project, but clarifies that for a transportation 

project to received funding, projects nominated by the cities, counties, and agencies must be 

consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan.  Regional Transportation Plans are addressed on 

Page 5.14‐21 of the Draft Master EIR under the heading Regional and Local Plans, Policies, 

Regulations, and Ordinances. 

Response to Comment E‐7 

The comment notes the omission of SR 168 on Page 5.14‐19 from the list of state routes in the 

planning area.  SR 168 is revised as follows in the second sentence in the first paragraph on page 

5.14‐19: 

“In the project vicinity, State Routes 41, 99, 168, and 180, along with the freeway 

ramp terminal intersections, fall under Caltrans jurisdiction.” 

 

In addition, the comment also discusses recent developments with Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), 

including guidance provided by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) regarding SB 

743 implementation.  Since preparation of the Draft Master EIR, OPR has provided guidance on SB 

743, including recommendation on significance thresholds.  The recommendations would eliminate 

the use of level of service as a significance threshold statewide and include significance threshold 

related to safety, including a project that contributes to queuing on freeway off‐ramps where queues 

extend onto the mainline or contribute to speed differential of greater than 15 miles per hour 

between adjacent travel lanes.  The comment identifies that more detailed analysis may be required 

to determine potential impacts related to safety.  Chapter 4 of the General Plan, Mobility and 

Transportation, includes Policy MT‐2‐h that identified the update of the City’s transportation impact 

study guidelines, which would include appropriate thresholds related to implementation of SB 743.  

Projects that result in an impact would be required to provide mitigation measures to reduce the 

significance of identified impacts.  It should be noted that the preliminary guidelines from OPR 

regarding SB 743 that have been released recognize lead agency discretion to set thresholds. 

Response to Comment E‐8 

The comment concerns an apparent inconsistency of Policy MT‐2‐i relating to the City’s desire to 

allow level of service (LOS) F operations for drivers in Traffic Impact Zone I (representing the 

Downtown Planning Area) and the potential to jeopardize federal funding for transportation projects 

in the City. 

As discussed in Impact TRANS‐1, the General Plan Update accepts lower LOS values, which reflect the 

change in policy for the City to acknowledge that transportation planning based solely on roadway 

LOS, which considers only driver comfort and convenience, is not desirable since it fails to 

acknowledge other users of the circulation system and other community values.  In evaluating the 

roadway system, a lower vehicle LOS may be desired when balanced against other community values 

related to resource protections, social equity, economic development, and consideration of 

pedestrian, bicyclist, and transit users.  In addition, roadway LOS is directly linked to roadway 

infrastructure cost.  A higher LOS results in greater expenditure of infrastructure for wider roadways 
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that do not necessarily serve all users of the circulation system and may compete with other policies 

of the General Plan Update.  With the General Plan Update, impacts to roadways within TIZ I were 

determined to be less than significant.   

Policy MT‐1‐p addresses the continued coordination with the Fresno Council of Governments in 

developing and updating the Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Plan 

(SCS/RTP), consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the General Plan Update.  This 

coordination will ensure consistency of the General Plan Update and SCS/RTP policy. 

Response to Comment E‐9 

The comment concerns Policy E‐2‐b of the City of Fresno 2025 General Plan and recommends that 

the City should employ some type of mechanism or trigger for improvements in the downtown area.  

While not a comment on the Draft Master EIR, the commenter is referred to Chapter 4 of the 

General Plan, Mobility and Transportation, which includes several policies related to implementation 

of the General Plan Update, including MT‐1‐b (Circulation Plan Diagram Implementation) and MT‐1‐d 

(Integrate Land Use and Transportation Planning). 

Response to Comment E‐10 

The comment states that the City’s traffic study guidelines do not apply to State Facilities.  This 

comment is correct and noted. 

Response to Comment E‐11 

The comment concerns CEQA thresholds of significance relating to increase hazards due to design 

features or incompatible uses.  As summarized in Impact TRANS‐4, the project would not 

substantially increase hazards due to design feature or incompatible uses.  As discussed, the analysis 

was based on a review of the General Plan Update policy and potential internal policy inconsistencies 

or discrepancies related to hazards.  In addition, Chapter 4 of the General Plan, Mobility and 

Transportation includes Policy MT‐2‐i that requires transportation impact studies to assess impact of 

new development, which may include the type of safety analysis referenced in the comments, 

depending on the project and its location relative to the state highway system.   

Response to Comment E‐12 

The commenter states that the Caltrans Thresholds provided on page 5.14‐26 of the Draft Master EIR 

are also applicable to intersections and freeway segments.  The City of Fresno acknowledges the 

thresholds.  This comment is noted.   

Response to Comment E‐13 

The commenter was concerned that the LOS threshold for TIZ‐1 did not refer to Caltrans facilities.  

The LOS threshold for TIZ‐1 refers to only City of Fresno transportation facilities.  The City 

understands that the thresholds established by Caltrans for their facilities would need to be satisfied.  

Intersection evaluations would be required as individual projects are proposed for implementation. 

Response to Comment E‐14 

The commenter restates the information regarding the City’s change in policy to acknowledge that 

transportation planning based solely on roadway LOS is not desirable since it fails to acknowledge 

other users of the circulation system and other community values.  This comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment E‐15 

The commenter states that the approach of merely examining segments and relying on data 

collected at spot locations to represent the entire segment is too simplistic.  Please see Response to 

Comment E‐4 and E‐7. 

Response to Comment E‐16 

The commenter makes reference to the phenomenon of “induced travel”, but no specific comment 

on the contents of the Draft Master EIR is provided.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment E‐17 

The comment concerns Impact TRANS‐1 in the Draft Master EIR and the findings relative to the State 

Highway System.  Specifically, impacts to the State Highway System were identified and determined 

to be significant and unavoidable, since improvements to the State Highway System are under 

Caltrans’ jurisdiction and the City of Fresno does not have control over their timing or 

implementation.  As discussed in Impact TRANS‐1, the General Plan Update includes Policy MT‐2‐j 

and MT‐2‐l, related to regional cooperation for implementation and funding of regional 

transportation improvements.  Therefore, the City will work with Caltrans to reduce the significance 

of project impacts through mitigation for project impacting the State highway System.   

Response to Comment E‐18 

The commenter suggested that the City should work with Caltrans to mitigate impacts to Caltrans 

facilities.  This suggestion is consistent with Policy MT‐2‐l provided within Section 5.14 in the Draft 

Master EIR.  Please also see Response to Comment E‐17 related to working with Caltrans. 

Response to Comment E‐19 

Please refer to Response to Comment E‐11 for discussion of Impact TRANS‐4 in the Draft Master EIR.  

Policy MT‐1‐o applies only to facilities under the jurisdiction of the City of Fresno. 

Response to Comment E‐20 

This comment discusses the need to maximize funding opportunities to develop a well‐integrated 

system that offers alternative transportation modes for residents.  The City of Fresno acknowledges 

the need for funding multi‐modal transportation systems and a regional fee program.  These funding 

discussions are provided in Policy MT‐2‐j and Policy MT‐2‐l in Section 5.14.5, Transportation and 

Traffic, of the Draft Master EIR. 
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Letter F:  Allen Matkins, Patrick A. Perry, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment F‐1 

This comment states that the Master EIR does not adequately consider and mitigate all potentially 

significant environmental impacts associated with the General Plan Update pursuant to CEQA.  This 

comment also states that the Master EIR should be revised and recirculated.  The commenter refers 

to inadequacies in Comments F‐2 through F‐6 below and responses to these comments are provided 

below and demonstrate that the evaluations provided in the Master EIR are adequate to address the 

potential environmental effects associated with the General Plan Update. 

This commenter first raises a concern that the Southeast Development Area, which is identified as 

part of Growth Area 2, is considered an area with insufficient funding for infrastructure 

improvement.  The commenter asks how can development occur and provide necessary 

infrastructure improvements if there is insufficient funding. 

The intent of Objective UF‐13 is to provide a direction for future growth within the Planning Area.  

Commentary to Objective UF‐13 has been revised to provide more clarity in the City’s intent as 

identified below. 

Objective UF‐13: Locate roughly one‐half of future residential development in the 

Growth Areas—defined as unincorporated land as of December 31, 2012 SOI—which 

are to be developed with Complete Neighborhoods that include housing, services, 

and recreation; mixed‐use centers; or along future BRT corridors. 

 

Commentary: The Planning Director will provide an annual report describing the 

City’s compliance with the Plan and progress toward meeting the goals and 

objectives to City Council and every five years prepare an updated plan for achieving 

this goal, with recommended appropriate policy amendments and also new 

implementation strategies necessary to meet this goal by 2035. The rate of progress 

toward meeting this goal is not expected to occur in a linear or “one‐to‐one” pattern. 

Development in infill areas versus growth areas may progress in an uneven pattern, 

depending upon the schedule of relevant key incentive programs (such as those 

related to BRT) and the impact of market forces. However, the City expects to make 

steady progress toward all the goals and objectives and anticipates meeting them at 

or near the close of General Plan Horizon in 2035. See the Implementation Element 

for additional implementation strategies for this objective. 

 

As identified in Section 3.4 of the General Plan Update, the City intends to pace new development in 

the designated Growth Areas, including the Southeast Development Area (SEDA, previously referred 

to as the Southeast Growth Area (SEGA)), to be balanced with the City’s goals for achieving 

significant reinvestment within the 2012 City Limits.  As a result, timing of development within the 

Growth Areas is generally provided.   
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Response to Comment F‐2 

This comment raises a concern that natural recharge will not increase water supply in the new 

annexation areas because the natural recharge is already occurring within these areas.  Without 

intentional recharge via ponding basins sited and maintained for high percolability and supplied by 

surface water to supplement rainfall, not all unincorporated areas can be assumed to provide more 

recharge than urbanized areas.  The use of furrow irrigation has decreased dramatically over past 

decades and agricultural operations in the unincorporated area have increasingly used sophisticated 

water conservation techniques that minimize percolation of applied water below the root zones of 

crops.  Northerly and westerly portions of the City’s sphere of influence are also affected by the 

presence of “hardpan,” naturally cementitious subsurface soil strata that impede percolation.   

The water supply evaluation provided in Impact HYD‐2 in Section 5.9 and in Impact USS‐4 in Section 

5.15 in the Draft Master EIR identifies water supply sources that are available to the City for future 

development within the future City limits (i.e., the Planning Area) and these were evaluated based 

on water demand projected from the future buildout within the Planning Area through the year 

2056.  To accurately account for available natural recharge water supply available to the City, the 

future annexations into the City would increase the water supply available to the City. 

This comment also raises a concern that the projected increases in intentional groundwater recharge 

to 75,100 AF is based on an increase in the City’s capacity for surface water treatment.  Conversion 

to treated surface water has long been a City strategy for in‐lieu groundwater recharge.  As stated in 
the second paragraph on page 5.9‐23 of the Draft Master EIR, the objective of balancing the City’s 

groundwater operations includes a host of strategies, including an increase in intentional recharge of 

75,100 AF by the year 2035. This evaluation also states that reducing groundwater pumping can 

occur with an increase in the use of treated surface water. 

This comment also provides a concern that the Master EIR concludes a significant groundwater 

impact without adequately mitigating the potential impact.  The mitigation measures provided for 

Impact HYD‐2 (Groundwater Supplies and Recharge) on pages 5.9‐28 and 5.9‐29 of the Draft Master 

EIR are USS‐5 and USS‐21, as revised below, HYD‐1, and HYD‐2. The reference to USS‐17 under 

Mitigation Measures on page 5.9‐28 of the Draft Master EIR is a typographical error and is revised as 

follows: 

“Implementation of Mitigation Measure USS‐5 and USS‐17 USS‐21 is required.” 

 

As stated on page 5.9‐29, the level of significant after mitigation is less than significant.  The 

evaluation found that the mitigation measures could reduce the potential impact on groundwater to 

less than significant. 

Response to Comment F‐3 

This comment raises a concern that the City’s wastewater treatment facilities will be deficient to 

treat the anticipated generation of wastewater within the Planning Area. The analysis under Impacts 

USS‐1 and USS‐5 in Section 5.9 of the Draft Master EIR found that the implementation of Mitigation 

Measures USS‐1 through USS‐3 would reduce impacts to wastewater treatment facilities to less than 

significant. 
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For clarification, the discussion under Impact USS‐2 in Section 5.15 of the Draft Master EIR includes 

an evaluation of the potential environmental effects during the construction of new facilities.  These 

potential impacts are focused on construction impacts. 

Response to Comment F‐4 

This comment raises a concern that the Master EIR did not identify the funding for future surface 

water or wastewater treatment facilities.  It is acknowledged that in August 2014, the City Council 

voted to repeal schedule water rate increases that removed a potential source of revenue for new 

water treatment facilities. The action in August 2014 by the City Council removed a potential source 

of revenue at this time, but after conducting a series of public workshops to solicit expert and public 

opinion on future water supply outlook and the most feasible and cost‐efficient means to provide for 

future water demands and protect resources, the Council is scheduled to re‐adopt the Metropolitan 

Water Resource Management Plan adopted in mid‐2014 and to again consider the rate structure 

required to construct and operate water supply and recharge infrastructure.  The General Plan 

Update is a long‐range plan that will require various funding sources to implement future facilities 

through the buildout of the Plan (Year 2056).  It is not possible for all available funding sources, 

including rate structures, to be anticipated that far in the future.  For this reason, the CEQA 

Guidelines do not mandate identification of funding sources. Rather, they require that mitigation 

measures be fully enforceable, and they allow for mitigation measures to be incorporated into a 

plan, policy, regulation, or project design. (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(2).) 

Response to Comment F‐5 

This comment expresses a concern that the Master EIR did not include a discussion of the 

consistency of the General Plan Update with the recently adopted Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  Please see Response to Comments JJ‐31 and JJ‐31 

regarding the RTP, SCS, and Senate Bill 375.  

Response to Comment F‐6 

This comment states that the City’s previous approval of the BRT Project constitutes piece‐mealing 

or splitting under the General Plan Update.  Since the BRT Project was approved while the existing 

2025 General Plan was in effect, the environmental evaluation of the BRT Project was not required to 

be evaluated for consistency with the General Plan Update since the General Plan Update was not an 

approved plan in March 2014. 
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San Joaquin Valley Office 
894 East Divisadero Street #201 

Fresno California 93721 
 

October 9, 2014 
 
Mayor Ashley Swearengin and Fresno City Councilmembers 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 
 
Re: City of Fresno General Plan Update, Infill Development and Farmland 
Conservation Policies 
 
Since the inception of the City of Fresno’s 2035 General Plan Update (GPU) process, 
American Farmland Trust (AFT) has recognized the precedent-setting potential offered 
when the San Joaquin Valley’s largest metropolitan area meaningfully engages its 
residents in their city’s strategy for long term economic development, setting land use 
policies and overall planning process.  With Fresno at the center of the world’s most 
productive agricultural region, Fresno’s GPU offers a unique opportunity to improve 
farmland conservation policy and practice while structurally adjusting for past urban 
planning oversights that transformed the city from one of the nation’s most livable places 
to one of its most impoverished.    
 
As the foremost farmland conservation organization in the country, American Farmland 
Trust’s work links the growth of the San Joaquin Valley’s cities and urbanized areas to 
the need to conserve its natural and agricultural resources.  For decades, we have 
championed these objectives throughout the region where historic precedent and recent 
trends prioritized the short-term financial gain of private interests at the expense of public 
policy for long-term sustainable growth.  This scenario plays out most dramatically when 
prime farmland is converted into inefficient residential development.  This pattern of 
development redirects investments away from existing urbanized areas while 
destabilizing real estate values throughout the county – thus, undermining the value of 
urban property while causing speculation in farmland.  Decreased tax revenue and 
increased costs then undercut the fiscal foundation of municipalities, limiting their ability 
to provide adequate public services over time to ever more dispersed geographies.   
 
The City of Fresno General Plan is an ideal opportunity to envision a new pattern of 
development and galvanize consensus around how future growth should be planned.  
Indeed, this process is well underway, represented in the broad, diverse coalition that 
advocated for “Alternative A” earlier in the process.   
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Infill Development  
 
American Farmland Trust broadly supports the values and direction of the city’s currently 
proposed General Plan Update.  In particular, the plan’s emphasis on mixed-use, transit-
oriented infill development is a welcome change in a city that has historically been 
known for its inefficient pattern of development.  The most recent draft document, 
however, has moderated the implementing language to the point where it threatens to 
undermine the integrity of the plan. 
 
Originally, under Alternative A, a firm infill percentage was fixed at 57%, but Objective 
UF-12 states that “roughly one-half of future residential development” will be located in 
infill areas.  This change in the framing of the infill policy is so vague that it undermines 
the infill development goal for the Plan.  A clear and unequivocal infill percentage will 
assist future staff’s interpretation of the objective. 
 
In addition, the implementation mechanisms for achieving infill development can be 
improved.  The concurrent City of Visalia General Plan Update, by comparison, has a 
unique way to achieve infill development priorities through three tiers of concentric 
growth rings within the city’s current sphere of influence (the first being the existing city 
limit and the second and third being reserved for future development).  The policy, as it is 
being finalized, will set a firm infill development target for each growth ring before 
opening the next to development.  The City of Fresno’s proposed GPU policy is currently 
premised upon Growth Areas 1 and 2, with the Plan stating, “Growth Area 2 needs 
critical infrastructure improvements, and the City does not anticipate that funding for 
Growth Area 2 can be committed in the near-term.  To this end, the City will need to 
establish a way to monitor investment within the city limits and Growth Area 1 before 
approving the opening of Growth Area 2.”  This policy, as drafted, is passive and unclear 
as to how infill development will be implemented.  Ideally, firmer policy mechanisms 
and triggers should designate when and how the city is going to achieve and monitor the 
Plan’s infill development objectives. 
 
Infill development is the foundation of reinvestment, renewal and renaissance which the 
City of Fresno is striving for in its General Plan Update.  While General Plans are broad 
economic constitutions of how development is going to occur, they benefit from precise 
and detailed structures, particular for objectives that have historically been problematic to 
achieve.  If the infill development policies in the GPU are too vague, unspecific or 
watered down to be implemented, then the integrity of the Plan as a whole is undermined 
from its inception.   
 
Farmland Conservation and Mitigation 
 
Agricultural conservation complements and strengthens the City of Fresno’s infill 
development goals.  One way to illustrate this is the City of Fresno’s historic pattern of 
development, where rapid development of inexpensive farmland resulted in an 
oversupply of residential homes and commercial properties.  Home values in the southern 
half of the city were subsequently undermined while abandoned storefronts became 
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characteristic of a number of the city’s previously thriving business corridors.  Today, 
illustrated by the city’s own GPU mapping, its inner core has some of the highest poverty 
rates in the country. 
 
A straightforward way to alleviate some of this market imbalance is to apply the 
California Environmental Quality Act’s mitigation requirements to the conversion of 
farmland.  A farmland mitigation program will not only incentivize infill development, 
but also address the current inadequacy of the Master Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for this General Plan Update to appropriately mitigate for the conversion of 
farmland.  In the EIR, 15,903 acres of farmland are anticipated to be converted to urban 
uses.  This is identified as a “significant impact” yet “no mitigation measures” are called 
for beyond an amorphous proposal for regional cooperation and enrollment of farmland 
into undefined agricultural land conservation programs. 
 
Throughout the San Joaquin Valley and State of California, AFT recognizes the 
requirement of farmland mitigation for the conversion of productive farmland to non-
agricultural uses on a permanent or long-term basis. These programs generally set a 
minimum standard of farmland mitigation at a one-to-one, like-kind basis (i.e. for every 
acre of developed farmland an equal number of acres of farmland will be permanently 
protected through agricultural conservation easements), and require that the acreage 
permanently protected through easement must be comparable to the converted lands in 
soil quality and water availability.  An accredited, regional agricultural land trust—such 
as Sequoia Riverlands Trust or Central Valley Farmland Trust in the San Joaquin 
Valley—is the usual entity to provide mitigation services to developers, leverage local 
mitigation funds with other public funding sources, and then offer these funds to farmers 
and ranchers willing to sell their development rights by granting agricultural conservation 
easements.   
 
Farmland mitigation programs are increasingly included in the General Plans of cities and 
counties throughout California.  In the southern San Joaquin Valley, a precedent setting 
program recently was authorized on October 7, 2014 when the Tulare City Council passed its 
2035 General Plan Update with a 1:1 farmland conservation program.  Such farmland 
mitigation programs can be innovative and flexible.  Yolo County, for example, has a 
farmland mitigation ordinance that requires agricultural conservation easements funded 
through their program be located within two miles of the development that is being mitigated 
in order to prioritize protection of lands close to urban areas as they are seen as more at risk 
of conversion.  Both the City of Davis (Yolo County) and City of Hughson (Stanislaus 
County) have functional, straightforward farmland mitigation programs that increase the 
mitigation ratio to 2:1, though most communities currently use a 1:1 ratio.  
 
There is also legal precedent establishing farmland mitigation programs and corresponding 
agricultural conservation easement acquisitions for the conversion of farmland, such as in the 
November 29, 2010 unanimous decision by the Fifth District Court of Appeals in Building 
Industry Association of Central California vs. the County of Stanislaus, where the court 
upheld Stanislaus County’s Farmland Mitigation Program.  In that decision, the Court of 
Appeals found that “mitigating for the future loss of farmland through conservation 
easements bears a reasonable relationship to the burden caused by residential development.”  
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The court’s decision clarifies a number of legal positions and can be directly reviewed at: 
http://caff.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/07/BIA-v.-County-of-Stanislaus1.pdf.  
 
A farmland mitigation program will enhance and strengthen the values and objectives already 
expressed within City of Fresno’s General Plan Update.  Farmland conservation policy and 
practice reinforces the city’s intent to focus business development in its historic downtown, 
along transit-oriented development corridors and within existing neighborhoods.  Linking 
farmland conservation with infill development objectives relieves pressure and counters 
incentives to develop farmland in inefficient ways while protecting property values of 
homeowners.  Moreover, as illustrated in Joe Minicozzi’s September 5, 2013 presentation 
“The Dollars and Sense of Development” to the city, these policies and practices result in 
more tax revenue per acre for both the city and county as higher assessed property values 
associated with high value, mixed-use and transit-oriented development garner increased tax 
revenue. 
 
With its 2035 General Plan Update, the City of Fresno is poised to be nationally recognized 
for its planning practice to revitalize the city while conserving the most important agricultural 
region in the world.  Please consider the suggested changes to further solidify the infill 
development and conservation objectives of the General Plan, so that the final document can 
be heralded for its precedent setting standards. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Daniel O’Connell  
San Joaquin Valley Program Manager  
American Farmland Trust 
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H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 03‐00 Response to Comments.doc 

Letter G:  American Farmland Trust, Daniel O’Connell, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment G‐1 

This comment expresses support for the pattern of development envisioned in the General Plan 

Update.  However, the comment states that Objective UF‐12 potentially undermines the integrity of 

the Plan.  Commentary to Objective UF‐12 has been modified in the General Plan to clarify the City’s 

intent regarding infill development through commentary.  Objective UF‐12 is revised as follows: 

Objective UF‐12: Locate roughly one‐half of future residential development in infill 

areas—defined as being within the City on December 31, 2012—including the 

Downtown core area and surrounding neighborhoods, mixed‐use centers and 

transit‐oriented development along major BRT corridors, and other non‐corridor 

infill areas, and vacant land. 

 

Commentary: The Planning Director will provide an annual report describing the 

City’s compliance with the Plan and progress toward meeting the goals and 

objectives to City Council, and prepare, every five years, an updated plan for 

achieving this goal, with recommended appropriate policy amendments and also 

new implementation strategies necessary to meet this goal by 2035. The rate of 

progress toward meeting this goal is not expected to occur in a linear or “one‐to‐

one” pattern. Development in infill areas versus growth areas may progress in an 

uneven pattern, depending upon the schedule of relevant key incentive programs 

(such as those related to BRT) and the impact of market forces. However, the City 

expects to make steady progress toward all the goals and objectives and anticipates 

meeting them at or near the close of General Plan Horizon in 2035. See the 

Implementation Element for additional implementation strategies for this objective. 

 

Please also see Response to Comment F‐1 regarding a clarification of Objective UF‐13 related to 

future residential development in the Growth Areas. 

Response to Comment G‐2 

See Response to Comment B‐2 regarding agricultural conservation easements. 
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City of Fresno 
General Plan and Development Code Update 
Response to Comments on the Draft Master EIR  Responses to Comments 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions  3‐71 
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 03‐00 Response to Comments.doc 

Letter H:  Baker Manock & Jensen, Robert Wilkinson, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment H‐1 

This comment expresses concern that the High Speed Rail (HSR) Project is not included in the 

General Plan Update.  As discussed in Section 4.2 in the Draft Master EIR, the HSR Project is 

considered a cumulative project and the potential effects associated with the HSR Project has been 

incorporated with all other cumulative development as defined in Section 4.2. 

This comment also expresses concern that the General Plan Update included the circulation system 

changes needed to accommodate the HSR Project.  These system changes have been incorporated in 

the cumulative evaluations such as the traffic, noise, air quality, and greenhouse gas evaluations 

within the Master EIR. 

To date, the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) and the Federal Rail Authority (FRA) 

approved an alignment of Northern Golden State Boulevard in the immediate vicinity of the Vie‐Del 

Company’s Assessor Parcel Number 508‐020‐04S along the existing alignment of North Golden State 

Boulevard, adjacent to the existing railroad tracks along with the HSR project in 2012 and an 

addendum in 2013.  In June 2014, the CHSRA and FRA conducted an environmental re‐examination 

of further refinements, including the realignment of North Golden State Boulevard through the Vie‐

Del Company’s Assessor Parcel Number 508‐020‐04S.  Both the CHSRA and FRA determined that the 

right‐of‐way design refinements did not constitute a substantial change to the findings in the EIS/EIR 

prepared for the Merced to Fresno HSR Project. The CHSRA and FRA approved the new alignment for 

Northern Golden State Boulevard.  

Based on the environmental review, the CHSRA, FRA and the City of Fresno anticipate entering into a 

Facilities Relocation Agreement wherein the CHSRA would agree to relocate Golden State Boulevard 

consistent with the alignment identified in the June 2014 environmental re‐examination, which 

passes through the Vie‐Del Company’s Assessor Parcel Number 508‐020‐04S.  The approval of the 

Agreement will utilize the environmental re‐examination. 

Therefore, it is the approval of the Facility Relocation Agreement and approval of construction 

drawings that will result in the relocation of North Golden State Boulevard, not the approval of the 

General Plan Update. 
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H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 03‐00 Response to Comments.doc 

Letter I:  Baker Manock & Jensen, Lauren D. Layne, October 8, 2014 

Response to Comment I‐1 

This comment identifies a concern that the General Plan Update includes an alignment of North 

Golden State Boulevard that is different than the alignment evaluated as part of the HSR EIS/EIR and 

approved by the California High Speed Rail Authority.  The re‐alignment of Golden State Boulevard 

was evaluated by an environmental re‐examination of the new footprint. The change in footprint was 

approved by CHSRA and FRA and the City anticipates entering into a Facilities Relocation Agreement 

wherein the CHSRA would agree to relocate the existing Golden State Boulevard consistent with the 

new alignment in order to accommodate the HSR facilities. For further discussion, see Response to 

Comment H‐1 above. 

Response to Comment I‐2 

This comment expresses a concern that the High Speed Rail Project was not adequately addressed in 

the Draft Master EIR. The comment states that the Draft Master EIR states that the HSR Project is 

quantitatively evaluated.  As discussed on page 1‐10 of the Draft Master EIR, the HSR Project is 

considered one of the cumulative projects and qualitatively, not quantitatively, evaluated in Section 

5 of the Draft Master EIR. 

Please see Response to Comment H‐1 regarding the realignment of North Golden State Boulevard. 

Response to Comment I‐3 

Please see Response to Comment H‐1 regarding the alignment of North Golden State Boulevard. 

Response to Comment I‐4 

Please see Response to Comment H‐1 regarding the alignment of North Golden State Boulevard. 

 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Letter J 
Page 1 of 3

J-1



J-1 
CONT

J-2

Letter J 
Page 2 of 3



J-2 
CONT

Letter J 
Page 3 of 3



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



City of Fresno 
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H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 03‐00 Response to Comments.doc 

Letter J:  Bakman Water Company, Richard Tim Bakman, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment J‐1 

The commenter expressed concern that the Draft Master EIR did not evaluate the potential water 

supply effects of implementing the General Plan Update throughout the Planning Area including the 

area that is currently served by the Bakman Water Company.  As described in Impact HYD‐2 in 

Section 5.9 of the Draft Master EIR, the City has a key objective of balancing its groundwater 

operations and by the year 2035, groundwater withdrawals would be at approximately 85,000 acre‐

feet per year (AF/year).  This reduction in groundwater withdrawal is substantially less than the 2010 

withdrawal of 128,578.  As discussed on pages 5.9‐4 and 5.9‐5 of the Draft Master EIR, this reduction 

in groundwater pumping will recharge the aquifer by approximately 15,000 AF/year because the safe 

yield is approximately 100,000 AF/year (as revised in Response to Comment T‐13).  In order to supply 

water within the Planning Area and reduce groundwater pumping, the City is planning to rely on 

expanding their delivery and treatment of surface water supplies and groundwater recharge 

activities. 

The commenter also expressed a concern regarding the City’s intent in providing City facilities within 

the Bakman Water Company’s service area.  The intent of depicting the Existing Water Distribution 

System in Figure PU‐2 in the General Plan Update was to represent the existing primary water 

facilities throughout the Planning Area.  The City of Fresno understands that as future growth occurs 

within the Planning Area and not within the City’s water service area, future development will need 

to coordinate with the water service provider for that area.  As discussed in Impact USS‐2 in Section 

5.15 of the Draft Master EIR, the full buildout of the General Plan Update could result in significant 

impacts on existing water conveyance facilities throughout the Planning Area.  Mitigation Measure 

USS‐8 in Section 5.15 states that the City shall not approve additional development that would 

exceed the capacity of water facilities, whether that facility is within the City of Fresno’s water 

service area or within another water district’s service area, such as the Bakman Water Company. 

Response to Comment J‐2 

The commenter expresses the desire for the Bakman Water Company to work with the City of Fresno 

as development occurs in the Bakman service area located in southeast Fresno.  No specific 

comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft EIR was provided; therefore, no response is 

required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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�5900 Hollis Street, Suite D, Emeryville, CA 94608 | P: (510) 420-8686 | F: (510) 420-1707 | www.baseline-env.com

�
7�October�2014�
14213�00.02262�
�
�
Ms.�Carmen�Borg�
Shute,�Mihaly,�and�Weinberger�
396�Hayes�Street�
San�Francisco,�CA�94102�

Subject:� Review�and�Comment�on�Air�Quality�Analysis,�City�of�Fresno�General�Plan�and�
Development�Code�Update�Draft�Master�Environmental�Impact�Report��

Dear�Ms.�Borg:�

At�your�request,�BASELINE�Environmental�Consulting�(“BASELINE”)�has�reviewed�the�“Air�Quality”�
section�of�the�Draft�Master�Environmental�Impact�Report�(“DMEIR”)�prepared�for�the�City�of�Fresno’s�
General�Plan�and�Development�Code�Update�(“General�Plan�Update”).�BASELINE’s�review�of�the�DMEIR�
specifically�focused�on�the�adequacy�of�the�information�presented�to�support�the�significance�
determinations�for�air�quality�impacts�and�the�identification�of�feasible�mitigation�measures.�This�letter�
documents�the�results�of�our�review.�

1.��Inadequate�Analysis�of�Consistency�with�Applicable�Air�Quality�Plans�

Under�Impact�AIR�1,�the�DMEIR�reports�that�the�General�Plan�Update�would�have�a�less�than�significant�
impact�on�the�implementation�of�applicable�air�quality�plans�(AQPs).�The�applicable�AQPs�adopted�by�
the�San�Joaquin�Valley�Air�Pollution�Control�District�(“SJVAPCD”)�include�the�following:��

� The�2004�Extreme�Ozone�Attainment�Demonstration�Plan;�
� The�2007�Ozone�Plan;�
� The�2007�PM10�Maintenance�Plan�and�Request�for�Redesignation;�
� The�2008�PM2.5�Plan;��
� The�2012�PM2.5�Plan;�and�
� The�2013�Plan�for�the�Revoked�1�hour�Ozone�Standard.�

�
The�DMEIR�evaluated�the�significance�of�the�General�Plan�Update’s�impact�on�implementing�the�
applicable�AQPs�based�on�the�following�two�criteria�(DMEIR�page�5.3�32):�

1) If�development�proposed�by�the�General�Plan�exceeds�the�growth�projections�used�in�the�
applicable�attainment�plan,�it�would�produce�a�potentially�significant�impact;�and�

2) If�the�project�includes�goals,�policies,�and�development�standards�that�are�in�conflict�with�the�
development�related�control�measures�in�the�attainment�plans,�the�project�would�be�potentially�
significant.�

�
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On�page�5.3�32,�the�DMEIR�states�compliance�with�criterion�1)�as�follows:�
�

The�growth�projections�used�for�the�General�Plan�assume�that�growth�in�population,�vehicle�use�
and�other�source�categories�will�occur�at�historically�robust�rates�that�are�consistent�with�the�
rates�used�to�develop�the�SJVAPCD’s�attainment�plans.�

The�DMEIR�does�not�provide�a�summary�of�the�quantified�population,�vehicle�use,�and�other�source�
category�growth�projections�used�in�the�six�applicable�AQPs�or�the�General�Plan�Update.�By�not�
providing�a�comparison�of�the�data,�the�consistency�of�the�plan’s�growth�projections�with�the�applicable�
AQPs�cannot�be�substantiated.�Furthermore,�MRO�Engineers,�Inc.�has�reported�that�the�analysis�of�
traffic�growth�projections�used�in�the�DMEIR�are�deficient,�because�the�travel�demand�forecasting�model�
used�in�the�DMEIR�was�not�properly�calibrated�to�existing�conditions.�As�a�result,�the�future�traffic�
growth�estimates�for�the�General�Plan�Update�were�underestimated.�In�addition,�insufficient�traffic�
model�details�were�provided�regarding�how�projected�daily�vehicle�miles�traveled�(VMT)�would�
increase.1�An�increase�in�traffic�growth�beyond�the�projections�used�in�the�applicable�AQPs�could�result�
in�a�potentially�significant�impact.�Therefore,�the�current�analysis�of�the�General�Plan�Update’s�
consistency�with�growth�projections�used�in�the�applicable�AQPs�is�neither�transparent�nor�adequate�to�
support�the�finding�of�a�less�than�significant�impact.�
�
On�page�5.3�33,�the�DMEIR�states�compliance�with�criterion�2)�as�follows:�
�

Review�of�the�proposed�goals�and�policies�of�the�General�Plan�Update�found�them�to�be�
consistent�with�the�applicable�control�measures�of�the�SJVAPCD�attainment�plan.�

No�evidence�of�the�review�process�is�documented�to�substantiate�this�opinion.�There�is�no�discussion�of�
the�primary�goals�and�control�measures�contained�in�the�six�applicable�AQPs�and�how�they�compare�to�
the�goals�and�policies�of�the�General�Plan�Update.�Therefore,�the�current�analysis�of�the�plan’s�
consistency�with�control�measures�used�in�the�applicable�AQPs�is�inadequate.�
�
2.��Inadequate�Analysis�of�Baseline�and�Forecasted�Criteria�Air�Pollutant�Emissions�

Criteria�air�pollutant�emissions�for�carbon�monoxide�(“CO”),�sulfur�dioxide�(“SO2),�ozone�precursors,�and�
particulate�matter�(“PM”)�are�estimated�under�Impact�AIR�2�and�Impact�AIR�3.�The�DMEIR�estimated�
and�forecasted�annual�emissions�of�CO,�SO2,�ozone�precursors,�and�PM�based�on�various�models�and�
inventories.�The�ozone�precursors�included�reactive�organic�gases�(“ROG”)�and�nitrogen�oxides�(“NOx”).�
There�are�two�fractions�of�PM�emissions�that�are�regulated�based�on�aerodynamic�resistance,�diameters�
equal�to�or�less�than�10�microns�(PM10)�and�2.5�microns�(PM2.5).�As�summarized�in�Tables�5.3�7�and�
5.3�9�(DMEIR�pages�5.3�36�and�5.3�42,�respectively),�baseline�emissions�of�criteria�pollutants�from�2010�

���������������������������������������������������������
1�MRO�Engineers,�Inc.,�2014.�Review�of�“Transportation�and�Traffic”�Analysis�–�Draft�Master�Environmental�

Impact�Report�General�Plan�and�Development�Code�Update�City�of�Fresno,�Fresno�County,�California.�
10�September.�
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and�future�emissions�under�the�General�Plan�Update�were�estimated�for�stationary,�area,�mobile�(on�
road�and�off�road�vehicles),�electricity,�and�natural�gas�sources.��

The�2010�baseline�estimates�of�pollutant�emissions�in�the�DMEIR�were�reviewed�by�comparing�the�total�
emissions�from�all�sources�to�similar�estimates�provided�by�the�California�Air�Resources�Board�(“CARB”)�
in�the�2013�edition�of�The�California�Almanac�of�Emissions�and�Air�Quality.�Each�year,�CARB�publishes�a�
new�Almanac�that�summarizes�existing�criteria�pollutant�emissions�trends�in�each�county�and�forecasts�
emissions�from�all�stationary�(including�fuel�combustion),�area,�and�mobile�sources.�The�forecasts�take�
into�account�the�most�recent�emissions�data,�projected�growth�rates,�and�future�adopted�control�
measures�to�estimate�emissions�in�future�years.�The�CARB’s�California�Emissions�Projection�Analysis�
Model�(“CEPAM”)�was�used�to�extract�the�2010�emissions�for�Fresno�County�from�the�current�Almanac�
for�stationary,�area,�and�mobile�sources.��
�
According�to�CEPAM�for�the�2013�Almanac,�the�2010�total�annual�emissions�of�ROG�from�stationary,�
area2,�and�mobile�sources�in�Fresno�County�was�about�20,200�tons.�Since�the�City�of�Fresno’s�Planning�
Area�represents�about�60%�of�the�County’s�population�(DMEIR�page�5.3�40),�approximately�12,000�tons�
of�ROG�emissions�could�potentially�be�attributed�to�the�City�of�Fresno.�This�estimate�of�ROG�emissions�is�
about�four�times�greater�than�the�2010�baseline�estimate�of�3,105�tons�reported�in�Table�5.3�9�(DMEIR�
page�5.3�42).�This�major�discrepancy�indicates�that�significant�deficiencies�are�likely�present�in�the�
methods�applied�by�the�preparers�of�the�DMEIR�to�estimate�the�baseline�pollutant�emissions.�These�
potential�deficiencies�are�described�under�Section�3,�below.��

The�estimates�of�future�emissions�in�the�DMEIR�are�not�representative�of�the�changes�in�emissions�that�
would�result�from�the�proposed�land�uses�changes�in�the�General�Plan�Update.�With�the�exception�of�
emissions�from�on�road�mobile�vehicles,�forecasted�emissions�are�based�on�population�growth�
estimates�that�are�independent�of�the�General�Plan�Update�(i.e.,�the�population�growth�estimates�would�
be�the�same�without�the�General�Plan�Update).�For�instance,�there�is�not�evaluation�of�how�changing�
existing�General�Industrial�(M�2)�Zone�to�a�Heavy�Industrial�(IH)�Zone�under�the�General�Plan�Update�will�
change�the�net�emissions�of�criteria�pollutants�in�the�City.�As�a�result,�the�forecast�of�criteria�pollutant�
emissions�is�not�representative�of�the�General�Plan�Update�and�the�air�quality�analysis�is�incomplete.��������������

3.��Deficient�Modeling�Techniques�Applied�to�Estimate�Criteria�Air�Pollutant�Emissions�

In�addition�to�the�inadequate�analysis�of�both�baseline�and�forecasted�criteria�pollutant�emissions�
discussed�in�Section�2,�above,�there�are�apparent�deficiencies�in�the�modeling�techniques�applied�to�
estimate�the�criteria�pollutant�emissions�in�the�DMEIR.�These�potential�deficiencies�are�further�
described�below�for�each�air�pollutant�source.���
�

3.1��Construction�Emissions�

Estimates�of�“worst�case”�annual�pollutant�emissions�from�construction�activities�under�the�General�
Plan�Update�are�summarized�on�DMEIR�page�5.3�40�based�on�an�inventory�of�2008�emissions�

���������������������������������������������������������
2�Emissions�from�farming�operations�were�excluded�from�the�area�source�estimate,�because�the�land�use�is�

not�representative�of�the�City�of�Fresno.�
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reported�in�the�CARB’s�2009�edition�of�The�California�Almanac�of�Emissions�and�Air�Quality.�As�
discussed�above,�the�current�Almanac�is�from�2013�and�the�CARB’s�CEPAM�provides�forecasts�of�
pollutant�emissions�based�on�the�current�Almanac.�According�to�CEPAM�for�the�2013�Almanac,�the�
“worst�case”�construction�emissions�of�ROG�would�be�about�1,500�tons�per�year,�which�is�almost�
two�times�greater�than�the�estimate�of�812.6�tons�per�year�reported�in�in�the�DMEIR�(Table�5.3�8,�
page�5.3�40).�Therefore,�the�current�analysis�of�construction�related�pollutant�emissions�in�the�
DMEIR�fails�to�analyze�the�worst�case�scenario.����
�
3.2��On�Road�Motor�Vehicle�Emissions�

Pollutant�emissions�from�on�road�motor�vehicles�were�estimated�by�the�preparers�of�the�DMEIR�
using�emission�factors�from�the�CARB’s�EMFAC2011�model�and�the�DMEIR’s�traffic�analysis�data.�As�
described�above,�the�traffic�analysis�for�the�DMEIR�underestimated�future�increases�in�VMT.3�
Therefore,�the�DMEIR’s�estimates�of�pollutant�emissions�from�on�road�motor�vehicles�are�
underestimated.�

3.3��Electricity�and�Natural�Gas�Emissions��

Pollutant�emissions�from�electricity�and�natural�gas�were�estimated�by�the�preparers�of�the�DMEIR�
using�2010�emission�data�reported�by�PG&E�for�residential�and�commercial�properties�and�then�
projecting�future�emissions�based�on�population�growth.�The�emissions�from�industrial�properties�
were�not�included�in�the�analysis;�therefore,�the�analysis�is�incomplete.�����

3.4��Stationary�and�Area�Source�Emissions�����

The�preparers�of�the�DMEIR�combined�estimates�of�pollutant�emissions�from�stationary�and�area�
sources�by�using�the�CARB’s�CEIDARS�database.�However,�emissions�reported�from�the�CEIDARS�
database�are�only�representative�of�individual�facilities�and�do�not�include�most�area�sources,�such�
as�natural�gas�combustion�from�heating.�In�addition,�the�CEIDARS�database�does�not�include�
inventories�of�PM2.5�emissions,�which�were�excluded�from�the�air�quality�analysis.�
�
The�preparers�of�the�DMEIR�did�not�forecast�future�changes�in�pollutant�emissions�from�stationary�
and�area�sources.�Instead,�the�2010�emissions�reported�from�the�CEIDARS�database�were�assumed�
to�remain�constant�over�time�because�“it�would�be�impossible�to�predict�if�the�emissions�would�
increase�or�decrease�in�the�future”4.�The�CEIDARS�database�includes�consecutive�annual�inventories�
of�pollutant�emissions�from�individual�facilities�in�the�City�of�Fresno�from�1995�to�2012,�which�could�
be�used�to�evaluate�existing�trends.�However,�no�historical�emission�data�or�trend�analysis�was�
provided�to�support�the�opinion�that�forecasting�emissions�is�impossible.����
�
As�discussed�above,�the�CARB’s�CEPAM�for�the�2013�Almanac�provides�forecasts�out�to�2035�of�
pollutant�emissions�from�stationary�and�area�sources,�including�the�emissions�of�PM2.5.�For�
instance,�emissions�of�PM2.5�from�stationary�sources�between�2010�and�2035�are�forecasted�to�
steadily�increase�at�a�rate�of�about�7.2�tons�per�year.�Based�on�the�existing�trends�and�forecasts�of�

���������������������������������������������������������
3�Ibid.�
4�Note�at�the�bottom�of�DMEIR�summary�tables�5.3�7�and�5.3�9,�on�pages�5.3�36�and�5.3�42,�respectively.�
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pollutant�emissions�provided�by�CARB,�the�DMEIR’s�assumption�that�pollutant�emissions�from�
stationary�and�areas�sources�cannot�be�analyzed�is�invalid�and�the�current�analysis�of�stationary�and�
area�source�pollutant�emissions�is�substantially�inadequate.��
��

4.��Invalid�Application�of�Project�Level�Thresholds�of�Significance�

The�DMEIR�used�the�project�level�thresholds�of�significance�adopted�by�the�SJVAPCD�in�the�Guide�for�
Assessing�and�Mitigating�Air�Quality�Impacts�(“GAMAQI”)�to�evaluate�the�significance�of�estimated�ROG,�
NOx,�PM10,�and�PM2.5�emissions�from�construction�and�operation�under�the�General�Plan�Update.�As�
described�on�DMEIR�page�5.3�38,�the�project�level�thresholds�of�significance�were�used�because�“no�
other�quantitative�plan�level�thresholds�have�been�adopted”.�The�use�of�project�level�thresholds�does�
not�provide�any�meaningful�context�to�evaluate�the�total�pollutant�emissions�estimated�for�all�existing�
and�future�projects�under�the�General�Plan�Update.�As�summarized�in�Table�5.3�9�on�page�5.3�42,�the�
estimated�emissions�of�criteria�pollutants�from�all�sources�in�the�City�of�Fresno�are�one�to�two�orders�of�
magnitude�greater�than�project�level�thresholds,�which�further�emphasizes�the�misuse�of�these�
thresholds�to�properly�evaluate�the�scale�and�severity�of�emissions.�Therefore,�the�use�of�project�level�
thresholds�to�evaluate�the�significance�of�ROG,�NOx,�PM10,�and�PM2.5�emissions�in�the�DMEIR�is�invalid.�
����
Since�the�GAMAQI�does�not�provide�guidance�for�evaluating�the�significance�of�criteria�pollutant�
emissions�for�plans,�the�SJVAPCD�should�be�consulted�to�determine�an�appropriate�approach�to�analysis.�
For�consideration,�the�Bay�Area�Air�Quality�Management�District�(“BAAQMD”)�has�recommended5�the�
following�thresholds�of�significance6�to�evaluate�operational�related�criteria�pollutants�emissions�for�
plans:�
�

� Consistency�with�current�AQP�control�measures;�and��
� A�proposed�plan’s�projected�VMT�or�vehicle�trips�(either�measure�may�be�used)�increase�is�less�

than�or�equal�to�its�projected�population�increase.�
�
As�discussed�above,�the�DMEIR�has�not�adequately�analyzed�the�General�Plan�Update’s�consistency�with�
applicable�AQP�control�measures�and�the�traffic�analysis�has�underestimated�the�increase�in�VMT.�
Therefore,�the�evaluation�of�ROG,�NOx,�PM10,�and�PM2.5�emissions�in�the�DMEIR�relative�to�the�
BAAQMD’s�recommended�criteria�remains�inadequate.�
�

���������������������������������������������������������
5�BAAQMD,�2010.�California�Environmental�Quality�Act�Air�Quality�Guidelines.�May.�
6�On�March�5,�2012,�the�Alameda�County�Superior�Court�issued�a�judgment�finding�that�the�BAAQMD�had�

failed�to�comply�with�CEQA�before�adopting�the�2010�thresholds�of�significance,�because�the�thresholds�are�
considered�a�“project”�subject�to�CEQA�review.�The�court�issued�a�writ�of�mandate�ordering�BAAQMD�to�set�aside�
and�cease�dissemination�of�the�adopted�2010�thresholds�until�approved�under�CEQA.�In�view�of�the�court’s�order,�
the�BAAQMD�updated�the�CEQA�Air�Quality�Guidelines�in�2012�to�exclude�the�recommended�use�of�the�2010�
thresholds�for�CEQA�analysis.�On�August�13,�2013,�the�California�First�Appellate�District�Court�of�Appeal�reversed�
the�trial�court's�decision�by�finding�that�the�adoption�of�the�2010�thresholds�was�not�itself�a�“project”�requiring�
CEQA�review.�Since�the�adoption�process�and�scientific�soundness�of�the�2010�thresholds�of�significance�have�not�
been�challenged,�the�thresholds�provide�a�meaningful�context�to�evaluate�air�quality�impacts.�
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5.��Inadequate�Evaluation�of�Feasible�Mitigation�Measures�

Under�Impact�AIR�3,�the�DMEIR�reports�that�the�General�Plan�Update�would�have�a�significant�impact�on�
ambient�air�quality�standards�from�the�cumulative�emissions�of�ozone�precursors�and�PM.�On�page�
5.3�50,�the�DMEIR�states�the�following:�

No�mitigation�measures�beyond�the�General�Plan�policies,�ordinances,�and�regulations�are�
available�to�further�reduce�this�impact.���

While�the�DMEIR�provides�a�brief�summary�of�applicable�General�Plan�Update�policies�on�Page�5.3�48,�
there�is�no�evaluation�of�how�effectively�these�policies�would�lessen�the�significance�of�the�air�quality�
impact.�The�SJVAPCD’s�GAMAQI�recommends�incorporating�as�many�of�the�policies�from�the�SJVAPCD’s�
Air�Quality�Guidelines�for�General�Plans�(AQGGP)�into�a�General�Plan�as�possible.�The�AQGGP,�which�was�
adopted�in�1994�and�amended�in�2005,�is�a�guidance�document�that�contains�75�examples�of�policies�
that�the�cities�can�directly�incorporate�into�their�General�Plan.�While�many�of�the�policies�from�the�
AQGGP�were�incorporated�into�the�2009�Air�Quality�Update�of�the�2025�Fresno�General�Plan�Resources�
Conservation�Element,�there�is�no�discussion�in�the�DMEIR�regarding�the�adequacy�of�the�General�Plan�
Update�policies�to�incorporate�remaining�policies�from�the�AQGGP.��

The�SJVAPCD’s�GAMAQI�also�recommends�evaluating�plan�level�mitigation�measures�by�quantifying�the�
reductions�that�would�result�in�mobile�and�area�source�emissions.�There�is�no�discussion�or�
quantification�in�the�DMEIR�of�how�applicable�policies�would�reduce�air�quality�impacts.�Since�the�
adequacy�of�the�General�Plan�Update�policies�relative�to�the�AQGGP�was�not�evaluated�and�the�
potential�effect�of�policies�on�reducing�air�quality�impacts�was�not�quantified,�the�evaluation�of�feasible�
mitigation�measures�in�the�DMEIR�is�deficient.�������

6.��Inadequate�Analysis�of�Air�Quality�Impacts�to�Sensitive�Receptors�����

The�DMEIR�does�not�provide�an�analysis�of�local�community�risks�from�air�quality�impacts�relative�to�
land�use�changes�proposed�under�the�General�Plan�Update.�The�location�of�existing�sources�of�toxic�air�
contaminants�(“TACs”)�(e.g.,�freeways�and�gasoline�dispensing�facilities)�are�not�mapped�or�evaluated�to�
determine�if�proposed�land�use�changes�under�the�General�Plan�Update�could�potentially�increase�the�
exposure�of�sensitive�receptors�to�TAC�sources.�As�summarized�in�DMEIR�Table�5.3�5,�CARB�
recommends�siting�new�sensitive�land�uses�up�to�1,000�feet�away�from�TAC�sources.�The�CARB’s�
recommended�setback�distances�can�be�used�to�evaluate�if�land�uses�changes�under�the�General�Plan�
Update�would�result�in�an�increase�exposure�of�sensitive�receptors�to�existing�TAC�sources.����

The�SJVAPCD’s�GAMAQI�recommends�that�General�Plans�identify�intersections�and�corridors�requiring�
CO�hot�spot�analysis�based�on�the�results�of�the�traffic�analysis.�A�CO�hot�spot�analysis�includes�the�
quantification�of�CO�emissions�and�modeling�of�air�dispersion�to�assess�health�risks�to�nearby�receptors.�
The�DMEIR�does�not�include�any�evaluation�of�local�CO�impacts�on�sensitive�receptors.�

Based�on�the�absence�of�an�analysis�of�TAC�and�CO�impacts�on�local�communities�relative�to�land�use�
changes�in�the�General�Plan�Update,�the�DMEIR�analysis�of�air�quality�impacts�to�sensitive�receptors�is�
deficient.������
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7.��Conclusions���

Our�review�of�the�Air�Quality�section�of�the�DMEIR�identified�inadequate�analysis�of�feasible�mitigation�
measures�and�impacts�on�applicable�AQPs,�ambient�air�quality�standards,�and�sensitive�receptors.�Our�
review�also�identified�the�inappropriate�use�of�project�level�thresholds�of�significance�to�evaluate�air�
quality�impacts�under�the�General�Plan�Update.�These�issues�should�be�resolved�prior�to�the�City�of�
Fresno’s�approval�of�the�proposed�General�Plan�Update.�
�
Should�you�have�any�questions�or�comments,�please�contact�us�at�your�convenience.�

Sincerely,�

�
�
�
Patrick�Sutton�
Environmental�Engineer�
�

631386.1��
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Letter K:   Baseline Environmental Consulting, Patrick Sutton, October 7, 2014 

Response to Comment K‐1 

The commenter states that analysis of consistency with applicable air quality attainment plans is 

inadequate.  He indicates that a data comparison is required to substantiate consistency. 

CEQA only requires quantitative analysis when necessary to support a conclusion.  In this case, no 

quantitative analysis is needed to confidently conclude that the population data used for General 

Plan growth is consistent with the data used by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

(SJVAPCD) in its attainment plans.  This is because the growth projections for both come from the 

same source, Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) projections.  Further evidence of consistency is 

provided by reviewing Federal Transportation Conformity analyses prepared by the Regional 

Transportation Planning Agencies.  The Conformity findings prepared for the 2014 FCOG Regional 

Transportation Plans indicate that emissions accounting for growth through the last required analysis 

year for each pollutant conform with all applicable attainment plans.  After attainment, emissions 

must remain below the emission budget necessary to maintain attainment indefinitely by continued 

application of regulations on mobile sources.  The Draft Master EIR explains this relationship on page 

5.3‐24.  Conformity analyses must use the latest planning assumptions to determine conformity.  

Another factor that eliminates plan consistency as an issue is that growth forecasts have been 

substantially reduced to account for slower growth that occurred during the recession.  Forecasts 

used for the General Plan Update predict that an additional decade will be required to reach the 

population forecasted in the existing General Plan 2025.  This provides a substantial margin of safety 

for plan consistency. 

The commenter also indicates that an analysis of goals and control measures from the six applicable 

air quality plans (AQPs) should be included.  The applicable air quality attainment plans do not rely 

upon emission reductions from local land use related measures to achieve attainment.  The 2003 

PM10 Plan included transportation control measures to control fugitive dust; however, those 

measures were incorporated into SJVAPCD Regulation VIII – Fugitive Dust Prohibitions.  All other 

applicable plans do not include transportation control measures (TCMs) or land use measures 

applicable to local governments, so no analysis of specific control measures is needed.  The SJVAPCD 

has pursued regulations within its authority that reduce impacts from development.  SJVAPCD Rule 

9510 – Indirect Source Review (ISR) is the primary measure to reduce the impacts of new 

development that is accommodated by the General Plan Update.  Rule 9410 – Employer Based Trip 

Reduction applies to new and existing employers and provides reductions from this source of 

emissions.  The SJVAPCD encourages local land use agencies to plan new development such that it 

produces fewer trips and vehicle miles traveled.  As shown on page 5.3‐25 of the Draft Master EIR, 

the proposed General Plan Update includes numerous policies and objectives that are intended to 

reduce air quality impacts in a very comprehensive manner. 

The commenter indicates that a summary is needed of the growth projections for population, 

vehicle use, and other source categories used in the six applicable attainment plans to demonstrate 

General Plan consistency.  The Draft Master EIR analysis used population projections as a surrogate 

for growth for most sources of emissions as is normal practice by the SJVAPCD in preparing 

attainment year projections for the air quality plans.  VMT projections are from the regional traffic 
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model adjusted to account only for VMT that would be the responsibility of the City of Fresno.  For 

example, through traffic with no origin or destination within the City is not included in the VMT 

estimates.  Air quality analyses prepared at the plan level are not required to have the level of detail 

requested by the commenter.  The General Plan covers development through 2056.  Growth of any 

one emission source category is highly uncertain at that time scale.  Therefore, estimates based on 

proportionality with projected population growth for each source category are reasonable.  In 

addition, several rounds of regulation and rulemaking to further reduce emissions from most source 

categories can be expected between now and the Plan horizon year making population based 

estimates conservative.   

The commenter also states that traffic growth projections are deficient.  The traffic modeling follows 

accepted professional practices for describing the traffic model and modeling assumptions.  The 

traffic consultant, Fehr and Peers, verified that the model was correctly calibrated for existing 

conditions.  The modeling assumptions in the Draft Master EIR traffic study meet professional 

standards and provide the level of transparency needed for adequate disclosure. 

Response to Comment K‐2 

The commenter prepared an alternative analysis using the ARB Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality 

and California Emissions Projection Analysis Model (CEPAM) that produced higher emissions than 

the results in the Draft Master EIR.   

The Draft Master EIR used activity data and projections that were refined to reflect emissions that 

would occur in the City of Fresno.  CEPAM provides County‐level data that does not account for the 

physical location or responsibility for the emission sources.  For example, the mobile source 

emissions inventory from CEPAM include trips passing through Fresno without stopping and 

agricultural trucking that would not occur in the City.  The Draft Master EIR uses travel data from the 

traffic study that is tailored to trips with an origin or destination within the City and reflect impacts 

that the City has the ability to influence.  Stationary fuel combustion was analyzed based on actual 

consumption data provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company within the City of Fresno.  Although 

PG&E is prevented from providing data for some large customers due to state regulations regarding 

customer privacy, the data is the best available and provides a better assessment for residential and 

non‐residential use than use of the County numbers from CEPAM.  The large users are regulated by 

the SJVAPCD as stationary sources with impacts mitigated through permitting and source specific 

regulations.  The SJVAPCD permitting program is designed to reduce emissions from all stationary 

sources through application of best available control technology (BACT) on new sources and 

emission offsets for large source and prohibitory rules on existing sources.  The SJVAPCD must 

demonstrate to the EPA that stationary source emissions will continue to decline even with growth.  

So even though some sources may not be counted in the inventory, they are fully regulated and 

would be subject to further controls by the SJVAPCD in the future. 

The commenter also states that future emissions are not representative of changes in emissions that 

would result from changes in land use.  The example of changing from General Industrial to Heavy 

Industrial was provided.  The City disagrees.  The Draft Master EIR used population and employment 

projections as the best surrogate for most future year emission estimates.  The specific example of 
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the proposed change to consolidate General Industrial and Heavy Industrial designations mentioned 

by the commenter is a special case.  Emissions from industrial sources are process specific.  The 

emissions may be primarily mobile source from employees and trucking or from combustion or 

volatile compounds from stationary sources or both.  The future mix of industrial uses is uncertain.  

Therefore, use of general forecasts based on population and employment are reasonable.  Localized 

impacts from industrial projects are also process dependent.  The requirement to perform health risk 

analyses for new projects that exceed screening criteria allows impacts of specific uses and process 

at specific location to be determined at the appropriate time.  Assessing localized impacts of 

unknown projects would be speculative. 

Response to Comment K‐3 

The commenter states there are apparent deficiencies in the modeling of construction emissions.  He 

states that the 2013 ARB Almanac and CEPAM show higher worst‐case ROG emissions.  The Draft 

Master EIR used data from the 2009 ARB Almanac as a basis for assessing construction emissions.  

Although CEPAM forecasts emissions to be slightly higher for ROG from architectural coatings in later 

years (607 tons/year in 2020 vs. 532 tons/year in 2008), it makes no difference in the conclusions of 

the analysis.  Construction ROG emissions were estimated in the Draft Master EIR at 813 tons per 

year which is over 8 times the 10 tons per year threshold.  Construction would remain a significant 

impact in any case due to the amount of construction expected during the General Plan buildout.  

The analysis provides a reasonable estimate based on a source that was valid at the time the analysis 

was prepared and is not required to perform worst‐case assessment using data that was not 

available. 

Response to Comment K‐4 

The commenter states that the analysis of on‐road motor vehicle emissions are underestimated.  

This assertion is incorrect.  The VMT provided by the traffic study used well‐accepted professional 

practices to determine the VMT attributable to the City of Fresno from the regional traffic model.  

This comment amounts to disagreement among experts.  Mobile source emissions are accurately 

depicted in the Draft Master EIR. 

Response to Comment K‐5 

The commenter states that the analysis of electricity and natural gas is incomplete because it doesn’t 

include industrial emissions.  The consumption data used to prepare the analysis was provided by 

PG&E.  PG&E provides data for residential and non‐residential energy customers.  PG&E was not able 

to provide separate industrial data because utilities are prohibited from providing data for some 

large customers due to state regulations regarding customer privacy under the 15/15 Rule.  The 15/15 

Rule was adopted by the CPUC in the Direct Access Proceeding (CPUC Decision 97‐10‐031) to protect 

customer confidentiality. The 15/15 rule requires that any aggregated information provided by the 

Utilities must be made up of at least 15 customers and a single customer’s load must be less than 15 

percent of an assigned category.  If the number of customers in the compiled data is below 15, or if a 

single customer’s load is more than 15 percent of the total data, categories must be combined 

before the information is released. The Rule further requires that if the 15/15 Rule is triggered for a 

second time after the data has been screened once already using the 15/15 Rule, the customer be 

dropped from the information provided.  If Industrial Electric usage fails the 15/15 rule once, the 
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usage is combined with Commercial Electric. If it fails the 15/15 rule yet again, the Industrial Usage is 

omitted altogether.  Therefore, some industrial data may be included with the aggregated 

commercial data used in the analysis and some may not.  Even with this limitation, using actual 

energy usage data from PG&E as the analysis provides a more accurate basis than using general 

County emission data.  Natural gas combustion in industrial sources is subject to SJVAPCD permitting 

requirements.  New industrial sources of emissions will be required to install best available control 

technology and to offset emissions exceeding SJVAPCD thresholds.  The emissions estimates used the 

best data available.  Separately estimating emissions from industrial combustion would not result in 

different significance findings or mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment K‐6 

The commenter indicates that the Draft Master EIR analysis should have forecasted growth in 

emissions for stationary and area source emissions using CEPAM.  CEPAM data was not available at 

the time the analysis was prepared.  Providing projections based on CEPAM growth rates could result 

in higher emissions for these sources; however, no change in significance findings or additional 

mitigation measures would result from using CEPAM projections.  As stated in Response to Comment 

K‐2 above, these source categories are regulated by the SJVAPCD and ARB.  Stationary sources are 

required to comply with Rule 2201 – New and Modified Stationary Source Review BACT and offset 

requirements that prevent regional emissions of stationary sources from increasing over time. 

Response to Comment K‐7 

The commenter disagrees with the comparison of construction and operational emissions under the 

General Plan Update with SJVAPCD project level thresholds and recommends using the plan 

consistency approach used by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.  The Draft Master EIR 

provides a project level analysis and a cumulative analysis for each impact area.  The SJVAPCD 

normally recommends a comparison to the project level thresholds even for very large projects such 

as a General Plan Update.  The Draft Master EIR also includes a plan consistency analysis that 

assesses the impacts of growth accommodated by the General Plan Update on the SJVAPCD’s 

attainment plans (see Response to Comment K‐1).  The Fresno COG 2014 RTP includes an analysis 

based on the same growth rates in population and the same regional model as is used in the Draft 

Master EIR that demonstrated conformity with the SJVAPCD’s attainment plans.  Therefore, no 

additional analysis using BAAQMD Guidelines is necessary to show that although the emissions 

increase from new development is large and would exceed project thresholds, it would not interfere 

with attainment of air quality standards as envisioned by the applicable air quality plans.  However, 

due to the size and long duration of the project (General Plan buildout), these impacts are 

considered significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment K‐8 

The commenter claims that the evaluation of feasible mitigation measures is inadequate and that 

the SJVAPCD’s Air Quality Guidelines for General Plans should be reviewed to identify additional air 

quality policies that could be added to the General Plan Update.  The City disagrees with this 

conclusion.  The evaluation of mitigation measures is adequate.  The 2009 Air Quality Update of the 

2025 General Plan was reviewed by the SJVAPCD and subject to public review.  The SJVAPCD found 

that the Air Quality Update fulfilled requirements AB 170 for Air Quality Elements in the San Joaquin 
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Valley.  The General Plan Update provides additional air quality and greenhouse gas policies that 

clarify and expand upon the policies of the 2009 Air Quality Update.  The air quality consultant who 

prepared the Draft Master EIR air analysis is the primary author of the SJVAPCD Air Quality 

Guidelines for General Plans and reviewed the General Plan Update policies and found them to 

include all of the most important land use and transportation strategies encouraged by the 

Guidelines.  The City is pursuing a comprehensive sustainability strategy that will provide a strong 

framework for reducing emissions from new development.   

The commenter states that the SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI recommends quantifying plan level mitigation 

measures.  Although quantification of the benefits of air quality policies is possible on a sketch 

planning level based on changes in development patterns, the amount of reduction is difficult to 

assign to individual policies.  Fresno COG prepared an analysis of per capita VMT as part of its 

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for SB 375 compliance that was included in the 2014 RTP.  

The results of that analysis show that a 9 percent reduction in per capita GHG emissions will be 

achieved by 2020 and 11 percent by 2035.  The SCS analysis relies upon the planned land uses in the 

Fresno General Plan to achieve these reductions.  Although the analysis was intended to address 

GHG emissions, criteria pollutants are also reduced by the SCS and the City’s land use plan.  The City 

of Fresno Draft Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan provides a greater level of detail regarding the 

effects of land use and transportation measures and includes estimates for all local measures. 

Response to Comment K‐9 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR does not provide an analysis of local community 

risks from air quality impacts relative to land use changes proposed under the General Plan Update.  

The freeway corridors were already designated for development in the 2025 General Plan.  The 

amount of industrial land is reduced in the General Plan Update by 2,494 acres compared to the 

2025 General Plan.  Review of SJVAPCD risk data for stationary sources identified no facilities that 

exist that exceed SJVAPCD risk thresholds.  The location of new sources of toxic emissions cannot be 

determined from its land use designation.  Gasoline stations may be located in commercial areas, 

and the potential impact from any facility is dependent on the throughput and the location of 

sensitive receptors, both of which are not known until a specific site and project are identified.  The 

impact of new industrial projects is dependent on the amount of trucking required by the facility and 

emissions from any manufacturing processes which are also not known until proposed.  For this 

reason, it is premature to assess localized impacts from changes in land use.  The Draft Master EIR 

includes assessment criteria for future development to ensure that potential toxic sources and new 

sensitive receptors near toxic sources such as the freeways are properly identified and evaluated.  

ARB Land Use Air Quality Handbook criteria will be used to screen projects to determine if a 

potential impact exists that would require detailed evaluation. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is one of the best success stories in pollution control.  Dramatic reductions in 

motor vehicle tailpipe CO emissions have reduced measured concentrations to a fraction of the 

ambient air quality standard.  This success means that the entire State has attained the CO standard 

and localized CO hotspots are increasingly unlikely to occur.  To verify that no localized CO hotspots 

would occur, FCS identified the highest volume intersection in Fresno at buildout and then multiplied 

the volume by four and modeled the result using the CALINE 4 Model.  Even at this unrealistically 
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high volume, the ambient concentration remained below state and Federal standards.  Therefore, 

this potential impact was dismissed from further consideration. 

Response to Comment K‐10 

The commenter concludes his letter with a summary of the previous comments.  The City disagrees 

with his conclusions.  The Draft Master EIR adequately assessed the General Plan Update policies 

that impact air quality and concluded that they address this issue comprehensively and that the 

proposed land use plan is supportive of air quality goals.  The Draft Master EIR assessment of air 

quality plans, ambient air quality standards, and sensitive receptors addressed these issues at the 

level appropriate for a General Plan Update.  The Draft Master EIR use of a project level threshold is 

consistent with SJVAPCD guidance and provides a conservative finding of significance for regional air 

quality impacts. 
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Letter L:   Building Industry Association, Mike Prandini, October 3, 2014 

Response to Comment L‐1 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐2 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐3 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐4 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐5 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐6 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐7 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐8 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐9 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Response to Comment L‐10 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐11 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐12 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐13 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐14 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐15 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐16 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐17 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐18 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Response to Comment L‐19 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐20 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐21 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐22 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐23 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐24 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐25 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐26 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐27 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Response to Comment L‐28 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐29 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐30 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐31 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐32 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐33 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐34 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐35 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment L‐36 

This comment is provided on the General Plan Update.  No specific comment on the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided;  therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Response to Comment L‐37 

This comment states that Mitigation Measure CUL‐2 is not necessary since there is little evidence 

that anything of archaeological value is present in any of the City’s growth areas.  As stated in Impact 

CUL‐2 in Section 5.5 of the Draft Master EIR, there has been limited areas within the Planning Area 

that have been surveyed by a professional archaeologist (i.e., 0.3 percent of the Planning Area).  

Since the cultural sensitivity is uncertain for the Planning Area, there is a potential for future 

development to potentially impact archaeological resources. 

This comment also asked what undisturbed soils mean in MM CUL‐2.  Undisturbed soils refer to 

those soils that have not been excavated or disturbed previously.  As the commenter noted, most of 

the area within the Planning Area once was disturbed by farming practices. These past farming 

activities resulted in disturbed soils to certain depths.  The mitigation measure refers to the soil 

depths that have not been previously disturbed. 

Response to Comment L‐38 

Similar to comment L‐37, above, this comment states that Mitigation Measure CUL‐3 is not 

necessary since there is little evidence that anything of paleontological or geologic value is present in 

the City’s growth areas.  As stated in Impact CUL‐3 in Section 5.5 of the Draft Master EIR, the surficial 

deposits that are located throughout the Planning Area are considered to have a high potential 

sensitivity for paleontological resources.  Since there is a high potential, future excavation and/or 

construction activities that affect previously undisturbed soils could significantly impact 

paleontological resources.  The implementation of MM CUL‐3 would reduce these potential impacts 

to less than significant. 
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Letter M:  Central Unified School District, Bert Contreras, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment M‐1 

This commenter raises a concern that the General Plan Land Use Diagram and Figure POSS‐2 in the 

General Plan need to be modified to reflect the school district’s revisions to the school site 

designations within the Planning Area. 

These proposed revisions to the General Plan Update are evaluated as part of the environmental 

evaluation addressed in Appendix 1 of this Response to Comments Document.  The proposed 

revisions are being provided to the City Council to decide on the inclusion of these requests within 

the Fresno General Plan Update. 
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October 8, 2014 
Jennifer K. Clark, Director 
City of Fresno Development and Resource Management Department 
2600 Fresno Street 
Fresno, California  93721 
 
Dear Ms. Clark, 
 
SUBJECT: Council District 6 Plan Implementation Committee Comments on 

the Draft General Plan Update and Draft Master EIR 
 
The Council District 6 Committee has reviewed these documents and most of us have attended 
one or more public workshops on them.  After a lot of time reviewing and considering the 
documents, we feel that we still can’t make a final recommendation on the General Plan Update 
because the plan has new land use categories that would be implemented by new zone 
districts, but the new Development Code was not released in time for anyone to know exactly 
what types of uses, what housing densities, and what setbacks and other development 
standards would apply to the areas where the new plan designations (and zone districts) are 
proposed.  We can’t vote to recommend approval of the General Plan when we don’t have all 
the information.  Once the comment deadline passes on the General Plan and Draft EIR, how 
would we have any input on Development Code information released afterward? 
 
We do have some feedback on things that we have reviewed: 
 
There is a lot of monotony in Fresno’s commercial development—same chain stores, same 
earth-tone stucco on buildings that are designed the same.   
 
Fresno is too open to fast food franchises (so much so that our city is a nationwide testing site 
for every new fried food concept).   
 
Neighborhoods are where we live, and neighborhood shopping centers should reflect local 
character to preserve local identity.  Neighborhood shopping centers should also offer a wider 
range of uses to serve the residential areas around them.  Single-tenant neighborhood shopping 
centers should not be allowed, because a single store offers an incomplete range of goods.  
These single-store “shopping centers” don’t reduce driving trips, because most customers drive 
to them (the customer draw areas of these larger stores go beyond a neighborhood); also 
because people who live in the neighborhood have to drive to get the goods and services they 
need that aren’t provided by the single store.  That situation increases congestion and pollution.   
 
Small lots, small setbacks, short driveways only 6 to 8 feet long, and small garages are not a 
good idea.  They force people who cannot park in their garages to park on the street, so new 
home developments with these lots are littered with cars on both sides of the street.  The narrow 
roads are even narrower with cars parked on both sides.  You cannot see when backing out of 
your garage, and you cannot see kids running out into the street in time.  You can’t walk with 
your kids or your dog in neighborhoods built like that, without running into cars that stick out 
across the sidewalk and into the streets.  Houses need adequate space in between each other, 
to protect people’s privacy.  Garbage containers also wind up too close to neighboring homes’ 
windows when the side yard setbacks aren’t large enough. 
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Fresno needs to plan for areas where fully integrated, senior communities can be built, with a 
requirement to include full amenities for active seniors to preserve their health in a safe setting 
(something on the order of a “Del Webb” community). 
 
It might make some sense to add apartments above commercial square footage along 
commercial corridors, but is there enough market demand to build all these high density 
complexes shown in the plan?    
 
There does not seem to be a way for the infrastructure to handle all the high density, especially 
on older corridors like Blackstone Avenue— the sewers can’t take it, the roads can’t take all the 
traffic, etc.   
 
Higher density housing causes excessive traffic, especially in areas where the roads are not 
fully widened.  Are the traffic flows and congestion being examined properly in the EIR?  Traffic 
congestion is not desirable.  High density doesn’t necessarily cut down on the number or length 
of car trips.  It is not certain that people will stop driving when congestion gets too bad.  People 
can’t always get a job near their home, and the bus system isn’t capable of serving commuters.  
If you don’t offer homes that people want to buy, with houses and yards large enough to enjoy, 
people will just buy homes in Madera County and the small towns around Fresno, where they 
don’t have to fight congestion in their neighborhoods.  Then they will commute many miles into 
Fresno to their jobs, making pollution worse in the area, and traffic worse on the highways. 
 
The current FAX bus system is not financially self-sustaining and does not serve all areas of 
Fresno where public transit is needed (there are no bus lines to the Clovis Unified and State 
Center Community College major educational centers on North Willow Avenue, and none on the 
whole “Bullard Loop” area).  When the initial grant funding for Bus Rapid Transit runs out, how 
will that level of transit service be supported financially?  If Bus Rapid Transit cannot sustain its 
planned level of service, what will all the residents of the intensified corridor do for 
transportation? 
 
Also, the General Plan should provide guidance on improving Fresno’s road maintenance, 
which is a daily problem we all face.  The General Plan has a lot of detail and strategies for new 
goals to improve people’s health and sustainability.   Those are worthy goals, but there isn’t any 
strategy in the General Plan to improve the City’s performance in addressing long-term issues 
like road maintenance, or landscape and median island maintenance.  The appearance 
(streetscape) of Blackstone Avenue needs to be updated and improved.  The General Plan 
should provide some strategy for drought-tolerant landscape rules to be enforced. 
 
There is a need for more parks, including pocket parks.  The City should keep the Naylor Act in 
mind when planning parks and evaluating school sites.  Trails need to be planned and built in 
other parts of Fresno besides the north end.  There have to be other useful trail routes other 
than old railroads.   
 
The City should strongly consider adding a Parks & Recreation Commission to help achieve 
improvements in parks, trails, streetscapes, etc.  Please see the attached description of things 
that a Parks & Recreation Commission could assist the City with.   
 
We hope these comments are useful, and we look forward to reviewing the Development Code. 
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The [City of Sunnyvale] Parks and Recreation Commission is a model for what could be done in 
Fresno.  Sunnyvale has five-member commission that acts in an advisory capacity to the City 
Council in matters and services pertaining to parks, open space, playgrounds, entertainment, 
other cultural and recreational activities.  Its specific duties include:  

� Study, evaluate and recommend to the City Council policies relating to parks and 
recreation activities, such as Community Center Use Policy, Park Building Use Policy, 
Picnic Facility Use Policy, and License Agreements.  

� Review master plan of park development or expansion for adequacy, appearance and 
other appropriate criteria in an attempt to assure good design and make 
recommendations to the Council.  

� Review and make recommendations regarding agreements with parks and recreation 
related outside groups and recommend funding allocations.  

� Study, evaluate and recommend to the City policies relating to human rights and human 
relations issues that may arise when addressing issues such as inclusion in the use of 
City parks and recreation facilities, program accessibility and cultural diversity.  

 

[Please also see the full web page for the Sunnyvale Parks & Recreation Commission, 
http://sunnyvale.ca.gov/CityGovernment/BoardsandCommissions/ParksandRecreationCommission.aspx ] 
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Letter N:  City of Fresno, Council District 6 Committee, October 8, 2014 

Response to Comment N‐1 

This commenter raised a concern that the Development Code Update has not been provided for 

public review and asked how comments can be provided on the Draft Master EIR once the 

Development Code Update is made available. 

At this time, the General Plan Update will be submitted for deliberation to the City Council prior to 

the release of the Development Code Update.  The City Council will not be deliberating on the 

Development Code Update until after the General Plan is adopted and the Master EIR is certified.  

After the Development Code is released for public review, the City will review the Development Code 

and Master EIR and consider the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines sections 15162 and 15177, as 

well as any other applicable sections. When Council considers the Development Code, it will also 

consider any supplemental analysis and/or mitigation that may be required for the Development 

Code.   

Other comments on page 1 of the Committee’s letter were not specific to the environmental 

conclusions of the Draft Master EIR; therefore, no further response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment N‐2 

This commenter raised a concern that the existing sewers along Blackstone Avenue would not be 

able to accommodate the increased growth planned for the Blackstone Corridor.  Based on the 

wastewater modeling results for the 2006 Wastewater Master Plan CIP Projects Planned for 

Construction (see Figure 1.2 in Appendix J‐1 of the Draft Master EIR) and the Preliminary 

Wastewater Modeling Results for the General Plan Update (see Figure 1.1 in Appendix J‐1 of the 

Draft Master EIR), the sewer facilities along Blackstone Avenue would not exceed capacity. 

Response to Comment N‐3 

This commenter asked if traffic flows and congestion are being examined properly in the Draft 

Master EIR.  As discussed in Section 5.14.5 of the Draft Master EIR, the General Plan Update includes 

Policy MT‐2‐I that identifies the transportation impact criteria based on the location of a project 

within the Planning Area. The impact criteria range from LOS D to LOS F depending on the location 

within the Planning Area. These criteria were used in the traffic analysis to determine if potential 

significant traffic impacts would occur with the implementation of the General Plan Update. 

Response to Comment N‐4 

This commenter asked if the current FAX bus system as well as the BRT project be financially feasible 

in the future. No specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was 

provided; therefore, no response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment N‐5 

This comment is on the General Plan Update and not the Draft Master EIR.  Since there was no 

specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR that was provided; no 

response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.)  
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Response to Comment N‐6 

This comment is on the General Plan Update and not the Draft Master EIR.  Since there was no 

specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR that was provided; no 

response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment N‐7 

This commenter stated that a Parks & Recreation Commission be added to the City to help achieve 

improvements in parks, trails, streetscapes, etc.  This comment is noted.  Since there was no specific 

comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR that was provided; no response 

is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Letter O:  Community Medical Centers, Robyn Tusan‐Jinkerson, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment O‐1 

This comment requests that the entire portion of the Community Regional Medical Center Master 

Plan (Master Plan) area be designated as Special District.  It is correct that the entire Master Plan 

area is not designated on the General Plan Land Use Diagram.  During the preparation of the 

Downtown Neighborhoods Community Plan (DNCP) which is an ongoing process, the City will refine 

the Community Plan land or Development Code to allow for hospital uses  for this area. 

Response to Comment O‐2 

This comment refers to the proposed land use designation for the portion of the Community 

Regional Medical Center Master Plan area that is not designated as Special District.  Please see 

Response to Comment O‐1 regarding the land use change. 

Response to Comment O‐3 

This comment states that there is a Level of Service Discrepancy between the City and Caltrans 

standards.  There is no discrepancy.  The City understands that the Level of Service standard for 

Caltrans facilities is LOS D or better.  The City will be working with Caltrans on the level of service on 

their facilities.  However, level of service (LOS) F will be acceptable for facilities in the Downtown 

area identified as TAZ I under the jurisdiction of the City. 

This comment also expresses support for the implementation of Policies MT‐2‐j and MT‐2‐l.  This 

support is noted, but to clarify, these policies are not mitigation measures, but they are project 

design features. 

Response to Comment O‐4 

The commenter requested that the City acknowledge the potential for future growth within the 

Community Regional Medical Center Master Plan area (Master Plan).  The City acknowledges the 

potential for future growth.  Since the Master Plan area is located within TAZ I zone as defined in 

Policy MT‐2‐I, the level of service (LOS) threshold for City roadways within the Downtown 

Neighborhoods Community Plan (DNCP) area that encompasses the Master Plan is LOS F.  The 

addition of growth within the Master Plan area will not cause additional significant impacts on the 

City roadways within the DNCP area. 

Response to Comment O‐5 

This comment requests the development of a Capital Improvement Program and funding mechanism 

to complete sewer improvements where needed.  The development of a Capital Improvement 

Program is one option that the City has available to improve sewer pipelines.  As detailed planning 

occurs during the DNCP and Fulton Corridor Specific Plan process, specific improvements will be 

identified and funding mechanism will be proposed. 
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From: diane.b.merrill@comcast.net [diane.b.merrill@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 3:00 PM 
To: General Plan 
Subject: Comments from Diane Merrill on Draft General Plan

Date: October 9, 2014 
To: Jennifer K. Clark, AICP, Director, Development and Resource Management 
Department
From: Diane Merrill, N Colfax Ave., Fresno 93720 
Re: Comments on City of Fresno Draft General Plan 
I am commenting on the City of Fresno Draft General Plan on my own behalf as a 
resident and taxpayer of the City of Fresno for last 32 years. 

1).Traffic, Air Quality and Urban Sprawl
I live one block away from the Friant Road/Audubon Drive intersection. I am 
concerned that traffic safety and traffic congestion along Friant Road in the City 
of Fresno, will be made worse by increased urban sprawl if the City’s sphere of 
influence (SOI) is extended beyond its current northeast SOI. 
Another health and safety concern is the compromised air quality when cars idle 
in congested traffic conditions along Friant Road.

� The Friant/Audubon intersection’s F safety rating is a safety concern for those 
living in the neighborhood that frequently pass through this intersection.  

� Several years ago the off-ramp on the east side of Freeway 41 at Friant Road 
was enlarged. One of the reasons for the enlargement was to address a 
hazardous situation with cars on the off-ramp backing–up all the way onto the 
freeway. This resulted in rear end collisions involving cars that were stopped on 
the freeway due to the clogged off-ramp. I know of at least one teenager who 
totaled her family’s car in one of these collisions.

� Fast-forward to the summer of 2014, and I have witnessed cars backing-up onto 
the freeway once again despite the enlarged off-ramp. This occurs intermittently 
during the evening rush hour. I could observe no other cause for the back-up 
other than the high volume of traffic exiting the freeway to head northeast on 
Friant Road. This situation has continued even after the synchronization of traffic 
signals along Friant Road. 

The safety issues, gridlock, and poor air quality can only get worse if the General 
Plan allows for new development along the Friant Corridor beyond the City’s 
current SOI.I urge the City to retain the current SOI.
I also urge the City to measure, and take into serious consideration in this 
General Plan, traffic and air quality conditions along Friant Road during peak 
morning and evening commute hours. This should be in addition to any 
measurements of daily air quality and traffic conditions.  

2). Urban Heat Island
I would encourage the City to do more in the General Plan to address the impact of the 
urban heat island (UHI) effect, as evidenced by weather reports indicating that nighttime 
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high temperatures in the summertime in City of Fresno are frequently several degrees 
warmer than temperatures in other communities in the area. The urban heat island 
effect serves to increase nighttime air conditioning usage at the same time that 
electricity from solar photovoltaic installations is reduced or not available. 
I support actions mentioned in the General Plan to reduce the UHI effect including: 

� Green Street Tree Planting. (Buildings and Design Section 3.6)  
� Complete Streets that include a substantial tree canopy. (Buildings and Design 

Section 3.6)
� Reduce surface parking through incentives to replace existing large surface 

parking lots in center with parking structures (Buildings and Design Section 3.6). 
This should be done in areas where the parking garages would have high levels 
of usage (unlike the parking garage near the Saroyan Theater).  

� Placement of solar panels on shade structures over parking areas. 

Note: Shading or other means of reducing heat build-up should be required in new 
parking lots, and encouraged through incentives or other means, in existing lots.

Trees are an important tool in reducing the UHI effect. The City needs to implement 
water policies to assist residents and business owners to provide enough water 
to maintain valuable trees, especially street and parking lot trees, to keep them 
alive during drought conditions. If the current drought continues through the winter 
and outside watering is prohibited during fall/winter months, many valuable trees will 
die. If large numbers of street trees die, will the City be faced with significant costs for 
removing trees to reduce the safety hazard to drivers and pedestrians?
The City should adopt General Plan policies to move away from water hogging 
trees, such as coastal redwoods, and toward trees that use less water and are 
more adapted to our climate.  The City should lead this effort by taking steps to 
phase in water conserving trees on City-owned properties, and should encourage 
property owners to do the same through incentives, or other means. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Diane Merrill 
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Letter P:  Diane Merrill, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment P‐1 

This comment raises a concern about extending the City’s sphere‐of‐influence (SOI) beyond the 

current northeast (SOI) and therefore causing possible traffic safety and traffic congestion along 

Friant Road.  The General Plan Update does not include a modification to the City’s existing SOI.  In 

addition, under a cumulative plus project scenario that includes full buildout of the General Plan 

Update (i.e., the year 2056).  Friant Road is projected to operate at LOS D during the AM and PM 

peak hours as shown on Exhibits 5.14‐7 and 5.14‐8 in the Draft Master EIR.  LOS D is the acceptable 

level of service for the northeast area of the Planning Area. 

Response to Comment P‐2 

This comment requests that that the General Plan reduce the Urban Heat Island Effect and supports 

actions provided in the General Plan Update.  This comment expresses a desire for the City to allow 

enough water to maintain valuable trees and include policies to promote the use of trees that use 

less water and are more adapted to Fresno’s climate. These comments are on the General Plan 

Update, but are not specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft EIR; therefore, 

no response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Letter Q:  Dirk Poeschel, October 10, 2014 

Response to Comment Q‐1 

This comment expresses a concern regarding the High Speed Rail Authority’s project effect on the S. 

Cedar Avenue and American Avenue intersection.  The HSR project is identified as a cumulative 

project in the Draft Master EIR and was evaluated in the cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft 

Master EIR. This analysis included an evaluation of the roadway levels of service. No intersection 

analysis has been conducted as part of the General Plan Update since turning movements associated 

with individual projects are based on specific uses proposed within the General Plan land use 

category.  As the HSR Project is proposed, the potential impacts on the study intersections and 

needed improvements would be required to be assessed. 
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Letter R:  Fresno Building Healthy Communities, Sandra Celedon‐Castro, August 17, 2014 

Response to Comment R‐1 

The commenter provides various comments on the policies provided in the Fresno General Plan but 

is not addressing the content of the  Draft Master EIR.  There is also a comment stating that 

increased investment in the Downtown area and surrounding neighborhoods, implementation of the 

Bus Rapid Transit, and development of High Speed Rail and a station would likely increase housing 

costs and may displace residents in the surrounding Downtown area.  It is speculative to conclude 

that investment in the Downtown areas within Fresno would result in displaced residents since the 

Downtown area contains a substantial amount of high‐density residential uses. 

The commenter raises a concern that Policy POSS‐2 in the Park, Open Space and Schools Chapter of 

the Draft Fresno General Plan encourages recreational opportunities near freeway corridors. Policy 

POSS‐2‐d identifies potential recreational opportunities near freeway corridors when there are 

opportunities to develop remnant parcels.  Locations near freeway corridors could be one option of 

future recreational opportunities.  These opportunities could occur outdoors or indoors.  Not all 

outdoor open space constitute uses that would be adversely impacted by being sited near freeways; 

for instance, groundwater recharge and landscaping for visual buffering would not cause impairment 

of human health if they are located near a freeway.  If the opportunities are outdoor and within a 

freeway corridor, Mitigation Measure AQ‐2 identified on pages 5.3‐60 and 5.3‐61 in the Draft Master 

EIR could be required depending on the freeway corridor. 
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Letter S:  County of Fresno Department of Public Works and Planning, Briza Scholars, 
October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment S‐1 

This comment refers to the City of Fresno General Plan Update.  The reference to the “Introduction” 

in the comment relates to the General Plan Update document.  Since there are no specific comments 

on the environmental conclusions of the Draft EIR; no response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment S‐2 

The commenter expresses concern regarding a conflict between City and County roadway 

classifications for future right‐of‐way acquisitions pursuant to the General Plan buildout.  City 

roadway improvements (including the acquisition of right‐of‐way) within unincorporated County 

areas require permission from the County; the roadway improvement plans are reviewed and 

approved by County Public Works and Planning staff.  This interagency consultation has mitigated 

potential conflicts between County and City roadway classifications and should continue to do so in 

the future.  The County’s Street Maintenance Agreement and Encroachment Permit processes 

provide tools for the County to ensure that impacts are prevented and are minimized if they cannot 

be completely avoided.   

Roadway improvements within annexed areas would be implemented pursuant to approved 

development.  In annexed areas, incremental roadway improvements are expected to occur as 

development occurs.  Through environmental review, the County would be afforded the opportunity 

to request conditions and measures that would mitigate potential adverse impacts on existing land 

uses, including farming and livestock operations. 

Response to Comment S‐3 

For any individual projects within the sphere of influence, Fresno County would either be a 

responsible agency, commenting agency, or lead agency under CEQA.  In all of these cases, the 

County would have an adequate opportunity to review and comment on environmental 

documentation.  The Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTMF)program is administered through 

the Fresno County Council of Governments (FCOG).  The RTMF is intended to ensure that future 

development contributes to its fair share towards the cost of infrastructure to mitigate the 

cumulative, indirect regional transportation of new growth in a manner consistent with provisions of 

the State of California Mitigation Fee Act. 

Response to Comment S‐4 

The City acknowledges that the population growth anticipated under the General Plan Update would 

result in impacts to facilities.  Section 5.13.5 of the Draft Master EIR provides an analysis of the 

physical impacts related to public services, specifically identifying the potential for impacts to: fire 

prevention, police protection, schools, parks and recreational facilities, courts, libraries, and 

hospitals.  Therefore, the Draft Master EIR fully analyzes these impacts, and no additional analysis is 

required.   

The commenter indicates that additional funding may be necessary in order to update the 

community plans for certain unincorporated areas.  If the County requires updates of their 
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community plans as development occurs within the City of Fresno sphere‐of‐influence, the City 

acknowledges that the County may need to update the relevant plans.  The provision of funding to 

update County area plans is an economic issue, and in accordance with CEQA Section 15131, a Lead 

Agency is not required to analyze economic impacts in a CEQA document.  However, moving 

forward, the City is committed to collaborating with the County to identify potential funding sources 

and neighborhoods that would benefit from joint planning efforts, similar to the Fig Garden 

Community Transportation and Land Use Study which was a collaborative effort.   

Response to Comment S‐5 

The commenter expresses a concern that many rural parcels may be bypassed in favor of greenfield 

parcels.  The General Plan Update proposes to constrain “leapfrog” development by establishing 

criteria for opening new areas at the City fringe for development.  However, it will not be possible to 

prevent bypassing of parcels because many are developed with rural residential uses, and owners of 

such parcels may not be willing to sell, and/or developers may be unwilling to purchase it based on 

economies of scale. 

The commenter would like to encourage the City to develop a comprehensive annexation program.  

The City includes Objectives UF‐12 and UF‐13 that provide guidance for future development within 

the Planning Area.  As areas are proposed for annexation, the City will review each project.  Each 

project will need to undergo a CEQA review, and the County would be a commenting agency to 

review the projects. Moreover, the independent role of the Local Agency Formation Commission 

(LAFCO) will consider each project within the context of its annexation application.   

Services such as and emergency mutual aid response, and law enforcement (including traffic 

patrols), have been, and continue to be, addressed through adoption of Mutual Aid agreements.   
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Letter T:  Fresno Irrigation District, Laurence Kimura, October 8, 2014 

Response to Comment T‐1  

The City understands and acknowledges that Fresno Irrigation District (FID) would be a “Responsible 

Agency” for projects that encompass FID facilities or when project infrastructure requirements 

require modification of off‐site FID facilities.  The City considers FID to be a “partnering” agency and 

has established a practice of routing all development project applications to FID so that there is 

adequate opportunity for the irrigation district to review and comment on specific projects that 

potentially impact FID canals and easements.   

Response to Comment T‐2  

The commenter expresses concern that the City would not be able to balance water usage prior to 

2025.  The City recently updated (and on November 20, 2014, reaffirmed) its Metropolitan Water 

Management Plan, which demonstrates balancing of water usage and provides for stabilizing aquifer 

levels.  In addition to the City’s Kings River water supply obtained through FID’s land‐based 

entitlement, the City  plans to utilizes multiple sources of water (San Joaquin River water obtained 

through its Bureau of Reclamation contract; groundwater, including percolated stormwater; water 

made available via detention facilities on the Fresno Stream Group) in order to adequately serve 

future growth within its Planning Area.  Impacts to groundwater (and groundwater supplies) are 

discussed in the Draft Master EIR Section 5.9.5 under Impact HYD‐2, and in Section 5.15.5 under 

Impact USS‐2.  Mitigation Measure USS‐5 in the Draft Master EIR does not allow additional 

development to be approved where the City would exceed supply capacity until or unless the 

additional capacity is provided.  The implementation of this mitigation measure, as well as others 

identified in the Draft Master EIR related to this issue, would ensure an adequate water supply for 

future developments.   

Response to Comment T‐3  

The Draft Master EIR identifies that the City intends to reduce the amount of groundwater extracted 

in the future, and implement water conservation measures (required through implementation of 

MM HYD‐1) to decrease future demand. 

Response to Comment T‐4  

As previously noted, the City would implement water conservation measures through compliance 

with Mitigation Measure HYD‐1, which would reduce the future demand for domestic water.  It is 

also noted that conservation measures and water metering have already achieved a reduction in per 

capita water consumption beyond that projected in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.  

Recent data from the Department of Public Utilities Water Division show that the City is already 

using less than 240 gallons per person per day.  Additionally, if the City’s water supply capacity is 

unable to accommodate additional growth while the City reduces groundwater extraction, 

Mitigation Measure USS‐5 would not allow additional development to be approved where the City 

would exceed supply capacity until additional capacity is provided.  The implementation of these 

mitigation measures and conservation measures implemented and advocated by the Department of 

Public Utilities will continue to moderate future water supply demand through conservation, and 

ensure that adequate water supply capacity is provided in order to accommodate future demand 

prior to approval of new projects.  
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Response to Comment T‐5  

See Response to Comments T‐2 and T‐4, above.  The City would be required to implement Mitigation 

Measures HYD‐1 and USS‐5, which would alleviate future water supply demand through 

conservation, and ensure that adequate water supply capacity is provided in order to accommodate 

future demand prior to approval of new projects.  Future water supplies to serve additional 

development could include the construction of new recharge basins through the implementation of 

Mitigation Measure HYD‐5.2 in Section 5.9 of the Draft Master EIR. However, the intent of this 

measure is to reduce potential impacts to the capacity of the existing or planned storm drainage 

Master Plan retention basins. 

Response to Comment T‐6  

The commenter accurately states that the Draft Master EIR under Impact USS‐4 identifies a 

potentially significant impact to water supplies; however, within the planning horizon for this 

General Plan Update (to Year 2035), the Metropolitan Water Management Plan and Urban Water 

Management Plan project adequate supplies.  At the point where water supply needs would exceed 

the supply capacity of Fresno’s portfolio, additional supplies would need to be developed and/or 

additional conservation measures would need to be implemented.  As a further protection in the 

currently proposed General Plan Update, Mitigation Measures USS‐5 and USS‐21 would reduce the 

potential impact to water supplies to less than significant.  Therefore, the potential impact on water 

supply for this General Plan update would not be significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment T‐7  

As previously noted, the City would utilize other water sources to provide for future domestic water 

needs.  The City would be required to implement Mitigation Measures HYD‐1 and USS‐5, which 

would alleviate future water supply demand through conservation, and ensure that adequate water 

supply capacity is provided in order to accommodate future demand prior to approval of new 

projects.  It would be speculative to assume that the existing water allocation agreements would 

change. 

Response to Comment T‐8  

The City acknowledges the future development will convert farmland to non‐farmland uses.  As 

development is proposed within the City and in areas proposed to be annexed, the City’s intent is to 

have the development connect to the existing municipal domestic water system that would include 

City water rates.  The City has established a process whereby an agricultural operation within City 

boundaries may apply to the City Department of Public Utilities for use of FID surface water (an 

entitlement assigned to the City upon annexation) for the farming operation.  This release process 

involves compliance with City ordinances relating to agricultural activities, specifically the 

requirement that the agricultural operation adhere to accepted water conservation practices and 

provide for in‐lieu recharge for any groundwater extracted via on‐site wells.   

Response to Comment T‐9  

The City acknowledges the comment that the conversion of agricultural land for urban use should be 

done in a manner to minimize the impacts to agriculture and agricultural resources.  A standard 

requirement for annexation of urban development projects includes “right to farm” covenants 

whereby property owners and successors in interest are bound by a recorded instrument to accept 
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specified effects of nearby agricultural operations.  Refer to Response to Comment B‐2 for further 

discussion of Policy RC‐9‐c and the establishment of a farmland preservation program.  

Response to Comment T‐10  

This comment raises a concern that future trail projects along the Fresno Irrigation District’s (FID’s) 

canal system could cause significant issues to FID.  When specific trail projects are proposed, such 

projects would be required to comply with FID requirements where the trail is within FID’s 

jurisdiction.  For these specific projects, FID will have adequate opportunity to review and comment 

on the design aspects and the potential impacts to FID facilities.  Furthermore, the City understands 

that use of land within FID’s jurisdiction requires an easement approval by FID.   

Response to Comment T‐11  

The commenter states that many FID canals will be impacted by future road improvements and the 

High Speed Rail project.  The City acknowledges that future development in accordance with the 

Fresno General Plan Update could impact FID canals. The City intends to work with FID to address 

these potential impacts as development is proposed.  However, the High Speed Rail Project is under 

the purview of the State of California, more specifically, the High Speed Rail Authority and potential 

impacts as a result of either rail construction or operation of the system are subject to conditions 

and/or mitigation measures outlined in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the train 

project.  For additional information, please refer to the HSR Authority website at www.hrs.ca.gov. 

Response to Comment T‐12  

The City acknowledges that FID would have a right to review projects involving a crossing of an FID 

facility.  Trails that cross these facilities would be required to conform to FID requirements where 

the trail is within the jurisdiction of FID. 

Response to Comment T‐13  

The commenter noted typographical errors on Page 5.9‐4 of the Draft Master EIR. The commenter 

stated that the first sentence in the second paragraph on page 5.9‐4 of the Draft Master EIR includes 

a figure of 453,1000; however, the Draft Master EIR reflects 453,100.  No revision for this figure is 

required. 

The fourth sentence in the last paragraph on page 5.9‐4 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“This reduction in groundwater pumping will recharge the aquifer by approximately 15,000 

acre‐feet per year because the safe yield is approximately 1000,000 100,000 acre‐feet per 

year.” 

Response to Comment T‐14  

The City acknowledges that the FMFCD’s Storm Drainage Master Plan utilizes FID’s canal system for 

stormwater disposal/conveyance.  It has already been determined that the FID canal system 

subsumed and replace natural drainage courses which historically traversed the Fresno metropolitan 

area; therefore, it is appropriate that canal and spillway facilities accept the increment of storm 

drainage which cannot be retained in Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) ponding 

basins for percolation during extreme storm events. 
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Response to Comment T‐15  

The City acknowledges FID’s concurrence with Mitigation Measure HYD‐5.2.  The City will 

recommend that, as these future specific facilities are planned by FMFCD, details regarding 

emergency conveyance improvements would be provided to FID so that the two involved agencies 

may consult on their design. 

Response to Comment T‐16  

This comment states that the provision of removing concrete from existing canals to allow for natural 

recharge is not consistent with FID’s policy and states that there are potential public safety impacts.  

Policy RC‐6‐i, which recommends against concrete‐lined canals, is intended to increase groundwater 

supply by allowing more exfiltration from canals.  The City acknowledges that the canals are under 

the jurisdiction of FID, and that any implementation of this policy would need to be approved by FID. 



 

 

 
 

4270 N. BLACKSTONE AVE, SUITE  212, FRESNO, CA  93726    PH. 559.485.1416   FAX 559.485.9109 
INFO@FRESNOMETMIN.ORG     WWW.FRESNOMETMIN.ORG 

 
October 9th, 2014 

Dear Ms. Clark, 

Thank you for your time and energy to collect substantial public comments for the City of Fresno Draft 
MEIR and General Plan. We look forward to seeing how comments and requests for changes will be 
incorporated into the document before it is presented to City Council. As you know, Fresno Metro 
Ministry has been an active partner in the General Plan Update since 2010. As such, we have been 
happy to contribute our thoughts and support for the ideas that work towards Achieving Healthy People 
and Healthy Places, most especially in our city’s most disadvantaged neighborhoods, at every decision-
point along the way.  We support the 2035 General Plan Update. 

Furthermore, we are excited to build partnerships throughout the city to implement projects that will be 
made possible through the adoption of this plan. It’s time to get to work!  

Below you will find our most pressing concerns in the final draft as released.  

Comments on the City of Fresno Draft MEIR General Plan and Development Code Update dated July 
22, 2014 (MEIR) and including the Fresno General Plan Update Public Review Draft dated July 2, 2014 
(GPU) 

1. The GPU shaped by the vision and commitment of Mayor Ashley Swearengin to a sustainably 
healthy and prosperous Fresno and crafted into a coherent plan document by the administrative 
leaders and city departmental staff she currently leads through a strong mayor form of 
government - appropriately brings the substantive relationships and significant impacts of land 
use, transportation, public facilities, and public services planning, policies, implementation, and 
resource management, into the reality of the context of Fresno.  Fresno factually has the 
characteristics noted on pages 1-2 and 1-3 of the GPU of: 
� High concentrated poverty, high unemployment, and extreme disparities of quality-of-life 

opportunities; 
� Neglected and disinvested  established neighborhoods and Downtown Planning Area; 
� Poor air quality, and environmental and community health issues; 
� Residential growth patterns that negatively impact natural resources and deplete strategic 

farmland; and  
� Fiscal instability related to the city’s existing spread out form and land use inefficiencies. 

 
2. The negative realities accumulating in the existing built environment of Fresno, as characterized 

in the GPU, have reached systemic risk levels and continue to get worse and to expand 
geographically, while dominant market forces drive construction of inefficient but currently 
financeable and marketable land use and auto-reliant transportation system development even 
further out on the edge of the city to escape the harsh realities trailing closely behind. The 
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growing footprint of neglected and disinvested neighborhoods in Fresno affects all property 
owners’ home and business values and the attractiveness of Fresno on the whole as a place to live 
and do business. This vicious, interdependent, and self-reinforcing cycle will continue – apparently 
- until all our natural and financial resources are depleted or exclusive short-term market-driven 
political influence exhausts itself, whichever comes first we suppose, unless something positively 
bold and dramatic happens to change our city’s collective awareness and future development 
trajectory.   
 

3. As hundreds of engaged neighborhood and community leaders and residents have weighed in on 
this planning dilemma in Fresno the past few years - the negative cycle described above must be 
broken sooner than later for Fresno to have a fighting chance of being economically, 
environmentally and socially viable over the long-term. A new balance must be achieved soon 
between horizontal suburban expansion and revitalization and new development within our 
existing city that better serves the immediate needs and long-term interests of all existing and 
future residents, businesses, and taxpayers.  
 

4. The GPU clearly aims for and provides a vision for a better balance. How we get there financially in 
the face of daunting fiscal projections for our national, state, and local debt and deficits for the 
next 25 to 40 years, and with what strategic mix of appropriate priorities, policies, regulations, 
incentives, implementation strategies, financing mechanisms and mitigations are key questions. 
These fiscal questions remain unanswered in the Draft as released. 
 

5. We assume the best intent and follow-through by the City of Fresno as outlined in GPU with 
respect to prioritizing increased investments in infrastructure, transit, parks, public facilities, code 
enforcement, other necessary public services, and high quality maintenance in established 
neighborhoods and business districts within the city limits. Public investment encourages private 
investment through infill, revitalization, new businesses and new jobs in these areas of the city 
where residents live now and that also have the highest system-level returns on investment to 
support the General Fund and in terms of resource stewardship by building on and improving 
what we have now.  
 

6. With this framing in mind –and in addition to those points highlighted above - there are two sets 
of systemic risks facing the city now and in the long run that merit deeper consideration and 
priority for action and mitigation in the GPU and the MEIR: 

a. Long-term water resources are a systemic risk given the emerging sense by informed water 
experts and scientists that California and the entire southwestern U.S. may be entering a 
mega-drought and aridity cycle with precedents of occurrence in the past 800 to 1,100 years 
- that places the sustainability and resilience of our primary agricultural economic base and 
our cities and rural communities in the San Joaquin Valley in peril. Sustainable surface water 
and ground water supplies are potentially in great jeopardy.  

b. The long-term fiscal sustainability of the city is a systemic risk given the still predominant, 
resource inefficient, and growing suburban pattern of development of the city, and the lack 
of sophisticated and reliable economic/fiscal models and impact assessment tools with 
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which to uniformly measure the complex cost and revenue streams to the city from 
different development options. The public and elected officials do not know all the costs and 
long-term fiscal and economic consequences of development proposals before projects are 
approved and that the city and the public are obligated in perpetuity to maintain, serve, and 
protect. 

 
7. Water Resource Sustainability: 

a. Mitigation Measure USS-5 (Page 2-40 of the MEIR) states that by 2025 new and expanded 
surface water treatment capabilities should be constructed in the southeast, northwest and 
southwest areas of Fresno. The recent repeal of water rate increases to finance construction 
of significant portions of these facilities and the long time frame accorded the construction 
of these critical water supply facilities in the MEIR, may prove too late to be financed at 
acceptable costs to the public, businesses, and the city’s financial wherewithal and credit 
worthiness, and also too late to prevent deleterious consequences to quality-of-life and 
economic activity supported by adequate potable water supplies and infrastructure. The 
same concern holds true for Mitigation Measures USS-8 (Page 2-43) and USS-9 (Page 2-44). 

b. If the mitigation called for in Mitigation Measures USS-5, USS-8, and USS-9 cannot be 
achieved in a very short time frame - It seems quite reasonable given the existing and 
emerging potential scale of systemic risks to access to long-term water resources for 
existing residents and businesses within the city limits of Fresno that a moratorium on new 
annexations to the city should be considered until either satisfactory mitigation is in place 
or state approved studies have verified priority availability of water resources to existing 
residents, businesses, and rate payers.  An appropriate water resource development tax or 
fee surcharge on all new annexations might also be considered to help offset the costs of 
water resource mitigation. 

 
8. Fiscal Resource Sustainability: 

a. Although a complete fiscal impact assessment is not required to be conducted in the MEIR 
(which it would make sense to do since so much proposed in the GPU is contingent upon 
long-term city fiscal wherewithal), the comprehensive assessment of long-term fiscal and 
economic impacts of new development annexed to the city (or major plan changes) as 
proposed in the GPU is imperative. The development pattern of the city since World War II 
has produced enormous and uncalculated mitigation costs to appropriately deal with the 
systemic levels of accumulated urban decay other negative realities articulated in the GPU. 
GPU Policy ED-5-b Fair and Proportional Payments (Page 2-27) and Policy ED-5-e (Page 2-28) 
are good starts – but need to be re-considered in the context of what should be the 
extraordinary responsibility of newly annexed development to contribute to the 
mitigation costs of the urban decay and accumulated deferred maintenance of the city 
system the new development is joining. So far the city has grown and expanded 
geographically nearly 9 times since World War II – and urban decay has relentlessly followed 
and expanded in its wake. There appears to be a relationship that suggests financial 
responsibility by new development added to the city limits.  

U-1 
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b. An additional GPU policy (and MEIR assessment or other reliable modeling or 
comprehensive impact assessment) is needed to address the lack of accurate economic 
modeling and measurement of all the direct and indirect costs, externalities created, 
perpetual costs and the offsetting benefits to the public (and city organization) of continued 
annexation of land for geographically expansive new development vs. the related relative 
cost-benefit of development contained within the existing city limits. Otherwise and as 
noted - The public and elected officials cannot know all the costs and long-term fiscal and 
economic consequences of development proposals before projects are approved and that 
the city and the public are obligated in perpetuity to maintain, serve, and protect. 

 
Given all of the above, as Fresno Metro Ministry, we call on our elected officials to ensure that with the 
implementation of this General Plan they keep the following steps in mind: 

1. STOP new annexations which create new unsustainable costs and obligations 
2. ACCEPT responsibility for repairing and maintaining existing neighborhoods 
3. VALUE every Fresnan 
4. ELEVATE cross-sector strategies that work 

 
This needs to be represented in implementing policies as well as in every city-level decision moving 
forward. 

1. Fresno needs permission to begin implementation to make the community's vision come to 
life.  Metro is excited for our community to start working together toward the new vision 
with projects such as developing transit corridors, diversifying housing options, and infill 
projects on vacant or run-down properties. It’s time to pass the plan! 

2. Fix it first! City resources should only be spent within existing city limits to heal and help 
our existing (and often forgotten) neighborhoods prosper. Hundreds of residents supported 
Alternative A in 2012 because they wanted city leaders to re-prioritize to invest more in 
existing neighborhoods rather than in building new neighborhoods.  This continues to be 
necessary. We want to see policies implemented that ensure that our tax dollars stay within 
our city limits. 

3. Don't use public investments to enable sprawl. New subdivisions or any other projects 
outside of city limits should pay for all costs of development, services and maintenance, 
(such as extending sewer/water lines, major streets, ongoing police and fire services, 
farmland mitigation, etc.) without exception.   

4. We support the 50/50 housing balance commitment between new housing developments 
inside our city and new housing developments outside the city limits.  While we know our 
city core needs the majority of attention and investment, we understand that there is not 
community consensus yet to completely stop sprawl.  50/50 was the compromise that we 
believe represents significant progress. We want to see a policy and procedure 
implemented immediately for tracking new units as they are built on either side of the 
2012 city limit line.  
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We look forward to working with you as Director of DARM, as well as our elected representatives to 
ensure that Fresno has a fiscally responsible, significantly more sustainable city footprint moving 
forward. 
 
Thank you for your time and dedication to a robust public process.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Program Director 
Resilient Communities Program 
Fresno Metro Ministry 

 
  
 

Project Manager 
Resilient Communities Program 
Fresno Metro Ministry 
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Letter U:  Fresno Metro Ministries, Sarah Sharpe, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment U‐1  

This comment is on the contents on the Draft General Plan and not the Draft Master EIR.  Since there 

is no specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR, no response is 

required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment U‐2  

This comment raises a concern of the availability of water to accommodate future development.  

The Draft EIR in Sections 5.9 and 5.15 of the Draft Master EIR identifies mitigation measures to 

ensure that adequate water supply and water facilities are available prior to approving additional 

development.  These measures include not approving additional development until adequate supply 

and facilities are available.  Furthermore, the City Council reaffirmed the Metropolitan Water 

Resource Management Plan on November 20, 2014 and additional surface water treatment capacity 

is included in that adopted plan.  Rate restructuring to pay for those facilities and other needs was 

also re‐initiated by the City Council on that date.  It should be noted that, under California impact fee 

law and U.S. Supreme Court decisions relating to rational nexus and rough proportionality 

requirements for impact fees, charges cannot be assessed against new development (and related 

annexations) to defray the costs of existing water infrastructure needs/deficits which are not caused 

by that new development.   

Response to Comment U‐3  

The commenter raises concerns regarding the economic effects associated with the General Plan 

Update.  In accordance with CEQA Section 15131, a Lead Agency is not required to analyze economic 

impacts in a CEQA document. 

Response to Comment U‐4  

This comment provides opinions on revisions to the General Plan Update.  Since there is no specific 

comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR, no response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Granville�Homes,�Inc.�
Partial�Comments,�Pending�Release�of�the�Development�Code�Update��
General�Plan�Update�–�Environmental�Report�Comments�
October�9,�2014�
�
�
1. An�important�concern,�that�seems�to�be�overlooked�by�staff,�even�though�we�have�repeatedly�made�the�

issue�known:��The�Land�Use�density�ranges�were�all�modified�and�densities�increased�with�this�change.��The�
EIR�did�not�study�the�effects�of�the�increase�in�development�densities�required�by�the�new�higher�densities.��
For�example,�even�though�the�designations�for�the�two�neighborhoods�shown�below�did�not�change�(i.e.�
Medium�and�High),�if�they�were�to�be�built�out�at�full�densities,�there�will�be�approximately�121�additional�
housing�units�allowed�under�the�new�proposed�density�ranges,�than�what�is�currently�allowed.��This�increase�
in�densities�doesn’t�reflect�the�change�in�land�uses�that�was�also�incorrectly�applied�throughout�the�City,�and�
previously�identified�by�us�in�our�draft�General�Plan�Comments.��These�two�changes�coupled�will�serve�the�
exponentially�increase�the�development,�density,�population�and�taxing�on�City�services�in�all�existing�Fresno�
neighborhoods,�but�most�importantly,�was�not�reviewed�by�the�EIR.�

�
2025�Plan�
Medium�(4.99�10.37�DU/AC)�
High�(18.16�–�43.56�DU/AC)�
55+/��acres�(First/Barstow/Fourth/San�Jose)�Medium=274�570�total�u/a�
35+/��acres�(Fourth/Barstow/Millbrook/Bulldog�Lane)�High=635��1,524�u/a�

�

�
2035�General�Plan�Update:�
Medium�5�12�DU/ac�
High�30�45�du/ac�
55+/��acres�(First/Barstow/Fourth/San�Jose)�Medium=275�660�total�u/a�
35+/��acres�(Fourth/Barstow/Millbrook/Bulldog�Lane)�High=1,050��1,575�u/a�
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Granville�Homes,�Inc.�–�EIR�Partial�Comments�
Page�2�of�4�
�
�
2. Page�3�17:�The�EIR�mentions�the�proposed�future�“Downtown�Neighborhoods�Community�Plan�and�Fulton�

Corridor�Specific�Plan,�which�may�be�adopted�by�the�City”.��The�narrative�includes�mention�of�several�
“districts”�and�potential�uses.��The�entire�section�should�be�deleted�as�the�plan,�nor�draft�plan�has�officially�
been�made�public�for�comment�or�review,�and�thus�should�be�reviewed�separately�and�not�included�here.�
�

3. Page�3�25�to�3�26:��Table�3�5�should�identify�the�most�current�2010�Census�populations,�and�delete�any�
references�to�estimated�2010�population�data.�

�
4. Page�3�26:�Section�3.5�Infill�Areas�should�ensure�that�infill�areas�definition�matches�what�has�been�proposed�

by�the�Mayor�and�Planning�staff,�to�encompass�all�City�Limit�areas.�
�
5. Page�3�29�to�3�33:�Table�3�6�identifies�Total�Proposed�Dwelling�Units�in�the�Growth�Areas.��Two�Grantland�

Communities�seem�to�identify�an�excessive�amount�of�multi�family�dwelling�units�in�an�area�that�has�not�
proven�can�sustain�the�large�increase�in�rentals.�

�
6. Page�5.6�5:�Exhibit�5.4�1�–�Incorrectly�identifies�the�area�bounded�by�Gettysburg,�Grantland,�Garfield�and�

Shields�as�Deciduous�Orchard�–�it�has�been�barren�land�for�several�years,�at�varied�times�growing�alfalfa.�
�
7. Page�5.12�7,�8,�9:�The�Housing�Element�chapter�references�several�programs�and�committees�that�no�longer�

exist.��Even�though�the�paragraph�is�copied�from�the�last�approved�Housing�Element,�this�EIR�should�
correctly�identify�the�existing�program,�and�not�reference�those�that�have�ceased�to�exist.�

�
8. Page�5.13�33:�First�paragraph,�says�the�proposed�General�Plan�Update�would�not�meet�the�City’s�goal�of�5�

acres�of�parkland�per�1,000�residents�for�all�City�park�space�and�3�acres�per�1,000�residents�for�Pocket,�
Neighborhood,�and�Community�Park�Space.��If�the�update�doesn’t�meet�the�goal,�then�the�City�should�re�
evaluate�the�goal,�and�either�make�accommodations�to�meet�the�goal,�or�make�the�goal�more�attainable.�

�
9. Page�5.14�83:�The�last�two�paragraphs�include�information�on�increased�density�and�its�effects�on�the�City’s�

Transportation�system.��The�density�scenarios�do�not�take�into�account�the�increase�in�density�ranges�for�the�
same�named�planned�land�uses,�therefore�the�transportation�system�cannot�adequately�provide�a�system�
that�serves�the�true�increased�density�allowances�in�the�City.�Additionally,�the�paragraphs�reference�
“complete�streets”�concept�which�hasn’t�been�defined�or�identified�in�detail,�nor�has�it�been�reviewed�in�this�
MEIR.��The�reference�should�be�deleted.�

�
10. Page�5.14�85,�First�paragraph�under�Impact�TRANS�6,�Project�Specific�Impact�Analysis�–�The�last�sentence�is�

an�incomplete�sentence,�and�therefore�cannot�be�evaluated,�even�though�it�seems�to�be�making�an�
important�point�on�future�required�improvements�or�expansions.�

�
11. Page�5.14�88:�The�last�sentence�states�the�General�Plan�Update�and�resulting�impact�will�be�less�than�

significant�on�transportation.��Based�on�the�information�referenced�above,�where�density�ranges�are�
increased,�thereby�inflating�densities�throughout�the�City,�the�statement�cannot�adequately�assess�the�
situation,�much�less�say�that�the�impacts�are�less�than�significant.�

�
12. Page�5.15�7,�the�last�paragraphs�is�outdated,�as�it�references�the�City’s�Recycled�Water�Master�Plan�that�is�

expected�to�be�adopted�in�August�2012.��The�updates�to�the�narrative�should�identify�whether�or�not�the�
plan�was�adopted,�or�if�the�plan�is�expected�to�be�adopted�in�the�future�still.�

�
�
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�
13. Page�5.15�12,�Solid�Waste�Disposal,�first�paragraph,�references�a�goal�that�was�to�be�attained�by�2012.��The�

update�to�the�narrative�should�identify�whether�or�not�the�goal�was�achieved�by�printing�of�the�EIR.�
�

14. Pages�5.15�19�to�5.15�29:�Wastewater�Treatment,�Waste�Discharge�and�Sewer�System�Capacity�Impacts.��
The�narrative�states�that�there�is�a�“potential�for�significant�impact”�and�also�that�“potential�cumulative�
impacts�are�considerable�and�would�be�a�significant�cumulative�impact”.��These�impacts�should�receive�
attention�due�to�the�limited�resources�available�to�mitigate�the�impacts.��More�attention�and�funds�should�
be�targeted�towards�the�mitigation�of�this�issue.�

�
15. Page�5.15�42:��The�water�supply�source�analysis�confuses�the�narrative�with�the�reference�to�build�out�to�

2035�(even�though�staff�has�said�build�out�to�2035�was�taken�out�of�the�General�Plan�Update).��Most�
importantly�though,�the�narrative�states�that�the�City�will�NOT�have�enough�water�for�the�General�Plan�
Update�full�build�out.��First,�if�this�is�the�case,�then�there�will�be�residents�without�water�available�to�them���
further�analysis�and�mitigation�is�needed,�or�full�build�out�scenarios�should�be�adjusted�to�ensure�availability�
of�water�for�all�development.��Second,�the�availability�of�water�doesn’t�take�into�account�the�increased�
densities�from�the�changes�to�the�density�ranges,�which�will�only�serve�to�further�exacerbate�the�impacts�to�
resources�City�wide.�Last,�Page�5.15�43�states�that�even�with�mitigating�policies,�the�impact,�at�full�build�out,�
to�“water�supplies�will�remain�significant”.��Staff�should�consider�that�water�availability�is�a�determining�
factor�on�development,�and�therefore�adjust�any�forecasts�or�policies�to�ensure�full�build�out�development�
has�water�available�to�all.�

�
16. Page�5.15�49:�Landfill�space�availability�will�be�significantly�impacted�by�full�build�out�of�the�general�plan.��

Staff�should�consider�that�land�space�availability�is�a�determining�factor�on�development,�and�therefore�
adjust�any�forecasts�or�policies�to�ensure�full�build�out�of�development�has�space�at�local�landfills�available.��

�
17. Page�5.15�50�MM�USS�22�and�accompanying�levels�of�impact.��If�the�selection�and�building�of�a�new�landfill�

is�required�for�full�build�out,�how�can�this�impact�be�“less�than�significant”?��Staff�should�re�evaluate�this�
determination�as�building�a�new�landfill�will�be�a�huge�impact�on�the�environment.�

�
18. Page�5.16�9�to�14,�Impact�EC�1��“The�project�would�not�result�in�the�inefficient,�wasteful�and�unnecessary�

consumption�of�energy.”��The�manner�in�which�the�“impact”�is�worded,�in�effect�makes�it�so�that�it�is�not�an�
impact.��Additionally,�we�believe�the�impact�to�energy�consumption�cannot�be�treated�as�leaving�“No�
Impact”�on�the�environment,�when,�at�full�build�out,�the�Fresno�population�will�nearly�double.��How�can�this�
have�“no�impact”�on�the�environment?�

�
19. Page�8�1:�Section�8.1,�Mineral�Resources:��The�“Impact�Discussion”�is�confusing�in�that�it�states�that�if�

mineral�resources�continue�to�be�extracted�as�currently�allowed,�then�all�resources�will�be�depleted.��The�
narrative�goes�on�to�state�that�current�extraction�will�continue,�and�yet�identifies�ways�to�stop�the�depletion�
of�resources.��Overall,�the�logic�to�this�train�of�thought�is�missing.�

�
20. Page�67�of�the�Initial�Study�identified�the�displacement�of�housing�as�a�potentially�significant�impact,�yet�the�

issue�wasn’t�identified�in�the�MEIR.���
�
21. Page�72�of�the�Initial�Study�identified�the�potential�for�future�development�to�reduce�capacities�of�roadways�

and�intersections�that�could�impede�emergency�access.��We�don’t�believe�this�emergency�transportation�
impact�was�adequately�identified�or�addressed�in�the�MEIR,�as�mitigation�measures�only�glossed�over�
development�goals�and�policies,�none�strictly�addressing�emergency�response.�
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�
�
22. Letter�dated�12/6/2012�from�Michael�Navarro�at�Caltrans�states�that�their�office�wasn’t�integrally�involved�in�

the�General�Plan�Update,�even�though�they�had�recommended�and�offered�their�expertise,�particularly�in�
the�transportation�sections.��Was�Caltrans�involved�as�they�requested?��If�so,�possibly�a�follow�up�letter�is�
required�to�clarify�their�position.�
�

23. Letter�dated�12/5/2012�from�Norman�Allinder,�Planning�Director�of�the�County�of�Madera�states�that�
Madera�County�hasn’t�been�adequately�involve�in�the�draft�planning�of�the�General�Plan�Update,�and�the�
effects�of�the�full�build�out�don’t�adequately�cover�the�impacts�to�the�surrounding�communities,�Madera�
County�particularly�–�even�though�the�general�plan�narrative�seems�to�tough�regional�collaboration�as�a�
main�driving�principle�of�responsible�growth.��Was�Madera�County’s�issues�addressed�in�the�MEIR�analysis?��
If�so,�possibly�a�follow�up�letter�is�required�to�clarify�their�position.�

�
24. Appendix�C�1�–�Vegetation�Communities�Mapping�–�Exhibit�5.4�B�identifies�Copper�River�(area�east�of�Friant,�

north�of�Copper)�and�Exhibit�5.4.�C�(Westlake�Map�area)�as�having�deciduous�orchard.��This�seems�incorrect�
and�should�be�fixed.�
�

�
�
There�are�many�and�various�typos/minor�modifications�needed,�a�sample�of�these�is�listed�here:�
�
1. Table�3�4:��Correct�mention�of�Southeast�Growth�Area�(SEGA);�change�to�SEDA�
2. Page�3�33:�Tables�Notes:�Correct�the�density�ranges�for�Low�and�Medium�low�(should�say�Low:�1�3.5�

du/acre).�
3. Page�5�9.24:�in�the�middle�of�the�page�a�two�line�sentence�is�repeated.�
4. Page�5.15�28:�The�“Tulare�Lake�Basin�Plan”�is�referenced�to�as�the�“(Bain�Plan)”,�which�likely�shoul�be�“(Basin�

Plan)”.�
5. Page�5.15�47:�Last�sentence�says�“Error!�Reference�source�not�found”�though�it�seems�to�reference�Table�

5.15�3�
6. Page�9�1,�9�2:�Arnoldo’s�last�name�is�mis�spelled.�
�
�
�
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Letter V:  Granville Homes, Inc., October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment V‐1  

This commenter is concerned that the proposed land use densities were not evaluated appropriately.  

The General Plan Update includes different density ranges compared to the 2025 General Plan.  The 

densities that were used were a reasonable worst‐case for each of the residential land use 

categories.  The reasonable worst‐case is not necessarily the maximum density allowed for a 

residential land use category based on past development patterns, because  the highest density 

within the range for a residential land use category is not consistently developed.  Therefore, the City 

calculated future residential units based on a reasonable worst‐case density, but as individual 

development project applications are reviewed the specific service capacity of each location is re‐

evaluated.   

Response to Comment V‐2  

The commenter suggests that the land use classifications identified for the Planning Area Exclusive to 

the Downtown Planning Area (Downtown) be removed from the General Plan Update.  As stated on 

Page 3‐17 of the Draft Master EIR, the land use classifications proposed in the Downtown area may 

be further refined in community and specific plans such as the proposed Downtown Neighborhoods 

Community Plan.  Depiction of the entire Downtown Neighborhoods Community Plan and Fulton 

Corridor Specific Plan area on the General Plan Update land use map are noted as being illustrative 

only and will not be implemented until the formal adoption of additional plans in that area plan after 

the General Plan is adopted.  

Response to Comment V‐3  

The commenter requests that the most current 2010 Census population data be used in Table 3‐5 in 

the Draft Master EIR.  As noted in the footnote on Table 3‐5, the San Joaquin Valley Demographic 

Forecasts 2010 to 2050 prepared by the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) was used to estimate 

the 2010 population for the County of Fresno as the basis for regional transportation planning and 

housing allocations among the jurisdictions.  Based on a review of the U.S. Census 

(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/06/06019.html), the County’s population in 2010 was 

930,450.  Therefore, the use of 930,000 people in the Draft Master EIR as an estimate was validated 

and appropriate.  In addition, the footnote providing the 2010 population estimate for the City of 

Fresno Planning Area was required because the Planning Area encompasses more land than is 

contained within current City limits.  Based on a review of the U.S. Census 

(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/06/06019.html), the population within the City limits was 

494,665, and the figure used in the Draft Master EIR estimated 495,000 people within the City limits, 

another validation of forecasting in the environmental document.  The Draft Master EIR estimated 

that the Planning Area population would have approximately 50,000 persons outside of the City 

limits and within the Planning Area, therefore, use of the 545,000± population figure (495,000 plus 

50,000) was appropriate. 

Response to Comment V‐4  

The commenter requests that the infill description provided in Section 3.5 of the Draft Master EIR be 

consistent with the Infill Areas depicted on Exhibit 3‐5 of the Draft Master EIR.  The description of 

the Infill Area provides a narrative of each infill category represented on Exhibit 3‐5.  This description 
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is consistent with Exhibit 3‐5 and as depicted, all areas within the City limits have been identified as 

an Infill Area. 

Response to Comment V‐5  

This comment states that the two Grantland Communities within the Planning Area seem to identify 

an excessive amount of multiple‐family dwelling units in an area that has not proven that they can 

sustain large increase in rentals.  The proposed General Plan aims at providing a greater range of 

housing types to meet changing market demands, and to increase the inventory of land available for 

multi‐family residential development in order to meet needs identified in the City’s Housing Element 

Update.  One of the longstanding problems for housing in Fresno has been  incongruity between the 

types of homes built, and the housing needs of the population.  For nearly seventy years, the most 

common type of dwelling unit constructed in Fresno has been a detached single‐family house 

constructed on a lot 6,000± square feet in size (or larger).  This has not fully accommodated people 

who require multiple‐family, condominiums, townhouses, accessory (“mother‐in‐law”), and mixed‐

use units.  These segments of the Fresno population are projected to increase in the future and so 

will the demand for these types of housing.   

The General Plan does not distinguish between dwelling units that are owner‐occupied versus those 

which are rented.  While the General Plan proposes higher densities in some areas (such as the two 

Grantland communities referenced in Comment V‐5), higher housing densities do not necessarily 

equate to rental housing.   It is becoming increasingly common for higher‐density projects to be 

owner‐occupied; for example, condominiums that meet the needs of some segments of the 

population.  Census Bureau data show that the proportions of single adults and seniors in Fresno’s 

population has been increasing over the past 50 years.  These proportions are projected to increase 

further in coming decades.  While some areas depicted on the General Plan Update land use map 

may appear to designate densities greater than what some predict that the market would 

accommodate in the immediate future, the General Plan is a long‐range document intended to meet 

future needs.  It is projected that evolving market trends and demographic changes will demand 

more dwelling units provided as a different product than conventional detached single‐family homes.   

Moreover, the City has designated over 34,000 acres for conventional detached single‐family homes, 

10,500 of which are in the two Grantland communities.  This ensures that households that want 

those types of homes will also be accommodated.   

While the City is not proposing significant modifications to the Planned Land Use map within the two 

Grantland communities, requested modifications by community members have been noted and have 

been evaluated in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (see Attachment 1 of 

this Response to Comments). 

Response to Comment V‐6  

This comment regarding the vegetation community identified on Exhibit 5.4‐1 of the Draft Master 

Plan for the area bounded by Gettysburg, Grantland, Farfield, and Shields is noted.  A November 2, 

2014 news story in the Fresno Bee states that the owner of the property described in Comment V‐6 

is going to plant the property with almonds, which is a deciduous orchard crop  Vegetation mapping 

for the Planning Area was compiled by the City of Fresno in 2010; this compilation of information 
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included data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture  and the most recent information from that 

source was  dated 2007.  Regardless of agricultural  vegetation communities’ changes over time, 

development proposed within the Planning Area  will be required  to implement the mitigation 

measures identified in Section 5.4 of the Draft Master EIR, as applicable. 

Response to Comment V‐7  

The commenter expresses a concern that some of the programs identified in the Draft Master EIR 

relative to housing programs and committees no longer exist.  While some of the listed committees 

or programs no longer in existence, such as the 10 x 10 Affordable Housing Subcommittee, some of 

these committees and/or programs were established for single purposes.  Upon completion of their 

tasks, the committee and/or program was disbanded, or in other cases replaced by another with a 

slightly different focus.  For example, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Fresno is referenced. 

While redevelopment agencies in California were disbanded, the agency morphed into the Successor 

Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Fresno while some of its responsibilities were 

transferred to the City of Fresno.  Consequently, while an agency may no longer be active, their roles 

and programs continue under the purview of the City or other service providers.  Additionally, as 

part its annual Housing Element with the California Department of Housing and Community 

Development, the City outlines which programs it is implementing and/or eliminating, consistent 

with the operative Housing Element. 

Response to Comment V‐8  

The commenter expresses a concern of the General Plan Update not meeting the City’s park and 

recreational goals.  As discussed in Impact PS‐4 in Section 5.13 of the Draft Master EIR, the initial 

evaluation of the potential impacts associated with the project was that the General Plan Update 

would not meet the City’s park and recreational goals.  However, a subsequent evaluation within 

Impact PS‐4 was conducted to identify the various General Plan Update objectives and policies that 

would increase the amount of park and recreational uses.  These objectives and policies are provided 

on pages 5.13‐33 through 5.13‐38 of the Draft Master EIR.  With the implementation of the General 

Plan Update objectives and policies, adequate park and recreational facilities would be provided 

throughout the Planning Area. 

Response to Comment V‐9  

This commenter expresses a concern that the proposed transportation system will not be able to 

accommodate the increased densities proposed in the General Plan Update.  Please see Response to 

Comment V‐1 regarding the densities used in the Draft Master EIR. 

The commenter also states that the Draft Master EIR did not define the term “complete streets” 

concept.  The complete street concept is described in Chapter 4, Mobility and Transportation and is 

defined in the Glossary, of the General Plan Update.  Complete Streets concept is a multi‐modal 

transportation system.  Users could include motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, children, older adults, 

persons with disabilities, and users of public transportation.  Each street segment is not required to 

include all of these modes of transportation, but all streets within the system must be considered.  

While there is no standard design template for a Complete Street, it generally includes one or more 

of the following features: bicycle lanes, wide shoulders, well‐designed and well placed crosswalks, 

crossing islands in appropriate midblock locations, bus pullouts or special bus lanes, audible and 
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accessible pedestrian signals, sidewalk bulb‐outs, center medians, street trees, planter strips and 

ground cover. Complete Streets create a sense of place and improve public safety due to their 

emphasis on comprehensively encouraging pedestrian activity. 

Response to Comment V‐10  

This comment noted a typographical error.  The second sentence in the first paragraph under Impact 

TRANS‐6 on page 5.14‐85 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Implementation of the City of Fresno General Plan Update would increase demand for 

public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, which would require those facilities to be 

improved and expanded as development occurs e improvement and expansion.” 

The above revision does not alter the impact finding for Impact TRANS‐6. 

Response to Comment V‐11  

Please see Response to Comment V‐1 regarding residential densities proposed in the General Plan 

Update. 

Response to Comment V‐12  

The commenter stated that a reference to the adopted date of the City’s Recycled Water Master Plan 

is outdated.  The approval of the City’s Recycled Water Master Plan, and certification of the 

Environmental Impact Report prepared for that project, occurred on April 11, 2013. Therefore, the 

first sentence of the last paragraph on page 5.15‐7 of the Draft General Plan is revised as follows: 

“The City of Fresno commissioned a team of engineering consultants to prepare the City’s 

Recycled Water Master Plan, which is  was formally adopted by the City in April 2013.”  

In addition, the Recycle Water Ordinance giving the City the authority to require connection to the 

system was adopted by the Fresno City Council on June 26, 2014. 

Response to Comment V‐13  

The commenter asked if the goal of the 75 percent Waste Diversion Rate was achieved by the City by 

2012.  While Fresno’s recycling rate remains among the highest in the United States (65 percent for 

Year 2013), the City has had difficulty reaching the 75 percent.  Regardless, the City continues to 

strive for a 75 percent waste diversion rate. 

Response to Comment V‐14  

The commenter expressed a concern that the potential impacts associated with wastewater 

treatment, waste discharge, and sewer system capacity could be significant.  The discussion of 

wastewater treatment facilities and sewer facilities in Impact USS‐2 in Section 5.15 of the Draft 

Master EIR includes the potential for future construction of the facilities to cause significant impacts.  

Mitigation measures are provided; however, the potential environmental impacts associated with 

construction activities of these facilities could remain significant. The potential issues associated with 

operational activities including capacity would be reduced to less than significant. 
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The discussion of wastewater discharge in Impact USS‐1 in Section 5.15 of the Draft Master EIR 

states that potential impacts to capacity could occur; however, with the implementation of the 

recommended mitigation measures, potential impacts would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment V‐15  

The commenter raised a concern about the City having adequate water supply at full buildout.  

Although the discussion of Impact USS‐4 identifies that the General Plan Update could result in 

potential significant impacts on water supplies.  However, mitigation measures are recommended 

(MM USS‐5 and MM USS‐21) to reduce potential impacts to water supplies to less than significant.  

Also see Response to Comments T‐2, and T‐4 through T‐7, above.  

Response to Comment V‐16  

The commenter requested that the City should adjust any growth forecast based on having adequate 

landfill space.  The General Plan Update includes a policy for landfill facility siting, should that prove 

necessary.  The first paragraph on page 5.15‐50 of the Draft Master EIR states that implementation of 

the General Plan Update could result in a significant impact on landfill capacity however, Mitigation 

Measure USS‐22 would reduce the potential impact on landfill capacity to less than significant.  

Implementation of that mitigation measure would ensure that new development would not be 

approved if solid waste generated by that development would require landfill capacity exceeding the 

capacity available, until additional capacity is provided. 

Response to Comment V‐17  

The commenter asked how building a new landfill, as may be necessary to serve full buildout, would 

have a less than significant impact.  Current federal and state regulations for siting, constructing, 

permitting, operating, maintaining, and closure of new landfills are designed to mitigate potential 

adverse impacts of solid waste repositories.  The analysis in the Draft Master EIR can rely upon 

compliance with federal and state regulations pertaining to landfill siting, construction, and use.  

Other state regulations are aimed at diverting (recycling and avoiding) solid waste, to the extent that 

construction of new landfills may not be necessary.  The issue addressed in the Impact USS‐6 analysis 

is whether the landfills serving future development under the General Plan Update  would have 

sufficient capacity to accommodate the future development associated with the General Plan 

Update.  Mitigation Measure USS‐22 includes provisions to ensure that additional development is 

not approved that would exceed available landfill capacity, and this measure would reduce the 

potential landfill capacity impact to less than significant.  

Response to Comment V‐18  

The commenter asked how the project can have no impact on energy consumption as discussed in 

Impact EC‐1 in Section 5.16 of the Draft Master EIR.  The City acknowledges that the approximate 

doubling of population with the implementation of the General Plan Update would increase energy 

consumption.  The energy consumption increases are identified in Table 5.16‐4 (electrical demand), 

Table 5.16‐5 (natural gas), and Table 5.16‐6 (fuel).  Impact EC‐1 discusses the inefficient, wasteful and 

unnecessary consumption of energy.  Based on the implementation of the General Plan Update 

policies identified in the discussion of Impact EC‐1, the implementation of the General Plan Update 

would not result in the inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. 
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Response to Comment V‐19  

The commenter expressed a concern that the discussion of mineral resources in Section 8 of the 

Draft Master EIR is confusing.  As stated in Section 8.1.1 of the Draft Master EIR, the General Plan 

Update would allow the extraction of aggregate mineral resources (sand and gravel) to continue 

along the San Joaquin River corridor in the Fresno Production‐Consumption Zone identified by the 

California State Mining and Geology Board.  The General Plan Update includes policies to conserve 

land identified as having significant deposits of aggregate mineral resources to allow for  future 

extraction of these resources.  While existing aggregate operations in the San Joaquin riverbed 

closest to the City of Fresno have largely been mined‐out, Fresno County has identified high‐quality 

aggregate mineral resource areas on and near the Kings River.  Madera County also has mineral 

resources near the Fresno River that are also readily available to the Fresno consumption zone.  

Since the General Plan Update would continue to allow future extraction, and since the Kings River 

aggregate production area is available to support development in the City of Fresno, the General 

Plan Update would result in less than significant impacts on existing mineral resources. 

Response to Comment V‐20  

The commenter identified that the Initial Study for the Master EIR stated that the displacement of 

housing would result in a potentially significant impact.  The commenter also states that  the issue 

was not addressed in the Draft Master EIR.  However, after further evaluation, the impact of 

displacement of housing was found to be less than significant.  The displacement of housing was 

addressed in Impact PH‐2 in Section 5.12 of the Draft Master EIR.  With the implementation of the 

General Plan Update (full buildout development in the year 2056), the evaluation states that the 

proposed project (full buildout of the General Plan Update) would not necessitate construction of 

replacement housing in addition to the housing that is planned under the proposed General Plan 

Update. 

Response to Comment V‐21  

The commenter expressed a concern that emergency access was not adequately addressed in the 

Draft Master EIR. Impact TRANS‐5 in Section 5.14 of the Draft Master EIR addresses emergency 

access.  The General Plan Update includes policies that would support the provision of adequate 

emergency access.  As stated on page 5.14‐85 of the Draft Master EIR, implementation of the 

General Plan Update would result in a less than significant impact related to emergency access. 

Response to Comment V‐22  

This comment asked if Caltrans was involved in the General Plan Update.  The City of Fresno met 

with Caltrans staff during a scoping meeting held at the City in 2012.  Fresno City staff, as well as the 

traffic consultants preparing the General Plan and the Draft Master EIR, have had various discussions 

with Caltrans staff during the preparation of the General Plan Update and its traffic evaluation.  

Please see Response to Comments E‐1 through E‐20 regarding comments that were provided by 

Caltrans, District 6 on the Draft Master EIR. 

Response to Comment V‐23  

This comment asked if Madera County’s issues that were raised in their letter dated December 5, 

2012 addressed in the Draft Master EIR. The City of Fresno has had ongoing discussion with the 
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County of Madera regarding issues associated with the General Plan Update.  Please see Response to 

Comment Z‐1, below,  regarding their comment that was provided on the Draft Master EIR. 

Response to Comment V‐24  

This comment expresses a concern regarding the vegetation mapping provided on Exhibit 5.4‐1 in 

the Draft Master EIR.  Please see Response to Comment V‐6 regarding the vegetation mapping. 

Response to Comment V‐25  

The commenter identified a typographical error.  Footnote 3 on Table 3‐4 on page 3‐25 of the Draft 

Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“3  The ‘Other’ category for the General Plan Update does not include SEGA SEDA because 

the individual land uses are included in the land use designations.  This category includes 

roads canals, railroads, etc. and the buffer area designated in Southeast Development 

Area.” 

Response to Comment V‐26  

The commenter identified a typographical error.  The Note at the bottom of Table 3‐6 on page 3‐33 

of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Notes: Single‐family residential uses include low density (1.0 to 3.0 3.5 du/acre), medium 
low density (3.5 to 6.0 du/acre), and medium density (5.0 to 12.0 du/acre) residential uses.  
Multiple family residential uses include medium high (12.0 to 16.0 du/acre), urban 
neighborhood (16.0 to 30 du/acre), and high density residential uses (30 to 45 du/acre).” 

Response to Comment V‐27  

The commenter identified a typographical error.  The following sentence is repeated on page 5.9‐24 

of the Draft Master EIR.  Therefore, the sentence is deleted. 

“Additionally, the General Plan Update includes the following policies designed to reduce the 

potential for groundwater overdraft impacts:” 

Response to Comment V‐28  

The commenter identified a typographical error.  The first sentence in the fourth paragraph on page 

5.15‐28 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“The Water Quality Control Plan for the Tulare Lake Basin (Bain Basin Plan) designates 

beneficial uses, established water quality objectives, contains implementation plans and 

policies for protecting all waters of the Basin, and incorporates by reference plans and 

policies of the State Water Resources Control Board.” 

Response to Comment V‐29  

The commenter identified a typographical error. The last sentence on page 5.15‐47 is revised to read 

as follows: 

“Error! Reference source not found. Table 5.15‐3 below shows the estimated generated 

wastes for each land use.” 
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Response to Comment V‐30  

The commenter identified a typographical error. The following is revised in Section 9.1.1 on page 9‐1 

of the Draft Master EIR and in Section 9.2.1 of the Draft Master EIR. 

  “Arnoldo Rodriquez Rodriguez” 
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Letter W:  Historic Preservation Commission, Karana Hattersley‐Drayton, August 26, 2014 

Response to Comment W‐1  

The commenter suggested a clarification of literature review.  The last sentence in the first paragraph 

on page 5‐2 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Given this, a major goal of the historian is to determine accurate themes of analysis, a task 

that can only be undertaken by a thorough review of previous researchers’ thoughts and 

ideas, as well as reviewing the primary and secondary sources of information, such as 

Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, building permits and the like. literature of the resources.” 

Response to Comment W‐2  

The commenter requested an editorial revision.  The fourth sentence in the third paragraph on page 

5.5‐6 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Named for the Spanish word for “ash tree,” Fresno has its roots in the form of a large farm 

established in 1867 by A.Y. Easterby in an area approximately 4.5 miles east of what is now 

central downtown.” 

Response to Comment W‐3  

The commenter requested a clarification on the location of early development near the railroad, and  

what ethnic groups were present in Fresno’s early years.  The second and fourth sentences in the 

fourth paragraph on page 5.5‐7 of the Draft Master EIR are revised as follows: 

 “Development straddled the rail corridor and was located on both the east and west sides of 

the tracks. was restricted to a six‐block area beginning at and northeast from the Central 

Pacific Depot; development was concentrated at Mariposa and H Street.  Development of 

the infrastructure needed to support increases in agricultural and commercial industry soon 

followed and once diversity of industry was established, immigrant populations also began 

to increase.  Chinese, Armenian and Volga Germans began to arrive and settle.” 

Response to Comment W‐4  

The commenter suggested an editorial revision to the discussion of past historical surveys.  The 

second and third sentence in the second paragraph are deleted as shown below. 

“Numerous project‐level historical studies have taken place in the City during the last ten 

years (Bungalow Courts 2004; Chinatown Survey 2006; Germantown Historical Context 2006; 

Arts and Culture District 2006‐7; Pinedale 2007; Mid‐Century Modern Historic Context 2008; 

North Park 2008; South Stadium 2008; Wilson Island 2009), and each have focused on the 

background history of specific areas in the City.  Future historical research is likely to occur at 

neighborhood analytical levels because of the City’s status as a NPS‐SHPO Certified Local 

Government. 

Response to Comment W‐5  

The commenter suggested that the last paragraph on page 5.5‐7 and extending onto page 5.5‐8 

should be deleted due to its redundancy  with the first paragraph on page 5.5‐7.  Therefore, the last 

paragraph on page 5.5‐7 and extending onto page 5.5‐8 is deleted as shown below. 
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“As Fresno grew from its founding as a regional agricultural center, municipal infrastructure 

and amenities also increased.  One of the first projects to build Fresno’s infrastructure was 

the electric intra‐urban railway.  By 1905, Fresno Traction Company had laid 15.5 miles of 

track on Fresno streets before being purchased in 1910 by Southern Pacific Railroad.  In 

addition, the Fresno Traction Company built an amusement park on eight acres of San 

Joaquin River bottomland eleven miles from downtown Fresno named Fresno Beach.  They 

extended the tracks to the beach in 1913.  The Fresno Beach route was terminated at 

Herndon Avenue in 1930 due to increasing automobile use.  Fresno Traction Company 

continued to cut back all of its routes and in 1939 streetcar service in Fresno ended.” 

To retain the discussion regarding the Fresno Traction Company, the third paragraph on page 5.5‐8 of 

the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“The first three decades of the 20th Century were a period of steady growth and increasing 

prosperity for Fresno during which the city established itself as the primary city of the San 

Joaquin Valley.  The City’s first electric streetcar was in use in 1902.  By 1905, Fresno Traction 

Company had laid 15.5 miles of track on Fresno streets before being purchased in 1910 by 

Southern Pacific Railroad.  By 1909, the first double‐ track streetcar line was installed along J 

Street.  By the early 1920s, streetcar lines would radiate out from the central business 

district to the north, east, south, and west where farmland was being subdivided for 

suburban development.  The expanding transit infrastructure, along with exponentially 

increasing private automobile ownership, made living further from the city center possible.  

Land within the central city increasingly became used for commercial and civic purposes. 

Response to Comment W‐6  

The commenter suggested to include information regarding the Japanese‐Americans.  The second 

paragraph on page 5.5‐9 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Approximately 60,000 service members were stationed in and around Fresno during the 

War.  Military activity was concentrated at two locations.  One, the Hammer Field bomber 

base, was constructed in 1941 just beyond what was then the eastern boundary of the City.  

Today it is the site of Fresno Yosemite International Airport.  The second, Camp Pinedale, 

was located six miles east of Downtown Fresno in the (then) unincorporated community of 

Pinedale on the site of the defunct Sugar Pine Lumber Company.  The Army had acquired the 

site in March of 1942 for use as an Army Signal Training School.  During World War II, 

Japanese‐Americans were detained in two assembly centers; one located at the Fairgrounds 

and the other at the former Sugar Pine Lumber Company.” 

Response to Comment W‐7  

The commenter suggest a clarification on the architectural styles within the City.  The fifth paragraph 

on page 5.5‐9 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“As with many California towns of the nineteenth century, Fresno has a wealth of residential 

architectural styles.  Due to fires and redevelopment in Downtown, the earliest building 

stock is gone, with a few notable exceptions.  Examples of the late Queen Anne style survive, 



City of Fresno 
General Plan and Development Code Update 
Response to Comments on the Draft Master EIR  Responses to Comments 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions  3‐217 
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 03‐00 Response to Comments.doc 

while the ‘Victorian’ city has largely disappeared.  Other residential styles that are well 

represented in Fresno include Craftman bungalows, Neoclassical cottages, American 

Foursquare, and Period Revival buildings, such as Tudors and Spanish Eclectic.  Fresno is 

home to a diversity of architectural styles that include Victorian, Revival (Colonial, Italian, 

Renaissance, Mission, Mediterranean, Spanish, and Tudor), Neoclassical, Craftsman 

Bungalow, Streamline Moderne, Beaux‐Arts, Art Deco, International, Mid‐Century Modern, 

and Ranch among others.  While styles focus upon a collection of specific decorative 

features; types are based on form.  Considered a distinctly American type, the Prairie Box—

also known as the American Foursquare— was popular in Fresno in the early 20th Century.” 

Response to Comment W‐8  

The commenter stated that as of August 19, 2014, there were 29 National Register resources.  

Therefore, the last sentence in the first paragraph on page 5.5‐10 of the Draft Master EIR is revised 

as follows: 

“As of August 19, 2014, there are 29There are also 26 National Register‐listed structures 

within the Planning Area in the downtown core.” 

Response to Comment W‐9  

The commenter asked how historic‐era buildings and structures defined.  The historic‐era buildings 

and structures referred to in Table 5.5‐1 of the Draft master EIR are those resources that are historic‐

era resources that have been recorded and are included in the Southern San Joaquin Valley 

Information Center. 

Response to Comment W‐10 

The commenter identified updated information for the third paragraph on page 5.5‐14 of the Draft 

Master EIR.  Therefore, the third paragraph on page 5.5‐14 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as 

follows: 

“The City of Fresno retains many of its historically significant properties buildings and 

structures through listings on various registers; local and national.  Within the Planning Area 

there are 29 historical resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and as of 

August 19, 2014, there are 271 designated properties  240 existing structures that are 

designated by the City on the Local Register of Historic Resources.  Additionally, there are  

and 15 13 Heritage Properties, which are not Historic Resources for the purposes of the 

City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance but could potentially be treated as historical resources 

for the purposes of CEQA at the City’s discretion. (http://www.historicfresno.org/).  

According to the Map Atlas – Existing Conditions Report prepared for the City of Fresno, 

there are three designated Local Historic Districts: the Porter Tract, the Wilson Island, and 

the Chandler Airfield/Fresno Municipal Airport.  Since 1995, numerous historic building 

surveys have been undertaken by the City’s Historic Preservation Division and technically 

qualified consultants, resulting in a potential of an additional 11 historic districts identified 

but not formally designated by the City on the local Local Register register as Local Historic 

Districts.” 
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Response to Comment W‐11 

The commenter identified updates regarding the Historic Preservation Ordinance and the City’s 

database.  The third paragraph on page 5.5‐14 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Unlike the analysis of prehistoric resources, a process for establishing the significance of 

individual buildings and historic districts was mandated by the City in 1979 in the form of a 

Historic Preservation Ordinance, which was updated in 1999, 2009, and 2012.  The 

Ordinance has resulted in the identification of close to 5,000 entries over 2,000 older 

structures within the City limits, and as the City ages more historic‐era properties are added 

to the database each year.  Many formal studies have been undertaken, especially in the last 

10 years, primarily because the City recognizes the advantages of preservation. 

Response to Comment W‐12 

The commenter identified updated information regarding amendments to the Historic Preservation 

Ordinance.  The second sentence in the second paragraph is revised as follows: 

  “First established in 1979, the Ordinance was last updated in 1999, 2009, and 2012.” 

Response to Comment W‐13 

The commenter noted that there are more policies in the 2025 General Plan than those listed on 

pages 5.5‐20 and 5.5‐21.  It is acknowledged that there are more policies in the 2025 General Plan.  

The first sentence under “Local Policies” on page 5.5‐20 is revised as follows: 

“Following includes a portion of the policies from the 2025 General Plan for Historic 

Resources.  For a complete listing of all of the policies under Objectives G‐10 and G‐11, 

please see the 2025 Fresno General Plan that is available for review at the City of Fresno 

Development and Resources Management Department. are the objectives and policies 

related to cultural resources from the existing City of Fresno 2025 General Plan.” 

Response to Comment W‐14 

The commenter identified updated information regarding the number of structures on the Local 

Register.  The first paragraph under Impact CUL‐1 on pages 5.5‐22 and 5.5‐23 of the Draft Master EIR 

is revised as follows: 

“Known historical resources are located primarily in Downtown Fresno because this is the 

area where development of the city began in the mid‐1800s.  These known resources meet 

the definition of an historical resource under CEQA Section 15064.5(a).  As discussed 

previously, there are 29 historical resources listed on the National Register of Historical 

Places, 31 historical resources listed on the California Register of Historical Resources, four 

State Historic Landmarks, and as of August 19, 2014, there are 271 designated properties 

240 existing structures that are on the City of Fresno’s Local Register of Historic Resources.  

Tthere are also 13 Heritage Properties, which are not Historic Resources for the purposes of 

the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance but could potentially be treated as historical 

resources for the purposes of CEQA at the City’s discretion.  In addition to the individual 

resources, there are three designated Local Historic Districts within the Planning Area.  As 
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additional surveys for potential historical resources are prepared, such as the surveys that 

were prepared for the Fulton Corridor Specific Plan in Downtown Fresno, additional 

resources may be added to the various lists.  Many areas of Downtown, as well as other 

locations within the Planning Area, have not been surveyed.  As a result, only a portion of 

the resources in the Planning Area are known. 

Response to Comment W‐15 

The commenter identified that not all of the historic resources policies and objectives from the 

General Plan Update are provided in the discussion under Impact CUL‐1.  The objectives and policies 

that were provided on pages 5.5‐23 through 5.5‐24 are those that could reduce potential 

environmental effects on historic resources. 

Response to Comment W‐16 

The commenter suggested that Mitigation Measure CUL‐1 is a typical “late discovery” measure.  This 

measure reduces potential impacts to previously unknown resources.  The measure identifies that 

evaluation of the resources would occur if resources are encountered before or during grading.  

Therefore, this measure is not considered a “late discovery” mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment W‐17 

The commenter stated that the City cannot legally compel private property owners to part with any 

artifacts that have been discovered on their property.  This comment is noted. The Mitigation 

measures cited in Comment W‐17 include provisions for a person who is capable of providing long‐

term preservation.  However, federal and state officials have the right to seize Native American 

human remains, funeral objects, sacred and cultural ritual objects, etc. (except those in possession of 

the rightful descendants of the original owners), under the 1990 federal Native American Graves 

Protection and Repatriation Act which prohibits non‐Native American ownership of such items.  

Objects discovered in the HSR archaeological excavations were not Native American, so it is 

important to note historic‐era artifacts do not fall under the Native Americans Graves and 

Repatriation Act. 

Response to Comment W‐18 

The commenter asked about the 1769 date referred in Section 5.5 of the Draft Master EIR. The 1769 

date is discussed in Section 5.5 of the Draft Master EIR in terms of historic archaeological resources.  

Historic‐era properties are discussed on pages 5.5‐9 through 5.5‐14. 
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Letter X:  Jeff Reid, No Date 

Response to Comment X‐1 

The commenter recommended that Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreements (VERAs)be deleted 

because they do not represent feasible CEQA mitigation measures.  Page 5.3‐48 and Page 5.3‐49 of 

the Draft Master EIR includes a discussion of VERAs.  The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 

District offer VERAs as a method to reduce criteria pollutants.  VERAs have been implemented for 

various projects within the San Joaquin Valley.  The past implementation of VERAs demonstrates the 

feasibility of VERAs as an option to reduce criteria pollutants. 
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Letter Y:  Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability, Ashley Werner, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment Y‐1  

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR fails to meet the requirements of CEQA to disclose, 

analyze, and propose all feasible mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts of the 

General Plan Update.  The commenter continues to state that due to these flaws, the Master EIR 

must be recirculated.  Since the detailed comments are provided in Comments Y‐2 through Y‐11, 

responses to each of the detailed comments are provided below.  As discussed in Response to 

Comments Y‐2 through Y‐11, the analysis and conclusions within the Draft Master EIR are adequate.  

Response to Comment Y‐2  

The commenter raised a concern that the City failed to release the Public Review Draft of the 

Development Code Update.  Please refer to Response to Comment N‐1, above.  

Response to Comment Y‐3  

The commenter expressed a concern that the Land Use Map does not include higher density 

designations in significant portions of the growth areas.  These comments are provided on the 

General Plan Update and not on the contents of the Draft Master EIR.  Therefore, no further 

response is required (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088).  However, reference is made to Draft Master 

EIR Response to Comment V‐5, for a conflicting opinion as to the amount of acreage planned in new 

growth areas for higher density residential development, and the above Response to Comment V‐5.  

In comparing Exhibit 3‐6, Growth Areas, with Exhibit 3‐8, Subsequent Project Areas, much of the 

growth areas is covered by Subsequent Projects.  A listing of the specific development proposed 

within the Subsequent Project Areas is provided in Table 3‐6 in Section 3 of the Draft Master EIR.  

Table 3‐6 identifies single‐family and multiple‐family residential units that are proposed within each 

Subsequent Project Area.  As depicted in Table 3‐6, each Subsequent Project Area, except for the BRT 

Corridors and the South Industrial Center, contains a substantial amount of multiple‐family 

residential units. 

The potential air quality and greenhouse gas impacts associated with the land uses proposed within 

the General Plan Update are addressed in Sections 5.3 and 5.7, respectively, in the Draft Master EIR. 

The commenter also expressed a concern that additional mitigation measures beyond those 

identified in the Draft Master EIR should be recommended.  Although the criterion pollutant 

emissions thresholds adopted by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) are 

intended for use on individual projects, no other quantitative plan level thresholds have been 

adopted and the SJVAPCD is the regional trustee agency for air quality protection, charged with 

implementing the provisions of the federal and state Clean Air Acts and Amendments thereto.   

The General Plan Update provides for the development of numerous individual development 

projects that will be subject to impact analysis under these.  Large individual projects may exceed 

the thresholds, even when complying with SJVAPCD rules such as the Indirect Source Review Rule 

and permit requirements for enhanced control technology application to point sources.  

Development of land in the City’s Planning Area as prescribed by the General Plan Update will result 

in the exceedance of criteria pollutant thresholds.   



City of Fresno 
General Plan and Development Code Update 

Responses to Comments  Response to Comments on the Draft Master EIR 

 

 
3‐240  FirstCarbon Solutions 

H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 03‐00 Response to Comments.doc 

Although existing City ordinances and air quality regulations (including those of the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, the California Air Resources Board, the SJVAPCD), as well as 

General Plan policies  would reduce criteria pollutant emissions, buildout of the Planning Area will 

still generate substantial emissions of air pollutants and pollutant precursors.  As stated on page 4.3‐

50 of the Draft Master EIR, no feasible additional mitigation measures beyond the proposed General 

Plan policies are available to the City (given its limited jurisdictional powers for controlling air 

pollution) to further reduce potential adverse air quality impacts associated with population growth 

and concomitant development associated with population growth. 

Response to Comment Y‐4  

This comment refers to Housing Element Program 2.1.6A and the provision of higher density 

residential units. These comments are provided on the General Plan Update and not on the contents 

of the Draft Master EIR.  Therefore, no further response is required  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15088).   

Response to Comment Y‐5  

The commenter asserts that the General Plan Update’s goals, objectives, and policies that are 

designed to increase investment will likely contribute to a significant raise in property values and 

rents, and thus would displace low‐income residents.  These comments are provided on the General 

Plan Update and not on the contents of the Draft Master EIR.  Therefore, no further response is 

required (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088).  However, it is noted that, the General Plan Update 

includes goals, objectives, and policies that increase investment to improve various areas of within 

the Planning Area, and it is speculative to state that improvements to these areas would ultimately 

lead to the displacement of low‐income persons.  It is also speculative to assert that the goals, 

objectives, and policies would have a “gentrification” effect that would surmount wage increases 

over time, leading to displacement.   

The commenter also states that the mere designation of land for housing does not in itself prevent 

displacement of low‐income residents from existing housing.  The commenter is correct; however, 

the Housing Element provides programs to provide housing for different income levels.  As described 

in Response to Comment Y‐3 above, a substantial amount of multiple‐family units are proposed 

within the Planning Area.  These multiple‐family units could accommodate low‐income housing 

however, the implementation of the Housing Element programs could provide housing for different 

income levels. 

Response to Comment Y‐6  

The commenter asserts that the failure to promote affordable housing throughout the City and in 

most growth areas, will in turn, create and exacerbate a jobs housing imbalance.  As described in 

Response to Comment Y‐3, above, most of the growth areas include a substantial amount of 

multiple‐family residential units.  Substantial job growth is also proposed within the growth areas.  

The presence of both single‐family and multiple‐family residential units within the growth areas, as 

shown in Table 3‐6 in Section 3 of the Draft Master EIR, provide greater opportunities for residents 

with various income levels to live and work within most of the growth areas.  It is further noted that 

this assertion is speculative; see above Responses to Comments Y‐4 and Y‐5. 
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Response to Comment Y‐7  

The commenter expressed a concern that not all feasible mitigation measures were identified to 

reduce impacts to farmlands within the Planning Area.  Please see Response to Comment B‐2 

regarding farmlands. 

The commenter also requests a revision to Objective UF‐12 to reduce impacts to farmlands.  Please 

see Response to Comment G‐1 for a revision to the Commentary for Objective UF‐12 that provides 

clarification of the objective. 

Response to Comment Y‐8  

The commenter expressed a concern that mitigation measures were not provided to reduce 

cumulative impacts to farmlands.  Please see Response to Comment B‐2 regarding farmlands. 

Response to Comment Y‐9  

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR did not consider the impact of depleting 

groundwater resources and impacting the viability of farmland within and outside of the Planning 

Area.  As shown in Table 5.15‐2 on page 5.15‐42 of the Draft Master EIR, groundwater supplies are 

projected to be limited to approximately 85,000 acre‐feet per year so that the groundwater table can 

receive more recharge water compared to extracted water.  Therefore, groundwater levels are 

projected to rise in the future.  Farmland locations that contain their own wells are required by City 

ordinance (Fresno Municipal Code Section 12‐306‐N‐11) to provide for recharge (or in‐lieu recharge), 

and would not be adversely affected by a reduction of groundwater pumping by the City of Fresno. 

Also see above Response to Comment T‐2 and T‐4 through T‐7. 

Response to Comment Y‐10  

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR failed to adequately consider and mitigate project‐

specific impacts due to the restriction imposed by the General Plan Update in vehicular access to the 

San Joaquin River Parkway.  Please see Response to Comment AA‐1 regarding access to the San 

Joaquin River Parkway via Riverview Drive.   

Response to Comment Y‐11  

The commenter asserts that the General Plan Update threatens to create an illegal, disparate impact 

on protected classes by threatening to violate civil rights and fair housing practices.  The specific 

objectives and policies referred to include LU‐7, LU‐7‐c, UF‐1‐b, UF‐3, UF‐9, and UF‐12 and there is a 

reference to the Land Use Diagram. These comments are provided on the General Plan Update and 

not on the contents of the Draft Master EIR (environmental justice analysis not being required under 

CEQA).  Therefore, no further response is required (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088).  However, the 

following should be noted: 

In response to the first issue raised, siting of industrial facilities in and around low‐income 

communities:  

The locations of industrial uses in the southern portion of the Planning Area, on the north side of 

State Route 180 in the western portion of the Planning Area, along the BNSF Railroad corridor north 

of McKinley, and near the Fresno International Airport are similar to the locations that were 
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previously planned in the 2025 General Plan, the 1984 Fresno General Plan, and preceding City and 

Metropolitan Area Plans.  These planned industrial areas currently include industrial uses at many 

locations. 

Fresno’s original development pattern replicated that of other San Joaquin Valley cities: heavy 

industrial uses tend to be sited in the southern part of the urban area so that prevailing winds would 

tend to carry fumes away from the community.  This development pattern was established under 

County jurisdiction, before the City of Fresno’s corporate boundaries expanded to encompass south 

Fresno’s industrial areas.  Fresno’s industrial base achieved pre‐eminence because the southern part 

of the City also provided a beneficial conjunction of transportation modes (highways and rail lines) to 

allow for the most efficient transport of raw materials and finished goods, and because this part of 

the metropolitan area had the most readily available water supply (groundwater accessible at 

shallow depths) as well as proximity to the workforce. 

California has what may be considered the most comprehensive and strictly enforced environmental 

regulatory program in the nation to protect human health, air, water, and the ground from industrial 

contamination.  The fact that CalEPA’s databases reflect the presence of hazardous materials is proof 

that the hazardous material regulatory system is working properly: industries and pest control 

applicators are complying with mandatory safeguards and reporting procedures so that current 

requirements for storage, transport, handling, use, and disposal of these materials can be met.  The 

state’s contaminated site database also provides affirmative notice to ensure that past improper 

practices are addressed through remediation.  It should be noted that re‐use of contaminated sites 

provides for the most expeditious path to remediation, because there is an immediate financial 

incentive driving the cleanup.  Therefore, nothing would be gained by prohibiting new or expanded 

industrial or commercial development on “brownfield” sites in Fresno. 

Over the past two decades, the City has increased its assessment and prevention efforts to provide 

for improved community health.  The environmental assessment process for new projects includes 

an enhanced protocol for examining and mitigating potential air pollutants and greenhouse gases.  

New assessment tools are being employed for health risk assessments when indicated.  The City has 

adopted an ordinance to provide for agricultural uses and community gardens throughout the urban 

area. Alternative transportation modalities are being greatly increased, and this General Plan Update 

proposes a “Health Communities” element to provide a policy framework for continued 

improvement in this area.  

These efforts have been greatly facilitated with enhanced interagency collaboration.  Since the last 

Fresno General Plan was adopted in 2002, Fresno County Community Health/Environmental Health 

Division has become a Certified Unified Program Agency to provide for integrated oversight of public 

health protection and hazardous material regulation (see 

http://www.co.fresno.ca.us/DivisionPage.aspx?id=2974 for information).  The City’s Development 

and Resource Management (DARM) Department has formed a closer working relationship with that 

agency, as well as with the local Department of Toxic Substances Control office, the San Joaquin 

Valley Air Pollution Control District, and the Fresno County Agricultural Commissioner.   
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These cooperative efforts benefit the entire City, because contaminated properties and hazardous 

materials are present throughout Fresno—the CalEPA database notes that hazardous materials and 

contamination may be found in all quadrants of the City, and in Census Tracts with all levels of 

household income.  

The second issue raised is the location of low‐density residential land use designations in 

significant portions of the growth areas without accompanying higher density residential 

densities.  As discussed in Response to Comment Y‐3, above, most of the growth areas include a 

substantial amount of multiple‐family residential units. 

The third issue asserts that the General Plan Update policies will contribute to increase housing 

and rent prices as resident displacement is speculative.  Please see Response to Comment Y‐5, 

above. 

The fourth issue asserts that the General Plan Update objectives and policies would perpetuate 

disinvestment in existing low‐income neighborhoods of color. This assertion  is unfounded and 

speculative. 

Based on a review of the issues raised by the commenter, the Draft Master EIR adequately addresses 

the environmental issues associated with the General Plan Update. 
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Letter Z:  Madera County Community and Economic Development, Brent Gibbons, 
October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment Z‐1  

This commenter states that the concerns voiced by Madera County related to Traffic and 

Transportation were not addressed.  The commenter states there will not be a balance of housing 

and employment, and the City is intensifying commercial development on the City’s border with the 

County of Madera.   

With regard to the comment on traffic and transportation: 

As discussed in Impact TRANS‐1, currently a multi‐county travel demand forecast (TDF) model 

comprised of Madera, Fresno and/or other surrounding counties does not exist.  The County of 

Fresno Council of Governments TDF model released in 2010, and calibrated and validated for the 

project study subarea is a forecasting tool specific to the County of Fresno. 

The County of Madera previously identified that future development within the City of Fresno 

Planning Area could impact roadways and intersections within Madera County.  As discussed in 

Impact TRANS‐1 on pages 5.14‐57 and 5.14‐58 for project impacts and on pages 5.14‐78 and 5.14‐79 

for cumulative impacts, there is a discussion of potential traffic impacts within Madera County as 

well as other surrounding counties based on a discussion of the jobs to housing evaluation that was 

presented in Section 5.12 in the Draft Master EIR.  The evaluation concluded that approximately 

16,162 people who were employed and resided within the Planning Area in 2010, travelled outside 

of the Planning Area to their place of employment.  With the implementation of the General Plan 

Update and the proposed land uses, there is a projection that fewer people would be required to 

leave the Planning Area at General Plan Update Buildout (year 2056) compared to the year 2010.  At 

buildout, approximately 10,517 people who are employed and reside within the Planning Area 

would be required to travel outside the Planning Area for employment.  Due to the land use 

configurations proposed in the General Plan Update, there would be approximately 5,645 fewer 

people that would be required to leave the Planning Area for employment. 

By providing a greater balance, the proposed project would generally result in a less than significant 

impact on roadways within neighboring counties.  However, since the traffic volumes are assumed to 

increase along SR 99 and SR 41, it is reasonable to assume that there would be increases in regional 

traffic volumes. The specific increases in traffic volumes beyond the County of Fresno boundary (i.e., 

in areas adjacent to SR 99 and SR 41) resulting from buildout of the Planning Area is speculative 

because future growth within areas outside of the County of Fresno is dependent on land use 

development approvals of other jurisdictions and timing of future development.  Therefore, the 

project’s impact on other surrounding counties is considered speculative.  

With regard to the comment on north Fresno’s development patterns:  

For over 150 years, the City of Fresno has developed concentrically outward from the original 

railroad siding in the current Downtown area.  Fresno’s expansion to the north occurred only after 

major sewer trunks were developed in the 1980s to provide wastewater conveyance capacity, and 
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agricultural reserve areas in northeast Fresno were opened for development when a surface water 

treatment plant was approved to meet needs for potable and firefighting water supply.  Commercial 

development logically followed North Fresno’s residential development as demographic data 

demonstrated sufficient population growth and disposable household income to support 

commercial enterprises in the area. Based on a review of the 2025 General Plan land use diagram 

and the General Plan Update land use diagram, there are no commercial designated lands that are 

located on the border with Madera County.  There are areas proposed along Herndon Avenue and 

Friant Road, but these locations are similar to the locations that were planned under the 2025 

General Plan.   



Michael P. Paoli, MCRP 
27404 Sales Creek Road 

Clovis, CA 93619 
Phone: 559.324.0789 

Email: mpaoli00@gmail.com 
 

 
October 8, 2014 
 
 
Jennifer K. Clark, AICP 
Director  
Development and Resource Management Department  
City of Fresno 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, Ca 93721 
 
Subject: Comments on Fresno General Plan and Development Code Update Draft Master Environmental 
Impact Report 
 
Dear Ms. Clark: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Fresno General Plan and Development Code Update 
Draft Master Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). I am submitting the comments presented in this 
letter on behalf of my family. The comments reflect the many experiences we have enjoyed while 
visiting the San Joaquin River Parkway and canoeing the San Joaquin River. They also reflect my over 40 
years of experience as a CEQA practitioner. 

My comments focus on two policies in the Parks, Open Space, and Schools (POSS) Element of the draft 
General Plan Update:  Policy POSS-7-g and Policy POSS-7-i. These policies restrict the use of River View 
Drive to provide public access to the River West unit of the San Joaquin River Parkway.   

A. Background 

POSS-7-g and -I were included in the General Plan Update at the direction of the Fresno City Council. The 
Council provided this direction at a meeting on February 14, 2013. The direction reflected a staff report 
that stated, in part, “… the following policy recommendations have been developed and are intended to 
strike a balance between the community concerns while providing, to the greatest extent possible, 
access to the trail extension by the general public.” The staff report, in turn, reflected the desire of the 
“community” to limit severely access to River West from River View Drive. 

The “community” referenced in the staff report consists primarily of residents from the “The Bluff” 
subdivision, which is generally located north and south of River View Drive between Audubon Drive and 
the southern bluff of the San Joaquin River channel. The concerns of the residents involved traffic, 
parking, noise, visual, crime, and fire-related impacts that they perceived would occur with development 
of public access to River West via Riverview Drive.  

The staff report did not provide any substantive information that would support or refute the concerns 
of the property owners, and the City did not subject the policy to review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) before submitting it to the City Council for preliminary approval. 
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Instead, it appears that the City intended that the CEQA evaluation would occur in the EIR the City 
would prepare for the General Plan Update.  

B. General Plan Update Draft EIR 

I have reviewed the General Plan Update DEIR and have completed several word searches to identify 
where in the DEIR the City evaluated the environmental impacts of POSS-7-g and –i. This research 
resulted in a determination that the DEIR does not contain an evaluation of environmental impacts that 
may result from the policies. In fact, I cannot find mention of the policies anywhere in the DEIR. 

The failure to address the policies in the DEIR leaves the City with two options if it intends to proceed 
with the DEIR in a manner that complies with CEQA: 

1) The City can delete POSS-7-g and -i from the General Plan Update, in which case the need to 
evaluate the policies in the DEIR would be moot.  

2) The City can revise the DEIR to include a comprehensive evaluation of the policies, in which 
case, under the CEQA Guidelines, the City would have to recirculate the DEIR for public review. 
Recirculation of the DEIR would be necessary because the City would have to make extensive 
changes in the document in order to address adequately the policies. 

Because of the absence of any discussion of the policies in the DEIR and considering the controversy 
surrounding the policies, it would be inappropriate for the City to attempt to evaluate the policies 
simply by responding to comments regarding them in the final EIR. CEQA does not allow a lead agency 
to address such a glaring omission without giving the public an opportunity to review and comment on 
the revisions. 

Moreover, it would not be defensible for the City to leave the policies in the General Plan Update on the 
basis that they would be subject to CEQA review in a subsequent environmental document. Under 
CEQA, if the policies are part of the General Plan Update project, the City must evaluate them in the 
General Plan Update EIR. 

C. Environmental Issues 

To comply with CEQA, the DEIR must provide a comprehensive, objective evaluation of the 
environmental impacts that may result from the implementation of POSS-7-g and -i. The evaluation, at 
minimum, should address the following points:  

1) A fundamental question the EIR must address is why the public should not have vehicular access 
to River West from River View Drive. To address this question, the City must prepare a 
comprehensive traffic study that would identify the extent to which vehicular access would 
affect traffic conditions on River View Drive and on other streets that the public could use to 
reach the River View Drive access point. The traffic study also must identify any design or 
operational measures that the City could incorporate into the street system that would avoid or 
reduce to an insignificant level any significant impacts vehicular access would have on the street 
system. 

2) If the City of Fresno prohibits vehicular access at River View Drive, the only way Fresno residents 
could drive to River West would be to drive north on State Route 41 to the Children’s Avenue 
interchange in Madera County and then backtrack south on a frontage road to an access point 
at the Perrin Avenue alignment. The traffic study must include an evaluation of the impacts that 
would result from requiring motorist to take this circuitous route to reach River West. At 
minimum, the study must address traffic impacts on State Route 41, the State Route 
41/Children’s Boulevard interchange, State Route 41 interchanges in the northern part of 
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Fresno, and the frontage road leading to the Perrin Avenue access point. The evaluation must 
consider the significant volume of traffic that the large residential projects that Madera County 
has approved will generate on State Route 41 and the interchanges.  

3) The EIR must evaluate the suitability of the proposed pedestrian and bicycle access at the River 
View access point for senior citizens, handicapped citizens, and families with young children. The 
evaluation should take into consideration the steep slope that leads from existing River View 
Drive to the river bottom. Would this access comply with federal, state, and local requirements 
for handicap access? Is it reasonable to expect young families to push strollers up the steep 
slope? Is it safe for young children to ride bicycles down the steep slope? Could senior citizens 
walk or ride bicycles up the steep slope? How could handicapped citizens access River West 
without having to drive the circuitous route through Madera County? How can Fresno claim it is 
a handicapped accessible, senior citizen friendly community if it does not allow vehicular access 
to River West at River View Drive?  

4) What impacts would result if Fresno residents that live too far from River West to walk or 
bicycle to the facility decide to park on the local residential streets near the River View Drive 
access point and then walk or ride into the facility? Does the City allow parking on the streets? 
Would the local residents object to people parking in front of their homes? Considering the 
likelihood they would object, would they ask the City to prohibit parking on the streets? If the 
City did prohibit parking, where could Fresno residents park if they must drive to River West?  

5) The EIR must provide a comparative analysis of the air quality, greenhouse gas, energy use, and 
noise impacts that would result from allowing vehicular access to River West from River View 
Road versus requiring Fresno residents to drive the circuitous route through Madera County if 
they can only reach River West using their automobiles. 

6) Under the State General Plan Guidelines, a general plan is supposed to be internally consistent. 
In view of this requirement, please explain why it is acceptable for the City to include Policies 
POSS-7-g and-i in the General Plan Update when they clearly conflict with numerous policies 
throughout the document. These include, but are not limited to, policies that promote an 
efficient multi-modal transportation system, the reduction of transportation-related air 
emissions, the reduction of greenhouse gas impacts, and the provision of a user-friendly park 
and open space system that is accessible to all residents. 

7) Fresno has a number of streets similar to River View Road that traverse upscale neighborhoods. 
Examples include Van Ness Boulevard, Van Ness Extension, and Shepherd Avenue near 
Woodward Park. The EIR should identify any environmental conditions along River View Drive 
that are different from those found along the other streets that would justify not allowing the 
public to drive to River West using River View Avenue. 

8) The California General Plan Guidelines includes recommendations for addressing environmental 
justice in general plans. Environmental justice is defined in state planning law “as the fair 
treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, 
adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies 
(§65040.12(e)). Included in the recommendations is the following discussion of access to public 
facilities and services: Access “…can be measured as the distance or travel time from each 
residential area to the [public] facility or service. Access may also be measured by the ability to 
use a variety of transportation modes, including public transit, walking, and bicycling, to travel 
between each residential area and the facility or service.”(page 25)  POSS 7-g and -i violate the 
concept of environmental justice. As discussed in previous points, the City of Fresno, by 
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including the policies in the General Plan Update, is denying reasonable, multi-modal access to 
River West to the elderly, handicapped, families with small children, and the many citizens that 
live too far from the facility to walk or ride a bicycle. Instead, the City is telling these citizens that 
if you need to drive to River West, you can take the back road through Madera County. The City 
has taken this position at the behest of a group of wealthy residents that seem to believe they 
have the right to deny public vehicular access to a public facility from a public road. By taking 
this position, the City is committing an act of environmental injustice, or discrimination, against 
all but the relatively few residents of Fresno that have the economic means necessary to live in 
the Bluff Subdivision. 

 
D. Conclusion 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you have any questions on my 
comments. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Michael P. Paoli, MCRP 
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Letter AA:  Michael P. Paoli, October 8, 2014 

Response to Comment AA‐1 

The commenter states that there are a number of perceived deficiencies in the analysis provided in 

the Draft Master EIR based on assumption that Policy POSS‐7‐g and POSS‐7‐i in Chapter 5 of the 

General Plan Update would restrict the use of River View Drive to provide public access to the San 

Joaquin River Parkway (“Parkway”). 

General Plan Update Policy POSS‐7‐g and POSS‐7‐i were not intended to restrict vehicular access on 

existing roadways.  

The westernmost extension of West Riverview Drive terminates at the intersection with West Bluff 

Avenue.  At this terminus, a private driveway (easement) provides access to two residences located 

further north near the river.  Additionally, a public access easement at this roadway terminus 

currently provides non‐vehicular public access into the Parkway from the West Riverview Drive/West 

Bluff Avenue intersection.  

The purpose of the relevant portions of Policy POSS‐7‐g and POSS‐7‐i was to restrict public access 

along this existing easement to cyclists and pedestrians, with the exceptions provided.  The General 

Plan Update cannot assign private property rights (including easements for vehicular travel) to the 

public; the current owner of the easement would have to assign those rights to the public and may 

do so in the future for some consideration (or as a donation or bequest). 

The policies would not restrict public access into the neighborhoods east of the park, and would not 

result in any public access restrictions to existing public roadways.  Vehicular public access on 

existing roadways would not be expressly prevented or  restricted based on these policies and is not 

prohibited from being extended on the easement in the future; but, as noted above, public vehicular 

travel on the easement cannot be authorized by fiat via the General Plan Update.   

The commenter’s assertion that the General Plan Update’s Draft Master EIR should include an 

exhaustive environmental assessment of extending vehicular access from West Riverview Drive is 

unwarranted.  The General Plan is a broadscale policy document and its Draft Master EIR could not 

accommodate a fully detailed analysis of every subsequent individual development and public works 

project, which would occur subsequent to adoption of the General Plan Update.   

Providing access to, or across, San Joaquin River Conservancy property is part of that agency’s 

master planning and Parkway facility development process.  The City of Fresno will continue to assist 

with those efforts as feasible and appropriate. However, the appropriate time to conduct a detailed 

analysis of vehicular travel on an easement west of the current terminus of Riverview Drive for 

purposes of public access to a Parkway component is when some responsible party proposes to 

obtain or grant public access on that easement and open it for vehicular travel.  At that time, a site‐

specific assessment would need to be prepared to assess all the factors listed in Response to 

Comment AA‐1 for that project (and other factors brought forth in a scoping process for this project).  

The assessment and its interagency/public consultation process would assist the developer of this 

public access route with mitigation and appropriate design with regard to safety (including a range of 
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issues, such as soil stability, floodplain management, and policing), management of storm drainage, 

potential air pollutant emissions, and so forth.   

Therefore, the Draft Master EIR adequately addressed the impacts of the project.  The following 

commentary is added to the General Plan Update Policy POSS‐7‐g to clarify the intent of the policy: 

Commentary: Limitations on vehicular access through the River View Drive 

Area/Neighborhoods are not intended to restrict vehicular access to the 

neighborhoods themselves. Public right‐of‐way held by the City for public street 

purposes will remain accessible to the public consistent with the requirements of 

the California Vehicle Code. 

 



September 10, 2014 
 
 
Ms. Carmen Borg 
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
396 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, California  94102 
 
Subject: Review of “Transportation and Traffic” Analysis –  

Draft Master Environmental Impact Report 
General Plan and Development Code Update 
City of Fresno, Fresno County, California 

 
Dear Ms. Borg: 

As requested, MRO Engineers, Inc., has completed a review of the “Transportation and Traffic” 
section of the Draft Master Environmental Impact Report (DMEIR) prepared with respect to the 
proposed General Plan and Development Code Update for the City of Fresno, California.  That 
document was prepared by First Carbon Solutions and published on July 22, 2014.  The DMEIR 
incorporates a traffic and transportation impact analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers (F&P). 

This letter report documents the results of our detailed review of the DMEIR “Transportation and 
Traffic” analysis. 
 
1. Deficient Travel Demand Forecasting Model – According to page 5.14-27 of the DMEIR: 
 

“A modified version of the Fresno COG countywide travel demand forecasting 
(TDF) model was used to forecast future traffic volume for the City of Fresno 
General Plan Update.  The modifications were specific to the City of Fresno to 
ensure that the model accurately estimated traffic volumes used in the analysis 
process . . . Appendix H-5 includes documentation of the transportation modeling 
and analysis steps including a summary of the model validation.”  

 
Although DMEIR Appendix H-5 contains maps illustrating the boundaries of the model’s 
traffic analysis zones (TAZ) and detailed information concerning the land use inputs for 
Existing, Existing Plus Project, and Cumulative Conditions, there is no other “documentation 
of the transportation modeling and analysis steps.”  As noted, however, there is a summary of 
the model validation, which is presented in a table entitled, “Fresno COG Traffic Model GIS 
Validation Results: PM Peak Hour Two-Way Total Traffic Volumes.”  For ease of reference, 
that table is presented here as Attachment A. 
 
According to the Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual – Second 
Edition (Federal Highway Administration and Cambridge Systematics, Inc., September 24, 
2010, p. 1-4), validation is defined as follows: 
 

“Validation is the application of the calibrated models and comparison of the 
results against observed data.” 

 
Specifically, the “base year” model is run and the traffic volume estimates generated by the 
model are compared to existing traffic volume data on a link-by-link basis.  The question is, 
how well does the model replicate existing traffic volumes?  The theory is that if the model can 
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accurately predict existing volumes (based on existing land use data and transportation system 
information), then it will accurately predict future traffic volumes (based on future land use and 
transportation system projections).   
 
The results of the model validation process are summarized at the bottom of the table presented 
in Attachment A. Three parameters were used to determine whether the modified Fresno COG 
countywide model provides valid traffic estimates: 
 
• The percent of road segments “within target deviation,” 

• The Percent Root Mean Square Error, and 

• The Correlation Coefficient. 
�

For each of those three metrics, a target was established, and the model-generated traffic 
volume estimates were compared to those targets, with the following results: 
 
• The percent of road segments “within target deviation” was 60 percent, whereas the goal 

was to exceed 75 percent, 

• The “Percent Root Mean Square Error” was 46 percent, while the goal was to be less than 
40 percent, and 

• The “Correlation Coefficient” was 0.88, which just missed the goal of exceeding 0.88. 
 
 Each of these three parameters is discussed below. 
 

Target Deviation 

The “target deviations” employed in the model validation process are listed in the table 
presented in Attachment A; they range from 0.20 to 0.60.  These values were derived from a 
curve presented in the Caltrans Travel Forecasting Guidelines (November 1992).   
 
As noted above, the goal of the model validation process was for 75 percent of the links to fall 
within the allowable deviation.  In other words, it was considered acceptable for 25 percent of 
the links to fall outside that allowable value.  In fact, only 60 percent of the links met this 
target, meaning that a full 40 percent failed to do so.  In this case, 199 of the 495 tested links 
had traffic forecasts that were either excessively high or low, compared to the actual traffic 
counts. 
 
Of those 199 deficient traffic forecasts, 120 (60 percent) were lower than the corresponding 
traffic count.  Moreover, of the 495 total roadway links, the traffic forecasts at 281 (57 percent) 
were lower than the actual count. The links at which traffic was underestimated are highlighted 
in yellow in Attachment A.  
 
Percent Root Mean Square Error 

Percent root mean square error, according to the FHWA Travel Model Validation and 
Reasonableness Checking Manual is a: 
 

 “. . . measure of accuracy of the traffic assignment measuring the average error 
between the observed and modeled traffic volumes on links with traffic counts.”   
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The modified Fresno COG model validation had a goal for this parameter of less than 40 
percent.  The actual model validation result was 46 percent, which failed to meet the 
established goal.  Thus, the model validation process determined that the modified Fresno 
COG model is not sufficiently accurate, which reinforces the results described above with 
respect to the target deviation. 
 
Correlation Coefficient 

Correlation coefficient is a measure of the degree of straight-line or linear association between 
two variables.  A value of 1.00 would indicate a perfect relationship between the two variables.  
That is, as one variable increases, the other variable increases in a linear fashion. In this case, 
although the validation results indicate that the model again fell short of the established 
standard, the shortfall is minimal. 
 
Conclusion 

The model validation results for the modified Fresno COG countywide travel demand 
forecasting model clearly indicate that the model fails to provide accurate forecasts of future 
traffic – it can’t even “predict” existing volumes. As described above, it tends to underestimate 
traffic.  In fact, a number of the roadway links listed in the validation results table had literally 
no traffic assigned to them. 
 
The use of this deficient tool to estimate study area traffic volumes has substantial 
ramifications for the environmental analysis. In addition to the likelihood that the 
underestimated traffic will result in failure to identify significant traffic impacts, it is probable 
that the air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas analyses are compromised by the defective 
traffic forecasts.  
 
Clearly, more effort needs to be devoted to the model refinement process, with the goal of 
creating a travel demand forecasting model that actually provides credible forecasts of travel 
demand; the modified Fresno COG model used in the DMEIR traffic analysis is woefully 
inadequate in this regard.  Once the model has been improved to the point that it is capable of 
replicating existing traffic volumes and generating meaningful future traffic projections, the 
DMEIR traffic analysis needs to be revised and the document needs to be recirculated for 
further public review. 

 
2. Level of Service Calculation Methodology – The DMEIR traffic analysis focused on 

determination of level of service (LOS) for major roadway segments throughout the city.  The 
specific process is described on DMEIR p. 5.14-4: 

“The LOS was determined by comparing traffic volumes for selected roadway 
segments with peak hour LOS capacity thresholds.  These thresholds are shown in 
Table 5.14-2 and were calculated based on the methodology contained in the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (Transportation Research Board 2000).  The 
HCM methodology is the prevailing measurement standard used throughout the 
United States.” 

Several points are in order with respect to the above statement from the DMEIR. 
 
First, we note that the LOS analysis was based on the year 2000 version of the Highway 
Capacity Manual. This violates the requirement established in the City of Fresno Traffic 
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Impact Study Report Guidelines (City of Fresno, Department of Public Works, Updated 
February 2, 2009, p. 3), which requires that the: 
 

“Most current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual by Transportation 
Research Board, and MUTCD shall be used.” 

 
The current (year 2010) version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010) was released 
on April 11, 2011.  It follows previous editions completed in 1965, 1985, 1997, and 2000.   
 
Although it is unclear exactly when the DMEIR traffic analysis was initiated, p. 5.14-4 of the 
document says that the traffic counts used in the analysis represent year 2012 conditions. Thus, 
the DMEIR traffic study was initiated at least a year after the current (2010) version of the 
Highway Capacity Manual became widely available.  Despite this, the traffic analysis was 
performed using procedures documented in the superseded (year 2000) version of the Highway 
Capacity Manual, which violates standard City of Fresno procedures. 

The second point concerns the DMEIR statement regarding the status of the HCM 
methodology as the prevailing standard for level of service analysis.  This statement (which is 
true) implies that the HCM method was used in the DMEIR analysis (which is not true). 
 
The DMEIR analysis is a simple volume/capacity (V/C) ratio evaluation.  In this case, the 
volumes represent either the existing (year 2012) traffic volumes or the pertinent traffic 
forecasts generated by the deficient modified Fresno COG model. Only the estimated capacity 
thresholds were ostensibly based on HCM methodologies.  DMEIR Table 5.14-2 (pages 5.14-7 
and 5.14-8) presents a highly detailed set of LOS thresholds for various roadway types.  
Unfortunately, no information is provided that would illuminate the question of exactly how 
these thresholds were derived. (For ease of reference, DMEIR Table 5.14-2 is presented here as 
Attachment B.) 
 
For example, DMEIR Table 5.14-2 provides thresholds for each level of service (LOS A 
through LOS F) for various numbers of lanes for a variety of roadway types, including 
freeways.  Chapter 11 of the Highway Capacity Manual (2010) describes the HCM 2010 
analysis procedures for “Basic Freeway Segments.”  According to that chapter, freeway level 
of service is defined by density (i.e., the number of passenger cars per mile per lane); neither 
traffic volume nor volume/capacity ratio is a measure of freeway level of service. 
 
Moreover, under the HCM 2010 methodology, calculation of level of service on a freeway 
segment requires substantial data input, including the following: 

• Free-flow speed (miles/hour), 

• Number of mainline freeway lanes, 

• Lane width (feet), 

• Right-hand lateral clearance (feet), 

• Total ramp density (i.e., ramps/mile), 

• Terrain (level, rolling, or mountainous or specific grade information), 

• Heavy-vehicle (i.e., truck) percentage, 
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• Peak-hour factor (which describes the uniformity of traffic flow within the peak hour), and 

• Driver population (e.g., commuters who are familiar with the route or tourists who are not). 
 
Although we have used freeways as an example to illustrate our point, similar considerations 
apply to all of the roadway types represented in DMEIR Table 5.14-2.   
 
No information is provided in the DMEIR with regard to the specific input parameters that 
were used in developing the theoretical thresholds applied in the LOS analysis, whether for 
freeways or any of the other roadway types presented.  Consequently, it is impossible to judge 
whether the analysis is credible and, moreover, whether the LOS results are valid. 
 
Moreover, we assume (based on the nature of the information presented in DMEIR Table 5.14-
2) that the same input assumptions were applied across the entire study area.  This ignores the 
obvious fact that different roadways, or even different sections of a given road, vary somewhat.  
Lane widths, shoulder widths, truck percentages, and a wide variety of parameters could easily 
change as one travels down a particular roadway.  The generic approach employed in the 
DMEIR analysis fails to account for these key differences, which raises serious questions as to 
the validity of the analysis results.  
 
We also note that DMEIR Table 5.14-2 has “holes” where no capacity threshold value has been 
provided.  For example, for “super arterial” roads, values are only shown for LOS D and E; no 
thresholds are presented for LOS A, B, or C.  A footnote to the table might be an attempt to 
explain this.  It says, “LOS is not achievable because of type of facility.”  Referring again to 
super arterials, this suggests that it is impossible for a driver to experience LOS A, B, or C. 
How can this be?  If that driver happens to be traveling on one of Fresno’s super arterials at a 
time when traffic is particularly light, will he not experience LOS A, which the DMEIR (p. 
5.14-4) defines as: 
 

“. . . free-flow travel with an excellent level of comfort and convenience and the 
freedom to maneuver.” 

 
According to DMEIR Table 5.14-2, the best this driver can expect is LOS D, which is defined 
as: 
 

“. . . high-density, but stable flow.  Users experience severe restrictions in speed 
and freedom to maneuver, with poor levels of comfort and convenience.” 

 
This simply defies common sense and, more importantly, raises questions as to the technical 
and philosophical approach to the analysis of roadway level of service.  As presented, the LOS 
analysis for certain roadway types lacks credibility. 
 
The failure to use the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual represents a violation of 
City of Fresno procedures.  To ensure the accuracy of the DMEIR traffic analysis, as well as 
consistency with City procedures and policies, the level of service calculations must be 
performed using the current, year 2010 version of the Highway Capacity Manual.  Also, the 
specific inputs used to develop LOS thresholds must be revealed and adjusted, as necessary, to 
reflect the specific link-by-link characteristics of the study area roadways.  After the LOS 
calculations are corrected, the DMEIR will need to be recirculated for further public review. 
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3. Obsolete Traffic Volume Data – According to the DMEIR (page 5.14-4): 
 

“Traffic counts used for this analysis represent year 2012 conditions.” 
 

Referring to the City of Fresno Traffic Impact Study Report Guidelines (p. 7): 
 

“Available existing counts can be used if they are less than twelve (12) months old 
and the counts have not be [sic] significantly changed due to more recent 
development in the vicinity. 
 

The traffic counts used in the DMEIR are now two years old, which violates the City’s 
standard, as well as accepted practice within the traffic engineering profession.  Page 19 of the 
2006 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) document, Transportation Impact Analyses 
for Site Development, specifically states that “. . . traffic volume data should generally be no 
older than 1 year.” 

 
Because the traffic volumes represent the most critical input parameter in the level of service 
calculation process, any inaccuracies in those values directly affect the validity of the level of 
service results. In short, to the extent that the existing peak-hour traffic volumes are inaccurate, 
the corresponding level of service results reported in the DMEIR are invalid, and a misleading 
representation of the environmental setting and plan-related impacts will be provided.  
Although the document does not specifically say so, it is also likely that the future year traffic 
volumes were developed based, in part, on the existing traffic volumes. Thus, any 
shortcomings in the existing conditions data will adversely affect the validity of the future year 
information, as well. 
 
Updated traffic data must be obtained and all analysis scenarios must be revised using the 
current traffic volume information.  The modified transportation and traffic impact analysis 
should then be incorporated into a revised DMEIR, which must be recirculated for further 
public review. 

4. Failure to Consider the Operational Effects of Truck Traffic – The proposed General Plan 
calls for substantial additional industrial land use, particularly in the south and west Fresno 
areas. Consequently, the road system in those areas will be called upon to accommodate 
substantial truck traffic.   

 As described above, it is impossible to determine what assumption has been incorporated into 
the analysis with regard to the heavy-vehicle percentage on the study area road system.  
Moreover, we would point out that the use of a blanket heavy-vehicle percentage for all study 
area roadways would be inappropriate, as it would fail to account for the relatively high truck 
percentages that can reasonably be anticipated in south and west Fresno and any other areas 
where substantial industrial development is proposed. 

To ensure that the traffic impact analysis fully accounts for truck traffic, the analysis of each 
roadway link should incorporate a realistic “heavy vehicle percentage” and an appropriate 
“passenger-car equivalent” (PCE) factor.  These factors can be used to derive adjusted traffic 
volumes that accurately account for the truck component of the pertinent traffic volume.   

The traffic impact analysis incorporated into a recent draft environmental impact report 
prepared for the City of Irwindale in southern California used the following PCE values 
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(Reference: Urban Crossroads, Athens-Irwindale Materials Recovery Facility and Transfer 
Station Traffic Impact Analysis, February 27, 2014.): 

• Light trucks:   PCE = 1.5, 

• Medium-duty trucks: PCE = 2.7, and 

• Heavy-duty trucks:  PCE = 3.7. 

Thus, according to the assumptions employed in that analysis, one truck is equivalent to 
between 1.5 and 3.7 passenger cars, depending upon the specific type of truck.  These factors 
reflect not only the size of the vehicles, but also their operating characteristics, particularly 
with regard to slower acceleration, longer braking distances, and the need for greater separation 
between vehicles. 

 The failure to incorporate appropriate factors reflecting the presence of a substantial number of 
trucks in the prevailing traffic stream results in unrealistic, overly-optimistic level of service 
results.  The roadway segment level of service analyses must be revised to reflect the existing 
and anticipated composition of traffic in the study area. 

5. Failure to Consider the Safety Effects of Truck Traffic – As described above, the proposed 
General Plan proposes substantial additional industrial land use in south and west Fresno, 
where residential neighborhoods are also common.  Consequently, implementation of the 
proposed plan will add a considerable volume of heavy trucks to the road system in those 
areas. Despite this, the “Transportation and Traffic” section of the DMEIR includes no 
discussion or analysis of auto-truck conflicts and the potential safety issues associated with 
mixing automobile traffic with a considerable amount of heavy-vehicle traffic.  This is a 
substantial deficiency in the DMEIR, given the extent of nearby residential land uses. 

6. Deficient Safety Analysis – DMEIR p. 5.14-15 provides a one-paragraph section labeled 
“Traffic Safety.” That section briefly describes a small number of locations in Fresno having 
the highest number of vehicular collisions since 2009.  This information, which is presented 
graphically on Exhibit 5.14-5 in Appendix H-12, is based on data presented in the Statewide 
Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). 

 Unfortunately, this information is virtually meaningless, as the number of collisions alone fails 
to account for the total volume of traffic at any given location.  For example, consider two 
hypothetical locations, both of which were found to have 100 collisions per year.  Location A 
carries 10,000 vehicles per day, while Location B has 100,000 vehicles per day.  Based on the 
analysis presented in the DMEIR, these two locations are equally problematical, despite the 
fact that one carries ten times more traffic than the other. 

 This is, of course, not accurate and is, further, misleading.  This example illustrates that it is not 
simply the number of collisions that matters; it’s the rate at which the collisions occur that 
accurately tells the story. A valid traffic safety analysis will include the development and 
comparison of accident rates, in terms of collisions per million-vehicle-miles for key roadway 
segments.  The DMEIR, though, provides no such assessment and, therefore, it is impossible to 
determine whether the accident data indicates an existing safety problem.  In addition, the 
DMEIR contains no evaluation with respect to the potential impacts of implementation of the 
proposed General plan on traffic safety within the City of Fresno. The DMEIR must be revised 
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to include a detailed analysis of plan-related safety impacts and to identify needed mitigation 
measures. 

7. Failure to Consider Pedestrian and Bicycle System Impacts – As noted above, the level of 
service on the study area road system was derived (DMEIR, p. 5.14-4): 

 
“. . . based on the methodology contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) (Transportation Research Board 2000).” 

 
 The DMEIR goes on to say: 
 

“It should be noted that this traditional methodology used to analyze the roadway 
system does not consider the potential impact on walking, bicycling, and transit.” 

 
 The analyst appears to be unfamiliar with the current, year 2010 edition of the Highway 

Capacity Manual, which might explain why the roadway LOS values were inappropriately 
derived using the superseded year 2000 version of that document. In fact, the very first 
paragraph of the “Foreword” in the current HCM document (p. V1-i) states that: 

 
“It is the first Highway Capacity Manual to provide an integrated multimodal 
approach to the analysis and evaluation of urban streets from the points of view of 
automobile drivers, transit passengers, bicyclists, and pedestrians.  This is the first 
manual to take into account the effects of cars on bicyclists and pedestrians.” 

 
 Recognizing the integrated nature of the transportation system, the HCM does not include 

separate chapters for non-automobile travel modes.  Instead, the document states (HCM 2010, 
p. 1-4.): 

 
“Where applicable, pedestrian and bicycle material has been integrated 
throughout the Volume 3 [Interrupted Flow] chapters, along with the public transit 
material specific to multimodal analyses.” 

 
 Detailed analysis procedures for the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit modes are presented in 

HCM 2010 Chapters 16 (Urban Street Facilities) and 17 (Urban Street Segments). 
 
 Given the focus of the proposed Fresno General Plan Update on accommodating all travel 

modes, it is difficult to understand how the non-automobile modes could be so thoroughly 
dismissed in the DMEIR.  The DMEIR acknowledges this modified City perspective with the 
following statement (DMEIR, p. 5.14-42): 

 
“The General Plan Update accepts lower LOS values. This reflects a change in 
policy for the City of Fresno to acknowledge that transportation planning based 
solely on roadway LOS . . . is not desirable since it fails to acknowledge other 
users of the circulation system and other community values.” 

 
 Moreover, the specific policies and objectives in the proposed General Plan related to 

pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities are detailed on pages 5.14-85 through 5.14-88 in the 
DMEIR. 
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 Impact TRANS-6 concerns the potential impacts of the proposed General Plan on these 

“alternative” travel modes.  It is addressed beginning on p. 5.14-85 of the DMEIR.  As stated 
there: 

 
“The project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities.” 
 

 Although the next several pages of the DMEIR list the policies and objectives that relate to the 
non-automobile travel modes, no quantitative analysis or qualitative statement is provided to 
address the potential impacts of the proposed General Plan with regard to the “performance or 
safety of such facilities.”  Consequently, there is simply no basis for the DMEIR’ s finding of a 
less-than-significant impact. 

 
 The DMEIR ignores factors that could lead to significant operational and safety-related 

impacts throughout the City as the plan is implemented. At the very minimum, transit users 
will suffer from the extensive travel delays imposed by a roadway system where LOS E and F 
are prevalent. Moreover, pedestrians and bicyclists are likely to be exposed to unsafe 
conditions, as frustrated motorists become impatient and make poor decisions leading to red 
light running, failure to yield to pedestrians in crosswalks, or using road shoulders and bike 
lanes as added travel or turn lanes. 

 
Given the importance of non-automotive travel within the proposed plan, it is essential that the 
DMEIR include a meaningful analysis of the plan’s impacts on those alternative modes.  Such 
an analysis is absent from the current document.  Upon completion of the analysis, the DMEIR 
must be revised and recirculated for further public review. 
 

8. Vehicle Miles Traveled Calculation – DMEIR Table 5.14-3 presents estimates of vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) for the three analysis scenarios addressed in the traffic study:  Existing 
Conditions, Existing Plus General Plan Buildout, and Cumulative Plus General Plan Buildout.   

 
 Addition of General Plan Buildout to existing conditions is projected to increase the daily 

VMT by almost 8,950,000 vehicle-miles, an increase of 95 percent.  Under cumulative 
conditions, total VMT is projected to increase by over 111 percent (i.e., 10,487,655 vehicle-
miles) compared to existing conditions. 

 
 Unfortunately, these values were derived through a “black box” process using the modified 

Fresno COG Countywide Travel Demand Forecasting Model, and no detail is provided to 
assist the reader in understanding the factors that were key in developing these estimates or, 
more importantly, to judge whether the estimates are credible.  Because the VMT values are 
key inputs to the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses, it is important to ensure the validity 
of these values.  (Of course, as described earlier, the ability of the Fresno COG model to 
provide meaningful estimates of future travel (including future VMT estimates) is highly 
questionable.) 

 
 We note that California in September 2013 enacted Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), which will 

eventually eliminate level of service as a determinant of significant effects in documents 
prepared under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), such as the DMEIR.  In 
other words, vehicular delay will no longer be considered an environmental impact under 
CEQA.  Instead, VMT will be the primary measure of transportation impacts.  Although 
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debatable, this is ostensibly intended to better reflect the multi-modal nature of the 
transportation system, particularly with regard to pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users. 

 
Although no local or statewide thresholds have been established with regard to what constitutes 
a significant impact concerning increases in vehicle miles traveled, it is disappointing that the 
DMEIR would dismiss a 111 percent increase in VMT as insignificant. 

 
9. At-Grade Railroad Crossing Safety – As described on DMEIR pages 5.14-17 and 5.14-18, 

Fresno is served by two railroad corridors.  The Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) corridor 
runs through “the middle of downtown” and the Union Pacific (UP) corridor runs parallel to 
State Route 99 (SR 99).  Moreover, “. . . about 50 freight trains pass through the two rail 
corridors daily as they travel through Downtown.” 

 
 Each of these rail lines has numerous at-grade crossings of local streets and, further, each of 

those locations represents a potentially hazardous condition. As traffic increases in Fresno in 
accordance with the General Plan Update land use plan, the likelihood of conflicts between 
automobiles and trains will also increase.  Despite this, the DMEIR fails to address safety-
related issues associated with at-grade rail crossings.  This is a substantial deficiency that must 
be corrected. 

 
10. Emergency Access – Impact TRANS-5 (DMEIR, p. 5.14-83) addresses whether the proposed 

plan would result in inadequate emergency access, and concludes that the General Plan Update 
would have a less-than-significant impact.  This conclusion was based largely on a review of 
the proposed General Plan policies and objectives that might “provide adequate emergency 
access.”  We note that the potential role of certain of these policies in providing adequate 
emergency access is questionable.  For example, it is unclear how Policy LU-1-g has any effect 
on emergency access:  “Maintain the City’s current SOI boundaries without additional 
expansion . . .”  Since the SOI boundary is nothing more than a line on a map, we fail to see 
any effect whatsoever with respect to emergency access. 

 
 The DMEIR discussion of the emergency access issue includes the following statement: 
 

“Implementation of the City of Fresno General Plan Update would increase the 
amount of vehicle traffic, which would require the improvement and expansion of 
the City of Fresno’s roadway system . . . to accommodate forecasts [sic] travel 
demand as well as maintaining acceptable traffic operations (LOS) in the City (see 
Impact TRANS-1).  An enhanced roadway network that accommodates forecasted 
travel demand would also provide adequate emergency access.” 
 

There are several problems with this statement. First, while it is certainly true that 
implementation of the proposed plan will increase the amount of vehicle traffic (as noted 
earlier, the plan will more than double daily vehicle miles traveled), there is no certainty 
regarding the “improvement and expansion of the City of Fresno’s roadway system.”  Road 
construction is dependent upon the availability of funding (among other factors) and it is not 
certain whether adequate funding will be available in coming years to keep up with needs. 
 
Second, it is also true that, “[a]n enhanced roadway network that accommodates forecasted 
travel demand would also provide adequate emergency access.” Unfortunately, as 
demonstrated in the DMEIR, the City’s road system will not, in many cases, accommodate the 
forecasted traffic demand.  For example, the level of service standard for the entire Downtown 

�� �� ��

�����	����
�

 
 
 

BB-8 
CONT

BB-9

BB-10

Letter BB 
Page 10 of 23



Ms. Carmen Borg 
September 10, 2014 

Page 11  
 

 
Planning Area (designated as Traffic Impact Zone I or TIZ-I) is LOS F.  Similarly, roadway 
segments within TIZ-II (“areas of the City currently built-up and wanting to encourage infill 
development”) and TIZ-III (“areas near or outside the City limits but within the SOI”) that the 
DMEIR has identified as operating at LOS F are “grandfathered in” and will be allowed to 
continue to operate at LOS F. 
 
By definition, roads that are projected to operate at LOS F will not accommodate forecasted 
traffic demand. Referring to the level of service definitions provided on DMEIR p. 5.14-4:    
 

“LOS F is used to define forced or breakdown conditions.  This condition exists 
wherever the volume of traffic exceeds the capacity of the roadway.  Long queues 
can form behind these bottleneck points with queued traffic traveling in a stop-
and-go fashion.” 

 
Clearly, such roads will not provide adequate emergency access.  The simple fact is that roads 
that are at LOS F will be clogged with traffic, which will impede the ability of emergency 
vehicles to respond to calls.  A recent (September 2 and 3, 2014) feature on the NBC Nightly 
News addressed the issue of delays in emergency response due to traffic congestion.  
According to that report, research has indicated a ten percent increase in deaths for every 
minute of delay in emergency response time.  Further, a 2012 study in Utah found an eight 
percent increase in fatalities within the 24-hour period following a delayed emergency 
response. 
 
Traffic delays caused by planned congestion associated with the proposed General Plan Update 
will, very simply, result in additional fatalities among the citizens of Fresno, particularly in the 
areas of the City where LOS F will be allowed by General Plan policies.  This is a significant 
impact, which was ignored in the DMEIR. 
  

CONCLUSION 
 
Our review of the “Transportation and Traffic” section of the Draft Master Environmental Impact 
Report for the proposed City of Fresno General Plan Update revealed several issues that affect the 
validity of the conclusions presented in that document.  These issues should be addressed prior to 
City of Fresno approval of the proposed plan and the associated environmental documentation.  
 
Among other considerations, we find it ironic that the City of Fresno has developed a General Plan 
Update that: 
 

• Explicitly encourages and addresses the needs of non-automobile travel through an 
extensive set of policies and objectives, while 

• Performing absolutely no analysis to determine whether the proposed plan will have 
adverse operational or safety impacts on pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users, and 

• Determines that implementation of the proposed General Plan Update will have no 
significant traffic impacts, even though roads throughout the City will operate at LOS E 
and F, while also 

• Determining that VMT in the City will more than double as a result of plan 
implementation, but still 
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• Maintaining that the proposed plan will have no significant transportation impacts 

requiring mitigation. 
 
As described above, the DMEIR “Transportation and Traffic” analysis has substantial deficiencies 
and, further, has failed to identify a number of significant impacts, 
 
We hope this information is useful.  If you have questions concerning any of the items presented 
here or would like to discuss them further, please feel free to contact us at (916) 783-3838. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
MRO ENGINEERS, INC. 

     
Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E.  
Traffic Engineering Manager 

�� �� ��

�����	����
�

 
 
 

Letter BB 
Page 12 of 23



ATTACHMENT A 
 

Fresno COG Traffic Model GIS Validation Results: 
PM Peak Two-Way Total Traffic Volumes 

�� �� ��

�����	����
�

 
 
 

Letter BB 
Page 13 of 23



A B Model Model Traffic Model Target Within Model Difference
ID Name Location Cross Street Node Node A-B Node Volume Count /Count Deviation Deviation - Count Squared

1 A N/O STANISLAUS 5186 5190 05186-05190 160 183����������� 0.87 0.60 Yes -23 529
2 ABBY S/O 180 4404 2040 04404-02040 983 290����������� 3.39 0.60 No 693 480,249
3 ABBY N/O DIVISADERO 2093 2092 02093-02092 1,055 371����������� 2.84 0.60 No 684 467,856
4 ABBY S/O OLIVE 2087 2086 02087-02086 908 854����������� 1.06 0.60 Yes 54 2,916
5 AIRWAYS W/O CLOVIS 2540 8220 02540-08220 1,338 1,135�������� 1.18 0.35 Yes 203 41,209
6 ALLUVIAL E/O CEDAR 3093 3105 03093-03105 483 912����������� 0.53 0.60 Yes -429 184,041
7 ALLUVIAL E/O CHESTNUT 3100 3110 03100-03110 130 1,013�������� 0.13 0.37 No -883 779,689
8 ALLUVIAL E/O INGRAM 6540 6542 06540-06542 739 840����������� 0.88 0.60 Yes -101 10,201

Fresno COG Traffic Model GIS Validation Results: PM Peak Two-Way Total Traffic Volumes

9 ALLUVIAL E/O MAPLE 3096 3108 03096-03108 350 1,020�������� 0.34 0.37 No -670 448,900
10 ALLUVIAL E/O MARKS 3165 5047 03165-05047 97 162����������� 0.60 0.60 Yes -65 4,225
11 ALLUVIAL W/O MILBURN 5784 5791 05784-05791 790 436����������� 1.81 0.60 No 354 125,316
12 ALLUVIAL E/O VAN�NESS 3166 5048 03166-05048 8 104����������� 0.08 0.60 No -96 9,216
13 ALLUVIAL E/O WEST 3168 5049 03168-05049 1 53������������� 0.02 0.60 No -52 2,704
14 ANNADALE E/O CEDAR 8434 9236 08434-09236 0 66������������� 0.00 0.60 No -66 4,356
15 ANNADALE W/O ELM 2134 2779 02134-02779 307 206����������� 1.49 0.60 Yes 101 10,201
16 ANNADALE W/O MARTIN�LUTHER�KING�JR 2914 2934 02914-02934 17 19������������� 0.89 0.60 Yes -2 4
17 ANNADALE W/O WALNUT 2934 3036 02934-03036 0 9���������������� 0.00 0.60 No -9 81
18 ARMSTRONG N/O BELMONT 3559 12146 03559-12146 294 239����������� 1.23 0.60 Yes 55 3,025
19 ARMSTRONG N/O BUTLER 5627 6684 05627-06684 16 118����������� 0.14 0.60 No -102 10,404
20 ARMSTRONG S/O CHURCH 6685 12142 06685 12142 11 121 0 09 0 60 No 110 12 10020 ARMSTRONG S/O CHURCH 6685 12142 06685-12142 11 121����������� 0.09 0.60 No -110 12,100
21 ARMSTRONG S/O DAKOTA 5021 8378 05021-08378 118 360����������� 0.33 0.60 No -242 58,564
22 ARMSTRONG S/O KINGS�CANYON 3560 6684 03560-06684 15 252����������� 0.06 0.60 No -237 56,169
23 ASHLAN W/O 41 3128 4336 03128-04336 2,411 2,210�������� 1.09 0.27 Yes 201 40,401
24 ASHLAN E/O BLACKSTONE 2077 3128 02077-03128 1,911 2,312�������� 0.83 0.27 Yes -401 160,801
25 ASHLAN W/O BRYAN 3330 5072 03330-05072 138 155����������� 0.89 0.60 Yes -17 289
26 ASHLAN E/O CEDAR 2450 2451 02450-02451 2,522 2,091 1.21 0.28 Yes 431 185,761
27 ASHLAN E/O CHESTNUT 5034 6812 05034-06812 1,425 1,863�������� 0.76 0.29 Yes -438 191,844
28 ASHLAN E/O DEL�MAR 2077 2444 02077-02444 1,171 1,598�������� 0.73 0.31 Yes -427 182,329
29 ASHLAN E/O FRESNO 2445 2446 02445-02446 1,850 1,805�������� 1.02 0.29 Yes 45 2,025
30 ASHLAN W/O FRUIT 2440 5428 02440-05428 1,611 1,375�������� 1.17 0.32 Yes 236 55,696
31 ASHLAN W/O HAYES 3330 5072 03330-05072 138 208 0.66 0.60 Yes -70 4,90031 ASHLAN W/O HAYES 3330 5072 03330 050 138 208����������� 0.66 0.60 Yes 70 4,900
32 ASHLAN E/O MILLBROOK 2449 5007 02449-05007 1,960 1,931�������� 1.02 0.28 Yes 29 841
33 ASHLAN W/O SANTA�FE 2440 5428 02440-05428 1,611 1,359�������� 1.19 0.32 Yes 252 63,504
34 ASHLAN E/O WEBER 3119 5084 03119-05084 3,093 3,111�������� 0.99 0.25 Yes -18 324
35 ASHLAN W/O WEST 2438 5431 02438-05431 1,801 1,495�������� 1.20 0.31 Yes 306 93,636
36 ASHLAN W/O WINERY 5034 6288 05034-06288 1,425 2,657�������� 0.54 0.26 No -1,232 1,517,824
37 AUDUBON E/O BLACKSTONE 3173 3174 03173-03174 729 1,465�������� 0.50 0.31 No -736 541,696
38 AUDUBON N/O COLE 3175 3176 03175-03176 772 1,028�������� 0.75 0.37 Yes -256 65,536
39 AUDUBON W/O DEL�MAR 2060 12117 02060-12117 434 1,237�������� 0.35 0.33 No -803 644,809
40 AUDUBON W/O FRIANT 3173 5584 03173-05584 575 1,519�������� 0.38 0.31 No -944 891,136
41 AUDUBON N/O LEXINGTON 3272 3274 03272-03274 499 1,244�������� 0.40 0.33 No -745 555,025
42 AUDUBON N/O NEES 3272 6560 03272-06560 437 1,126�������� 0.39 0.35 No -689 474,721
43 B N/O STANISLAUS 3493 4438 03493-04438 214 213����������� 1.00 0.60 Yes 1 1
44 B N/O TUOLUMNE 2180 3493 02180-03493 94 180����������� 0.52 0.60 Yes -86 7,396
45 BARSTOW E/O BLACKSTONE 2072 2347 02072-02347 1,660 1,542�������� 1.08 0.31 Yes 118 13,924
46 BARSTOW E/O BRAWLEY 2337 3562 02337-03562 33 354����������� 0.09 0.60 No -321 103,041
47 BARSTOW E/O CEDAR 2354 12314 02354-12314 1,569 1,073�������� 1.46 0.36 No 496 246,016
48 BARSTOW W/O CEDAR 2354 5442 02354-05442 1,451 987����������� 1.47 0.60 Yes 464 215,296
49 BARSTOW E/O FRUIT 2342 2343 02342-02343 358 1,009�������� 0.35 0.37 No -651 423,801
50 BARSTOW E/O GRANTLAND 3295 6744 03295-06744 32 79������������� 0.41 0.60 Yes -47 2,209
51 BARSTOW E/O PALM 2311 2344 02311-02344 684 903����������� 0.76 0.60 Yes -219 47,961
52 BARSTOW E/O THORNE 2344 3195 02344-03195 358 1,084�������� 0.33 0.36 No -726 527,076
53 BARSTOW W/O VALENTINE 3562 3563 03562-03563 30 133����������� 0.23 0.60 No -103 10,609

02341 0319454 BARSTOW E/O WEST 2341 3194 02341-03194 156 770����������� 0.20 0.60 No -614 376,996
55 BEHYMER E/O CHANCE 5513 5517 05513-05517 16 427����������� 0.04 0.60 No -411 168,921
56 BEHYMER E/O MAPLE 5513 6648 05513-06648 474 332����������� 1.43 0.60 Yes 142 20,164
57 BEHYMER W/O MAPLE 5513 5517 05513-05517 16 378����������� 0.04 0.60 No -362 131,044
58 BELMONT W/O 99 4368 4369 04368-04369 428 420����������� 1.02 0.60 Yes 8 64
59 BELMONT E/O ABBY 2090 2728 02090-02728 809 573����������� 1.41 0.60 Yes 236 55,696
60 BELMONT W/O BLACKSTONE 4402 4403 04402-04403 530 168����������� 3.15 0.60 No 362 131,044
61 BELMONT E/O CEDAR 2737 2738 02737-02738 1,167 1,070�������� 1.09 0.36 Yes 97 9,409
62 BELMONT W/O CHESTNUT 2741 2742 02741-02742 698 884����������� 0.79 0.60 Yes -186 34,596
63 BELMONT W/O CLOVIS 2746 2747 02746-02747 289 534����������� 0.54 0.60 Yes -245 60,025
64 BELMONT E/O FIRST 2733 2734 02733-02734 762 1,388�������� 0.55 0.32 No -626 391,876
65 BELMONT W/O FRESNO 2729 2730 02729 02730 771 659 1 17 0 60 Yes 112 12 54465 BELMONT W/O FRESNO 2729 2730 02729-02730 771 659����������� 1.17 0.60 Yes 112 12,544
66 BELMONT W/O FULTON 4382 5178 04382-05178 1,031 878����������� 1.17 0.60 Yes 153 23,409
67 BELMONT W/O H 2723 6650 02723-06650 651 634����������� 1.03 0.60 Yes 17 289
68 BELMONT W/O MAPLE 2739 2740 02739-02740 923 1,160�������� 0.80 0.34 Yes -237 56,169
69 BELMONT W/O MARKS 3363 3473 03363-03473 179 409����������� 0.44 0.60 Yes -230 52,900
70 BELMONT W/O PEACH 2745 5505 02745-05505 442 904����������� 0.49 0.60 Yes -462 213,444
71 BLACKSTONE N/O ALLUVIAL 6539 9180 06539-09180 2,657 2,821�������� 0.94 0.26 Yes -164 26,896
72 BLACKSTONE N/O BREMER 5438 4400 05438-04400 802 685����������� 1.17 0.60 Yes 117 13,689
73 BLACKSTONE N/O BULLARD 2071 2130 02071-02130 2,566 1,259�������� 2.04 0.33 No 1,307 1,708,249
74 BLACKSTONE N/O CLINTON 2082 3253 02082-03253 1,789 1,177�������� 1.52 0.34 No 612 374,544
75 BLACKSTONE S/O DAKOTA 2078 2079 02078-02079 1,632 835����������� 1.95 0.60 No 797 635,209
76 BLACKSTONE N/O DIVISADERO 4413 4412 04413-04412 479 421 1.14 0.60 Yes 58 3,36476 BLACKSTONE N/O DIVISADERO 4413 4412 479 421����������� 1.14 0.60 Yes 58 3,364
77 BLACKSTONE N/O GETTYSBURG 2075 2076 02075-02076 1,953 1,098�������� 1.78 0.36 No 855 731,025
78 BLACKSTONE S/O HERNDON 2068 3223 02068-03223 2,225 968����������� 2.30 0.60 No 1,257 1,580,049
79 BLACKSTONE S/O OLIVE 2086 4361 02086-04361 491 637����������� 0.77 0.60 Yes -146 21,316
80 BLACKSTONE N/O SHAW 2073 2074 02073-02074 1,942 1,241�������� 1.56 0.33 No 701 491,401

130 1,013 0.13 0.37 No -883 779,689
8 ALLUVIAL E/O INGRAM 6540 6542 06540-06542 739 840 0.88

1 A N/O STANISLAUS 5186 5190 05186-05190 160 183 0.87 0.60 Yes -23 529

0.34 0.37 No -670 448,900
10 ALLUVIAL E/O MARKS 3165 5047 03165-05047 97 162 0.60 0.60 Yes -65 4,225

0.60 Yes -101

03093-6 ALLUVIAL E/O CEDAR 3093 3105 -03105 483 912 0.53 0.60 Yes -429 184,041
7 ALLUVIAL E/O CHESTNUT 3100 3110 03100-03110

0110,20

0.60 No -96 9,216
13 ALLUVIAL E/O WEST 3168 5049 03168-05049 1 53 0.02 0.60 No -52 2,704

ANNADALE E/O CEDAR 8434 9236 08434-0923614 0 66 0.00 0.60 No -66 4,356

03166-12 ALLUVIAL E/O VAN NESS 3166 5048 -05048 8 104 0.08

0.60 Yes -2 4
17 ANNADALE W/O WALNUT 2934 3036 02934-03036 0 9 0.00 0.60 No -9 81

ANNADALE W/O MARTIN LUTHER KING JR 2914 2934 02914-02934 17 19 0.896 A

0.60 No -102 10,404
20 ARMSTRONG20 ARMSTRONG S/OS/O CHURCHCHURCH 6685 121426685 12142 06685 1214206685-12142 1111 121121 0 090.09 0 600.60 NoNo 110-110 12 10012,100
21 ARMSTRONG S/O DAKOTA 5021 8378 05021-08378 118 360 0.33 0.60 No -242 58,564
22 ARMSTRONG S/O KINGS CANYON 3560 6684 03560-06684 15 252 0.06 0.60 No -237 56,169

05627-19 ARMSTRONG N/O BUTLER 5627 6684 -06684 16 118 0.14

0.89 0.60 Yes -17 289
02077-24 ASHLAN E/O BLACKSTONE 2077 3128 -03128 1,911 2,312 0.83 0.27 Yes -401 160,801

25 ASHLAN W/O BRYAN 3330 5072 03330-05072 138 155

0.29 Yes -438 191,844
28 ASHLAN E/O DEL MAR 2077 2444 02077-02444 1,171 1,598 0.73 0.31 Yes -427 182,329

05034-27 ASHLAN E/O CHESTNUT 5034 6812 -06812 1,425 1,863 0.76

0.600.60 YesYes -7070 4,9004,90003330-0333031 ASHLAN31 ASHLAN W/OW/O HAYESHAYES 3330 50723330 5072 -05072050 138138 208208 0.660.66

0.25 Yes -18 32403119-34 ASHLAN E/O WEBER 3119 5084 -05084 3,093 3,111 0.99

0.54 0.26 No -1,232 1,517,824
AUDUBON E/O BLACKSTONE 3173 3174 03173-0317437 729 1,465 0.50 0.31 No -736 541,696

38 AUDUBON N/O COLE 3175 3176 03175-03176 772 1,028 0.75 0.37 Yes -256 65,536
AUDUBON W/O DEL MAR 2060 12117 02060-1211739 434 1,237 0.35 0.33 No -803 644,809

40 AUDUBON W/O FRIANT 3173 5584 03173-05584 575 1,519 0.38 0.31 No -944 891,136
41 AUDUBON N/O LEXINGTON 3272 3274 03272-03274 499 1,244 0.40 0.33 No -745 555,025
42 AUDUBON N/O NEES 3272 6560 03272-06560 437 1,126 0.39 0.35 No -689 474,721

05034-36 ASHLAN W/O WINERY 5034 6288 -06288 1,425 2,657

44 B N/O TUOLUMNE 2180 3493 02180-03493 94 180 0.52 0.60 Yes -86 7,396

46 BARSTOW E/O BRAWLEY 2337 3562 02337-03562 33 354 0.09 0.60 No -321 103,041

0.37 No -651 423,801
BARSTOW E/O GRANTLAND 3295 6744 03295-0674450 32 79 0.41 0.60 Yes -47 2,209

51 BARSTOW E/O PALM 2311 2344 02311-02344 684 903 0.76 0.60 Yes -219 47,961
BARSTOW E/O THORNE 2344 3195 02344-0319552 358 1,084 0.33 0.36 No -726 527,076

53 BARSTOW W/O VALENTINE 3562 3563 03562-03563 30 133 0.23 0.60 No -103 10,609
54 BARSTOW E/O WEST 2341 3194 02341 0319402341-03194 156 770 0.20 0.60 No -614 376,996
55 BEHYMER E/O CHANCE 5513 5517 05513-05517 16 427 0.04 0.60 No -411 168,921

02342-49 BARSTOW E/O FRUIT 2342 2343 -02343 358 1,009 0.35

0.60 No -362 131,04405513-57 BEHYMER W/O MAPLE 5513 5517 -05517 16 378 0.04

0.60 Yes -186 34,596
63 BELMONT W/O CLOVIS 2746 2747 02746-02747 289 534 0.54 0.60 Yes -245 60,025

BELMONT E/O FIRST 2733 2734 02733-0273464 762 1,388 0.55 0.32 No -626 391,876

02741-62 BELMONT W/O CHESTNUT 2741 2742 -02742 698 884 0.79

0.34 Yes -237 56,169
BELMONT W/O MARKS 3363 3473 03363-0347369 179 409 0.44 0.60 Yes -230 52,900

70 BELMONT W/O PEACH 2745 5505 02745-05505 442 904 0.49 0.60 Yes -462 213,444
71 BLACKSTONE N/O ALLUVIAL 6539 9180 06539-09180 2,657 2,821 0.94 0.26 Yes -164 26,896

02739-68 BELMONT W/O MAPLE 2739 2740 -02740 923 1,160 0.80

0.60 Yes -146 21,31602086-79 BLACKSTONE S/O OLIVE 2086 4361 -04361 491 637 0.77
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81 BLACKSTONE N/O SHIELDS 2079 2080 02079-02080 1,877 835����������� 2.25 0.60 No 1,042 1,085,764
82 BLACKSTONE N/O SIERRA 2069 3223 02069-03223 2,285 605����������� 3.78 0.60 No 1,680 2,822,400
83 BRAWLEY N/O BARSTOW 2337 5487 02337-05487 1,249 1,798�������� 0.69 0.30 No -549 301,401
84 BRAWLEY S/O CALIFORNIA 5136 8062 05136-08062 104 106����������� 0.98 0.60 Yes -2 4
85 BRAWLEY N/O CLINTON 2562 3429 02562-03429 213 860����������� 0.25 0.60 No -647 418,609
86 BRAWLEY N/O DAKOTA 3339 3340 03339-03340 579 537����������� 1.08 0.60 Yes 42 1,764
87 BRAWLEY N/O GETTYSBURG 3118 3585 03118-03585 1,290 1,218�������� 1.06 0.33 Yes 72 5,184
88 BRAWLEY S/O HERNDON 3281 5107 03281-05107 1,280 793����������� 1.61 0.60 No 487 237,169
89 BRAWLEY N/O NIELSEN 5120 5440 05120-05440 152 384����������� 0.40 0.60 No -232 53,824
90 BRAWLEY N/O SHAW 2374 3571 02374-03571 1,436 3,053�������� 0.47 0.25 No -1,617 2,614,689
91 BRAWLEY N/O WEBER 3118 3585 03118-03585 1,290 608����������� 2.12 0.60 No 682 465,124
92 BROADWAY N/O 41 6145 6187 06145-06187 436 522����������� 0.84 0.60 Yes -86 7,396
93 BROADWAY N/O DIVISADERO 4385 5400 04385-05400 186 87������������� 2.14 0.60 No 99 9,801
94 BROADWAY N/O FRESNO 9226 9227 09226-09227 297 202����������� 1.47 0.60 Yes 95 9,025
95 BROADWAY S/O VENTURA 4457 5222 04457-05222 25 238����������� 0.11 0.60 No -213 45,369
96 BRYAN S/O ASHLAN 3326 5632 03326-05632 162 62������������� 2.61 0.60 No 100 10,000
97 BULLARD E/O 41 3675 4327 03675-04327 2,646 2,601�������� 1.02 0.26 Yes 45 2,025
98 BULLARD W/O BLACKSTONE 2071 3126 02071-03126 2,177 1,983�������� 1.10 0.28 Yes 194 37,636
99 BULLARD E/O CARNEGIE 5806 5808 05806-05808 292 808 0.36 0.60 No -516 266,256

100 BULLARD E/O CEDAR 2316 5001 02316 05001 1 850 2 114 0 88 0 27 Y 264 69 696100 BULLARD E/O CEDAR 2316 5001 02316-05001 1,850 2,114�������� 0.88 0.27 Yes -264 69,696
101 BULLARD W/O CEDAR 2313 2314 02313-02314 2,006 2,055�������� 0.98 0.28 Yes -49 2,401
102 BULLARD W/O CHESTNUT 2316 5001 02316-05001 1,850 2,029�������� 0.91 0.28 Yes -179 32,041
103 BULLARD W/O FIRST 2309 3245 02309-03245 2,044 2,467�������� 0.83 0.26 Yes -423 178,929
104 BULLARD W/O FRESNO 3675 4327 03675-04327 2,646 2,563�������� 1.03 0.26 Yes 83 6,889
105 BULLARD E/O GRANTLAND 2294 6740 02294-06740 14 104����������� 0.13 0.60 No -90 8,100
106 BULLARD W/O JEANNE 3291 5052 03291-05052 34 91������������� 0.37 0.60 No -57 3,249
107 BULLARD W/O MAPLE 2316 5001 02316-05001 1,850 1,900�������� 0.97 0.28 Yes -50 2,500
108 BULLARD E/O MAROA 2306 3126 02306-03126 2,350 2,328�������� 1.01 0.27 Yes 22 484
109 BULLARD W/O MILLBROOK 2312 3244 02312-03244 2,084 2,514�������� 0.83 0.26 Yes -430 184,900
110 BULLARD W/O PALM 2303 3201 02303-03201 2,230 1,869�������� 1.19 0.29 Yes 361 130,321
111 BULLARD E/O VALENTINE 6062 12301 06062-12301 40 358 0 11 0 60 No -318 101 124111 BULLARD E/O VALENTINE 6062 12301 06062 12301 40 358����������� 0.11 0.60 No 318 101,124
112 BULLARD E/O WEST 2301 3193 02301-03193 1,940 1,668�������� 1.16 0.30 Yes 272 73,984
113 BUTLER E/O ARMSTRONG 2850 5627 02850-05627 24 16������������� 1.50 0.60 Yes 8 64
114 BUTLER E/O CHESTNUT 2842 2843 02842-02843 661 684����������� 0.97 0.60 Yes -23 529
115 BUTLER W/O CLOVIS 2846 2847 02846-02847 157 410����������� 0.38 0.60 No -253 64,009
116 CALAVERAS E/O N 3008 6084 03008-06084 213 148����������� 1.44 0.60 Yes 65 4,225
117 CALIFORNIA E/O BRAWLEY 3068 3113 03068-03113 15 95������������� 0.16 0.60 No -80 6,400
118 CALIFORNIA W/O CEDAR 2879 3505 02879-03505 148 88������������� 1.68 0.60 No 60 3,600
119 CALIFORNIA E/O CHERRY 5405 6188 05405-06188 11 59������������� 0.19 0.60 No -48 2,304
120 CALIFORNIA E/O MARKS 2863 2966 02863-02966 94 154����������� 0.61 0.60 Yes -60 3,600
121 CALIFORNIA E/O ORANGE 2878 3505 02878-03505 203 127����������� 1.60 0.60 Yes 76 5,776
122 CALIFORNIA W/O TUPMAN 2872 6089 02872-06089 409 455����������� 0.90 0.60 Yes -46 2,116
123 CALIFORNIA W/O WALNUT 3586 6750 03586-06750 185 304����������� 0.61 0.60 Yes -119 14,161
124 CALIFORNIA E/O WEST 2865 2866 02865-02866 58 496����������� 0.12 0.60 No -438 191,844
125 CECELIA N/O BULLARD 2929 5411 02929-05411 1,388 468����������� 2.97 0.60 No 920 846,400
126 CEDAR N/O BULLDOG 2354 3129 02354-03129 1,693 2,100�������� 0.81 0.27 Yes -407 165,649
127 CEDAR S/O CALIFORNIA 2879 3146 02879-03146 528 605����������� 0.87 0.60 Yes -77 5,929
128 CEDAR N/O CENTRAL 2962 12353 02962-12353 98 126����������� 0.78 0.60 Yes -28 784
129 CEDAR S/O CENTRAL 5169 8106 05169-08106 105 129����������� 0.81 0.60 Yes -24 576
130 CEDAR N/O CHURCH 2897 3146 02897-03146 461 714����������� 0.65 0.60 Yes -253 64,009
131 CEDAR N/O CLINTON 2557 2586 02557-02586 1,315 941����������� 1.40 0.60 Yes 374 139,876
132 CEDAR N/O COPPER 3053 12318 03053-12318 283 80������������� 3.54 0.60 No 203 41,209
133 CEDAR S/O DAKOTA 2491 2508 02491-02508 938 1,450�������� 0.65 0.31 No -512 262,144
134 CEDAR S/O HERNDON 2252 2283 02252-02283 1,962 1,686�������� 1.16 0.30 Yes 276 76,176
135 CEDAR N/O JENSEN 3150 4614 03150-04614 401 417����������� 0.96 0.60 Yes -16 256
136 CEDAR S/O MCKINLEY 2634 2651 02634-02651 1,684 1,611�������� 1.05 0.30 Yes 73 5,329
137 CEDAR N/O NEES 2230 3112 02230-03112 879 1,839�������� 0.48 0.29 No -960 921,600
138 CEDAR N/O NORTH 2952 5296 02952-05296 225 387����������� 0.58 0.60 Yes -162 26,244
139 CEDAR S/O PARKWAY 2962 3693 02962-03693 114 148����������� 0.77 0.60 Yes -34 1,156
140 CEDAR S/O SHAW 2140 2399 02140-02399 1,836 1,401�������� 1.31 0.31 No 435 189,225
141 CEDAR S/O SHEPHERD 2222 3067 02222-03067 422 1,716�������� 0.25 0.30 No -1,294 1,674,436
142 CEDAR N/O TEAGUE 3067 3161 03067-03161 630 1,685�������� 0.37 0.30 No -1,055 1,113,025
143 CEDAR N/O TULARE 2767 2787 02767-02787 761 1,322�������� 0.58 0.32 No -561 314,721
144 CEDAR N/O VENTURA 2189 2813 02189-02813 893 1,390�������� 0.64 0.32 No -497 247,009
145 CENTRAL W/O MAPLE 5176 6202 05176 06202 89 136 0 65 0 60 Yes 47 2 209145 CENTRAL W/O MAPLE 5176 6202 05176-06202 89 136����������� 0.65 0.60 Yes -47 2,209
146 CHAMPLAIN E/O FRIANT 3305 5464 03305-05464 5 386����������� 0.01 0.60 No -381 145,161
147 CHERRY N/O ANNADALE 2938 5177 02938-05177 508 256����������� 1.98 0.60 No 252 63,504
148 CHESTNUT S/O BELMONT 2742 3545 02742-03545 2,223 2,173�������� 1.02 0.27 Yes 50 2,500
149 CHESTNUT S/O BUTLER 2842 2856 02842-02856 1,197 743����������� 1.61 0.60 No 454 206,116
150 CHESTNUT S/O CALIFORNIA 2856 5278 02856-05278 1,474 1,429�������� 1.03 0.31 Yes 45 2,025
151 CHESTNUT S/O CHURCH 2900 3541 02900-03541 1,096 921����������� 1.19 0.60 Yes 175 30,625
152 CHESTNUT N/O HERNDON 2253 6107 02253-06107 1,414 505����������� 2.80 0.60 No 909 826,281
153 CHESTNUT S/O JENSEN 2927 5291 02927-05291 1,197 1,126�������� 1.06 0.35 Yes 71 5,041
154 CHESTNUT N/O NEES 2231 4996 02231-04996 1,055 887����������� 1.19 0.60 Yes 168 28,224
155 CHESTNUT N/O OLIVE 2653 2687 02653-02687 2,028 1,332�������� 1.52 0.32 No 696 484,416
156 CHESTNUT N/O SHIELDS 2539 5011 02539-05011 1 749 1 204 1 45 0 33 No 545 297 025156 CHESTNUT N/O SHIELDS 2539 5011 02539 05011 1,749 1,204�������� 1.45 0.33 No 545 297,025
157 CHESTNUT N/O TEAGUE 3071 5467 03071-05467 845 978����������� 0.86 0.60 Yes -133 17,689
158 CHURCH E/O ARMSTRONG 3317 3557 03317-03557 11 32������������� 0.34 0.60 No -21 441
159 CHURCH E/O BLYTHE 4263 4407 04263-04407 11 34������������� 0.32 0.60 No -23 529
160 CHURCH E/O CHESTNUT 3239 5277 03239-05277 132 323����������� 0.41 0.60 Yes -191 36,481

0.30 No -549 301,401
84 BRAWLEY S/O CALIFORNIA 5136 8062 05136-08062 104 106 0.98 0.60 Yes -2 4

BRAWLEY N/O CLINTON 2562 3429 02562-0342985 213 860 0.25 0.60 No -647 418,609

02337-83 BRAWLEY N/O BARSTOW 2337 5487 -05487 1,249 1,798 0.69

0.60 No -232 53,824
90 BRAWLEY N/O SHAW 2374 3571 02374-03571 1,436 3,053 0.47 0.25 No -1,617 2,614,689

05120-89 BRAWLEY N/O NIELSEN 5120 5440 -05440 152 384 0.40

0.60 Yes -86 7,39606145-92 BROADWAY N/O 41 6145 6187 -06187 436 522 0.84

0.60 No -213 45,36904457-95 BROADWAY S/O VENTURA 4457 5222 -05222 25 238 0.11

E/OE/O CEDARCEDAR 2316 50012316 5001 02316 0500102316-05001 1 8501,850 2 1142,114 0 880.88 0 270.27 YYes 264-264 69 69669,696
BULLARD W/O CEDAR 2313 2314 02313-02314101 2,006 2,055 0.98 0.28 Yes -49 2,401

102 BULLARD W/O CHESTNUT 2316 5001 02316-05001 1,850 2,029 0.91 0.28 Yes -179 32,041
103 BULLARD W/O FIRST 2309 3245 02309-03245 2,044 2,467 0.83 0.26 Yes -423 178,929

0.60 No -516 266,256
BULLARDBULLARD100100

05806-99 BULLARD E/O CARNEGIE 5806 5808 -05808 292 808 0.366

0.60 No -90 8,100
106 BULLARD W/O JEANNE 3291 5052 03291-05052 34 91 0.37 0.60 No -57 3,249

BULLARD W/O MAPLE 2316 5001 02316-05001107 1,850 1,900 0.97 0.28 Yes -50 2,500

02294-105 BULLARD E/O GRANTLAND 2294 6740 -06740 14 104 0.13

0.26 Yes -430 184,90002312-109 BULLARD W/O MILLBROOK 2312 3244 -03244 2,084 2,514 0.83

0 600.60 NoNo -318318 101 124101,12406062-06062111 BULLARD111 BULLARD E/OE/O VALENTINEVALENTINE 6062 123016062 12301 -1230112301- 4040 358358 0 110.11

0.60 Yes -23 529
115 BUTLER W/O CLOVIS 2846 2847 02846-02847 157 410 0.38 0.60 No -253 64,009

02842-114 BUTLER E/O CHESTNUT 2842 2843 -02843 661 684 0.97

0.60 No -80 6,40003068-117 CALIFORNIA E/O BRAWLEY 3068 3113 -03113 15 95 0.16

0.60 No -48 2,304
120 CALIFORNIA E/O MARKS 2863 2966 02863-02966 94 154 0.61 0.60 Yes -60 3,600

05405-119 CALIFORNIA E/O CHERRY 5405 6188 -06188 11 59 0.19

0.60 Yes -46 2,116
123 CALIFORNIA W/O WALNUT 3586 6750 03586-06750 185 304 0.61 0.60 Yes -119 14,161

CALIFORNIA E/O WEST 2865 2866 02865-02866124 58 496 0.12 0.60 No -438 191,844

02872-122 CALIFORNIA W/O TUPMAN 2872 6089 -06089 409 455 0.90

0.27 Yes -407 165,649
127 CEDAR S/O CALIFORNIA 2879 3146 02879-03146 528 605 0.87 0.60 Yes -77 5,929
128 CEDAR N/O CENTRAL 2962 12353 02962-12353 98 126 0.78 0.60 Yes -28 784
129 CEDAR S/O CENTRAL 5169 8106 05169-08106 105 129 0.81 0.60 Yes -24 576

CEDAR N/O CHURCH 2897 3146 02897-03146130 461 714 0.65 0.60 Yes -253 64,009

02354-126 CEDAR N/O BULLDOG 2354 3129 -03129 1,693 2,100 0.81

0.31 No -512 262,14402491-133 CEDAR S/O DAKOTA 2491 2508 -02508 938 1,450 0.65

0.60 Yes -16 25603150-135 CEDAR N/O JENSEN 3150 4614 -04614 401 417 0.96

0.29 No -960 921,600
138 CEDAR N/O NORTH 2952 5296 02952-05296 225 387 0.58 0.60 Yes -162 26,244

CEDAR S/O PARKWAY 2962 3693 02962-03693139 114 148 0.77 0.60 Yes -34 1,156

02230-137 CEDAR N/O NEES 2230 3112 -03112 879 1,839 0.48

0.30 No -1,294 1,674,436
142 CEDAR N/O TEAGUE 3067 3161 03067-03161 630 1,685 0.37 0.30 No -1,055 1,113,025
143 CEDAR N/O TULARE 2767 2787 02767-02787 761 1,322 0.58 0.32 No -561 314,721
144 CEDAR N/O VENTURA 2189 2813 02189-02813 893 1,390 0.64 0.32 No -497 247,009
145 CENTRAL145 CENTRAL W/OW/O MAPLEMAPLE 5176 62025176 6202 05176 0620205176-06202 8989 136136 0 650.65 0 600.60 YesYes 47-47 2 2092,209
146 CHAMPLAIN E/O FRIANT 3305 5464 03305-05464 5 386 0.01 0.60 No -381 145,161

02222-141 CEDAR S/O SHEPHERD 2222 3067 -03067 422 1,716 0.25

0.60 Yes -133 17,689
CHURCH E/O ARMSTRONG 3317 3557 03317-03557158 11 32 0.34 0.60 No -21 441

159 CHURCH E/O BLYTHE 4263 4407 04263-04407 11 34 0.32 0.60 No -23 529
160 CHURCH E/O CHESTNUT 3239 5277 03239-05277 132 323 0.41 0.60 Yes -191 36,481

03071-157 CHESTNUT N/O TEAGUE 3071 5467 -05467 845 978 0.86
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161 CHURCH E/O ELM 2108 5729 02108-05729 225 342����������� 0.66 0.60 Yes -117 13,689
162 CHURCH E/O FOWLER 3317 3557 03317-03557 11 94������������� 0.12 0.60 No -83 6,889
163 CHURCH W/O FRUIT 2885 2992 02885-02992 23 120����������� 0.19 0.60 No -97 9,409
164 CHURCH E/O PEACH 6527 8264 06527-08264 0 157����������� 0.00 0.60 No -157 24,649
165 CHURCH W/O PEACH 2901 3533 02901-03533 137 236����������� 0.58 0.60 Yes -99 9,801
166 CLINTON E/O ANGUS 2580 2581 02580-02581 1,315 1,048�������� 1.25 0.37 Yes 267 71,289
167 CLINTON E/O BLACKSTONE 2082 2577 02082-02577 1,552 1,245�������� 1.25 0.33 Yes 307 94,249
168 CLINTON E/O CEDAR 2586 5710 02586-05710 851 840����������� 1.01 0.60 Yes 11 121
169 CLINTON E/O FIRST 2581 2582 02581-02582 1,258 1,095�������� 1.15 0.36 Yes 163 26,569
170 CLINTON E/O FOWLER 12148 12154 12148-12154 57 180����������� 0.32 0.60 No -123 15,129
171 CLINTON E/O FRUIT 2571 2572 02571-02572 1,425 1,467�������� 0.97 0.31 Yes -42 1,764
172 CLINTON E/O MARKS 2564 2565 02564-02565 1,790 1,793�������� 1.00 0.30 Yes -3 9
173 CLINTON N/O MCKINLEY 5783 6119 05783-06119 577 571����������� 1.01 0.60 Yes 6 36
174 CLINTON E/O SUNNYSIDE 6633 8228 06633-08228 629 293����������� 2.15 0.60 No 336 112,896
175 CLINTON E/O TEMPERANCE 12148 12154 12148-12154 57 69������������� 0.83 0.60 Yes -12 144
176 CLINTON W/O WEST 2568 2569 02568-02569 1,588 1,735�������� 0.92 0.30 Yes -147 21,609
177 CLOVIS S/O CALIFORNIA 3316 5591 03316-05591 1,315 915����������� 1.44 0.60 Yes 400 160,000
178 CLOVIS N/O CLINTON 2541 5394 02541-05394 2,308 1,991�������� 1.16 0.28 Yes 317 100,489
179 CLOVIS S/O KINGS CANYON 2199 2822 02199-02822 1,357 2,169 0.63 0.27 No -812 659,344
180 CLOVIS N/O MCKINLEY 6631 8232 06631 08232 4 071 2 360 1 73 0 27 N 1 711 2 927 521180 CLOVIS N/O MCKINLEY 6631 8232 06631-08232 4,071 2,360�������� 1.73 0.27 No 1,711 2,927,521
181 CLOVIS N/O TULARE 3547 7051 03547-07051 2,813 2,331�������� 1.21 0.27 Yes 482 232,324
182 COLE E/O AUDUBON 3176 3208 03176-03208 483 423����������� 1.14 0.60 Yes 60 3,600
183 COPPER E/O CEDAR 5773 3053 05773-03053 673 603����������� 1.12 0.60 Yes 70 4,900
184 CORNELIA N/O DAKOTA 2472 3410 02472-03410 123 803����������� 0.15 0.60 No -680 462,400
185 DAKOTA E/O BLACKSTONE 2078 2485 02078-02485 335 1,032�������� 0.32 0.37 No -697 485,809
186 DAKOTA E/O CEDAR 2492 5708 02492-05708 763 843����������� 0.91 0.60 Yes -80 6,400
187 DAKOTA E/O CHESTNUT 2495 5015 02495-05015 321 976����������� 0.33 0.60 No -655 429,025
188 DAKOTA E/O FOWLER 5016 12157 05016-12157 24 120����������� 0.20 0.60 No -96 9,216
189 DAKOTA E/O MAPLE 2493 2494 02493-02494 510 953����������� 0.54 0.60 Yes -443 196,249
190 DAKOTA W/O MAPLE 2493 5713 02493-05713 707 1,263�������� 0.56 0.33 No -556 309,136
191 DAKOTA W/O PEACH 2495 5015 02495-05015 321 806 0 40 0 60 No -485 235 225191 DAKOTA W/O PEACH 2495 5015 02495 05015 321 806����������� 0.40 0.60 No 485 235,225
193 DAKOTA E/O WEST 2478 2479 02478-02479 576 574����������� 1.00 0.60 Yes 2 4
194 DIVISADERO W/O 41 4637 6180 04637-06180 1,771 1,757�������� 1.01 0.30 Yes 14 196
195 DIVISADERO E/O FRESNO 2781 5263 02781-05263 1,839 1,475�������� 1.25 0.31 Yes 364 132,496
196 DIVISADERO E/O VAN�NESS 2778 5237 02778-05237 227 520����������� 0.44 0.60 Yes -293 85,849
197 E N/O STANISLAUS 5413 5501 05413-05501 49 604����������� 0.08 0.60 No -555 308,025
198 EAST S/O CALIFORNIA 2876 2884 02876-02884 281 255����������� 1.10 0.60 Yes 26 676
199 EL�DORADO E/O E 3489 5413 03489-05413 246 359����������� 0.69 0.60 Yes -113 12,769
200 EMERSON W/O WEST 3214 12297 03214-12297 359 367����������� 0.98 0.60 Yes -8 64
201 F N/O FRESNO 5418 5500 05418-05500 35 101����������� 0.35 0.60 No -66 4,356
202 FIG S/O NORTH 2946 8094 02946-08094 39 189����������� 0.21 0.60 No -150 22,500
203 FIGARDEN E/O BRAWLEY 4628 5060 04628-05060 790 380����������� 2.08 0.60 No 410 168,100
206 FIRST N/O ALLUVIAL 3087 3088 03087-03088 846 938����������� 0.90 0.60 Yes -92 8,464
207 FIRST N/O BARSTOW 2351 5006 02351-05006 746 1,742�������� 0.43 0.30 No -996 992,016
208 FIRST N/O BULLARD 2309 2310 02309-02310 1,205 1,654�������� 0.73 0.30 Yes -449 201,601
209 FIRST N/O CLINTON 2555 2581 02555-02581 1,710 1,063�������� 1.61 0.36 No 647 418,609
210 FIRST N/O DAKOTA 2467 2488 02467-02488 1,361 899����������� 1.51 0.60 Yes 462 213,444
211 FIRST N/O GETTYSBURG 2411 3234 02411-03234 1,454 1,688�������� 0.86 0.30 Yes -234 54,756
212 FIRST N/O HERNDON 2250 6102 02250-06102 1,220 1,029�������� 1.19 0.37 Yes 191 36,481
213 FIRST N/O MCKINLEY 2602 2630 02602-02630 1,633 1,261�������� 1.30 0.33 Yes 372 138,384
214 FIRST N/O NEES 3073 3178 03073-03178 601 1,145�������� 0.52 0.35 No -544 295,936
215 FIRST N/O SAN�JOSE 2351 2364 02351-02364 990 1,626�������� 0.61 0.30 No -636 404,496
216 FIRST S/O SHAW 2138 2397 02138-02397 959 1,806�������� 0.53 0.29 No -847 717,409
217 FIRST N/O SIERRA 2281 5471 02281-05471 1,072 1,879�������� 0.57 0.29 No -807 651,249
218 FIRST N/O TULARE 2764 2783 02764-02783 1,037 896����������� 1.16 0.60 Yes 141 19,881
219 FOWLER N/O CHURCH 5304 5592 05304-05592 196 369����������� 0.53 0.60 Yes -173 29,929
220 FOWLER N/O CLINTON 2593 8462 02593-08462 906 376����������� 2.41 0.60 No 530 280,900
221 FOWLER S/O CLINTON 6839 8238 06839-08238 926 487����������� 1.90 0.60 No 439 192,721
222 FOWLER S/O CLINTON 6839 8238 06839-08238 926 526����������� 1.76 0.60 No 400 160,000
223 FOWLER S/O CLINTON 6839 8238 06839-08238 926 400����������� 2.32 0.60 No 526 276,676
224 FOWLER N/O DAKOTA 5016 8376 05016-08376 953 1,187�������� 0.80 0.34 Yes -234 54,756
225 FOWLER N/O JENSEN 2906 3317 02906-03317 193 501����������� 0.39 0.60 No -308 94,864
226 FOWLER N/O KINGS�CANYON 7056 7082 07056-07082 564 1,149�������� 0.49 0.35 No -585 342,225
227 FRESNO E/O 99 4440 5870 04440-05870 1,592 1,637�������� 0.97 0.30 Yes -45 2,025
228 FRESNO N/O CLINTON 2554 2578 02554 02578 984 1 021 0 96 0 37 Yes 37 1 369228 FRESNO N/O CLINTON 2554 2578 02554-02578 984 1,021�������� 0.96 0.37 Yes -37 1,369
229 FRESNO N/O DIVISADERO 2763 6092 02763-06092 881 899����������� 0.98 0.60 Yes -18 324
230 FRESNO E/O E 5418 5870 05418-05870 1,516 1,148�������� 1.32 0.35 Yes 368 135,424
232 FRESNO N/O GETTYSBURG 2409 3232 02409-03232 1,484 696����������� 2.13 0.60 No 788 620,944
233 FRESNO N/O HERNDON 2249 6100 02249-06100 2,287 2,478�������� 0.92 0.26 Yes -191 36,481
234 FRESNO S/O HERNDON 2249 2280 02249-02280 1,181 1,536�������� 0.77 0.31 Yes -355 126,025
235 FRESNO S/O MCKINLEY 2629 2646 02629-02646 724 893����������� 0.81 0.60 Yes -169 28,561
236 FRESNO N/O NEES 5461 6099 05461-06099 309 1,422�������� 0.22 0.31 No -1,113 1,238,769
237 FRESNO S/O SHAW 2339 3232 02339-03232 1,484 1,582�������� 0.94 0.31 Yes -98 9,604
238 FRESNO N/O SHIELDS 2502 2527 02502-02527 1,022 956����������� 1.07 0.60 Yes 66 4,356
239 FRESNO E/O VAN�NESS 3015 3016 03015-03016 847 915����������� 0.93 0.60 Yes -68 4,624
240 FRIANT N/O AUDUBON 2221 5036 02221-05036 4 487 4 202 1 07 0 23 Yes 285 81 225240 FRIANT N/O AUDUBON 2221 5036 02221 05036 4,487 4,202�������� 1.07 0.23 Yes 285 81,225
241 FRIANT N/O CHAMPLAIN 3304 8116 03304-08116 1,966 1,423�������� 1.38 0.31 No 543 294,849
242 FRIANT N/O SHEPHERD 2220 2221 02220-02221 2,852 2,347�������� 1.22 0.27 Yes 505 255,025
244 FRUIT S/O ASHLAN 5429 5430 05429-05430 565 690����������� 0.82 0.60 Yes -125 15,625
245 FRUIT S/O CALIFORNIA 2867 2880 02867-02880 195 127����������� 1.54 0.60 Yes 68 4,624

0.60 Yes -117 13,689
162 CHURCH E/O FOWLER 3317 3557 03317-03557 11 94 0.12 0.60 No -83 6,889
163 CHURCH W/O FRUIT 2885 2992 02885-02992 23 120 0.19 0.60 No -97 9,409
164 CHURCH E/O PEACH 6527 8264 06527-08264 0 157 0.00 0.60 No -157 24,649

CHURCH W/O PEACH 2901 3533 02901-03533165 137 236 0.58 0.60 Yes -99 9,801

02108-161 CHURCH E/O ELM 2108 5729 -05729 225 342 0.66

0.60 No -123 15,129
171 CLINTON E/O FRUIT 2571 2572 02571-02572 1,425 1,467 0.97 0.31 Yes -42 1,764

12148-170 CLINTON E/O FOWLER 12148 12154 -12154 57 180 0.32

0.60 Yes -12 144
176 CLINTON W/O WEST 2568 2569 02568-02569 1,588 1,735 0.92 0.30 Yes -147 21,609

12148-175 CLINTON E/O TEMPERANCE 12148 12154 -12154 57 69 0.83

0.27 No -812 659,34402199-179 CLOVIS S/O KINGS CANYON 2199 2822 -02822 1,357 2,169 0.63

0.60 No -680 462,400
185 DAKOTA E/O BLACKSTONE 2078 2485 02078-02485 335 1,032 0.32 0.37 No -697 485,809
186 DAKOTA E/O CEDAR 2492 5708 02492-05708 763 843 0.91 0.60 Yes -80 6,400
187 DAKOTA E/O CHESTNUT 2495 5015 02495-05015 321 976 0.33 0.60 No -655 429,025

DAKOTA E/O FOWLER 5016 12157 05016-12157188 24 120 0.20 0.60 No -96 9,216
DAKOTA E/O MAPLE 2493 2494 02493-02494189 510 953 0.54 0.60 Yes -443 196,249
DAKOTA W/O MAPLE 2493 5713 02493-05713190 707 1,263 0.56 0.33 No -556 309,136
DAKOTADAKOTA W/OW/O PEACHPEACH 2495 50152495 5015 02495-0501502495 05015191191 321321 806806 0 400.40 0 600.60 NoNo -485485 235 225235,225

02472-184 CORNELIA N/O DAKOTA 2472 3410 -03410 123 803 0.15

0.44 0.60 Yes -293 85,849
197 E N/O STANISLAUS 5413 5501 05413-05501 49 604 0.08 0.60 No -555 308,025

02778-196 DIVISADERO E/O VAN NESS 2778 5237 -05237 227 520

0.60 Yes -113 12,769
EMERSON W/O WEST 3214 12297 03214-12297200 359 367 0.98 0.60 Yes -8 64

201 F N/O FRESNO 5418 5500 05418-05500 35 101 0.35 0.60 No -66 4,356
202 FIG S/O NORTH 2946 8094 02946-08094 39 189 0.21 0.60 No -150 22,500

03489-199 EL DORADO E/O E 3489 5413 -05413 246 359 0.69

0.60 Yes -92 8,464
207 FIRST N/O BARSTOW 2351 5006 02351-05006 746 1,742 0.43 0.30 No -996 992,016

FIRST N/O BULLARD 2309 2310 02309-02310208 1,205 1,654 0.73 0.30 Yes -449 201,601

03087-206 FIRST N/O ALLUVIAL 3087 3088 -03088 846 938 0.90

0.30 Yes -234 54,75602411-211 FIRST N/O GETTYSBURG 2411 3234 -03234 1,454 1,688 0.86

0.35 No -544 295,936
FIRST N/O SAN JOSE 2351 2364 02351-02364215 990 1,626 0.61 0.30 No -636 404,496

216 FIRST S/O SHAW 2138 2397 02138-02397 959 1,806 0.53 0.29 No -847 717,409
217 FIRST N/O SIERRA 2281 5471 02281-05471 1,072 1,879 0.57 0.29 No -807 651,249

03073-214 FIRST N/O NEES 3073 3178 -03178 601 1,145 0.52

0.60 Yes -173 9,9292905304-219 FOWLER N/O CHURCH 5304 5592 -05592 196 369 0.53

0.34 Yes -234 54,756
225 FOWLER N/O JENSEN 2906 3317 02906-03317 193 501 0.39 0.60 No -308 94,864
226 FOWLER N/O KINGS CANYON 7056 7082 07056-07082 564 1,149 0.49 0.35 No -585 342,225
227 FRESNO E/O 99 4440 5870 04440-05870 1,592 1,637 0.97 0.30 Yes -45 2,025

FRESNOFRESNO N/ON/O CLINTONCLINTON 2554 25782554 2578 02554 0257802554-02578228228 984984 1 0211,021 0 960.96 0 370.37 YesYes 37-37 1 3691,369
229 FRESNO N/O DIVISADERO 2763 6092 02763-06092 881 899 0.98 0.60 Yes -18 324

05016-224 FOWLER N/O DAKOTA 5016 8376 -08376 953 1,187 0.80

0.26 Yes -191 36,481
234 FRESNO S/O HERNDON 2249 2280 02249-02280 1,181 1,536 0.77 0.31 Yes -355 126,025
235 FRESNO S/O MCKINLEY 2629 2646 02629-02646 724 893 0.81 0.60 Yes -169 28,561
236 FRESNO N/O NEES 5461 6099 05461-06099 309 1,422 0.22 0.31 No -1,113 1,238,769

FRESNO S/O SHAW 2339 3232 02339-03232237 1,484 1,582 0.94 0.31 Yes -98 9,604

02249-233 FRESNO N/O HERNDON 2249 6100 -06100 2,287 2,478 0.92

0.60 Yes -68 4,62403015-239 FRESNO E/O VAN NESS 3015 3016 -03016 847 915 0.93

0.60 Yes -125 15,62505429-244 FRUIT S/O ASHLAN 5429 5430 -05430 565 690 0.82

Letter BB 
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A B Model Model Traffic Model Target Within Model Difference
ID Name Location Cross Street Node Node A-B Node Volume Count /Count Deviation Deviation - Count Squared

Fresno COG Traffic Model GIS Validation Results: PM Peak Two-Way Total Traffic Volumes

246 FRUIT N/O CLINTON 2571 3261 02571-03261 369 853����������� 0.43 0.60 Yes -484 234,256
247 FRUIT S/O HERNDON 2245 5058 02245-05058 827 728����������� 1.14 0.60 Yes 99 9,801
248 FRUIT S/O SHAW 2380 3270 02380-03270 890 309����������� 2.88 0.60 No 581 337,561
249 FULTON N/O DIVISADERO 4386 4384 04386-04384 301 322����������� 0.93 0.60 Yes -21 441
250 FULTON N/O SAN�JOAQUIN 5857 5861 05857-05861 86 120����������� 0.72 0.60 Yes -34 1,156
251 G N/O EL�DORADO 2775 2776 02775-02776 177 108����������� 1.64 0.60 No 69 4,761
252 G S/O STANISLAUS 4392 5191 04392-05191 205 371����������� 0.55 0.60 Yes -166 27,556
253 G S/O STANISLAUS 4392 5191 04392-05191 205 741����������� 0.28 0.60 No -536 287,296
254 G N/O TUOLUMNE 4392 5191 04392-05191 205 371����������� 0.55 0.60 Yes -166 27,556
255 G S/O VENTURA 2105 5879 02105-05879 309 338����������� 0.91 0.60 Yes -29 841
256 GARFIELD S/O BARSTOW 6725 6756 06725-06756 11 52������������� 0.21 0.60 No -41 1,681
257 GATES N/O BLYTHE 3297 4632 03297-04632 1,167 946����������� 1.23 0.60 Yes 221 48,841
258 GATES N/O SAN�JOSE 3564 4632 03564-04632 1,147 1,056�������� 1.09 0.36 Yes 91 8,281
259 GATES S/O SAN�JOSE 3297 4632 03297-04632 1,167 760����������� 1.54 0.60 Yes 407 165,649
260 GETTYSBURG E/O BLACKSTONE 2076 2408 02076-02408 872 1,105�������� 0.79 0.35 Yes -233 54,289
261 GETTYSBURG E/O CEDAR 2413 2414 02413-02414 1,230 1,401�������� 0.88 0.31 Yes -171 29,241
262 GETTYSBURG E/O WEST 2401 3205 02401-03205 84 128����������� 0.66 0.60 Yes -44 1,936
263 GOLDEN�STATE N/O ASHLAN 4635 12254 04635-12254 1,485 1,732�������� 0.86 0.30 Yes -247 61,009
264 GOLDEN STATE N/O BUCKINGHAM 4635 12254 04635-12254 1,485 1,541 0.96 0.31 Yes -56 3,136
265 GOLDEN STATE S/O CHURCH 2892 5406 02892 05406 302 346 0 87 0 60 Y 44 1 936265 GOLDEN�STATE S/O CHURCH 2892 5406 02892-05406 302 346����������� 0.87 0.60 Yes -44 1,936
266 GOLDEN�STATE S/O JENSEN 2892 5406 02892-05406 302 385����������� 0.78 0.60 Yes -83 6,889
267 GOLDEN�STATE N/O SHAW 3723 4847 03723-04847 147 822����������� 0.18 0.60 No -675 455,625
268 GRANTLAND N/O BARSTOW 3293 5388 03293-05388 315 350����������� 0.90 0.60 Yes -35 1,225
269 GRANTLAND N/O BULLARD 2294 6165 02294-06165 348 502����������� 0.69 0.60 Yes -154 23,716
271 H N/O DIVISADERO 2761 6182 02761-06182 1,024 1,015�������� 1.01 0.37 Yes 9 81
272 H S/O DIVISADERO 2777 3007 02777-03007 565 130����������� 4.35 0.60 No 435 189,225
273 H N/O MERCED 4419 5207 04419-05207 581 166����������� 3.50 0.60 No 415 172,225
274 HAYES N/O ASHLAN 3402 5633 03402-05633 84 119����������� 0.71 0.60 Yes -35 1,225
275 HAZELWOOD N/O BUTLER 2816 2834 02816-02834 598 257����������� 2.33 0.60 No 341 116,281
276 HERNDON E/O BLACKSTONE 2068 4321 02068-04321 5,061 4,169�������� 1.21 0.23 Yes 892 795,664
277 HERNDON W/O BRAWLEY 3281 5106 03281-05106 2 783 2 631 1 06 0 26 Yes 152 23 104277 HERNDON W/O BRAWLEY 3281 5106 03281 05106 2,783 2,631�������� 1.06 0.26 Yes 152 23,104
280 HERNDON E/O CEDAR 2252 4999 02252-04999 3,997 4,235�������� 0.94 0.23 Yes -238 56,644
281 HERNDON E/O CHESTNUT 2253 5002 02253-05002 4,404 3,301�������� 1.33 0.24 No 1,103 1,216,609
282 HERNDON E/O FIRST 2251 5004 02251-05004 4,171 5,023�������� 0.83 0.21 Yes -852 725,904
283 HERNDON E/O FRUIT 2246 5037 02246-05037 5,432 5,673�������� 0.96 0.20 Yes -241 58,081
284 HERNDON W/O MARKS 3055 5041 03055-05041 3,334 3,191�������� 1.04 0.25 Yes 143 20,449
285 HERNDON E/O MAROA 2068 2248 02068-02248 4,660 3,973�������� 1.17 0.23 Yes 687 471,969
286 HERNDON E/O MILLBROOK 2251 5003 02251-05003 4,769 4,208�������� 1.13 0.23 Yes 561 314,721
287 HERNDON W/O PALM 2246 5037 02246-05037 5,432 5,673�������� 0.96 0.20 Yes -241 58,081
289 HUGHES N/O KEARNEY 2815 2827 02815-02827 20 14������������� 1.43 0.60 Yes 6 36
290 HUGHES N/O NIELSEN 3474 5326 03474-05326 329 116����������� 2.84 0.60 No 213 45,369
291 HUGHES S/O SHIELDS 2517 2549 02517-02549 706 599����������� 1.18 0.60 Yes 107 11,449
292 HUNTINGTON E/O R 3034 3155 03034-03155 78 214����������� 0.36 0.60 No -136 18,496
293 INGRAM N/O HERNDON 2247 3302 02247-03302 1,188 1,102�������� 1.08 0.35 Yes 86 7,396
294 INYO E/O L 3160 5219 03160-05219 428 117����������� 3.66 0.60 No 311 96,721
295 INYO E/O VAN�NESS 3159 5219 03159-05219 62 176����������� 0.35 0.60 No -114 12,996
296 ISLAND�WATERPARK N/O SHAW 6820 5596 06820-05596 2,747 530����������� 5.18 0.60 No 2,217 4,915,089
297 JENNIFER E/O GATES 6063 6064 06063-06064 1,091 680����������� 1.60 0.60 No 411 168,921
298 JENSEN E/O CEDAR 2925 6296 02925-06296 1,704 1,528�������� 1.12 0.31 Yes 176 30,976
299 JENSEN E/O CLOVIS 2929 5411 02929-05411 1,388 993����������� 1.40 0.60 Yes 395 156,025
300 JENSEN W/O CORNELIA 2908 5135 02908-05135 208 251����������� 0.83 0.60 Yes -43 1,849
301 JENSEN E/O ELM 2109 5730 02109-05730 899 1,568�������� 0.57 0.31 No -669 447,561
302 JENSEN W/O FRUIT 2913 5146 02913-05146 256 292����������� 0.88 0.60 Yes -36 1,296
303 JENSEN E/O GOLDEN�STATE 2923 8440 02923-08440 2,024 2,041�������� 0.99 0.28 Yes -17 289
304 JENSEN E/O MAPLE 2926 3531 02926-03531 1,927 1,459�������� 1.32 0.31 No 468 219,024
305 JENSEN E/O PEACH 2928 6200 02928-06200 1,376 1,634�������� 0.84 0.30 Yes -258 66,564
306 JENSEN W/O WILLOW 2927 5276 02927-05276 1,326 1,207�������� 1.10 0.33 Yes 119 14,161
307 KEARNEY W/O FRESNO 2833 8410 02833-08410 605 328����������� 1.84 0.60 No 277 76,729
308 KEARNEY E/O HUGHES 2827 2828 02827-02828 54 136����������� 0.40 0.60 No -82 6,724
309 KEARNEY E/O MARKS 2826 5329 02826-05329 95 100����������� 0.95 0.60 Yes -5 25
310 KEARNEY E/O WEST 2829 8418 02829-08418 205 148����������� 1.39 0.60 Yes 57 3,249
312 KINGS�CANYON E/O CEDAR 2189 2190 02189-02190 806 1,379�������� 0.58 0.32 No -573 328,329
313 KINGS�CANYON W/O CLOVIS 2198 2199 02198-02199 1,535 1,684�������� 0.91 0.30 Yes -149 22,201
314 KINGS�CANYON E/O MAPLE 2193 2194 02193-02194 736 1,273�������� 0.58 0.33 No -537 288,369
315 LANE E/O CHESTNUT 2820 5317 02820 05317 574 405 1 42 0 60 Yes 169 28 561315 LANE E/O CHESTNUT 2820 5317 02820-05317 574 405����������� 1.42 0.60 Yes 169 28,561
316 LANE W/O PEACH 2821 3555 02821-03555 1,640 304����������� 5.39 0.60 No 1,336 1,784,896
317 LOS�ANGELES E/O L 3042 3263 03042-03263 195 286����������� 0.68 0.60 Yes -91 8,281
318 M N/O CALAVERAS 4416 5240 04416-05240 86 96������������� 0.90 0.60 Yes -10 100
321 M N/O MERCED 2183 5225 02183-05225 36 139����������� 0.26 0.60 No -103 10,609
322 M S/O VENTURA 2102 3039 02102-03039 929 690����������� 1.35 0.60 Yes 239 57,121
323 MAPLE S/O CALIFORNIA 3506 12170 03506-12170 785 801����������� 0.98 0.60 Yes -16 256
324 MAPLE N/O CLINTON 2537 2559 02537-02559 624 536����������� 1.16 0.60 Yes 88 7,744
325 MAPLE N/O GETTYSBURG 2416 3143 02416-03143 603 297����������� 2.03 0.60 No 306 93,636
326 MAPLE S/O MCKINLEY 2685 2695 02685-02695 887 1,056�������� 0.84 0.36 Yes -169 28,561
328 MAPLE N/O TEAGUE 3070 4598 03070-04598 340 648����������� 0.52 0.60 Yes -308 94,864
329 MAPLE N/O TULARE 2789 3488 02789-03488 1 736 1 228 1 41 0 33 No 508 258 064329 MAPLE N/O TULARE 2789 3488 02789 03488 1,736 1,228�������� 1.41 0.33 No 508 258,064
330 MARKS S/O CALIFORNIA 2863 2903 02863-02903 253 131����������� 1.93 0.60 No 122 14,884
331 MARKS N/O CLINTON 4276 12241 04276-12241 688 876����������� 0.79 0.60 Yes -188 35,344
332 MARKS S/O HERNDON 3055 6060 03055-06060 347 1,088�������� 0.32 0.36 No -741 549,081
333 MARKS N/O KEARNEY 2826 5129 02826-05129 305 265����������� 1.15 0.60 Yes 40 1,600

0.43 0.60 Yes -484 234,25602571-246 FRUIT N/O CLINTON 2571 3261 -03261 369 853

0.60 Yes -21 441
250 FULTON N/O SAN JOAQUIN 5857 5861 05857-05861 86 120 0.72 0.60 Yes -34 1,156

04386-249 FULTON N/O DIVISADERO 4386 4384 -04384 301 322 0.93

0.60 Yes -166 27,556
253 G S/O STANISLAUS 4392 5191 04392-05191 205 741 0.28 0.60 No -536 287,296
254 G N/O TUOLUMNE 4392 5191 04392-05191 205 371 0.55 0.60 Yes -166 27,556
255 G S/O VENTURA 2105 5879 02105-05879 309 338 0.91 0.60 Yes -29 841

GARFIELD S/O BARSTOW 6725 6756 06725-06756256 11 52 0.21 0.60 No -41 1,681

04392-252 G S/O STANISLAUS 4392 5191 -05191 205 371 0.55

0.79 0.35 Yes -233 54,289
261 GETTYSBURG E/O CEDAR 2413 2414 02413-02414 1,230 1,401 0.88 0.31 Yes -171 29,241
262 GETTYSBURG E/O WEST 2401 3205 02401-03205 84 128 0.66 0.60 Yes -44 1,936
263 GOLDEN STATE N/O ASHLAN 4635 12254 04635-12254 1,485 1,732 0.86 0.30 Yes -247 61,009
264 GOLDEN STATE N/O BUCKINGHAM 4635 12254 04635-12254 1,485 1,541 0.96 0.31 Yes -56 3,136

GOLDEN STATEGOLDEN STATE S/OS/O CHURCHCHURCH 2892 54062892 5406 02892 0540602892-05406265265 302302 346346 0 870.87 0 600.60 YYes 44-44 1 9361,936
266 GOLDEN STATE S/O JENSEN 2892 5406 02892-05406 302 385 0.78 0.60 Yes -83 6,889

GOLDEN STATE N/O SHAW 3723 4847 03723-04847267 147 822 0.18 0.60 No -675 455,625
268 GRANTLAND N/O BARSTOW 3293 5388 03293-05388 315 350 0.90 0.60 Yes -35 1,225
269 GRANTLAND N/O BULLARD 2294 6165 02294-06165 348 502 0.69 0.60 Yes -154 23,716

02076-260 GETTYSBURG E/O BLACKSTONE 2076 2408 -02408 872 1,105

0.60 Yes -35 1,22503402-274 HAYES N/O ASHLAN 3402 5633 -05633 84 119 0.71

0.23 Yes -238 56,64402252-280 HERNDON E/O CEDAR 2252 4999 -04999 3,997 4,235 0.94

0.21 Yes -852 725,904
283 HERNDON E/O FRUIT 2246 5037 02246-05037 5,432 5,673 0.96 0.20 Yes -241 58,081

02251-282 HERNDON E/O FIRST 2251 5004 -05004 4,171 5,023 0.83

0.20 Yes -241 58,08102246-287 HERNDON W/O PALM 2246 5037 -05037 5,432 5,673 0.96

0.60 No -136 18,49603034-292 HUNTINGTON E/O R 3034 3155 -03155 78 214 0.36

0.60 No -114 12,99603159-295 INYO E/O VAN NESS 3159 5219 -05219 62 176 0.35

0.60 Yes -43 1,849
JENSEN E/O ELM 2109 5730 02109-05730301 899 1,568 0.57 0.31 No -669 447,561

302 JENSEN W/O FRUIT 2913 5146 02913-05146 256 292 0.88 0.60 Yes -36 1,296
303 JENSEN E/O GOLDEN STATE 2923 8440 02923-08440 2,024 2,041 0.99 0.28 Yes -17 289

02908-300 JENSEN W/O CORNELIA 2908 5135 -05135 208 251 0.83

0.30 Yes -258 66,56402928-305 JENSEN E/O PEACH 2928 6200 -06200 1,376 1,634 0.84

0.60 No -82 6,724
309 KEARNEY E/O MARKS 2826 5329 02826-05329 95 100 0.95 0.60 Yes -5 25

02827-308 KEARNEY E/O HUGHES 2827 2828 -02828 54 136 0.40

0.32 No -573 328,329
313 KINGS CANYON W/O CLOVIS 2198 2199 02198-02199 1,535 1,684 0.91 0.30 Yes -149 22,201
314 KINGS CANYON E/O MAPLE 2193 2194 02193-02194 736 1,273 0.58 0.33 No -537 288,369

02189-312 KINGS CANYON E/O CEDAR 2189 2190 -02190 806 1,379 0.58

0.60 Yes -91 8,281
318 M N/O CALAVERAS 4416 5240 04416-05240 86 96 0.90 0.60 Yes -10 100

M N/O MERCED 2183 5225 02183-05225321 36 139 0.26 0.60 No -103 10,609

03042-317 LOS ANGELES E/O L 3042 3263 -03263 195 286 0.68

0.60 Yes -16 25603506-323 MAPLE S/O CALIFORNIA 3506 12170 -12170 785 801 0.98

0.36 Yes -169 28,561
328 MAPLE N/O TEAGUE 3070 4598 03070-04598 340 648 0.52 0.60 Yes -308 94,864

02685-326 MAPLE S/O MCKINLEY 2685 2695 -02695 887 1,056 0.84

0.60 Yes -188 35,344
332 MARKS S/O HERNDON 3055 6060 03055-06060 347 1,088 0.32 0.36 No -741 549,081

04276-331 MARKS N/O CLINTON 4276 12241 -12241 688 876 0.79
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Fresno COG Traffic Model GIS Validation Results: PM Peak Two-Way Total Traffic Volumes

334 MARKS N/O NIELSEN 5132 5133 05132-05133 234 529����������� 0.44 0.60 Yes -295 87,025
335 MARKS S/O SHAW 2375 2394 02375-02394 1,370 1,699�������� 0.81 0.30 Yes -329 108,241
336 MAROA S/O BULLARD 2306 2332 02306-02332 245 919����������� 0.27 0.60 No -674 454,276
337 MAROA N/O CLINTON 2576 2552 02576-02552 463 461����������� 1.00 0.60 Yes 2 4
338 MAROA S/O HERNDON 2248 2275 02248-02275 336 694����������� 0.48 0.60 Yes -358 128,164
339 MAROA S/O SHAW 2384 2396 02384-02396 495 590����������� 0.84 0.60 Yes -95 9,025
340 MAROA N/O SIERRA 2274 2275 02274-02275 301 693����������� 0.43 0.60 Yes -392 153,664
341 MARTIN�LUTHER�KING�JR S/O CALIFORNIA 2704 2872 02704-02872 67 360����������� 0.19 0.60 No -293 85,849
342 MCKINLEY E/O BLACKSTONE 2084 3249 02084-03249 1,788 1,798�������� 0.99 0.30 Yes -10 100
343 MCKINLEY E/O CEDAR 2634 5711 02634-05711 2,121 1,707�������� 1.24 0.30 Yes 414 171,396
344 MCKINLEY E/O CHESTNUT 2636 8226 02636-08226 1,581 1,204�������� 1.31 0.33 Yes 377 142,129
345 MCKINLEY W/O CLOVIS 2637 2638 02637-02638 1,317 838����������� 1.57 0.60 Yes 479 229,441
346 MCKINLEY E/O FIRST 2630 2631 02630-02631 1,759 1,430�������� 1.23 0.31 Yes 329 108,241
347 MCKINLEY E/O MARKS 2612 2613 02612-02613 982 215����������� 4.57 0.60 No 767 588,289
348 MCKINLEY E/O PALM 2606 2621 02606-02621 1,167 979����������� 1.19 0.60 Yes 188 35,344
349 MCKINLEY E/O VAN�NESS 2624 2625 02624-02625 1,965 1,281�������� 1.53 0.33 No 684 467,856
350 MCKINLEY E/O WEST 2617 2618 02617-02618 1,184 1,128�������� 1.05 0.35 Yes 56 3,136
351 MILBURN S/O HERNDON 6058 12269 06058-12269 672 1,211�������� 0.55 0.33 No -539 290,521
352 MILBURN N/O SPRUCE 5526 5831 05526-05831 827 1,236 0.67 0.33 No -409 167,281
353 MILBURN S/O SPRUCE 5526 8043 05526 08043 606 723 0 84 0 60 Y 117 13 689353 MILBURN S/O SPRUCE 5526 8043 05526-08043 606 723����������� 0.84 0.60 Yes -117 13,689
354 MILLBROOK S/O ASHLAN 2449 2468 02449-02468 510 597����������� 0.85 0.60 Yes -87 7,569
355 MILLBROOK N/O CLINTON 2583 6192 02583-06192 6 168����������� 0.04 0.60 No -162 26,244
356 MILLBROOK N/O NEES 3074 3076 03074-03076 647 792����������� 0.82 0.60 Yes -145 21,025
357 MILLBROOK S/O SHAW 2975 8112 02975-08112 477 373����������� 1.28 0.60 Yes 104 10,816
358 MINARETS E/O BLACKSTONE 2066 4597 02066-04597 561 1,459�������� 0.38 0.31 No -898 806,404
359 NEES E/O AUDUBON 6528 6560 06528-06560 2,224 1,983�������� 1.12 0.28 Yes 241 58,081
360 NEES E/O CEDAR 2230 3078 02230-03078 1,813 1,699�������� 1.07 0.30 Yes 114 12,996
361 NEES E/O FIRST 2229 3084 02229-03084 1,494 2,388�������� 0.63 0.27 No -894 799,236
362 NEES E/O FRESNO 3114 3115 03114-03115 1,603 2,160�������� 0.74 0.27 Yes -557 310,249
363 NEES W/O FRESNO 2228 5835 02228-05835 1,496 2,322�������� 0.64 0.27 No -826 682,276
364 NEES E/O MAPLE 3080 3097 03080-03097 1 321 1 729 0 76 0 30 Yes -408 166 464364 NEES E/O MAPLE 3080 3097 03080 03097 1,321 1,729�������� 0.76 0.30 Yes 408 166,464
365 NEES E/O WILLOW 2232 4929 02232-04929 1,113 1,198�������� 0.93 0.34 Yes -85 7,225
366 NIELSEN E/O WEST 2772 2773 02772-02773 239 120����������� 1.99 0.60 No 119 14,161
367 NORTH W/O CEDAR 3690 5321 03690-05321 716 551����������� 1.30 0.60 Yes 165 27,225
368 NORTH W/O CHERRY 2948 5733 02948-05733 221 283����������� 0.78 0.60 Yes -62 3,844
369 NORTH E/O EAST 2951 3152 02951-03152 222 514����������� 0.43 0.60 Yes -292 85,264
370 NORTH E/O ELM 2948 5733 02948-05733 221 521����������� 0.42 0.60 Yes -300 90,000
371 NORTH W/O ELM 2110 2947 02110-02947 206 754����������� 0.27 0.60 No -548 300,304
372 NORTH W/O GOLDEN�STATE 2953 2954 02953-02954 568 444����������� 1.28 0.60 Yes 124 15,376
373 NORTH E/O MARTIN�LUTHER�KING�JR 2946 2947 02946-02947 206 312����������� 0.66 0.60 Yes -106 11,236
374 NORTH E/O PEACH 2956 8086 02956-08086 215 169����������� 1.27 0.60 Yes 46 2,116
375 NORTH W/O WALNUT 2945 3019 02945-03019 65 172����������� 0.38 0.60 No -107 11,449
376 NORTH W/O WEST 3318 8078 03318-08078 60 101����������� 0.59 0.60 Yes -41 1,681
377 O S/O TULARE 4610 5234 04610-05234 275 243����������� 1.13 0.60 Yes 32 1,024
378 O S/O VENTURA 4612 6184 04612-06184 230 457����������� 0.50 0.60 Yes -227 51,529
379 OLIVE W/O 99 4364 4366 04364-04366 95 724����������� 0.13 0.60 No -629 395,641
380 OLIVE E/O CEDAR 2683 2684 02683-02684 313 841����������� 0.37 0.60 No -528 278,784
381 OLIVE W/O CLOVIS 2692 5491 02692-05491 303 401����������� 0.76 0.60 Yes -98 9,604
382 OLIVE E/O FIRST 2679 2680 02679-02680 489 948����������� 0.52 0.60 Yes -459 210,681
383 OLIVE E/O GOLDEN�STATE 2642 2667 02642-02667 483 435����������� 1.11 0.60 Yes 48 2,304
385 OLIVE W/O WEBER 2642 2667 02642-02667 483 498����������� 0.97 0.60 Yes -15 225
386 ORANGE N/O CALIFORNIA 2854 2878 02854-02878 111 328����������� 0.34 0.60 No -217 47,089
387 ORANGE S/O CALIFORNIA 2878 3147 02878-03147 310 279����������� 1.11 0.60 Yes 31 961
388 ORANGE S/O NORTH 3528 8102 03528-08102 100 45������������� 2.22 0.60 No 55 3,025
389 P S/O TULARE 2133 5236 02133-05236 55 379����������� 0.15 0.60 No -324 104,976
390 P S/O VENTURA 6184 4461 06184-04461 88 147����������� 0.60 0.60 Yes -59 3,481
391 PALM S/O BELMONT 2724 5185 02724-05185 607 423����������� 1.43 0.60 Yes 184 33,856
393 PALM N/O BULLARD 2303 2304 02303-02304 1,627 1,691�������� 0.96 0.30 Yes -64 4,096
394 PALM N/O CLINTON 2551 2573 02551-02573 1,333 970����������� 1.37 0.60 Yes 363 131,769
395 PALM N/O DAKOTA 2463 2482 02463-02482 1,477 1,045�������� 1.41 0.37 No 432 186,624
396 PALM N/O HERNDON 2246 6536 02246-06536 2,933 3,138�������� 0.93 0.25 Yes -205 42,025
397 PALM S/O HERNDON 2246 5065 02246-05065 1,471 1,631�������� 0.90 0.30 Yes -160 25,600
398 PALM N/O MCKINLEY 2606 2621 02606-02621 1,167 984����������� 1.19 0.60 Yes 183 33,489
399 PALM S/O SHAW 2984 5159 02984-05159 18 1,153�������� 0.02 0.34 No -1,135 1,288,225
400 PEACH S/O ASHLAN 2454 5014 02454 05014 992 1 187 0 84 0 34 Yes 195 38 025400 PEACH S/O ASHLAN 2454 5014 02454-05014 992 1,187�������� 0.84 0.34 Yes -195 38,025
401 PEACH N/O BELMONT 2745 5609 02745-05609 1,808 2,324�������� 0.78 0.27 Yes -516 266,256
402 PEACH S/O CALIFORNIA 3321 3537 03321-03537 734 964����������� 0.76 0.60 Yes -230 52,900
403 PEACH N/O CHURCH 2901 3535 02901-03535 642 631����������� 1.02 0.60 Yes 11 121
404 PEACH S/O OLIVE 2690 5700 02690-05700 1,324 1,437�������� 0.92 0.31 Yes -113 12,769
405 PEACH N/O TULARE 2793 3546 02793-03546 1,331 1,355�������� 0.98 0.32 Yes -24 576
406 PERRIN W/O MAPLE 4595 5515 04595-05515 650 771����������� 0.84 0.60 Yes -121 14,641
407 PERRIN N/O SHEPHERD 3309 3310 03309-03310 1,356 1,626�������� 0.83 0.30 Yes -270 72,900
408 POLK S/O HERNDON 3164 6625 03164-06625 463 849����������� 0.55 0.60 Yes -386 148,996
409 POLK S/O SHAW 2370 6295 02370-06295 1,199 275����������� 4.36 0.60 No 924 853,776
410 R N/O HUNTINGTON 3034 5258 03034-05258 194 524����������� 0.37 0.60 No -330 108,900
411 R N/O INYO 3034 3155 03034-03155 78 483 0 16 0 60 No -405 164 025411 R N/O INYO 3034 3155 03034 03155 78 483����������� 0.16 0.60 No 405 164,025
412 R N/O TULARE 3022 3031 03022-03031 114 582����������� 0.20 0.60 No -468 219,024
413 SAN�JOSE E/O GATES 3397 4633 03397-04633 21 200����������� 0.11 0.60 No -179 32,041
414 SAN�PABLO N/O DIVISADERO 4388 4389 04388-04389 128 84������������� 1.52 0.60 Yes 44 1,936
415 SANTA�FE S/O PALO�ALTO 6058 12269 06058-12269 672 1,089�������� 0.62 0.36 No -417 173,889

0.60 Yes -295 87,025
335 MARKS S/O SHAW 2375 2394 02375-02394 1,370 1,699 0.81 0.30 Yes -329 108,241

MAROA S/O BULLARD 2306 2332 02306-02332336 245 919 0.27 0.60 No -674 454,276

05132-334 MARKS N/O NIELSEN 5132 5133 -05133 234 529 0.44

0.60 Yes -358 128,164
339 MAROA S/O SHAW 2384 2396 02384-02396 495 590 0.84 0.60 Yes -95 9,025
340 MAROA N/O SIERRA 2274 2275 02274-02275 301 693 0.43 0.60 Yes -392 153,664
341 MARTIN LUTHER KING JR S/O CALIFORNIA 2704 2872 02704-02872 67 360 0.19 0.60 No -293 85,849

MCKINLEY E/O BLACKSTONE 2084 3249 02084-03249342 1,788 1,798 0.99 0.30 Yes -10 100

02248-338 MAROA S/O HERNDON 2248 2275 -02275 336 694 0.48

0.33 No -539 290,521
352 MILBURN N/O SPRUCE 5526 5831 05526-05831 827 1,236 0.67 0.33 No -409 167,281
353 MILBURN353 MILBURN S/OS/O SPRUCESPRUCE 5526 80435526 8043 05526 0804305526-08043 606606 723723 0 840.84 0 600.60 YYes 117-117 13 68913,689
354 MILLBROOK S/O ASHLAN 2449 2468 02449-02468 510 597 0.85 0.60 Yes -87 7,569
355 MILLBROOK N/O CLINTON 2583 6192 02583-06192 6 168 0.04 0.60 No -162 26,244
356 MILLBROOK N/O NEES 3074 3076 03074-03076 647 792 0.82 0.60 Yes -145 21,025

06058-351 MILBURN S/O HERNDON 6058 12269 -12269 672 1,211 0.55

0.31 No -898 806,404E/O BLACKSTONE 2066 4597 02066-04597 561 1,459 0.38358 MINARETSS

0.27 No -894 799,236
362 NEES E/O FRESNO 3114 3115 03114-03115 1,603 2,160 0.74 0.27 Yes -557 310,249

NEES W/O FRESNO 2228 5835 02228-05835363 1,496 2,322 0.64 0.27 No -826 682,276
364 NEES364 NEES E/OE/O MAPLEMAPLE 3080 30973080 3097 03080-0309703080 03097 1 3211,321 1 7291,729 0 760.76 0 300.30 YesYes -408408 166 464166,464

NEES E/O WILLOW 2232 4929 02232-04929365 1,113 1,198 0.93 0.34 Yes -85 7,225

02229-361 NEES E/O FIRST 2229 3084 -03084 1,494 2,388 0.63

0.60 Yes -62 3,844
NORTH E/O EAST 2951 3152 02951-03152369 222 514 0.43 0.60 Yes -292 85,264

370 NORTH E/O ELM 2948 5733 02948-05733 221 521 0.42 0.60 Yes -300 90,000
371 NORTH W/O ELM 2110 2947 02110-02947 206 754 0.27 0.60 No -548 300,304

02948-368 NORTH W/O CHERRY 2948 5733 -05733 221 283 0.78

0.60 Yes -106 11,236O MARTIN LUTHER KING JR 2946 2947 02946-02947 206 312 0.66373 NORTH E//O

0.60 No -107 11,449
376 NORTH W/O WEST 3318 8078 03318-08078 60 101 0.59 0.60 Yes -41 1,681

02945-375 NORTH W/O WALNUT 2945 3019 -03019 65 172 0.38

0.60 Yes -227 51,529
379 OLIVE W/O 99 4364 4366 04364-04366 95 724 0.13 0.60 No -629 395,641
380 OLIVE E/O CEDAR 2683 2684 02683-02684 313 841 0.37 0.60 No -528 278,784
381 OLIVE W/O CLOVIS 2692 5491 02692-05491 303 401 0.76 0.60 Yes -98 9,604

OLIVE E/O FIRST 2679 2680 02679-02680382 489 948 0.52 0.60 Yes -459 210,681

04612-378 O S/O VENTURA 4612 6184 -06184 230 457 0.50

0.60 Yes -15 225
386 ORANGE N/O CALIFORNIA 2854 2878 02854-02878 111 328 0.34 0.60 No -217 47,089

W/O WEBER 2642 2667 02642-02667 483 498 0.97385 OLIVE

0.60 No -324 104,976
390 P S/O VENTURA 6184 4461 06184-04461 88 147 0.60 0.60 Yes -59 3,481

02133-389 P S/O TULARE 2133 5236 -05236 55 379 0.15

0.30 Yes -64 4,09602303-393 PALM N/O BULLARD 2303 2304 -02304 1,627 1,691 0.96

0.25 Yes -205 42,025
397 PALM S/O HERNDON 2246 5065 02246-05065 1,471 1,631 0.90 0.30 Yes -160 25,600

02246-396 PALM N/O HERNDON 2246 6536 -06536 2,933 3,138 0.93

0.34 No -1,135 1,288,225
400 PEACH400 PEACH S/OS/O ASHLANASHLAN 2454 50142454 5014 02454 0501402454-05014 992992 1 1871,187 0 840.84 0 340.34 YesYes 195-195 38 02538,025
401 PEACH N/O BELMONT 2745 5609 02745-05609 1,808 2,324 0.78 0.27 Yes -516 266,256

PEACH S/O CALIFORNIA 3321 3537 03321-03537402 734 964 0.76 0.60 Yes -230 52,900

02984-399 PALM S/O SHAW 2984 5159 -05159 18 1,153 0.02

0.31 Yes -113 12,769
405 PEACH N/O TULARE 2793 3546 02793-03546 1,331 1,355 0.98 0.32 Yes -24 576
406 PERRIN W/O MAPLE 4595 5515 04595-05515 650 771 0.84 0.60 Yes -121 14,641
407 PERRIN N/O SHEPHERD 3309 3310 03309-03310 1,356 1,626 0.83 0.30 Yes -270 72,900

POLK S/O HERNDON 3164 6625 03164-06625408 463 849 0.55 0.60 Yes -386 148,996

02690-404 PEACH S/O OLIVE 2690 5700 -05700 1,324 1,437 0.92

0.37
RR N/ON/O INYOINYO 3034 31553034 3155 03034-0315503034 03155 7878 483483 0 160.16 0 600.60 NoNo -405405 164 025164,025

412 R N/O TULARE 3022 3031 03022-03031 114 582 0.20 0.60 No -468 219,024
413 SAN JOSE E/O GATES 3397 4633 03397-04633 21 200 0.11 0.60 No -179 32,041

7 0.60 No -330 108,900
411411

0.36 No -417 173,88906058-415 SANTA FE S/O PALO ALTO 6058 12269 -12269 672 1,089 0.62
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416 SHAW E/O ANGUS 2137 2138 02137-02138 2,957 1,356�������� 2.18 0.32 No 1,601 2,563,201
417 SHAW W/O ANGUS 2136 2137 02136-02137 3,227 3,164�������� 1.02 0.25 Yes 63 3,969
418 SHAW E/O BLACKSTONE 2074 2135 02074-02135 3,816 3,486�������� 1.09 0.24 Yes 330 108,900
419 SHAW W/O BRAWLEY 3117 3574 03117-03574 2,154 2,199�������� 0.98 0.27 Yes -45 2,025
420 SHAW E/O CEDAR 2140 2141 02140-02141 2,723 3,411�������� 0.80 0.24 Yes -688 473,344
421 SHAW W/O GOLDEN�STATE 2371 2372 02371-02372 1,768 2,543�������� 0.70 0.26 No -775 600,625
422 SHAW W/O HAYES 3301 3398 03301-03398 609 1,004�������� 0.61 0.37 No -395 156,025
423 SHAW W/O LOLA 3399 12245 03399-12245 662 1,008�������� 0.66 0.37 Yes -346 119,716
424 SHAW E/O MARKS 2375 5426 02375-05426 2,584 2,939�������� 0.88 0.26 Yes -355 126,025
425 SHAW W/O VAN�NESS 2377 4559 02377-04559 3,070 3,160�������� 0.97 0.25 Yes -90 8,100
426 SHAW E/O WEST 2378 2379 02378-02379 3,142 2,961�������� 1.06 0.26 Yes 181 32,761
427 SHEPHERD E/O CEDAR 2222 3062 02222-03062 649 1,268�������� 0.51 0.33 No -619 383,161
428 SHEPHERD E/O FRIANT 2221 3059 02221-03059 1,681 2,316�������� 0.73 0.27 No -635 403,225
429 SHEPHERD W/O MAPLE 3062 3063 03062-03063 649 1,182�������� 0.55 0.34 No -533 284,089
430 SHIELDS E/O BLACKSTONE 2080 2526 02080-02526 3,039 2,481�������� 1.22 0.26 Yes 558 311,364
431 SHIELDS E/O BLYTHE 2547 3346 02547-03346 286 418����������� 0.68 0.60 Yes -132 17,424
432 SHIELDS E/O CEDAR 2534 5709 02534-05709 1,998 1,553�������� 1.29 0.31 Yes 445 198,025
433 SHIELDS E/O FOWLER 3142 5024 03142-05024 473 838����������� 0.56 0.60 Yes -365 133,225
434 SHIELDS W/O SUNNYSIDE 2542 9221 02542-09221 1,188 937 1.27 0.60 Yes 251 63,001
435 SHIELDS E/O TEMPERANCE 2544 5018 02544 05018 207 131 1 58 0 60 Y 76 5 776435 SHIELDS E/O TEMPERANCE 2544 5018 02544-05018 207 131����������� 1.58 0.60 Yes 76 5,776
436 SHIELDS E/O VALENTINE 6171 6173 06171-06173 623 686����������� 0.91 0.60 Yes -63 3,969
437 SHIELDS E/O WEBER 2516 5104 02516-05104 359 393����������� 0.91 0.60 Yes -34 1,156
438 SHIELDS E/O WEST 2519 2520 02519-02520 1,365 826����������� 1.65 0.60 No 539 290,521
439 SIERRA E/O BLACKSTONE 2277 12210 02277-12210 592 1,223�������� 0.48 0.33 No -631 398,161
440 SIERRA E/O CEDAR 5474 5481 05474-05481 2 139����������� 0.01 0.60 No -137 18,769
441 SIERRA W/O POLK 5631 6245 05631-06245 0 259����������� 0.00 0.60 No -259 67,081
442 SIERRA E/O WEST 2269 2270 02269-02270 88 605����������� 0.15 0.60 No -517 267,289
443 SIXTH N/O TULARE 2766 2785 02766-02785 67 189����������� 0.35 0.60 No -122 14,884
444 SPRUCE W/O BLYTHE 5039 6057 05039-06057 545 156����������� 3.49 0.60 No 389 151,321
447 TEAGUE E/O MAPLE 3070 5469 03070-05469 276 877����������� 0.31 0.60 No -601 361,201
448 TEILMAN N/O NIELSEN 2754 2773 02754-02773 197 135 1 46 0 60 Yes 62 3 844448 TEILMAN N/O NIELSEN 2754 2773 02754 02773 197 135����������� 1.46 0.60 Yes 62 3,844
449 TEMPERANCE S/O BUTLER 5303 12198 05303-12198 653 545����������� 1.20 0.60 Yes 108 11,664
450 TEMPERANCE N/O CLINTON 2544 8360 02544-08360 663 663����������� 1.00 0.60 Yes 0 0
451 TEMPERANCE N/O SHIELDS 2544 8386 02544-08386 1,125 214����������� 5.26 0.60 No 911 829,921
452 THORNE N/O KEARNEY 2177 2831 02177-02831 128 176����������� 0.73 0.60 Yes -48 2,304
453 TRINITY N/O STANISLAUS 8412 8428 08412-08428 183 83������������� 2.20 0.60 No 100 10,000
456 TULARE E/O 41 4408 4640 04408-04640 1,509 2,410�������� 0.63 0.26 No -901 811,801
457 TULARE E/O CEDAR 2787 2788 02787-02788 1,521 1,023�������� 1.49 0.37 No 498 248,004
458 TULARE E/O CHESTNUT 2791 5315 02791-05315 747 578����������� 1.29 0.60 Yes 169 28,561
459 TULARE E/O E 5419 5421 05419-05421 214 244����������� 0.88 0.60 Yes -30 900
460 TULARE E/O N 3510 4610 03510-04610 1,340 769����������� 1.74 0.60 No 571 326,041
461 TULARE W/O R 5253 5254 05253-05254 1,827 1,111�������� 1.64 0.35 No 716 512,656
462 TULARE E/O U 4409 4638 04409-04638 2,150 1,737�������� 1.24 0.30 Yes 413 170,569
464 U S/O MARIPOSA 4409 5250 04409-05250 505 284����������� 1.78 0.60 No 221 48,841
465 U N/O TULARE 4409 5250 04409-05250 505 430����������� 1.17 0.60 Yes 75 5,625
466 VALENTINE S/O ASHLAN 3254 12176 03254-12176 249 231����������� 1.08 0.60 Yes 18 324
467 VALENTINE S/O BARSTOW 3563 3566 03563-03566 30 245����������� 0.12 0.60 No -215 46,225
468 VALENTINE S/O CALIFORNIA 2862 5137 02862-05137 181 48������������� 3.77 0.60 No 133 17,689
469 VALENTINE S/O CLINTON 2563 3442 02563-03442 39 151����������� 0.26 0.60 No -112 12,544
470 VALENTINE S/O MCKINLEY 2660 3467 02660-03467 7 106����������� 0.07 0.60 No -99 9,801
471 VAN�NESS N/O 41 4467 6186 04467-06186 935 476����������� 1.96 0.60 No 459 210,681
472 VAN�NESS S/O CALIFORNIA 2875 2882 02875-02882 182 192����������� 0.95 0.60 Yes -10 100
474 VAN�NESS N/O DIVISADERO 2778 2762 02778-02762 483 201����������� 2.40 0.60 No 282 79,524
475 VAN�NESS S/O FRESNO 3026 3494 03026-03494 473 673����������� 0.70 0.60 Yes -200 40,000
476 VAN�NESS N/O HERNDON 2243 5043 02243-05043 591 303����������� 1.95 0.60 No 288 82,944
477 VAN�NESS S/O MCKINLEY 2645 2624 02645-02624 180 542����������� 0.33 0.60 No -362 131,044
478 VAN�NESS N/O SAN�JOAQUIN 3010 8406 03010-08406 459 503����������� 0.91 0.60 Yes -44 1,936
479 VAN�NESS N/O SHAW 2988 4852 02988-04852 335 406����������� 0.83 0.60 Yes -71 5,041
480 VAN�NESS N/O SIERRA 2268 3182 02268-03182 756 414����������� 1.83 0.60 No 342 116,964
481 VAN�NESS N/O STANISLAUS 3010 4393 03010-04393 427 543����������� 0.79 0.60 Yes -116 13,456
482 VAN�NESS N/O STANISLAUS 3010 4393 03010-04393 427 526����������� 0.81 0.60 Yes -99 9,801
483 VAN�NESS S/O VENTURA 2104 3037 02104-03037 888 674����������� 1.32 0.60 Yes 214 45,796
484 VENTURA W/O 41 2184 5256 02184-05256 1,523 1,215�������� 1.25 0.33 Yes 308 94,864
485 VENTURA E/O E 2106 5424 02106-05424 1,303 965����������� 1.35 0.60 Yes 338 114,244
487 VENTURA E/O H 5223 8554 05223 08554 1 660 1 087 1 53 0 36 No 573 328 329487 VENTURA E/O H 5223 8554 05223-08554 1,660 1,087�������� 1.53 0.36 No 573 328,329
489 VENTURA E/O MAYOR 3500 5497 03500-05497 409 367����������� 1.11 0.60 Yes 42 1,764
490 VENTURA E/O P 2100 5255 02100-05255 1,520 1,076�������� 1.41 0.36 No 444 197,136
491 VENTURA E/O VAN�NESS 2103 2104 02103-02104 1,046 930����������� 1.12 0.60 Yes 116 13,456
492 WALNUT S/O CALIFORNIA 3586 6751 03586-06751 160 275����������� 0.58 0.60 Yes -115 13,225
493 WALNUT S/O CHURCH 2886 5166 02886-05166 81 111����������� 0.73 0.60 Yes -30 900
495 WALNUT S/O GROVE 2915 5166 02915-05166 49 110����������� 0.45 0.60 Yes -61 3,721
497 WALNUT N/O JENSEN 2915 5166 02915-05166 49 174����������� 0.28 0.60 No -125 15,625
498 WALNUT N/O NORTH 2945 3027 02945-03027 27 16������������� 1.69 0.60 No 11 121
500 WEBER N/O OLIVE 2667 2698 02667-02698 886 806����������� 1.10 0.60 Yes 80 6,400
501 WEBER E/O VALENTINE 3268 5111 03268-05111 1,010 918����������� 1.10 0.60 Yes 92 8,464
502 WEST N/O ASHLAN 2438 3214 02438-03214 1 933 1 418 1 36 0 31 No 515 265 225502 WEST N/O ASHLAN 2438 3214 02438 03214 1,933 1,418�������� 1.36 0.31 No 515 265,225
504 WEST S/O CALIFORNIA 2865 3029 02865-03029 134 82������������� 1.63 0.60 No 52 2,704
505 WEST N/O CLINTON 2569 3260 02569-03260 1,671 957����������� 1.75 0.60 No 714 509,796
506 WEST S/O DAKOTA 2478 2499 02478-02499 1,495 1,388�������� 1.08 0.32 Yes 107 11,449
507 WEST N/O GETTYSBURG 2401 3123 02401-03123 1,771 1,714�������� 1.03 0.30 Yes 57 3,249

0.27 Yes -45 2,025
SHAW E/O CEDAR 2140 2141 02140-02141420 2,723 3,411 0.80 0.24 Yes -688 473,344

421 SHAW W/O GOLDEN STATE 2371 2372 02371-02372 1,768 2,543 0.70 0.26 No -775 600,625
SHAW W/O HAYES 3301 3398 03301-03398422 609 1,004 0.61 0.37 No -395 156,025

423 SHAW W/O LOLA 3399 12245 03399-12245 662 1,008 0.66 0.37 Yes -346 119,716
SHAW E/O MARKS 2375 5426 02375-05426424 2,584 2,939 0.88 0.26 Yes -355 126,025

425 SHAW W/O VAN NESS 2377 4559 02377-04559 3,070 3,160 0.97 0.25 Yes -90 8,100

03117-419 SHAW W/O BRAWLEY 3117 3574 -03574 2,154 2,199 0.98

0.33 No -619 383,161
428 SHEPHERD E/O FRIANT 2221 3059 02221-03059 1,681 2,316 0.73 0.27 No -635 403,225

SHEPHERD W/O MAPLE 3062 3063 03062-03063429 649 1,182 0.55 0.34 No -533 284,089

02222-427 SHEPHERD E/O CEDAR 2222 3062 -03062 649 1,268 0.51

0.60 Yes -132 17,42402547-431 SHIELDS E/O BLYTHE 2547 3346 -03346 286 418 0.68

0.60 Yes -365 133,22503142-433 SHIELDS E/O FOWLER 3142 5024 -05024 473 838 0.56

0.60 Yes -63 3,969
437 SHIELDS E/O WEBER 2516 5104 02516-05104 359 393 0.91 0.60 Yes -34 1,156

06171-436 SHIELDS E/O VALENTINE 6171 6173 -06173 623 686 0.91

0.33 No -631 398,161
440 SIERRA E/O CEDAR 5474 5481 05474-05481 2 139 0.01 0.60 No -137 18,769
441 SIERRA W/O POLK 5631 6245 05631-06245 0 259 0.00 0.60 No -259 67,081
442 SIERRA E/O WEST 2269 2270 02269-02270 88 605 0.15 0.60 No -517 267,289

SIXTH N/O TULARE 2766 2785 02766-02785443 67 189 0.35 0.60 No -122 14,884

02277-439 SIERRA E/O BLACKSTONE 2277 12210 -12210 592 1,223 0.48

0.60 No -601 361,20103070-447 TEAGUE E/O MAPLE 3070 5469 -05469 276 877 0.31

0.60 Yes -48 2,30402177-452 THORNE N/O KEARNEY 2177 2831 -02831 128 176 0.73

0.26 No -901 811,80104408-456 TULARE E/O 41 4408 4640 -04640 1,509 2,410 0..63

0.60 Yes -30 90005419-459 TULARE E/O E 5419 5421 -05421 214 244 0.88

0.60 No -215 46,225S/O BARSTOW 3563 3566 03563-03566 30 245 0.12467 VALENTINE

0.60 No -112 12,544
470 VALENTINE S/O MCKINLEY 2660 3467 02660-03467 7 106 0.07 0.60 No -99 9,801

02563-469 VALENTINE S/O CLINTON 2563 3442 -03442 39 151 0.26

0.60 Yes -10 10002875-472 VAN NESS S/O CALIFORNIA 2875 2882 -02882 182 192 0.95

0.60 Yes -200 40,00003026-475 VAN NESS S/O FRESNO 3026 3494 -03494 473 673 0.70

0.60 No -362 131,044
478 VAN NESS N/O SAN JOAQUIN 3010 8406 03010-08406 459 503 0.91 0.60 Yes -44 1,936
479 VAN NESS N/O SHAW 2988 4852 02988-04852 335 406 0.83 0.60 Yes -71 5,041

02645-477 VAN NESS S/O MCKINLEY 2645 2624 -02624 180 542 0.33

0.60 Yes -116 13,456
482 VAN NESS N/O STANISLAUS 3010 4393 03010-04393 427 526 0.81 0.60 Yes -99 9,801

03010-481 VAN NESS N/O STANISLAUS 3010 4393 -04393 427 543 0.79

0.60 Yes -115 13,225
WALNUT S/O CHURCH 2886 5166 02886-05166493 81 111 0.73 0.60 Yes -30 900

495 WALNUT S/O GROVE 2915 5166 02915-05166 49 110 0.45 0.60 Yes -61 3,721
497 WALNUT N/O JENSEN 2915 5166 02915-05166 49 174 0.28 0.60 No -125 15,625

03586-492 WALNUT S/O CALIFORNIA 3586 6751 -06751 160 275 0.58
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A B Model Model Traffic Model Target Within Model Difference
ID Name Location Cross Street Node Node A-B Node Volume Count /Count Deviation Deviation - Count Squared

Fresno COG Traffic Model GIS Validation Results: PM Peak Two-Way Total Traffic Volumes

508 WEST S/O HERNDON 2244 3145 02244-03145 620 1,079�������� 0.57 0.36 No -459 210,681
509 WEST S/O KEARNEY 2095 2829 02095-02829 81 148����������� 0.55 0.60 Yes -67 4,489
510 WEST N/O MCKINLEY 2596 2617 02596-02617 1,387 981����������� 1.41 0.60 Yes 406 164,836
511 WEST N/O SANTA�FE 2401 12298 02401-12298 1,766 1,418�������� 1.25 0.31 Yes 348 121,104
512 WEST N/O SHAW 4534 2010 04534-02010 3,451 1,481�������� 2.33 0.31 No 1,970 3,880,900
513 WEST N/O SIERRA 2269 3145 02269-03145 680 944����������� 0.72 0.60 Yes -264 69,696
514 WEST S/O SIERRA 2269 3187 02269-03187 742 1,068�������� 0.69 0.36 Yes -326 106,276
515 WHITES�BRIDGE E/O WEST 2176 5754 02176-05754 131 240����������� 0.55 0.60 Yes -109 11,881
516 WILLOW S/O CALIFORNIA 3534 3536 03534-03536 238 286����������� 0.83 0.60 Yes -48 2,304
517 WILLOW S/O HERNDON 2254 5511 02254-05511 2,298 2,240�������� 1.03 0.27 Yes 58 3,364
518 WILLOW N/O SPRUCE 3100 3111 03100-03111 1,572 1,963�������� 0.80 0.28 Yes -391 152,881
519 WILLOW N/O TEAGUE 3072 5468 03072-05468 848 1,687�������� 0.50 0.30 No -839 703,921
520 WISHON N/O CLINTON 4352 4354 04352-04354 174 624����������� 0.28 0.60 No -450 202,500
521 WISHON N/O FLORADORA 4355 4356 04355-04356 207 1,074�������� 0.19 0.36 No -867 751,689
522 ELM�AVE S/O CALIFORNIA 2120 6090 02120-06090 325 466����������� 0.70 0.60 Yes -141 19,881

Subtotal 463,732 476,825 0.97 Targets
60% >75%
46% <40%
0.88 >0.88

Model/Count Ratio =
Percent Within Target Deviation =

Percent Root Mean Square Error =
Correlation Coefficient =

0.36 No -459 210,681
509 WEST S/O KEARNEY 2095 2829 02095-02829 81 148 0.55 0.60 Yes -67 4,489

02244-508 WEST S/O HERNDON 2244 3145 -03145 620 1,079 0.57

0.60 Yes -264 69,69602269-513 WEST N/O SIERRA 2269 3145 -03145 680 944 0.72
0.36 Yes -326 106,276

515 WHITES BRIDGE E/O WEST 2176 5754 02176-05754 131 240 0.55 0.60 Yes -109 11,881
516 WILLOW S/O CALIFORNIA 3534 3536 03534-03536 238 286 0.83 0.60 Yes -48 2,304

02269-514 WEST S/O SIERRA 2269 3187 -03187 742 1,068 0.69

0.80 0.28 Yes -391 152,881
519 WILLOW N/O TEAGUE 3072 5468 03072-05468 848 1,687 0.50 0.30 No -839 703,921
520 WISHON N/O CLINTON 4352 4354 04352-04354 174 624 0.28 0.60 No -450 202,500
521 WISHON N/O FLORADORA 4355 4356 04355-04356 207 1,074 0.19 0.36 No -867 751,689

02120-06090522 ELM AVE S/O CALIFORNIA 2120 6090 325 466 0.70 0.60 Yes -141 19,881

03100-518 WILLOW N/O SPRUCE 3100 3111 -03111 1,572 1,963
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City�of�Fresno�
General�Plan�and�Development�Code�Update�
Master�Environmental�Impact�Report� Transportation�and�Traffic�

�

�
FirstCarbon�Solutions� 5.14�7�
M:\DriveT@VOL1\shared\31680016���Fresno�General�Plan�MEIR\Fresno�GP�MEIR_FINAL�7.22.14\31680016�Sec�05�14�Transportation�MEIR�7.22.14.doc�

It�should�be�noted�that�this�traditional�methodology�used�to�analyze�the�roadway�system�does�not�
consider�the�potential�impact�on�walking,�bicycling,�and�transit.��Pedestrians,�bicyclists,�and�transit�
riders�are�all�users�of�the�roadway�system�but�may�not�be�fully�recognized�in�the�traffic�operations�
analysis�and�the�calculation�of�LOS.��The�LOS�thresholds�in�Table�5.14�2�are�based�on�driver’s�comfort�
and�convenience.��Identifying�the�need�for�roadway�improvements�based�on�the�resulting�roadway�
LOS�can�have�unintended�impacts�to�other�modes�such�as�increasing�the�walking�time�for�
pedestrians.��In�evaluating�the�roadway�system,�a�lower�vehicle�LOS�may�be�desired�when�balanced�
against�other�community�values�related�to�resource�protection,�social�equity,�economic�
development,�and�consideration�of�pedestrians,�bicyclists,�and�transit�users.�

Table�5.14�2:�Roadway�Functional�Class�and�Peak�Hour�Level�of�Service�Thresholds�

Functional�Class� Median� Lanes�

Peak�Hour�Level�of�Service�Capacity�Threshold�

A� B� C� D� E�

Freeway�

N/A1� 4 2,720� 4,460� 6,630� 7,720�� 8,630�

3+Aux2 2,360� 3,860� 5,640� 6,730�� 7,530�

3 2,000� 3,270� 4,660� 5,740�� 6,430�

2+Aux 1,650� 2,700� 3,850� 4,760�� 5,340�

2 1,300� 2,130� 3,050� 3,790�� 4,260�

State�Expressway�

Divided� 6 2,410� 3,960� 5,730� 7,450�� 8,450�

4 1,610� 2,650� 3,810� 4,960�� 5,630�

2 810� 1,340� 1,890� 2,470�� 2,810�

City�Expressway�

Raised�
Median�

6 1,860� 6,170�� 6,520�

5 1,520� 5,110�� 5,430�

4 1,180� 4,050�� 4,340�

2 520� 1,910�� 2,160�

Super�Arterial�

Raised�
Median�

6 4,910�� 6,240�

5 4,040�� 5,195�

4 3,170�� 4,150�

Arterial�

Raised�
Median�

8 2,120� 7,070�� 7,490�

6 1,560� 5,270�� 5,610�

5 1,280� 4,370�� 4,670�

4 1,000� 3,470�� 3,730�

3 720� 2,555�� 2,795�

2 440� 1,640�� 1,860�

TWLTL3� 4 940� 3,290�� 3,550�

2 420� 1,550�� 1,760�
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City�of�Fresno�
General�Plan�and�Development�Code�Update�

Transportation�and�Traffic� Master�Environmental�Impact�Report�

�

�
5.14�8� FirstCarbon�Solutions�

M:\DriveT@VOL1\shared\31680016���Fresno�General�Plan�MEIR\Fresno�GP�MEIR_FINAL�7.22.14\31680016�Sec�05�14�Transportation�MEIR�7.22.14.doc�

Functional�Class� Median� Lanes�

Peak�Hour�Level�of�Service�Capacity�Threshold�

A� B� C� D� E�

Undivided� 4 770� 2,740�� 2,980�

2 340� 1,270�� 1,480�

Collector�

TWLTL� 4 940� 3,290�� 3,550�

2 420� 1,550�� 1,760�

Undivided� 4 770� 2,740�� 2,980�

2 340� 1,270�� 1,480�

One�Way�

Undivided� 3 1,960� 2,240� 2,430�� 2,610�

2 1,250� 1,490� 1,620�� 1,740�

1 550� 740� 800�� 870�

Rural�State�
Highway�

Undivided� 2 310� 570� 1,020� 1,730�� 2,470�

Rural�Arterial�
Divided� 4 1,950 3,580�� 3,780�

Undivided� 2 570� 1,230�� 1,310�

Rural�
Collector/Local�

Undivided� 2 700� 930�� 1,000�

Notes:��
1� N/A���Not�applicable�for�operational�class��
2� Aux���Auxiliary�Lane��
3� TWLTL�–�Two�way�Left�turn�Lane��
�� LOS�is�not�achievable�because�of�type�of�facility.�
Source:��Fehr�&�Peers�2012.�

�

Exhibit�5.14�2�shows�existing�AM�peak�hour�traffic�volumes�(two�way�total)�and�LOS�(See�Appendix�
H�3�for�detail)�and�Exhibit�5.14�3�shows�existing�PM�peak�hour�traffic�volumes�(two�way�total)�and�
LOS�(See�Appendix�H�4�for�detail).��Exhibit�5.14�4�illustrates�the�planned�roadway�number�of�lanes.�

Most�roadways�operate�at�LOS�D�or�better�during�the�AM�and�PM�peak�hours,�except�for�the�
following,�which�operate�at�LOS�E�and�F:�

City�of�Fresno�
� Willow�Avenue�–�Copper�to�Behymer�Avenue�(LOS�E�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
� Willow�Avenue�–�Behymer�Avenue�to�Shepherd�Avenue�(LOS�F�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
� Golden�State�Boulevard�–�Shaw�Avenue�to�Swift�Avenue�(LOS�F�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
� Golden�State�Boulevard�–�Motel�Drive�to�Ashlan�Avenue�(LOS�E�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
� Nees�Avenue�–�Jordan�Avenue�to�Paula�Avenue�(LOS�E�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
� Cornelia�Avenue�–�Ashlan�Avenue�to�Griffith�Way�(LOS�E�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
� Marks�Avenue�–�Dakota�Avenue�to�Weber�Avenue�(LOS�E�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
� Clinton�Avenue�–�Valentine�Avenue�to�Marks�Avenue�(LOS�F�during�the�PM�peak�hour)�
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City of Fresno 
General Plan and Development Code Update 
Response to Comments on the Draft Master EIR  Responses to Comments 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions  3‐279 
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 03‐00 Response to Comments.doc 

Letter BB:  MRO Engineers, Neal K. Liddicoat, September 10, 2014 

Response to Comment BB‐1  

The transportation impact analysis for the General Plan Update Draft Master MEIR used a modified 

version of the most recently adopted Fresno COG regional travel demand forecasting (TDF) model 

(released in 2010) that was available at commencement of the transportation analysis.  This version 

of the Fresno COG model was used to develop the 2011 Regional Transportation Plan (Adopted July 

29, 2010) for Fresno County.  As such, the model conforms to all federal and state requirements for 

transportation, air quality, and greenhouse gas (GHG) modeling and has been accepted by FHWA, 

EPA, Caltrans, and ARB for these purposes.  The model development is documented in the Fresno 

County Traffic Model Calibration/Validation Report and Model Documentation (Fresno COG, 

September 20, 2001) 

The base year version of the model was modified and calibrated within the study area to more 

accurately reflect existing conditions. Static validation and sensitivity tests, consistent with Caltrans’ 

Travel Forecasting Guidelines (Caltrans, 1992) and FHWA’s Model Validation and Reasonableness 

Checking Manual (FHWA, 1997), were completed to validate the TDF model for the study area.  

Static validation compares base year traffic model estimates to existing traffic counts while 

sensitivity tests evaluate how a traffic model responds when model inputs are changed.   

Static validation includes statistical comparisons to evaluate the effectiveness of calibration 

adjustments.  As shown below, the study area calibration conducted for the project improved model 

performance compared to the unmodified (i.e., off‐the‐shelf) version of the Fresno COG model. 

Measure  Off‐the‐Shelf Model  Modified Model  Target 

Model to Count Ratio  1.06 0.97  

Percent Within Target Deviation  54% 60% >75%

Percent Root Mean Square Error  53% 46% <40%

Correlation Coefficient  0.84 0.88 >0.88

 

Having a model match existing conditions is not desirable, since calibration adjustments made to 

force a model to produce a desired output may limit a models’ effectiveness in evaluating changes 

due to land use and transportation networking changes.   

Since the model is being used to evaluate changes due to implementation of the General Plan 

Update, sensitivity tests were conducted to confirm that the model (i.e., after calibration 

adjustment) responded in the correct direction and magnitude when in changes to the model’s land 

use and roadway network inputs were made.  Sensitivity tests included adding roadway new 

roadway network connections, changing roadway capacity, changing residential land use inputs, and 

changing employment inputs.  The following illustrates the results of adding a roadway link. 
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Sensitivity Test  Expected Change  Actual Change 

Add a Link   Traffic will redistribute and use the 
new link 

 Volume on parallel links will 
decrease 

 Total flow across screenline (in 
direction of travel served by 
roadway) will increase due to 
increased capacity 

 Added Van Ness Boulevard/Christmas Tree 
Lane (Weldon Avenue to south of Shaw 
Avenue).  Trips redistributed for adjacent 
parallel roadways to added roadway.  Volume 
on added roadway was comparable to (but 
slightly more than) volume reduction on 
adjacent parallel roadways that continue 
north of Shaw Avenue (Palm Avenue and 
Maroa Avenue).  Total volume on parallel 
north/south roadways (West Avenue to 
Blackstone Avenue) increased from 65,100 to 
65,200 vehicles per day. 

 

The sensitivity testing demonstrated that the model performed acceptably when making network 

and land use changes.   

Consistent with standard model application and forecasting practice, traffic model volume forecasts 

were adjusted to account for model error.  The difference method, which adjusts raw model volume 

forecasts by adding the forecasted incremental growth from the TDF model to the existing traffic 

counts, was applied. 

Response to Comment BB‐2  

For the General Plan Update, work on the transportation impact analysis commencement in early 

January 2012.  At that time, the City of Fresno had not adopted the use of the 2010 HCM and 

transportation impact analysis was still being conducted using the 2000 HCM.  Although the 2010 

HCM was released in April 2011, releases of key modules of the companion software HCS 2010 

(McTrans) that implements HCM methods (i.e., needed for the General Plan Update) were not 

released until early 2012. 

Although the General Plan Update relied on methodology from the 2000 HCM, much of the planning 

level capacity analysis did not change between the two manuals such that the conclusions or 

outcomes of the analysis would change.  Further, both versions of the HCM provide guidance on 

different levels or analysis that are acceptable depending on the nature and type of analysis.  

Chapter 2 of the 2010 HCM outlines the following: 

Any given HCM application can be analyzes at different levels of detail, depending on 

the purpose of the analysis and the amount of information available… 

 

The HCM continues to describe three primary levels of analysis, operational analysis, design analysis, 

and planning analysis.  Operational analysis is generally focused on current or near‐term conditions 

involving detailed inputs to HCM procedures.  Planning analysis is generally focused on future long‐

range conditions.  The General Plan Update is focused on identifying roadway functional class and 

number of through travel lanes (i.e. two, four, or six lanes).  As such, a planning methodology is 

appropriate.  In contrast, operational analysis as governed by the City’s TIS guidelines is appropriate 

for individual development projects.   
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Chapter 6 of the 2010 HCM provide additional guidance for the application of HCM‐based tools for 

planning applications: 

It is well recognized that the models of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) are part 

of a continuum available to the analyst for highway capacity and quality‐of‐service 

analysis.  For example, transportation planners and engineers have different needs 

in scope and level of detail.  Planners focus on network performance in broad, 

general terms to understand supply‐demand interactions between network capacity 

and flows.  Of primary interest are the interactions of land uses and the 

transportation system… 

 

Furthermore, the 2010 HCM provides guidance on the use of generalized service volume tables, 

which were used for the General Plan Update: 

A service volume table provides an analyst with an estimate of the maximum 

number of vehicles that a system element can carry at a given LOS.  The use of a 

service volume table is most appropriate in certain planning applications in which 

evaluation of every segment or node within a study area is not feasible.  Examples of 

these applications are city, county, or statewide planning studies where the size of 

the study area makes a capacity or LOS analysis of every system element infeasible… 

 

As indicated above, although the 2010 HCM was released in April 2011, releases of key modules of 

the companion software HCS 2010 (from McTrans) that implements HCM methods (i.e., needed for 

the General Plan Update) were not released until early 2012, this includes the urban streets module.   

However, the basic freeway segment module, which was available, was evaluate and produced 

similar results to the 2000 HCM.  The 2010 HCM did not substantially change this method and the 

basic capacity inputs are the same as the 2000 HCM, including the following: 

 Capacity of a two‐lane highway – 1,700 passenger cars per hour 
 Capacity of a basic freeway segment – 2,400 passenger cars per hour per lane 

 Base saturation flow rate – 1,900 passenger cars per hour per lane 
 

Response to Comment BB‐3  

For the General Plan Update, work on the transportation impact analysis commencement in early 

January 2012.  Consequently, the traffic count data used in the analysis is representative of 2012 

conditions and conditions and the time the NOP for the Draft Master EIR was released. 

Response to Comment BB‐4  

As outlined in Response to Comment BB‐2, the analysis for the General Plan Update follows the 2000 

HCM recommendations and guidance for planning level analysis.  This analysis relied on two primary 

modules (basic freeway segment and urban streets) to develop the service volume tables used for 

the analysis.  Both modules account for the presence of heavy vehicles in the traffic stream in the 

following methodology.  The basic freeway segment analysis includes a direct input of heavy vehicles 

(i.e., trucks, busses, and recreational vehicles).  For basic freeway segments, a heavy vehicle 
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percentage of 4 percent was applied for the peak hour analysis.  The planning level method for 

urban streets does not include a specific input for heavy vehicles.  However, the effect of heavy 

vehicle on these facilities (i.e., arterial and collector roadways) was accounted for by adjusting the 

base saturation flow rate, which is a measure of the maximum rate of flow for a traffic lane, as 

measured at the stop line during the green indication at a traffic signal.  The base saturation flow 

rate, which represents the saturation flow rate for a 12‐foot traffic lane and no heavy vehicles, was 

adjusted from 1,900 vehicles per hour per lane for arterial and collector roadway types.  Lastly, the 

analysis for the General Plan Update was conducted for the morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak 

hour conditions, which typically have lower heavy vehicle use (compared to other times of the day), 

since trucks typically avoid peak commute times.  Furthermore, Chapter 4: Mobility and 

Transportation includes Policy MT‐2‐i that requires transportation impact studies for development 

projects.  Based on the criteria outlined in Policy MT‐2‐I, a detailed operations‐level analysis, 

consistent with the City’s transportation impact study guidelines, would be conducted using project‐

specific information to assess project‐level impacts to the transportation system.  

Response to Comment BB‐5 

As discussed in Impact TRANS‐4 in the Draft Master EIR, a review of the City of Fresno General Plan 

Update revealed no potential internal policy inconsistencies or discrepancies related to hazards 

associated with design features and incompatible uses.  Changes in existing conditions related to 

safety are address by the General Plan Update’s policies and City requirements for projects to 

conform to applicable federal, state, and local design standards when modifying or expanding the 

transportation network.  

Key General Plan Update objectives and policies that address safety include the following: 

 Objective MT‐1.  Create and maintain a transportation system that is safe, efficient, provides 

access in an equitable manner, and optimizes travel by all modes. 
 

 Policy MT‐1‐h.  Update the City’s Engineering and Street Design Standards to ensure that 

roadway and streetscape design specification reflect the Complete Street concept, while also 

addressing the needs of through traffic, transit stops, bus turnouts, passenger loading needs, 

bike lanes, and short‐ and long‐term parking. 
 

 Policy MT‐1‐i.  Local Street Standards.  Establish and implement local roadway standards 

addressing characteristics such as alignment, width, continuity and traffic calming, to provide 

efficient neighborhood circulation: to allow convenient access by resident, visitors, and public 

service and safety providers; and to promote neighborhood integrity and desired quality of life 

by limiting intrusive pass‐through traffic.   
 

 Policy MT‐1‐j.  Transportation Improvements Consistent with Community Character.  Prioritize 

transportation improvements that are consistent with the character of surrounding 

neighborhoods and supportive of safe, functional and Complete Neighborhoods: minimize 

negative impacts upon sensitive land uses such as residences, hospitals, schools, natural 

habitats, open space areas, and historic resources.  In implementing this policy, the City will 

design improvements to  

‐ Facilitate provision of multi‐modal transportation opportunities 
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‐ Provide added safety, including appropriate traffic calming measures 

‐ Promote achievement of air quality standards 

‐ Provide capacity in a cost effective manner 

‐ Create improved and equitable access with increased efficiency and connectivity 
 

 Policy MT‐11‐b.  Railroad Improvements.  Continue to participate in and advocate for 

collaborative efforts to improve railroad transportation facilities and reduce conflicts with the 

street system, including relocation and/or consolidation of the BNSF and UP mainline track 

facilities. 
 

 Policy MT‐11‐c.  Truck Route Designations.  Continue to plan and designate truck routes within 

the Metropolitan Area to facilitate access to and from goods production and processing areas 

while minimizing conflicts with other transportation priorities. 
 

 Policy MT‐11‐d.  Appropriate Truck Route Roadway Design.  Incorporate provisions for trucks 

in design of routes designated for turn movement.  Ensure that truck routes meet federal 

standards for intersections, pavement, and turning movements. 
 

 Policy MT‐11‐e.  Railroad Crossing Improvements.  Continue to improve and maintain the 

condition and safety of existing railroad crossings by upgrading surface conditions and 

installing signs and signals where warranted. 

 

Response to Comment BB‐6  

The commenter asserts that the safety analysis presented in the traffic analysis was deficient.  Please 

see Response to Comment BB‐5. 

Response to Comment BB‐7  

Please refer to Impact TRANS‐4 and Impact TRANS‐6 in the Draft Master EIR.  As discussed in 

Response to Comment BB‐5, a review of the City of Fresno General Plan Update revealed no 

potential internal policy inconsistencies or discrepancies related to hazards associated with design 

features and incompatible uses.  Similarly, in Impact TRANS‐6 in the Draft Master EIR, a review of the 

City of Fresno General Plan Update revealed no potential internal policy inconsistencies or conflicts 

with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities of 

the performance or safety of those facilities.  The discussion of Impact TRANS‐6 does contain a 

qualitative statement about the performance of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  Notably, 

demand will increase that would require improvement and expansion of associated facilities and 

services.  The discussion further elaborates on how demand for these services and facilities will 

change under the General Plan Update due to its focus on more compact and concentrated growth.  

Chapter 4: Mobility and Transportation of the General Plan includes Policy MT‐2‐h that requires the 

update of the City’s traffic impact study guidelines to address all modes of transportation and 

Complete Streets concepts consistent with the General Plan to accommodate planned growth.  This 

process will involve a comprehensive review of all relevant methods (including the HCM methods) 

for evaluating the transportation system, including automobile, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 

operations.   
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Response to Comment BB‐8  

Page 5.14‐28 of the Draft Master EIR describes the model inputs.  As discussed in Response to 

Comment BB‐1, the transportation impact analysis for the General Plan Update Draft Master EIR 

used a modified version of the most recently adopted Fresno COG regional travel demand 

forecasting (TDF) model (released in 2010) that was available at commencement of the 

transportation analysis.  This version of the Fresno COG model was used to develop the 2011 

Regional Transportation Plan (Adopted July 29, 2010) for Fresno County.  As such, the model 

conforms to all federal and state requirements for transportation, air quality, and greenhouse gas 

(GHG) modeling and has been accepted by FHWA, EPA, Caltrans, and ARB for these purposes.  The 

model development is documented in the Fresno County Traffic Model Calibration/Validation Report 

and Model Documentation (Fresno COG, September 20, 2001).   

It should be noted that SRB 743 has not been implemented and that the preliminary guidelines from 

OPR regarding SB 743 that have been released recognize lead agency discretion to set thresholds.  

The projected VMT growth is based on key inputs from the plan including land uses, socioeconomic 

conditions, and the transportation network.  As such, VMT growth is an outcome of the plan and is 

consistent with the expected levels of population and employment growth and the desired changes 

to the transportation network. 

Response to Comment BB‐9  

A review of the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) database indicates that all of the existing 

railroad crossings are adequate relative to current design standards.  As discussed in Impact TRANS‐4 

in the Draft Master EIR, a review of the City of Fresno General Plan Update revealed no potential 

internal policy inconsistencies or discrepancies related to hazards associated with design features 

and incompatible uses.  Changes in existing conditions related to safety are address by the General 

Plan Update’s policies and City requirements for projects to conform to applicable federal, state, and 

local design standards when modifying or expanding the transportation network.  

Key General Plan Update objectives and policies that address railroad safety include the following: 

 Objective MT‐1.  Create and maintain a transportation system that is safe, efficient, provides 

access in an equitable manner, and optimizes travel by all modes. 
 

 Policy MT‐1‐h.  Update the City’s Engineering and Street Design Standards to ensure that 

roadway and streetscape design specification reflect the Complete Street concept, while also 

addressing the needs of through traffic, transit stops, bus turnouts, passenger loading needs, 

bike lanes, and short‐ and long‐term parking. 
 

 Policy MT‐11‐b.  Railroad Improvements.  Continue to participate in and advocate for 

collaborative efforts to improve railroad transportation facilities and reduce conflicts with the 

street system, including relocation and/or consolidation of the BNSF and UP mainline track 

facilities. 
 

 Policy MT‐11‐c.  Truck Route Designations.  Continue to plan and designate truck routes within 

the Metropolitan Area to facilitate access to and from goods production and processing areas 

while minimizing conflicts with other transportation priorities. 
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 Policy MT‐11‐d.  Appropriate Truck Route Roadway Design.  Incorporate provisions for trucks 

in design of routes designated for turn movement.  Ensure that truck routes meet federal 

standards for intersections, pavement, and turning movements. 
 

 Policy MT‐11‐e.  Railroad Crossing Improvements.  Continue to improve and maintain the 

condition and safety of existing railroad crossings by upgrading surface conditions and 

installing signs and signals where warranted. 

 

Also note, the in addition to the key policy of the General Plan Update outlined above, the 

implementation of high speed rail may result in the potential elimination of at‐grade crossings along 

the UP rail corridor through the City.   

Response to Comment BB‐10  

Please refer to Impact TRANS‐5 in the Draft Master EIR.  A policy evaluation is the appropriate 

method for evaluating potential impacts of the General Plan Update on emergency service, since the 

policy will ensure that public facilities are available as development occurs.  The City of Fresno has 

multiple methods, beyond just expansion of the roadway network, for providing adequate 

emergency access and response times.  Examples include the location of staffing of emergency 

response units throughout the City (i.e., fire stations, police stations, emergency care, etc.) and 

encouraging infill development and development within the existing city limits, consistent with 

Policy LU‐1‐a, which will place new population closer to existing services. 
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October 8, 2014 
 
Jennifer K Clark, Director 
Reg:  DMEIR 
City of Fresno, Development and Resource Mgt. Dept. 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, CA  93721 
 
Re:  Draft General Plan and Draft Master EIR 
 
 
Dear Jennifer: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft General Pland and Master EIR for the 
City of Fresno. PG&E has the following comments to offer. 
 
PG&E owns and operates gas and electric facilities located within and in the sphere of 
influence of the City of Fresno. To promote the safe and reliable maintenance and 
operation of utility facilities, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has 
mandated specific clearance requirements between utility facilities and surrounding 
objects or construction activities. To ensure compliance with these standards, project 
proponents should coordinate with PG&E early in the development of their project plans. 
Any proposed development plans should provide for unrestricted utility access, and 
prevent easement encroachments that might impair the safe and reliable maintenance and 
operation of PG&E’s facilities. 
 
Developers will be responsible for the costs associated with the relocation of existing 
PG&E facilities to accommodate their proposed development. Because facilities 
relocations require long lead times and are not always feasible, developers should be 
encouraged to consult with PG&E as early in their planning stages as possible. 
 
Relocations of PG&E’s electric transmission and substation facilities (50,000 volts and 
above) may also require formal approval from the California Public Utilities 
Commission. If required, this approval process may take as long as three years to 
complete. Proponents with development plans that may affect such electric transmission 
facilities should be referred to PG&E for additional information and assistance in the 
development of their project schedules. 
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Environmental Management 
650 “O” Street, Mail Bag 23 
Fresno, CA  93760-0001 
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Please note that continued development consistent with your General Plan will have a 
cumulative impact on PG&E’s gas and electric systems and may require on-site and off-
site additions to the facilities that supply these services. Because utility facilities are 
operated as an integrated system, the presence of an existing gas or electric transmission 
or distribution facility does not necessarily mean the facility has capacity to connect new 
loads. 
 
PG&E recommends that environmental documents for proposed development projects 
include adequate evaluation of cumulative impacts to utility systems, the utility facilities 
needed to serve those developments, and any potential environmental issues associated 
with extending utility service to the proposed project. This will assure the project’s 
compliance with CEQA and reduce potential delays to the project schedule. 
 
We have the following comments regarding possible future facilities PG&E is planning 
for at this time: 

� A new distribution substation is currently being constructed in the vicinity of 
Shepherd and Sunnyside Avenues, and is scheduled to be in operation by June 1, 
2015, and is expected to meet the capacity needs of northern Fresno.  PG&E has 
long-term plans that could include a new substation in west Fresno and in 
southeast Fresno.  As future growth continues west of Highway 99, it is possible 
that a new substation will be needed at approximately the vicinity of Ashlan 
Avenue and Hayes Avenue.  It is also possible that a new substation will be 
needed at approximately the vicinity of East Church Avenue and South 
Armstrong Avenue. 
 

� PG&E maintains short term and long term plans for anticipated growth in any 
given area based upon the annual load projection for that area.  This is an internal 
plan which cannot be shared for security reasons.  PG&E does anticipate the need 
to build new substations in the future.  Approximate locations for new substations 
can be shared and should be included in the city’s General Plan. 
 

� PG&E is engaged in several long term initiatives to replace obsolete gas facilities. 
These initiatives are focused but not limited to a long term process to replace 
older plastic pipe in sections of the City of Fresno that were developed in the 
1970’s. We also have ongoing projects to replace older steel pipe. Replacement of 
these facilities is key to our efforts to improve public safety and improve our 
service reliability in the City of Fresno. 
 

PG&E remains committed to working with the City of Fresno to provide timely, reliable 
and cost effective gas and electric service within the City.  Please contact me at (559) 
263-5237 if you have any questions regarding our comments. We would also appreciate 
being copied on future correspondence regarding this subject as this plan is developed. 
 
The California Constitution vests in the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
exclusive power and sole authority with respect to the regulation of privately owned or 
investor owned public utilities such as PG&E. This exclusive power extends to all aspects 
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of the location, design, construction, maintenance and operation of public utility 
facilities. Nevertheless, the CPUC has provisions for regulated utilities to work closely 
with local governments and give due consideration to their concerns. PG&E must balance 
our commitment to provide due consideration to local concerns with our obligation to 
provide the public with a safe, reliable, cost-effective energy supply in compliance with 
the rules and tariffs of the CPUC. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Andrew Smith 
Sr. Land Planner 
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Letter CC:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Andrew Smith, October 8, 2014 

Response to Comment CC‐1 

The City acknowledges that the commenter encourages project proponents to coordinate with 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) as early as possible in order to ensure compliance with 

PG&E and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requirements.   

The commenter notes that future development may result in the need for on‐site and off‐site 

improvements to PG&E facilities to accommodate the development.  As future development is 

proposed, PG&E would need to determine if PG&E facilities are required during the project 

development review process. The City’s early consultation process for planning requires that a copy 

of each application for new and materially expanded development projects be provided to PG&E for 

comment and proposed conditions of approval.   

This City’s early consultation process for evaluating project‐specific power (and natural gas) needs 

can assure that individual projects will be accommodated.  It also furnishes PG&E with data that the 

utility can use to track cumulative system impacts via its in‐house capacity analysis tools.  Since 

PG&E’s infrastructure and operational capacity are proprietary data, the City could not do 

cumulative impact assessment on PG&E facilities, but can only continue to assist PG&E with 

information on potential new demand and consultation on broadscale projects such as General Plan 

updates and specific plan proposals. 

Currently, power substations are classified uses in the City’s Zoning Ordinance and may also be 

proposed in any zone district as public facilities which may be approved through the Conditional Use 

Permit process.  Similar language is anticipated to be carried forward as the City updates its 

Development Code. 
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Letter DD:  Richard Harriman, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment DD‐1 

The commenter asserts that the analysis contained in Section 5.16 of the Draft Master EIR is 

deficient as it lacks an adequate analysis of renewable energy alternatives and because certain 

General Plan policies are too vague.  Section 5.16.5 (Impact EC‐1) provides an estimate of the 

potential electrical demand at General Plan buildout, and indicates that there would be an 

incremental increase to the demand for electricity.  Specific General Plan Update objectives and 

policies are identified, which are intended to reduce the potential use of energy.   

The EIR concludes that the implementation of these objectives and policies would not result in a 

significant impact, and therefore no mitigation measures are required.  As no mitigation measures in 

the Draft Master EIR are identified related to this issue, the commenter’s assertion that the 

mitigation measures set forth in this section are inadequate does not accurately reflect the analysis 

provided in Section 5.16 of the Draft Master EIR.   

The commenter lists several General Plan Update policies that the commenter regards as “too vague 

as to the time frame within which they will be developed to achieve.”  The policies identified by the 

commenter are regarded as project features, and are therefore a component of the overall project 

that the qualitative analysis provided in the Draft Master EIR relies on.  As these policies are 

proposed project features (as opposed to mitigation measures), there is no requirement under CEQA 

to identify the time frame in which they will be developed or achieved.   

The commenter requests the revision, amendment and recirculation of the Draft Master EIR to 

include a mitigation measure that would require photo‐voltaic and/or solar thermal energy facilities 

on all buildings within the General Plan Area.  As no significant impacts were identified in the 

analysis in Section 5.16 related to this issue, the inclusion of a new mitigation measure is not 

required.  

Furthermore, analyses prepared for residential and commercial projects by the “Sustainable Fresno” 

energy audit team demonstrated that solar energy may  not be the most energy or financially 

effective means of reducing net power demand.  However, should solar energy become effective and 

a feasible means of reducing net energy demand in the future, the 2013 California Building, 

Mechanical, Energy, and Green Code has mandated that all residential roofs be constructed to be 

“solar ready” so that solar panels could be installed quickly, without need for structural 

modifications. 

Finally, the commenter indicates that General Plan Update and Draft Master EIR should be submitted 

to the Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for final approval.  The General 

Plan Update does not propose to revise the City’s existing Sphere of Influence, therefore approval by 

LAFCO is not required.   

 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



From: Robert Merrill [geolbob@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:38 PM 
To: General Plan 
Subject: General Plan Update comments

From:  Robert D. Merrill, PhD,  email: geolbob@yahoo.com 
Subject:  Comments on Draft General Plan Update 
To:  newplan@fresno.gov 

Date:  October 9, 2014 
To:  Jennifer K. Clark, ACIP, Director, Development and Resource Management Department 
From:  Robert D. Merrill PhD, 8540 N. Colfax, Fresno, CA 93720 
Re: Comments on City of Fresno Draft General Plan  

I am commenting on the City of Fresno Draft General Plan Update as a resident and taxpayer in the city of Fresno for 
the last 44 years and as a professional in the scientific community with knowledge in geology, water, and land use.    

Comments on City of Fresno General Plan Update
Submitted by Robert D. Merrill, PhD., October 9, 2014 

1.  The Economic Development and Fiscal Sustainability section of the General Plan Chapter 2 section ED-3-f needs 
an additional note involving a historical review of how Fresno’s urban sprawl has impacted its tax base, as developers 
changed the city’s land use zoning development code due to City Council approval of these changes, which violated 
past General Plans.  What is needed is for City Planners to explain to the public the financial impact when zoning 
change requests by developers are made to the City Council.  Unless City Planners are able to clearly present the 
fiscal impacts of developer requests to its citizens there is little chance of this General Plan improving the city’s tax 
base and moving in a more positive direction.   

a. Presentations to the city Council and the public must make clear this connection, especially when the 
Development Code and Zoning regulations are presented to the City Council.  The City spent funds tobring 
Joe Minicozzi to town to help us understand this issue, now it is up to City staff to use his analysis.   

b. The City also needs to argue before the Fresno County Board of Supervisors for protection from 
urban/suburban sprawl on County land in areas outside the City’s Sphere of Influence.   

2.  The General Plan needs to strongly explain the connection between land use, urban/suburban sprawl, 
transportation, and resultant air quality.  The City needs to also engage with the County of Fresno on this issue.   

a. Holding to the General Plan’s Complete Neighborhoods Policy and infill development will enhance these 
connections.  Describe that connection more directly in the General Plan.   

b. Add a section to chapter 10, Healthy Communities that gives a range of estimates for changes in air quality 
and associated increased or decreased asthma rates, and other specific health impacts.    

3.  Consider adding a section to the General Plan’s chapter 7 regarding the connection between climate change and 
water resources, as well as their impact on per capita water use under different population growth projections. 
Remember that water supply is a finite resource and that climate change is most likely going to reduce the Sierra 
Nevada snowpack reservoir, plus climate change models include more erratic storm patterns (floods and droughts). 
So the City’s surface water contracts may not be as guaranteed as current City staff assumes.   

4.  Perhaps Chapter 8 Historical and cultural Resources ought to include a section or a reference to an appendix that 
describes previous General Plans and evaluates their success or lack thereof.  It’s important to give context to how 
the City got to its present state, and this could also help citizen readers understand the need for the new directions.   

5.  Mathematical errors in General Plan Chapter 2 page 7 Table 2-4 Economic Sector Comparisons.    

Comments on the MEIR
1.  I did not find any discussion of soil hardpans in the Geologic Hazards section of the MEIR.  While not a hazard 
generally, soil types with hardpans do present problems throughout Fresno for landscaping with regard to slow 
infiltration and in some areas these soils play a role in flooding through their slow infiltration or blockage of infiltration.
Sincerely, 

Robert D. Merrill 
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Letter EE:  Robert Merrill, October 9, 2014 

Response to Comment EE‐1 

This comment states that a detailed historical review of sprawl and the City’s tax base should be 

provided in the General Plan.  These comments are provided on the General Plan Update and not on 

the contents of the Draft Master EIR.  Therefore, no further response is required (CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15088).  It should also be noted that the General Plan is not a fiscal plan, and the need to 

coordinate land use with fiscal sustainability is reiterated several times in the General Plan.   

This comment further states that an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application (required under 

SJVAPCD Rule No. 9510, the Indirect Source Review or “ISR” Rule) is to be submitted no later than 

receiving final discretionary approval and pay any applicable off‐site mitigation fees before issuance 

of the first building permit.  The exact provisions of the ISR Rule are somewhat different than 

outlined above, but the following response can be made: The Indirect Source Review Rule only 

applies at the point where a FINAL discretionary approval is given for a development project; 

therefore, a General Plan is not, itself, subject to the ISR Rule. The discretionary actions associated 

with implementing the City of Fresno General Plan Update are listed in Section 2.4 of the Draft 

Master EIR; these actions are approvals needed prior to commencement of construction activities.  

The obligation to comply with the ISR Rule rests with project sponsors (applicants and property 

owners).  However, the City facilitates compliance with the ISR Rule by including it in project 

Conditions of Approval (which must be satisfied prior to issuance of construction permits).  The City 

additionally provides early notification of ISR requirements to potential project applicants during its 

required face‐to‐face pre‐application meetings.   

In response to comments raised regarding future water supply, see responses to preceding 

comments, including Responses to Comments  F‐2, J‐1, P‐2, T‐2, T‐4 through T‐7, U‐2, and V‐15. 

Response to Comment EE‐2 

Comment noted.  Impacts related to groundwater infiltration and stormwater runoff are discussed in 

Section 5.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft Master EIR.  In this section, the potential for 

increased stormwater flows was thoroughly analyzed.   
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Letter FF:  San Joaquin River Conservancy, Melinda Marks, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment FF‐1 

The commenter states that the San Joaquin River Conservancy generally supports the City’s 

proposed policies related to the San Joaquin River Parkway.  No specific comment on the 

environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; therefore, no further response is 

required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment FF‐2 

The commenter identified recommended revisions to Policy POSS‐6‐and Objective POSS‐7.  These 

recommended revisions do not alter the environmental evaluations and findings identified in the 

Draft Master EIR.  Since no comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was 

provided; no further response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment FF‐3 

The commenter identified recommended revisions to Policy POSS‐7‐c.  These recommended 

revisions do not alter the environmental evaluations and findings identified in the Draft Master EIR.  

Since no comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR was provided; no 

further response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.)  

Response to Comment FF‐4 

The commenter identified that the San Joaquin River Parkway Conservancy is the Lead Agency for an 

Environmental Impact Report that is being prepared for the River West Fresno, Easton Trail Extension 

Project.  This comment is noted. Please see Response to Comment AA‐1 regarding the provision of 

commentary for Policy POSS‐7‐g in the General Plan Update. 

Response to Comment FF‐5 

The commenter stated that the San Joaquin River Parkway contributes to parks and open space 

within the City limits.  This comment is noted.  Table 5.13‐5 on page 5.13‐9 identifies the existing 

open space within the City and includes multi‐use that encompasses the areas within the San 

Joaquin River Parkway. 
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Letter GG:  San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust, Inc., Dave Koehler, August 
18, 2014 

Response to Comment GG‐1 

The commenter raises an issue regarding Policy POSS‐7‐g.  The issue is the restriction of access to the 

San Joaquin River Parkway.  There is a misunderstanding of the intent of this policy and as a result a 

commentary has been provided for this policy.  Please see Response to Comment AA‐1 regarding the 

clarifying intent of this policy. 
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October 9, 2014 
 
 
 
Jennifer K Clark 
Reg: DMEIR 
Development and Resource Management Department 
2600 Fresno Street, Room 3065 
Fresno, CA 93721 
 
Project:   Draft Master Environmental Impact Report (DMEIR) for the  
 City of Fresno Draft General Plan Update and Development Code Update 
 
District CEQA Reference No:  20140526 
 
Dear Ms. Clark: 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the 
Draft Master Environmental Impact Report (DMEIR) for the City of Fresno Draft General 
Plan Update and Development Code Update.  The updates will accommodate projected 
growth and development through the buildout of the General Plan and Development 
Code to the year 2056.  The Planning Area includes all areas within the City’s current 
limits, the areas within the current Sphere of Influence (SOI), and an area north of the 
City’s most northeasterly portion of the city. The District offers the following comments: 
 
1. On Page 5.3-2, the DMEIR states that “the combined annual emissions of projects 

during construction and operation would be compared to the annual threshold.”  The 
District would like to clarify that the emissions for construction and operation should 
be analyzed separately and compared against the District’s significance threshold. 
 

2. On Page 5.3-39, the DMEIR states that “Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review 
requires project to reduce exhaust related construction emissions by 20 percent for 
NOx and by 50 percent for PM10.”  The District would like to clarify that Rule 9510 
requires a project to reduce construction emissions by 45 percent for PM10 and not 
50 percent as indicated. 
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3. On Page 5.3-41, the DMEIR correctly cites District Rule 9510 construction emission 
reduction requirements of 20 percent NOx and 45 percent PM10 compared to the 
statewide average.  The District would like to clarify that District Rule 9510 also has 
requirements for reducing emissions from operation, which is a 33.3 percent NOx 
reduction and a 50 percent PM10 reduction.  Therefore, the District recommends 
that a discussion on the emission reduction requirements for operation be included 
in the DMEIR. 

 
4. On Page 5.3-22 and Page 5.3-23, the DMEIR lists District rules and regulations that 

may apply to projects during the buildout of the General Plan.  The District would like 
to add District Rule 2010 (Permits Required) which requires a permit for any 
stationary source emitting, controlling, or modifying the emission of any amount of 
air contaminant to the atmosphere. 

 
5. The following comments are regarding the Toxic Air Contaminants discussion: 

 
a. On Page 5.3-52, the DMEIR states that exposure to low concentrations of toxic 

air contaminants over a long period of time can result in adverse chronic health 
effects to sensitive receptors.  This statement is correct; however, acute health 
effects resulting from short term exposure (i.e., 1 hour or 8 hour) to higher 
concentrations are also a concern. 
 

b. On Page 5.3-52, the DMEIR cites the District’s significance threshold of 10 in a 
million for carcinogenic risk.  The City should note in presenting this threshold 
that the District may modify this threshold in the future because of changes 
proposed by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) in 
the method for calculating risk.  Therefore, the District recommends revising the 
DMEIR to include a phrase such as “or another significance threshold adopted by 
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District” in addition to the 10 in a 
million. 
 

c. The DMEIR discusses two types of projects: 1) projects that can cause risk to 
nearby sensitive receptors because of their emissions of toxic air contaminants 
and 2) residential developments and other projects consisting of sensitive 
receptors that will locate near sources of toxic air contaminants emissions.  It is 
not clear if both types of projects may require the preparation of a health risk 
assessment (HRA).  Therefore, the District recommends that the discussion be 
made clearer.  The Air Resources Board (ARB) has identified offset distances for 
freeways, chrome plating, and other facilities emitting toxics.  Residential and 
other projects that would locate sensitive receptors further from those sources 
than ARB’s offset distance are not required to assess health risk.  The District 
recommends the City to consider adopting this approach. 
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d. It should be noted that the District does not consider mobile sources during its 
permitting process.  However, such sources are considered during a HRA for 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 

e. On Page 5.3-56, the DMEIR states that “the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) has adopted a cumulative threshold based on the aggregate 
total risk of all past, present, and foreseeable future sources within a 1,000 foot 
radius from the fence line of a source, or from the location of a receptor, plus the 
contribution from the project.”  The District would like to clarify that the use of a 
cumulative risk approach adopted by another air district cannot be relied upon 
since other air districts have their own local sources, land use patterns, etc. that 
are different from those in the District.   

 
f. The DMEIR does not appear to exempt projects from conducting a risk review.   

 
g. The City could be more explicit in identifying that project proponents should 

comply with methodologies recommended by the District for risk review. 
 

The District appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DMEIR for the City of 
Fresno Draft General Plan Update and Development Code Update.  If you have any 
questions or require further information, please call Sharla Yang at (559) 230- 5934. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Arnaud Marjollet 
Director of Permit Services 
 

 
For Chay Thao 
Program Manager 
 
AM: sy 
 
Cc: File 
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Letter HH:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Arnaud Marjollet, October 9, 
2014 

Response to Comment HH‐1 

The SJVAPCD indicated that the Draft Master EIR on page 5.3‐2 states that “the combined annual 

emissions of projects during construction and operation would be compared to the annual 

threshold”, but the SJVAPCD recommends analyzing construction and operational emissions 

separately and comparing them against the SJVAPCD’s thresholds.   

The full statement in the Draft Master EIR agency makes a point that a “conservative interpretation” 

of the threshold would add the emissions from construction and operation for comparison to the 

threshold.  On an individual project basis, separation is appropriate since the emissions occur 

sequentially and construction emissions are temporary.  For a General Plan with a 2056 horizon year, 

construction would occur each year and adds to the cumulative impacts from operation.  Therefore, 

the statement in the Draft Master EIR is correct. 

Response to Comment HH‐2 

The SJVAPCD found that the Draft Master EIR on page 5.2‐39 incorrectly identified the PM10 

emission reduction requirement for Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review as 50 percent instead of the 

actual requirement of 45 percent.  The typographical error does not change any significance finding 

or mitigation measure in the document.  The change to page 5.3‐39, paragraph 5 is revised as 

follows:  

“Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review requires projects to reduce exhaust related construction 

emissions by 20 percent for NOx and by 50 45 percent for PM10; however, significance for 

these emissions is based on whether projects exceed the SJVAPCD annual quantitative 

thresholds.” 

Response to Comment HH‐3 

The SJVAPCD stated that the Draft Master EIR includes discussion of the reductions that will occur 

from Rule 9510 for construction emissions but does not include a similar discussion in the section 

describing operational  emissions.  Comment noted.  The Draft Master EIR describes Rule 9510 in the 

regulatory setting on page 5.3‐23.  Later at page 5.3‐48, an additional statement in the operational 

section that Rule 9510 reduces operational NOx emissions by 33 percent and PM10 emissions by 50 

percent. Therefore, further discussion is not required in the Draft MEIR to provide the magnitude of 

the benefit of this element of the ISR regulation, since it is provided elsewhere in the document. 

Response to Comment HH‐4 

The SJVAPCD indicates that the regulatory section should include a discussion of Rule 2010 ‐ Permits 

Required.  Comment noted.  Projects that include stationary sources will be required to comply with 

Rule 2010.  The requirement to obtain permits does not  result in any emission reductions, but 

describes an administrative requirement to obtain a permit whereby the SJVAPCD evaluates 

potential emissions and imposes control measures. Requirements for best available control 

technology (BACT) and emission offsets are included in Rule 2201‐ New and Modified Stationary 

Source Review.  Special requirements for individual source categories are provided under source 

specific regulations.   
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Response to Comment HH‐5 

The SJVAPCD indicates that Draft Master EIR at page 5.3.52 should discuss the acute effects of short‐

term acute exposure to toxic emissions in addition to long‐term chronic exposure.  The SJVAPCD 

threshold for acute exposure is a Hazard Index of 1.0.  Although development projects are unlikely to 

exceed the acute exposure threshold, the comment is correct.  Both acute and chronic thresholds 

apply to projects developed under the General Plan Update.  The following is added as a new 

paragraph after the second paragraph on page 5.3‐52: 

“Exposures to toxic air contaminants can also result in acute (short‐term) impacts.  In a 

manner similar to assessment of chronic hazard impacts, acute hazard impacts are calculated 

using a hazard index.  However, in the case of acute exposures, the air concentration of toxic 

air contaminants is calculated over a 1‐hour average.” 

Response to Comment HH‐6 

The SJVAPCD indicates that the current 10 in a million threshold may be revised to address changes 

in the method calculating risk proposed by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

(OEHHA).  Comment noted.  If the SJVAPCD proposes a new threshold of significance at some future 

date, the City will advise project applicants and consultants regarding the change in OEHHA 

methodology to inform their preparation of special studies which may be required for development 

projects .  However, as Lead Agency the City  reserves the right to consider alternative threshold 

approaches, at its own discretion, when such alternative thresholds can be validated by agencies 

having jurisdiction and professional expertise in the subject areas of hazardous materials, public 

health, and risk assessments.  

Response to Comment HH‐7 

The SJVAPCD recommends that the Draft Master EIR include criteria from the Air Resources Board 

(ARB) Air Quality Land Use Handbook for situation when a health risk assessment would be required 

for projects which would result in locating sensitive receptors near sources of toxic emissions.  This 

impact is discussed on page 5.3‐55 of the Draft Master EIR.  It includes criteria for locating residential 

development, schools, and parks near high volume roadways consistent with the ARB Handbook.  It 

also provides criteria for projects located near facilities such as distribution centers or loading docks 

with large numbers of diesel trucks should undergo screening analysis or a full health risk 

assessment if screening finds a significant impact.  The full ARB Handbook siting criteria are located 

in Table 5.3‐5 on page 5.3‐19 of the Draft Master EIR.  The following is added as an Advisory 

Recommendation for Distribution Centers in Table 5.3‐5 on page 5.3‐19 of the Draft Master EIR. 

“Review the ARB Air Quality Land Use Handbook siting criteria to determine when additional 

analysis is required.” 

Response to Comment HH‐8 

The SJVAPCD states that mobile source emissions are not considered during permitting of stationary 

sources of toxic emissions.  However, for CEQA purposes, the mobile sources are considered.  

Comment noted.  No specific projects including stationary and mobile sources have been identified; 

however, the City will route new projects to the SJVAPCD for review and comment to ensure that all 

emissions have been addressed in the analysis.  
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Response to Comment HH‐9 

The SJVAPCD states that use of a threshold approach cannot be relied upon since other air districts 

have their own local sources, land use patterns, etc. that are different from those in the District.  The 

Draft Master EIR includes an approach based on Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

(BAAQMD) for cumulative toxic emissions.  Comment noted.  The City will continue to work with the 

SJVAPCD and when the SJVAPCD adopts a cumulative threshold, then the City would consider the 

SJVAPCD‐adopted threshold. Response to Comment HH‐10 

The SJVAPCD states that the City should be more explicit in identifying that project proponents 

should comply with methodologies recommended by the District for risk review.  The Draft Master 

EIR includes an explicit statement requiring the use of SJVAPCD models.  Page 5.3‐4 of the Draft 

Master EIR states that this potential impact is considered in CEQA documents for individual projects; 

and General Plan Policy RC‐4‐c states, “Require use of computer models recommended by the 

SJVAPCD to evaluate the air quality impacts of projects that require environmental review by the 

City.”  Although the policy does not specifically mention methodologies, it is understood that use of 

SJVAPCD models would also require use of SJVAPCD methodologies to operate those models.  When 

notified by the SJVAPCD that a project warrants a Health Risk Assessment (HRA), the City has 

provided applicants with the California Air Pollution Control Official Association (CAPCOA) Health 

Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Guidelines, which outlines the methodology required by the 

SJVAPCD for conducting HRAs. 
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Letter II:  Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, Tamara S. Galanter, September 25, 2014 

Response to Comment II‐1 

The commenter indicates that several General Plan Update policies located in Chapter 5 of the 

document would conflict with federal and State laws, as well as create an internal inconsistency 

within the General Plan.  The commenter asserts that Policy POSS‐7g would result in access 

restrictions to the San Joaquin River Parkway (“Parkway”).  General Plan Update Policy POSS‐7g was 

not intended to restrict vehicular access on existing roadways Please see Response to Comment AA‐1 

above, regarding access to the San Joaquin River Parkway via Riverview Drive.   

Response to Comment II‐2 

The commenter asserts that Policy POSS‐7g would unlawfully restrict access to public streets within 

the Riverview Drive neighborhood, and indicates that the policy “prohibits through traffic on 

Riverview Drive and limits vehicular access to neighborhood residents and emergency vehicles”.  

Please refer to the response to Comment No. AA‐1, above.  Policy POSS‐7g would not conflict with 

State law regarding public streets.   

Response to Comment II‐3 

As discussed in Response to Comment. AA‐1 above, Policy POSS‐7‐g would not restrict vehicular 

public access into this neighborhood along any existing public roadways.  As the General Plan Update 

would still provide public access to the existing roadways and neighborhoods at and near Riverview 

Drive, the proposed policy would not result in a violation of federal law. 

Response to Comment II‐4 

As discussed in Response to Comment AA‐1 above, Policy POSS‐7‐g would not restrict vehicular 

public access into this neighborhood along any existing public roadways.   

Response to Comment II‐5 

As discussed in Response to Comment AA‐1 above, Policy POSS‐7g would not restrict vehicular public 

access into this neighborhood along any existing public roadways.  The vehicular restrictions 

identified in POSS‐7‐g (and reiterated in POSS‐7‐i) would be limited only to a public access easement 

from this area that extends toward the Parkway.  As the General Plan Update would still provide 

public access to the existing roadways and neighborhoods at and near Riverview Drive, the proposed 

policy would not result in a conflict with the Master Plan.   

Response to Comment II‐6 

The commenter asserts that a parking lot at Riverview Drive should have been considered as 

mitigation for significant impacts to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Traffic.  As discussed in those 

responses, Policy POSS‐7g would not restrict vehicular public access into this neighborhood along 

any existing public roadways.  The vehicular restrictions identified in POSS‐7g (and reiterated in 

POSS‐7i) would be limited only to a public access easement from this area that extends toward the 

Parkway.  As the General Plan Update does not establish any intensive urban uses or mandate that 

an easement or extension of West River View Drive would provide access to the San Joaquin River, 

adoption of the General Plan Update would not result in an increased demand for travel or increased 

traffic congestion beyond those planned uses in the area, which were considered in the Draft Master 

EIR.  The construction of a parking lot in this area would not meet currently identified parking 
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demand in this neighborhood and would not substantially lessen the environmental effects 

identified in those MEIR sections.  As noted in Response to Comment AA‐1, the City will work with 

the San Joaquin River Conservancy as it brings forward specific projects to implement its Parkway 

Plan, including Conservancy proposals to acquire and open easements affording safe vehicular travel 

onto Parkway land; at that time.  The Conservancy may also acquire land from willing sellers toward 

development of parking lots proximal to these access points.   

Response to Comment II‐7 

The commenter’s assertion that limiting access to the Parkway would conflict with the City’s 

responsibilities under the Public Trust Doctrine do not directly relate to the analysis provided in the 

Draft Master EIR.  The City consults State Lands Commission (the designated Trustee agency for 

sovereign land and public trust easements in the San Joaquin River corridor) when land divisions and 

other development projects afford an opportunity to expand safe public access to the River.  

Inasmuch as the Conservancy’s enabling legislation prohibited use of eminent domain to acquire 

land, it would not be appropriate for the Conservancy to seek to require the City to use its eminent 

domain powers to acquire property interests on behalf of the Conservancy. As discussed previously 

in Response to Comment AA‐1, above, Policy POSS‐7g would not restrict vehicular public access into 

this neighborhood along any existing public roadways.  The vehicular restrictions identified in POSS‐

7g (and reiterated and clarified in POSS‐7i) would be limited only to an existing non‐vehicular access 

easement from this area that extends toward/ into the Parkway, because no public vehicular access 

easement exists, and it is beyond the authority of a General Plan Update to create one by fiat.   
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Letter JJ:  Shute Mihaly & Weinberger, Tamara S. Galanter, October 8, 2014 

Response to Comment JJ‐1 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR violated CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  The City 

disagrees with the commenter.  The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR did not adequately 

analyze the potential environmental effects associated with land use, transportation and circulation, 

air quality, odor, climate change, public health and safety, and noise.  This comment does not provide 

any specific comments on the contents of the Draft Master EIR in this comment; however, specific 

comments on land use are provided in Comments JJ‐4 and JJ‐5 and responses are provided below.  

Specific comments on transportation and circulation are provided in Comments JJ‐8 through JJ‐16 

and responses are provided below.  Specific comments on air quality are provided in Comments JJ‐17 

through JJ‐21 and JJ‐27 and responses are provided below.  A specific comment on odor is provided 

in Comment JJ‐26 and a response is provided below.  Specific comments on climate change are 

provided in Comments JJ‐29 through JJ‐33 and responses are provided below.  Specific comments on 

public health and safety are provided in Comments JJ‐22 through JJ‐25 and responses are provided 

below.  Specific comments on noise are provided in Comments JJ‐34 through JJ‐37 and responses are 

provided below.  Finally, a specific comment on cumulative air quality is provided in Comment JJ‐28 

and a response is provided below.  As discussed in the Response to Comments JJ‐2 though JJ‐39, the 

environmental documentation provided in the Draft Master EIR adequately addresses the potential 

environmental effects associated with the implementation of the General Plan Update.  

Response to Comment JJ‐2 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR did not comply with the requirements of CEQA and 

did not adequately analyze or mitigate impacts.  The commenter also asserts that the Draft Master 

EIR must be revised and recirculated.  There are no specific comments on the contents of the Draft 

Master EIR in this comment; however, the commenter has various comments the remainder of 

Comment Letter JJ. Please see Response to Comment JJ‐1 for a summary of the comments.  

Responses to these comments are provided below. 

Response to Comment JJ‐3 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR avoided analysis and mitigation of the impacts that 

are identified as significant and unavoidable.  The City disagrees with the commenter.  Section 5 of 

the Draft Master EIR includes an evaluation of project and cumulative impacts associated with the 

implementation of the General Plan Update.  As summarized in Section 6.3 of the Draft Master EIR, 

there are 8 environmental categories that include significant and unavoidable impacts.  The analysis 

in Section 5 included an evaluation prior to the inclusion of objectives and policies and after the 

inclusion of objectives and policies.  In each evaluation, a determination of potential significance was 

made for each issue.  Mitigation measures were considered for those issues that would remain 

significant after the inclusion of objectives and policies.  Although mitigation measures were 

considered, mitigation measures were available for some environmental issues; however, for others, 

there were no feasible measures available to reduce the significant impact. 

The commenter provided specific comments below and responses are provided in Response to 

Comments JJ‐4 through JJ‐39. 
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Response to Comment JJ‐4 

The commenter raises a concern that the Draft Master EIR only addressed half of the anticipated 

buildout of the General Plan Update and asserted that the location of the development was not 

known.  Full buildout of the General Plan Update was evaluated in the Draft Master EIR. The 

description of full development buildout is provided in Table 3‐3 in Section 3 of the Draft Master EIR.  

Table 3‐3 shows the incremental development that is planned to occur with the full buildout of the 

General Plan Update. 

The objective portion of UF‐12 was not modified, but the commentary has been updated. To clarify 

the intent of Policy UF‐12, the full new commentary paragraph is as follows: 

“The Planning Director will provide an annual report describing the City’s compliance with 

the Plan and progress toward meeting the goals and objectives to City Council, and prepare, 

every five years, an updated plan for achieving this goal, with recommended appropriate 

policy amendments and also new implantation strategies necessary to meet this goal by 

2035. The rate of progress toward meeting this goal is not expected to occur in a linear or 

“one‐to‐one” pattern. Development in infill areas versus growth areas may progress in an 

uneven pattern, depending upon the schedule of relevant key incentive programs (such as 

those related to BRT) and the impact of market forces. However, the City expects to make 

steady progress toward all the goals and objectives and anticipates meeting them at or near 

the close of General Plan Horizon in 2035. See the Implementation Element for additional 

implementation strategies for this objective.”  

As described above, a timeframe has been provided to meet this objective.  The commenter 

misinterpreted the timeframe for this objective as full buildout. 

Response to Comment JJ‐5 

This commenter states that the Draft Master EIR identified various significant impacts that were 

found to be significant, and no feasible mitigation measures were available beyond the policies 

provided in the General Plan Update.  This comment is correct and the significant and unavoidable 

impact issues are discussed in Sections 5 and 6.3 of the Draft Master EIR.   

Section 7 of the Draft Master EIR includes an evaluation of alternatives to the proposed project.  One 

of these alternatives, Growth Area Reduction as discussed in Section 7.3.4 of the Draft Master EIR, is 

a substantial reduction in the amount of growth that would be accommodated by the City of Fresno 

Planning Area.  This alternative includes modifications to the land uses within the Southeast 

Development Area from urban uses to the existing rural uses including agricultural uses.  With the 

implementation of this alternative, the potential significant impacts associated with the proposed 

General Plan Update would be reduced.  Section 7.4 of the Draft Master EIR found that the Growth 

Area Reduction alternative would be considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

Response to Comment JJ‐6 

The commenter asserts that the mitigation measures in the Draft Master EIR are unenforceable and 

noncommittal.  The commenter misinterprets the provision of policies as mitigation measures in the 

Draft Master EIR.  The policies are project design features that would reduce potential impacts 
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associated with development in accordance with the General Plan Update.  The Draft Master EIR 

includes a discussion of mitigation measures when feasible measures are available to implement. 

The commenter also refers to the policies promoting orderly development and asserts that the 

General Plan Update does not ensure that infill development would occur prior to development in 

the Growth Areas.  To clarify the pattern of future development, Objectives UF‐12 and UF‐13 have 

been modified to include commentary.  Please see Response to Comment G‐1 regarding the revision 

to Objective G‐1 and please see Response to Comment F‐1 regarding the modification to Objective 

UF‐13.  The clarification includes the provision of the timing to achieve the objectives.  

Furthermore, the commenter identifies additional policies and asserts that these policies are not 

enforceable and the City could decide to take no action and thus fail to mitigate impacts as future 

development occurs.  As identified above, the policies that are provided in the General Plan Update 

and referenced in the Draft Master EIR are project design features and not mitigation measures.  The 

design features that are listed in the Draft Master EIR as reducing potential significant impacts are 

required to be implemented with future development, as applicable.  As future development is 

proposed, the City will need to ensure that the appropriate policies are in place to reduce potential 

significant impacts associated with a specific development project. 

The CEQA Guidelines require that mitigation measures be fully enforceable and they allow for 

mitigation measures to be incorporated into a plan, policy, regulation, or project design. (CEQA 

Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(2).) However, while actual mitigation measures must be fully 

enforceable, general plan policies are subject to interpretation by the adopting agency, as articulated 

by Save our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors. “  Because policies in a 

general plan reflect a range of competing interests, the governmental agency must be allowed to 

weigh and balance the plan’s policies when applying them, and it has broad discretion to construe its 

policies in light of the plan’s purposes.” Save our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of 

Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142. (citing Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of 

Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704; Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 391, 

407.) 

It would follow then that for subsequent projects, if a policy is not implemented, the effects of not 

implementing the policy would need to be assessed with further environmental review. 

Response to Comment JJ‐7 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR did not adequately analyze the potential 

environmental effects associated with land use, transportation and circulation, air quality, odor, 

climate change, public health and safety, and noise.  This comment does not provide any specific 

comments on the contents of the Draft Master EIR; however, specific comments on land use are 

provided in Comments JJ‐4 and JJ‐5 and responses are provided above.  Specific comments on 

transportation and circulation are provided in Comments JJ‐8 through JJ‐16 and responses are 

provided below.  Specific comments on air quality are provided in Comments JJ‐17 through JJ‐21 and 

JJ‐27 and responses are provided below.  A specific comment on odor is provided in Comment JJ‐26 

and a response is provided below.  Specific comments on climate change are provided in Comments 
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JJ‐29 through JJ‐33 and responses are provided below.  Specific comments on public health and 

safety are provided in Comments JJ‐22 through JJ‐25 and responses are provided below.  Specific 

comments on noise are provided in Comments JJ‐34 through JJ‐37 and responses are provided 

below.  Finally, a specific comment on cumulative air quality is provided in Comment JJ‐28 and a 

response is provided below.  As discussed in the Response to Comments JJ‐1 though JJ‐39, the 

environmental documentation provided in the Draft Master EIR adequately addresses the potential 

environmental effects associated with the implementation of the General Plan Update. 

Response to Comment JJ‐8 

The commenter asserts that the transportation and traffic analysis within the Draft Master EIR 

contains numerous deficiencies.  This comment refers to a letter received from MRO Engineers.  

Please see Response to Comments BB‐1 through BB‐10 regarding the adequacy of the evaluation. 

Response to Comment JJ‐9 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR contains no evidence that its travel demand 

forecasting model reflects buildout conditions under the General Plan.  Please see Response to 

Comments BB‐1 through BB‐3 regarding the model, the LOS methodology, and the use of traffic data. 

Response to Comment JJ‐10 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR substantially underestimated project‐related traffic 

at buildout.  Please see Response to Comment BB‐1 regarding the traffic model and its adequacy to 

forecast future traffic. 

Response to Comment JJ‐11 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR analysis of the level of service was inadequate.  

Please see Response to Comment BB‐2 regarding the adequacy of the LOS methodology used for the 

traffic evaluation. 

Response to Comment JJ‐12 

The commenter asserts that the traffic analysis used obsolete traffic volume data.  Please see 

Response to Comment BB‐3 regarding the traffic data that was used. 

Response to Comment JJ‐13 

The commenter asserts that the traffic analysis did not analyze the project’s effect related to truck 

traffic.  Please see Response to Comment BB‐2 regarding the LOS methodology and Response to 

Comment BB‐5 regarding traffic safety. 

Response to Comment JJ‐14 

The commenter asserts that the traffic analysis presented a deficient safety analysis.  Please see 

Response to Comment BB‐5 regarding traffic safety.   

Response to Comment JJ‐15 

The commenter asserts that the traffic analysis did not analyze project impacts on pedestrians and 

bicyclists.  Please see Response to Comment BB‐7 regarding pedestrians and bicyclists. 
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Response to Comment JJ‐16 

The commenter asserts that the traffic analysis did not adequately analyze the project’s impacts on 

emergency access.  Please see Response to Comment BB‐10 regarding emergency access. 

Response to Comment JJ‐17 

The commenter provides general comments that the Draft Master EIR analysis of air quality impacts 

and mitigation is inadequate.  The City disagrees with the assertions as will be described below.  The 

assertion that the project will have a “devastating impact on local and regional air quality” is not 

supported by fact and is opposite the intent and purpose of the General Plan Update.  The 

commenter jumps to a conclusion that growth must be bad without considering the evidence 

provided throughout the Draft Master EIR that growth can be accommodated in a way that results in 

continued progress in attaining air quality standards on schedule, and lower exposures to toxic air 

contaminants while making Fresno a more sustainable community.  The commenter asserts that 

increases in traffic volumes are understated.  As stated in Response to Comment K‐1, the 

methodology used by the transportation consultant to determine vehicle miles traveled uses well 

accepted professional practices. 

Response to Comment JJ‐18 

The commenter asserts that the traffic model used to generate traffic volumes is deficient.  As stated 

in Response to Comment K‐1, the methodology used by the transportation consultant to determine 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT) uses well accepted professional practices and is appropriate for 

identifying the City’s VMT. 

Response to Comment JJ‐19 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR contains no evidence that its air emission model 

actually reflects buildout conditions under the General Plan.  This assertion is incorrect.  The Draft 

Master EIR uses population and employment projections delineated in the Project Description that 

are consistent throughout the Draft Master EIR.  The modeling appendices contains all modeling 

assumptions used in providing emission estimates for each analysis year.  The population and 

employment numbers are presented on the first page of the spreadsheet for each analysis year.  The 

source of the data is provided in detail for each analysis component.  The traffic data used for the air 

analysis is based on the land uses included in the regional transportation model that reflect the 

General Plan Update through buildout.  Analyzing the General Plan Update air quality impacts by 

individual land use designation would not improve the analysis for two reasons.  First, for impacts 

other than transportation, the physical location of individual land use designations is not needed to 

capture the emission increase.  Population and employment are entirely suitable growth surrogates 

for this purpose.  Second, at the General Plan analysis level, localized impacts at individual sites 

cannot be determined until specific development projects are proposed and would be speculative.  

In addition, the plan level analysis prepared for the General Plan Update identifies the potential for 

localized impacts and mechanisms to ensure that future projects are assessed at the appropriate 

time to draw meaningful conclusions and to identify mitigation when needed. 
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Response to Comment JJ‐20 

The commenter repeats comments on Air Quality Plan consistency in the letter from Baseline 

Environmental Consultants (see Comment Letter K).  Please see Response to Comment K‐1 regarding 

the project’s consistency with the Air Quality Plan. 

Response to Comment JJ‐21 

The commenter restates criticisms of the criteria pollutant emissions analysis from the Baseline 

Environmental Consultants (see Comment Letter K).  Please see Response to Comments K‐2, K‐3, and 

K‐4 regarding criteria pollutant emissions analysis performed for the proposed project. 

The commenter focuses on a statement in the Draft Master EIR that growth in stationary source 

emissions is impossible to predict.  The commenter believes that it is possible to predict stationary 

source emissions. The City agrees that it is not impossible to provide a prediction of stationary 

source emissions since one was accomplished by ARB for Fresno County; however, the ARB data was 

not available at the time the analysis was prepared.  In addition, from a regional perspective, the 

SJVAPCD permitting regulations are designed to ensure that stationary source emissions do not 

increase in the air basin.  This is accomplished by requiring emission offsets for new projects 

exceeding SJVAPCD thresholds.  The amount of offsets required are higher than 1 to 1 based on 

distance from the source that results in emission reductions that offset growth.  Other reductions 

from existing stationary sources are achieved through compliance with SJVPCD rules requiring 

retrofits or replacement of polluting equipment.  The full stationary source regulatory program 

provides reductions that are intended to allow the air basin to reach attainment.  Therefore, the 

statement that stationary emissions may increase or decrease during the General Plan buildout is 

technically correct in that emissions in the City may increase or decrease depending on the location 

of the emission offsets and sources subject to SJVAPCD retrofit rules. 

The commenter also states that the Draft Master EIR did not include a stationary PM2.5 emissions 

analysis.  The City acknowledges that the analysis did not include stationary PM2.5 emissions 

because the data was not available at the time the analysis was prepared.  The SJVAPCD is the 

agency with primary authority over stationary source emissions.  Although industrial land within the 

City is likely to be developed with projects that emit PM2.5 emissions, the amount of PM2.5 emitted 

is entirely dependent on the equipment and processes used by the projects.  Regional PM2.5 

emissions will be mitigated through compliance with SJVAPCD regulations and is not dependent on 

City land use decisions or controls.  Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the General Plan 

Update would be consistent with the stationary source measures of the SJVAPCD air quality plans.  

Revising the analysis to include PM2.5 for stationary sources would not change any significance 

conclusions and would not provide data needed to understand the impacts that are similar to those 

of PM10 that includes PM2.5 as a subset. 

Response to Comment JJ‐22 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR fails to adequately analyze the potential impact to 

public health from TAC emissions.  The Draft Master EIR contains a detailed discussion of the health 

impacts of air pollutants in Table 5.3‐4 and on page 5.3‐16 of the Draft Master EIR.  The ARB siting 

criteria for TAC sources from its Air Quality Land Use Handbook is provided in Table 5.3‐5.  The 

analysis of TAC impacts begins on page 5.3‐52 of the Draft Master EIR.  The analysis identifies the 
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sources from the ARB Handbook that warrant special consideration and provides procedures for 

assessing individual projects that are proposed during General Plan buildout.  The analysis discloses 

the cumulative risk from TAC emissions in the City and fully describes the measures that are in place 

to reduce the impact.  Analysis of potential impacts based only on land use designation would be 

speculative, since the actual locations of sources in relation to receptors and project specific 

emission amounts are needed to determine if impacts would exceed thresholds.  Therefore, the 

analysis provided in the Draft Master EIR is appropriate and does not defer analysis or mitigation. 

Response to Comment JJ‐23 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR fails to provide an adequate description of the 

existing setting in that it provides no information about existing exposure to TACs in the Planning 

Area.  This statement is incorrect.  The Draft Master EIR goes to great lengths to describe existing TAC 

impacts to the extent that accurate information is available.  It is important to recognize that TAC 

emissions are only monitored at a single location in the City and only for a fraction of the TAC 

emissions.  Inventory based tools such as CalEnviroScreen use incomplete data to allocate emissions 

and do not address the transport and mixing of TAC emissions throughout the region.  The ARB 

Almanac data used in the Draft Master EIR, provide regional average levels that reflect background 

emissions in the San Joaquin Valley, but as stated in the Draft Master EIR, actual TAC risk will vary 

substantially at receptor locations close to large sources of TAC emissions.  The National Toxic 

Assessment Model does not include diesel PM that is responsible for over 70 percent of the risk in 

the San Joaquin Valley and has the same problem with inventory accuracy as CalEnviroScreen and 

ARB’s CHAPIS database.  The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) warns 

against using CalEnviroScreen for CEQA purposes.  The CalEnviroScreen guidance document states: 

“The CalEnviroScreen score is not an expression of health risk, and does not provide 

quantitative information on increases in cumulative impacts for specific sites or projects. 

Further, as a comparative screening tool, the results do not provide a basis for determining 

when differences between scores are significant in relation to public health or the 

environment.  Accordingly, the tool is not intended to be used as a health or ecological risk 

assessment for a specific area or site. 

Additionally, the CalEnviroScreen scoring results are not directly applicable to the cumulative 

impacts analysis required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The 

statutory definition of “cumulative impacts” contained in CEQA is substantially different than 

the working definition of “cumulative impacts” used to guide the development of this tool. 

Therefore, the information provided by this tool cannot be used as a substitute for an 

analysis of the cumulative impacts of any specific project for which an environmental review 

is required by CEQA.” 

The commenter’s suggestion that locations of specific sensitive receptors throughout the planning 

area should be identified in the Draft Master EIR would not be a useful exercise at the General Plan 

analysis level.  The distance criteria identified in the Draft Master EIR in Table 5.3‐5 allow all readers 

to know if they are within those distances from a specific source.  TAC impacts are normally assessed 

on the impact to the maximally exposed individual receptor that includes children, the elderly and 
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sensitive receptors and the locations where they can be found.  Most live in houses and apartments 

that are located throughout the Planning Area.  New land uses containing sensitive receptors are 

subject to assessment when proposed, which is the appropriate time to determine if significant 

impacts from TAC emissions will occur and to identify project specific mitigation measures to reduce 

those impacts.  Mapping a 1,000‐foot zone along every freeway corridor serving the City would not 

be of value without a risk analysis that includes an estimate of the actual risk.  Although such a tool 

is available for Bay Area freeways, the SJVAPCD has not accomplished this task, and it is beyond the 

City’s resources and purview to prepare. 

Response to Comment JJ‐24 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR fails to correlate the project’s emissions to related 

impacts on human health.  The commenter is incorrect.  The Draft Master EIR provides an 

appropriate health correlation for each criteria pollutant and TAC.   

The Draft Master EIR shows the current attainment status, monitoring data showing the number of 

days people are exposed to unhealthy air, and the maximum levels of pollutants.  The Draft Master 

EIR includes a complete discussion of the health impacts of each pollutant beginning on page 5.3‐10.  

The applicable SJVAPCD attainment plans show attainment of all current air quality standards 

everywhere in the air basin by 2023 accounting for the growth in emissions.  This includes areas with 

disadvantaged populations.  Once in attainment, the SJVAPCD prepares maintenance plans to ensure 

that the air basin stays in attainment accounting for growth after attainment.  Therefore, the 

approval of the General Plan Update results in no new health impacts from regional criteria pollutant 

emissions beyond those that currently exist, and health impacts will actually decline as the Plan 

builds out due to the effectiveness of the control programs in place to reduce emissions from all 

sources.  Two figures from the 2012 PM2.5 Plan provided below are illustrative of this concept: 
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The other air pollutant health concern is from localized emissions of criteria pollutants and TACs on 

sensitive receptors.  For criteria pollutant emissions, localized exceedances of ambient air quality 

standards can occur if a project is located near large sources of carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of 

nitrogen (NOx), PM10, and PM2.5.  It is not possible to accurately assess hot spot impacts without 
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project specific information.  As a rule of thumb, pollutant concentrations decline by about 80 

percent within 1,000 feet of a source due to dispersion.  The distance between the source and the 

receptor and the concentration of pollutants at the source are needed to estimate local impacts.  As 

described in Response to Comment K‐9, CO is no longer a problem in the San Joaquin Valley.  The 

potential exists for localized impacts from NOx, PM10, and PM2.5; however, project specific 

information is needed to determine if health standards would be exceeded and mitigation measures 

required to reduce the impact to less than significant.  In addition, as emissions from motor vehicles 

and other sources continue to decline, health impacts from these pollutants will decline.  Adding 

traffic in new development areas will result in emission concentrations similar to those in existing 

development areas because the types of emissions from residential and commercial development 

and the emissions generated per acre are similar and will be on similar attainment schedules as the 

rest of Fresno.  Emissions from industrial development will depend on the actual facilities that are 

constructed; however, as described in Response to Comment JJ‐21, existing SJVAPCD regulations will 

ensure that overall stationary source emissions growth is offset. 

The health impacts from existing TAC sources are described in the Draft Master EIR on page 5.3‐10.  

Review of SJVAPCD records found no stationary source facilities in Fresno that exceed the 10 in a 

million cancer risk threshold.  New facilities that exceed the SJVAPCD threshold would not be issued 

an Authority to Constuct.  The largest source of health impacts from TAC emissions is from diesel 

particulate matter (PM).  The emissions from diesel PM are predicted to decline by 85 percent by 

2020 through compliance with the ARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan.  As stated earlier, diesel PM 

comprises over 70 percent of the TAC risk in the San Joaquin Valley and nearly all the risk from 

freeways.  This rate of reduction means that even though VMT will increase during General Plan 

buildout, risk will continue to decline with regulation.  Although the health impacts of TAC emissions 

will continue to decline, this impact will remain significant.  See Draft Master EIR page 5.3‐61 for 

additional discussion on this topic. 

Response to Comment JJ‐25 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR defers analysis of significant impacts on public 

health. 

The impacts referred to by the commenter from the Mira Loma Commerce Center regarding public 

health was accomplished for an actual development project where the type of use had been 

determined.  If such a project were proposed in Fresno, it would be required to prepare a detailed 

health risk assessment (HRA) and mitigate project emissions if a significant impact was identified.  

Impacts from industrial development vary greatly by the type of use proposed.  Just because a parcel 

is designated industrial does not mean it will be developed with a project that produces large 

quantities of TAC or criteria pollutant emissions.  Requiring studies to be prepared without knowing 

the emission sources that will be part of the project and their location in relation to sensitive 

receptors would be worthless.  As recommended by the commenter, the City will use the ARB Air 

Quality Land Use Handbook along with consultation with the SJVAPCD in determining which projects 

require further review.  Recognizing that industrial land has the potential for development projects 

with substantial emissions from combustion sources, volatile organic compounds, and diesel trucks, 
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the General Plan policy that requires these projects to undergo analysis once a specific use is 

proposed is entirely appropriate and consistent with CEQA.   

The commenter lists specific project level mitigation measures such as installing air filtration systems 

on homes near toxic sources.  As stated in the Draft Master EIR on page 5.3‐61, the identification of 

applicable project specific mitigation measures is not feasible without site‐specific information.  

Project specific mitigation measures will depend on the types and amounts of pollutants that are 

present, the design characteristic of the site, and the location of the receptors in relation to the site.  

The City will consider all feasible mitigation measures including those listed by the commenter and 

others recommended by the SJVAPCD in their comments on individual projects. 

Response to Comment JJ‐26 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR fails to adequately analyze the potential for 

development under the General Plan to create objectionable odors.  The commenter claims that an 

analysis of how sources of odorous emissions caused by the implementation of the General Plan 

would impact sensitive receptors is required. 

The commenter is incorrect.  The level of analysis in the Draft Master EIR is appropriate considering 

the level of detail available from the General Plan.  Until a specific use is proposed, its potential for 

causing odor impacts is unknown.  The Response to Comment JJ‐25 also applies to potential odor 

impacts.  Both require information regarding the activities that would occur at a project site that is 

not known until a project is proposed to the City.  By having a list of projects that are potential odor 

sources, the City can determine during its review process whether additional analysis and mitigation 

measures would be required.  Doing otherwise would be speculative. 

Response to Comment JJ‐27 

The commenter states that the project fails to identify feasible mitigation measures and describes 

the policies in the SJVAPCD Air Quality Guidelines for General Plans.  Please see Response to 

Comment K‐8 regarding feasible mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment JJ‐28 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR fails to adequately analyze or mitigate the Plan’s 

cumulative air quality impacts and should include other projects in the Air Basin.  The commenter is 

incorrect.  The Air Quality Section includes a thorough discussion of cumulative impacts under each 

CEQA checklist impact question.  Please also see Response to Comment K‐1. 

Air quality impacts are inherently cumulative in nature.  The air quality problem in the San Joaquin 

Valley is the result of a multitude of individual sources from large industrial sources to personal cars, 

homes, and commercial businesses.  The place where cumulative impacts are comprehensively 

addressed is in the applicable air quality plans for the air basin.  It is the job of the SJVAPCD to 

prepare plans to attain ambient air quality standards at all locations within the air basin by schedules 

mandated by the Clean Air Act.  The SJVAPCD and the eight Regional Transportation Planning 

Agencies (RTPA) coordinate to provide latest planning information, population, employment, and 

VMT estimates for each County that are used to forecast growth in the air quality plans.  The Fresno 

General Plan Update uses population and employment data from Fresno COG and VMT data 
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generated with the land use assumption in the Fresno COG model that is consistent with the data 

used in the air quality plans.  This means that emissions growth forecasted for the General Plan 

Update is consistent with the data used to predict attainment in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.  

Therefore, the Draft Master EIR was able to find the General Plan Update less than significant for the 

plan consistency criteria for cumulative impacts.  SJVAPCD guidance recommends use of its 

quantitative thresholds for cumulative analysis in recognition that growth, although accounted for in 

its plans, still slows progress toward attainment.  The General Plan Update includes numerous 

policies to reduce this significant impact, but the Draft Master EIR found cumulative criteria pollutant 

for ozone precursors and fine particulate matter impacts to be significant and unavoidable since 

emissions cannot be reduced to less than the SJVAPCD significance thresholds even with 

implementation of the air quality policies. 

Response to Comment JJ‐29 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate greenhouse 

gas emissions.  The City disagrees with this assertion.  The analysis used well‐accepted quantification 

techniques and models to determine the City’s greenhouse gas contribution.  The General Plan 

Update improves the City’s long‐term sustainability in a very comprehensive manner.  It includes 

policies that help reduce emissions from greenhouse gas emission sectors under the City’s authority 

or ability to influence. 

Response to Comment JJ‐30 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR underestimate the Project’s GHG emissions because 

it was based on an inaccurate traffic model.  As stated in Response to Comment K‐1, the 

methodology used by the transportation consultant to determine vehicle miles traveled (VMT) uses 

well‐accepted professional practices and is appropriate for identifying the City’s VMT. 

Response to Comment JJ‐31 

The commenter states that the Draft Master EIR’s conclusion that the project would not conflict with 

relevant plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is not supported by substantial evidence.  The 

City disagrees with this assertion.  The Scoping Plan is the State’s comprehensive strategy for 

achieving targets set by AB 32 and covers all relevant policies and regulations for determining plan 

consistency through 2020.  Beyond 2020, there are only goals for the state contained in Executive 

Order S‐05‐03 but no strategy for how to get there.  Without a strategy, there is nothing for cities to 

use to determine if a conflict would exist.  Until such a time that the state develops a comprehensive 

plan with a new regulatory schedule and targets, continued implementation of the General Plan 

Update policies remain consistent with the Scoping Plan, AB 32, and Executive Order S‐05‐03.  It is 

important to recognize that the State does not currently rely on local government to provide any 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions to meet the 2020 target.  The state encourages local 

governments to implement land use and transportation strategies to reduce motor vehicle travel and 

energy efficiency programs.  The General Plan Update fulfills the State’s vision for the role of local 

government to take action under its authority for land use and transportation infrastructure.  The 

Draft Master EIR lists the policies that will provide the State’s vision beginning on page 5.7‐23.  The 

policies comprehensively address for all avenues available to local government to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions. 
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The commenter demands that land use policies encouraging infill development must be enforceable 

to require sequential development and to claim emission reductions.  The Draft Master EIR does not 

rely upon reductions from land use measures to demonstrate consistency with 2020 targets.  The 

General Plan sets the policy framework for future development.  Projects must demonstrate 

consistency with the General Plan.  The City will track development that actually occurs during 

General Plan buildout and can make adjustments to its plan as circumstances warrant as with any 

plan.  Clairvoyance is not possible or expected in long‐range planning.  Course adjustments are 

required for any large endeavor to respond to unforeseen circumstances.  Please also see Response 

to Comment G‐1 and Response to Comment F‐1 regarding modifications to Objectives UF‐12 and UF‐

13, respectively that clarifies timing of development within and outside the existing City limits.  

The Draft Master EIR recognizes the 2050 goal of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels 

and shows the trajectory that will be required to achieve that target for the City’s emission inventory 

for 2035 and 2050.  See Draft Master EIR pages 5.7‐50 and 5.7‐51.  This is described in greater detail 

in the draft Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan on page 39 (see Appendix F.2 of the Draft Master EIR).  

The General Plan Update policies apply throughout General Plan buildout in 2056 unless revised in 

some future General Plan Update.  Until the State develops a greenhouse gas regulatory program 

applicable to later years, it is unknown how many, if any, additional reductions from local 

government will be required.  The First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan describes in 

general terms what will be required to reach the 2050 target. 

“Together, they show that achieving the 2050 target will require energy demand reduction 

through efficiency and activity changes; large‐scale electrification of on‐road vehicles, 

buildings, and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity and fuel supplies; and rapid 

market penetration of efficiency and clean energy technologies that requires significant 

efforts to deploy and scale markets for the cleanest technologies immediately. The studies 

agree that large efficiency improvements can be achieved in transportation, buildings, and 

industry; that the electricity sector will have to be essentially zero carbon; and that 

electricity or hydrogen will have to power much of the transportation sector, including 

almost all passenger vehicles, and that near‐zero carbon biofuels will have to power most 

other vehicles. They recognize a need for the natural environment to play an important role, 

providing carbon sinks to offset emissions, and a need to integrate and coordinate policy 

across a number of objectives and planning processes.” 

The vast majority of the actions described above are not within local government’s purview.  

Vehicles and fuels are the responsibility of the State and federal government.  Power generation is a 

regulated by the State.  Industrial machinery is regulated by air pollution control districts and the 

choice of fuel used by industry is outside City authority.  The areas where the City can help are with 

transportation infrastructure and land use authority.  Actions to reduce vehicle miles traveled will be 

important, but will be a small and decreasing fraction of the reductions obtained by use of zero 

emission and renewable fueled vehicles.  The City can encourage the move toward zero net energy 

homes and commercial buildings, but will only be responsible for a small fraction of the reductions 

compared to those required by future revisions to Title 24 that make net zero emissions mandatory 

for all development.  In conclusion, City actions can only provide a small but important increment of 
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reductions required to reduce emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels.  The amount of the City 

contribution, if any, is required to reach this goal remains to be determined.  In the interim, 

implementation of the General Plan Update will set course on a trajectory consistent with long‐term 

targets. 

Response to Comment JJ‐32 

The commenter states the Draft Master EIR fails to include mitigation measures for the project’s 

significant GHG emissions.  The commenter is shocked that VMT is projected to double in 46 years.  

The VMT projections reflect assumptions that travel will increase proportionally with population 

growth.  In the next four decades, many factors will affect the amount of travel that will actually 

occur.  No reductions in VMT from the changes in land use and transportation systems are reflected 

in the VMT projections.  However, the land use assumptions in the General Plan Update are included 

in the Fresno COG Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) that predicts an 11 percent reduction in per 

capita emissions from passenger vehicles by 2035.  Although VMT reductions are important as 

recognized throughout the General Plan and Draft Master EIR, they will be a minor component of 

reduction in emissions from vehicle travel.  The vast majority of reductions will come from changing 

to zero emission electric vehicles and vehicles that use renewable fuels.  The policies contained in 

the General Plan Update are the state of the art for communities in suburban settings such as 

Fresno.  SB 743 will help to make the City’s numerous infill and smart growth policies more effective.  

The General Plan Update is consistent with SB 743. 

Response to Comment JJ‐33 

The commenter lists example mitigation measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Additional 

mitigation measures are not required to achieve reductions in excess of State 2020 targets.  It 

appears that the commenter did not read the policy section of the Draft Master EIR.  The City will be 

implementing programs included as General Plan policies that will provide additional reductions 

throughout General Plan buildout that are very similar to the measures listed by the commenter.  For 

example: 

From Policy RC‐5‐c: 

 Promote the expansion of incentive‐based programs that involve certification of projects for 
energy and water efficiency and resiliency. These certification programs and scoring systems may 
include public agency “Green” and conservation criteria, Energy Star™ certification, CALGreen Tier 
1 or Tier 2, Leadership in Energy Efficient Design (LEED™) certification, etc. 

 Promote appropriate energy and water conservation standards and facilitate mixed‐use projects, 
new incentives for infill development, and the incorporation of mass transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian amenities into public and private projects. 

 Require energy and water audits and upgrades for water conservation, energy efficiency, and mass 
transit, pedestrian, and bicycle amenities at the time of renovation, change in use, change in 
occupancy, and change in ownership for major projects meeting review thresholds specified in an 
implementing ordinance. 

 
Other examples are listed below: 
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Policy RC‐8‐b: Energy Reduction Targets. Strive to reduce per capita residential electricity use to 

1,800 kWh per year and non‐residential electricity use to 2,700 kWh per year per capita by 

developing and implementing incentives, design and operation standards, promoting alternative 

energy sources, and cost‐effective savings. 

Policy RC‐8‐d: Incentives. Consider providing an incentive program for residential developers who 

commit to building all of their homes to ENERGY STAR performance guidelines. 

Policy RC‐7‐i: PACE Financing. Develop a residential Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) program, 

if it is determined to be a feasible option, to help finance water efficiency and energy efficiency 

upgrades for property owners. 

Policy RC‐8‐e: Energy Use Disclosure. Promote compliance with State law mandating disclosure of a 

building’s energy data and rating of the previous year to prospective buyers and lessees of the entire 

building or lenders financing the entire building. 

Policy RC‐8‐f: City Heating and Cooling. Reduce energy use at City facilities by updating heating and 

cooling equipment and installing “smart lighting” where feasible and economically viable. 

Policy RC‐8‐g: Revolving Energy Fund. Create a City Energy Fund, which uses first year savings and 

rebates from completed City‐owned energy efficiency projects to provide resources for additional 

energy projects. Dedicate this revolving fund to the sole use of energy efficiency projects that will 

pay back into the fund. 

Policy RC‐8‐h: Solar Assistance. Identify and publicize information about financial mechanisms for 

private solar installations and provide over‐the‐counter permitting for solar installations meeting 

specified standards, which may include maximum size (in kV) of units that can be so approved. 

Policy RC‐8‐i: Renewable Target. Adopt and implement a program to increase the use of renewable 

energy to meet a given percentage of the city’s peak electrical load within a given time frame. 

Policy RC‐8‐j: Alternative Fuel Network. Create a network of integrated charging and alternate fuel 

station for both public and private vehicles, and if feasible, open up municipal stations to the public 

as part of network development. 

Policy MT‐2‐b: Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled and Trips. Partner with major employers and other 

responsible agencies, such the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District and the Fresno 

Council of Governments, to implement trip reduction strategies, such as eTRIP, to reduce total 

vehicle miles traveled and the total number of daily and peak hour vehicle trips, thereby making 

better use of the existing transportation system. 

Numerous other policies will improve pedestrian and bicycle travel, reduce water consumption, 

reduce solid waste, and improve the transit system.  No additional mitigation measures are required 

beyond the policies included in the General Plan Update since those measures were the result of an 

exhaustive review of policies suitable for the City of Fresno.  The City prefers market based solutions 
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as opposed to the command and control measures listed by the commenter.  For example, 

mandating the amount of renewable power required by an individual development would be 

considered overreach on an issue under the purview of the State.  A local GHG fee program similar 

to Rule 9510 would create an un‐level playing field that would likely result in development moving 

farther from the Fresno urban area to locations with no fees.  Solar energy provides a good example 

of a highly effective incentive based program.  Fresno has one of the highest rates of solar 

installation in the State due to state and federal incentives and lower panel prices due to market 

forces supported by efficient permitting processes by Fresno’s Building Department.  The State’s zero 

net energy initiative will likely be incorporated into Title 24 or other State energy efficiency 

regulation.  A program adopted by the City would be duplicative of State efforts and a waste of 

resources.  In addition, developers may provide zero energy homes as a sales feature as pointed out 

by the commenter without any action by the City.  Finally, to summarize, no additional mitigation is 

required to mitigate emissions to less than significant prior to 2020.  After 2020, regulations 

requiring net zero energy development is likely at the State level that would provide reductions to 

achieve a 2030 or 2035 midterm target and a trajectory toward achieving the State’s 2050 goal. 

Response to Comment JJ‐34 

The commenter states that the operational noise levels associated with the General Plan Update are 

likely to be higher than those disclosed in the Draft Master EIR because the traffic analysis under 

estimates project traffic.  As discussed in Response to Comment K‐1, the traffic modeling conducted 

for the General Plan Update follows accepted professional practices for describing the traffic model 

and modeling assumptions.  The traffic consultant, Fehr and Peers, verified that the model was 

correctly calibrated for existing conditions.  In addition, project traffic volumes were adequately 

added to existing conditions to determine potential future traffic volumes with the implementation 

of the General Plan Update.  The noise analysis used the existing and project traffic volumes to 

adequately assessed potential operational noise impacts. 

The commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR did not adequately analyze or effectively mitigate 

noise impacts.  The City disagrees with the commenter.  Although this comment does not provide 

specific examples of the inadequacies, please see the discussion below as well as Response to 

Comments JJ‐35 through JJ‐37 for responses related to trucks travelling along freeways and along 

local streets.  

Response to Comment JJ‐35 

The commenter refers to single noise events from trucks travelling along roadways.  The commenter 

references case law related to increase nighttime flights associated with the Oakland International 

Airport.  As discussed on page 5.11‐3 of the Draft Master EIR, there is a discussion of an additional 

noise descriptor that is used primarily for the assessment of aircraft noise impacts.  This descriptor is 

the Sound Exposure Level, which is also called the Single Event Level (SEL).  SELs are not used as a 

standard by jurisdictions for truck traffic or automobile traffic noise thresholds because local 

jurisdictions cannot create regulations for trucks or automobiles travelling on public roadways. These 

regulations are created by federal and state governments (i.e., the vehicle code or manufacturing 

standards).  Furthermore, determining the specific location and frequency of these single‐event 

sounds is speculative and depends on roadway, traffic, and vehicle conditions. 
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Truck traffic is evaluated using noise thresholds that are commonly based on community noise 

equivalent level (CNEL) which is a 24‐hour average measurement.  As discussed in Section 5.11.1 of 

the Draft Master EIR, the CNEL is similar to the Day‐Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) which is a 

weighted average of the intensity of the sound with corrections for the time of day.  The time of day 

correction requires the addition of 10 dB to sound levels at night between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. While 

the CNEL is similar to Ldn, the CNEL has another addition of 4.77 dB to sound levels during the 

evening hours between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m.  Therefore, the use of CNEL adequately account for 

potential nighttime noise. 

Response to Comment JJ‐36 

The commenter asserts that the noise implications from implementing the soundwalls proposed for 

mitigating roadway noise was not provided.  The commenter is not correct.  Table 5.11‐11 in Section 

5.11‐29 of the Draft Master EIR identified the wall height needed to attenuate noise levels to meet 

the 65 dBA CNEL standard for noise sensitive land uses located adjacent to the roadways. 

The commenter also states that there is no supporting evidence that soundwalls would effectively 

reduce noise levels.  Noise attenuation from soundwalls depend on the height of the soundwalls.  

Traffic noise modeling was conducted for existing, existing plus project, and cumulative traffic noise 

along various types of roadways throughout the Planning Area (see Appendix I‐1 in the Draft Master 

EIR).  The model that was used was the Federal Highways Administration’s (FHWA) FHWA‐RD‐77‐108 

Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model.  This model predicts noise levels based on various noise 

parameters and also predicts noise levels based on specific barrier heights.  These barrier heights 

were modeled and provided in Appendix I‐1 in the Draft Master EIR.  The use of the FHWA Traffic 

Noise Prediction Model is an accepted practice for planning purposes.  As specific development 

applications consistent with the General Plan Update are submitted to the City, specific conditions 

associated with a project may require further noise evaluation to take into account specific elevation 

changes or other characteristics associated with a specific site. 

Response to Comment JJ‐37 

The commenter states that the project noise increases shown on Table 5.11‐13 in Section 5.11 of the 

Draft Master EIR requires a comprehensive identification of mitigation measures to minimize impacts 

on sensitive receptors.  As discussed in Impact NOI‐3 in Section 5.11 of the Draft Master EIR, the 

implementation of the General Plan Policies NS‐1‐a through NS‐1‐p would, in most instances, reduce 

traffic noise impacts to less than significant. Specifically, the implementation of Policy NS‐1‐f would 

implement performance standards for noise reductions for new residential and noise sensitive uses 

exposed to exterior noise levels from transportation sources above 65 dB Ldn or CNEL. In addition, 

Policy NS‐1‐I requires mitigation by new development through the preparation of an acoustical 

analysis to determine specific impacts associated with a development application that is consistent 

with the General Plan Update.  The acoustical analysis would evaluate the specific land uses, traffic 

noise levels, and orientation of the specific uses in related to the roadway(s).  Although the 

implementation of the policies (including noise barriers) could reduce the traffic noise to the City’s 

performance standards, there are some instances where traffic noise levels would substantially 

increase (i.e., from 50 dBA CNEL to 68 dBA CNEL shown on Table 5.11‐14 under “4‐Lane Arterial” on 

page 5.11‐38 of the Draft Master EIR). These substantial increases could occur due to very low traffic 
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volumes under existing conditions and high volumes under the proposed project.  Even though the 

high traffic volumes results in high noise levels, the high noise levels could be reduced to the City 

performance standard through attenuation or other means.  There are certain circumstances that 

the traffic noise levels cannot be reasonably reduced due to certain situations such as the 

orientation of an existing noise sensitive land use that has a front yard facing a major street.  It is not 

reasonable to place a sound attenuation barrier between the roadway and the front yard, especially 

if the noise‐sensitive land use gains access from the major street.  As specific details of development 

applications that are consistent with the General Plan Update are submitted to the City, then a more 

focus evaluation may be required. 

Response to Comment JJ‐38 

This comment asserts that comments provided in Letter JJ clearly requires extensive new 

information and analysis.  The City disagrees with the commenter.  The discussions provided in 

Responses to Comment JJ‐1 through JJ‐37 demonstrate the adequacy of the environmental 

evaluation within the Draft Master EIR. 

Response to Comment JJ‐39 

This commenter asserts that the Draft Master EIR violates CEQA.  This City disagrees with the 

commenter.  The discussions provided in Responses to Comment JJ‐1 through JJ‐37 demonstrate the 

adequacy of the environmental evaluation within the Draft Master EIR.  
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Letter KK:  Sunnyside Property Owners Association, Sue Williams, August 18, 2014 

Response to Comment KK‐1 

This comment requests certain provisions from the Roosevelt Community Plan to be incorporated 

into the General Plan and Development Code Update.  Since there is no specific comment on the 

environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR, no further response is required.  (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment KK‐2 

This comment provides support for Alternative 7.3.4, Growth Area Reduction Alternative.  This 

comment is noted.  Since there is no specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the 

Draft Master EIR, no further response is required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 

Response to Comment KK‐3 

This comment states that the commenter looks forward to a collaborative relationship with the City 

that fosters improved quality of life for its residents.  This comment is noted.  Since there is no 

specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the Draft Master EIR, no further response is 

required.  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.) 
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Letter LL:  SWAPE, Matt Hagemann, October 8, 2014 

Response to Comment LL‐1 

The commenter indicates that the Draft Master EIR insufficiently analyzes impacts to hydrology and 

water quality.  Specifically, the commenter states that the Draft Master EIR should incorporate 

additional mitigation in order to conserve water supplies, and provides a number of suggested 

mitigation measures.  The impacts associated with groundwater recharge were evaluated in Draft 

Master EIR in Section 5.9 in Impact HYD‐2, and impacts to water supplies and water facilities were 

analyzed in Section 5.15, under Impact USS‐2 and USS‐4.  As indicated in the analysis, potentially 

significant impacts associated with these issues were identified in both Sections 5.9 and 5.15.  As 

noted previously in Responses to Comments F‐2, J‐1, P‐2, T‐2, T‐4 through T‐7, U‐2, and V‐15, 

Mitigation Measures HYD‐1, HYD‐2, USS‐5 and USS‐21 within the Draft Master EIR would implement 

water conservation measures and restrict development if water supply capacity would be exceeded.  

The implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure that all impacts associated with 

groundwater recharge/water supply would be reduced to less than significant.  Therefore, no 

additional mitigation would be necessary including measures proposed by the commenter.   

Response to Comment LL‐2 

The commenter accurately summarizes the findings provided in Section 5‐8, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials in the Draft Master EIR that sites within the Planning Area contain contaminated soils.  The 

commenter also indicates that the analysis in the Draft Master EIR does not identify where the 

contaminated sites are in relation to Project construction.  The Draft Master EIR analyzes impacts 

associated with the General Plan Update, and does not address individual projects. The contaminates 

sites lists posted by the responsible agencies (often referred to as the “Cortese List”) is continually 

changing as new sites are discovered and contaminated sites are remediated (or found not to be 

contaminated after conclusion of soil testing).  For that reason, it is not useful to incorporate a 

changeable list of contaminated sites into long‐term planning documents such as the General Plan 

Update and its Master EIR.  California Government Code Sections 65962.5(f) and 65943, as well as 

Draft Master EIR Impact HAZ‐1 address future grading and excavation of sites for new development.  

Contaminated  properties are required to be identified, fully assessed and remediated prior to the 

commencement of construction activities.  The General Plan Update includes Policy NS‐4‐c to require 

an investigation of soil and groundwater contamination whenever justified by past site uses.  As 

individual development projects are proposed, Policy NS‐4‐c  and the pertinent Government Code 

Sections (and related regulations) will be implemented.  
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SECTION 4: ERRATA 

The following provides the corrections and additions to the sections of the Draft EIR.  The corrections 

and additions are organized by page number.  Additional text is shown in underline, and deleted text 

is shown in strikethrough format. 

Page 3‐25, Project Description 

Page 3‐25 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“3  The ‘Other’ category for the General Plan Update does not include SEGA SEDA because 

the individual land uses are included in the land use designations.  This category includes 

roads canals, railroads, etc. and the buffer area designated in Southeast Development 

Area.” 

 

Page 3‐33, Project Description 

The bottom of Table 3‐6 on page 3‐33 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Notes: Single‐family residential uses include low density (1.0 to 3.0 3.5 du/acre), medium 
low density (3.5 to 6.0 du/acre), and medium density (5.0 to 12.0 du/acre) residential uses.  
Multiple family residential uses include medium high (12.0 to 16.0 du/acre), urban 
neighborhood (16.0 to 30 du/acre), and high density residential uses (30 to 45 du/acre).” 

 

Page 5‐2, Environmental Impact Analysis 

The last sentence in the first paragraph on page 5‐2 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Given this, a major goal of the historian is to determine accurate themes of analysis, a task 

that can only be undertaken by a thorough review of previous researchers’ thoughts and 

ideas, as well as reviewing the primary and secondary sources of information, such as 

Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, building permits and the like. literature of the resources.” 

 

Page 5.2‐12, Agricultural Resources 

The following is added after Policy RC‐9‐b. 

“Policy RC‐9‐c.  Farmland Enrollment. Farmland Preservation Program.  In coordination 
with regional partners or independently, establish a Farmland Preservation Program. When 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of State Importance is converted to urban 
uses, this program would require that the developer of such a project permanently protect 
an equal amount of similar farmland elsewhere through easement. Advocate for the 
enrollment of all prime farmland outside of the City’s SOI in agricultural land conservation 
programs. 
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Commentary:  Scenic or resource conservation easements also are options for protecting 
farmland.” 

 

Page 5.2‐13, Agricultural Resources 

The following is added after Policy RC‐9‐b. 

“Policy RC‐9‐c.  Farmland Enrollment. Farmland Preservation Program.  In coordination 
with regional partners or independently, establish a Farmland Preservation Program. When 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of State Importance is converted to urban 
uses, this program would require that the developer of such a project permanently protect 
an equal amount of similar farmland elsewhere through easement. Advocate for the 
enrollment of all prime farmland outside of the City’s SOI in agricultural land conservation 
programs. 
 
Commentary:  Scenic or resource conservation easements also are options for protecting 
farmland.” 

 

Page 5.2‐13, Agricultural Resources 

The reference to Policy RC‐8‐c is revised as follows: 

  “Policy RC‐8‐c RC‐9‐c.  Farmland Enrollment.  Advocate for the enrollment …” 

 

Page 5.3‐19, Air Quality 

The following is added as an Advisory Recommendation for Distribution Centers in Table 5.3‐5 on 

page 5.3‐19 of the Draft Master EIR. 

“Review the ARB Air Quality Land Use Handbook siting criteria to determine when additional 

analysis is required.” 

 

Page 5.3‐25, Air Quality 

The date referenced in Objective UF‐12 is revised as follows: 

  “December 21 31, 2012” 

 

Page 5.3‐39, Air Quality 

The change to paragraph 5 as shown below:   

“Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review requires projects to reduce exhaust related construction 

emissions by 20 percent for NOx and by 50 45 percent for PM10; however, significance for 
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these emissions is based on whether projects exceed the SJVAPCD annual quantitative 

thresholds.” 

 

Page 5.3‐52, Air Quality 

The following statement will be included in the Errata Section as a new paragraph 3 on page 5.3‐52: 

“Exposures to toxic air contaminants can also result in acute (short‐term) impacts.  In a manner 

similar to assessment of chronic hazard impacts, acute hazard impacts are calculated using a hazard 

index.  However, in the case of acute exposures, the air concentration of toxic air contaminants is 

calculated over a 1‐hour average.” 

 

Page 5.5‐6, Cultural Resources 

The fourth sentence in the third paragraph on page 5.5‐6 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as 

follows: 

“Named for the Spanish word for “ash tree,” Fresno has its roots in the form of a large farm 

established in 1867 by A.Y. Easterby in an area approximately 4.5 miles east of what is now 

central downtown.” 

 

Page 5.5‐7, Cultural Resources 

The second and fourth sentences in the fourth paragraph on page 5.5‐7 of the Draft Master EIR are 

revised as follows: 

“Development straddled the rail corridor and was located on both the east and west sides of 

the tracks. was restricted to a six‐block area beginning at and northeast from the Central 

Pacific Depot; development was concentrated at Mariposa and H Street.  Development of 

the infrastructure needed to support increases in agricultural and commercial industry soon 

followed and once diversity of industry was established, immigrant populations also began 

to increase.  Chinese, Armenian and Volga Germans began to arrive and settle.” 

 

Page 5.5‐7, Cultural Resources 

The last paragraph on page 5.5‐7 and extending onto page 5.5‐8 is deleted as shown below. 

“As Fresno grew from its founding as a regional agricultural center, municipal infrastructure 

and amenities also increased.  One of the first projects to build Fresno’s infrastructure was 

the electric intra‐urban railway.  By 1905, Fresno Traction Company had laid 15.5 miles of 

track on Fresno streets before being purchased in 1910 by Southern Pacific Railroad.  In 

addition, the Fresno Traction Company built an amusement park on eight acres of San 

Joaquin River bottomland eleven miles from downtown Fresno named Fresno Beach.  They 
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extended the tracks to the beach in 1913.  The Fresno Beach route was terminated at 

Herndon Avenue in 1930 due to increasing automobile use.  Fresno Traction Company 

continued to cut back all of its routes and in 1939 streetcar service in Fresno ended.” 

 

Page 5.5‐8, Cultural Resources 

The second and third sentence in the second paragraph are deleted as shown below. 

“Numerous project‐level historical studies have taken place in the City during the last ten 

years (Bungalow Courts 2004; Chinatown Survey 2006; Germantown Historical Context 2006; 

Arts and Culture District 2006‐7; Pinedale 2007; Mid‐Century Modern Historic Context 2008; 

North Park 2008; South Stadium 2008; Wilson Island 2009), and each have focused on the 

background history of specific areas in the City.  Future historical research is likely to occur at 

neighborhood analytical levels because of the City’s status as a NPS‐SHPO Certified Local 

Government. 

 

Page 5.5‐8, Cultural Resources 

The third paragraph on page 5.5‐8 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“The first three decades of the 20th Century were a period of steady growth and increasing 

prosperity for Fresno during which the city established itself as the primary city of the San 

Joaquin Valley.  The City’s first electric streetcar was in use in 1902.  By 1905, Fresno Traction 

Company had laid 15.5 miles of track on Fresno streets before being purchased in 1910 by 

Southern Pacific Railroad.  By 1909, the first double‐ track streetcar line was installed along J 

Street.  By the early 1920s, streetcar lines would radiate out from the central business 

district to the north, east, south, and west where farmland was being subdivided for 

suburban development.  The expanding transit infrastructure, along with exponentially 

increasing private automobile ownership, made living further from the city center possible.  

Land within the central city increasingly became used for commercial and civic purposes. 

 

Page 5.5‐9, Cultural Resources 

The second paragraph on page 5.5‐9 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Approximately 60,000 service members were stationed in and around Fresno during the 

War.  Military activity was concentrated at two locations.  One, the Hammer Field bomber 

base, was constructed in 1941 just beyond what was then the eastern boundary of the City.  

Today it is the site of Fresno Yosemite International Airport.  The second, Camp Pinedale, 

was located six miles east of Downtown Fresno in the (then) unincorporated community of 

Pinedale on the site of the defunct Sugar Pine Lumber Company.  The Army had acquired the 

site in March of 1942 for use as an Army Signal Training School.  During World War II, 
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Japanese‐Americans were detained in two assembly centers; one located at the Fairgrounds 

and the other at the former Sugar Pine Lumber Company.” 

 

Page 5.5‐9, Cultural Resources 

The fifth paragraph on page 5.5‐9 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“As with many California towns of the nineteenth century, Fresno has a wealth of residential 

architectural styles.  Due to fires and redevelopment in Downtown, the earliest building 

stock is gone, with a few notable exceptions.  Examples of the late Queen Anne style survive, 

while the ‘Victorian’ city has largely disappeared.  Other residential styles that are well 

represented in Fresno include Craftman bungalows, Neoclassical cottages, American 

Foursquare, and Period Revival buildings, such as Tudors and Spanish Eclectic.  Fresno is 

home to a diversity of architectural styles that include Victorian, Revival (Colonial, Italian, 

Renaissance, Mission, Mediterranean, Spanish, and Tudor), Neoclassical, Craftsman 

Bungalow, Streamline Moderne, Beaux‐Arts, Art Deco, International, Mid‐Century Modern, 

and Ranch among others.  While styles focus upon a collection of specific decorative 

features; types are based on form.  Considered a distinctly American type, the Prairie Box—

also known as the American Foursquare— was popular in Fresno in the early 20th Century.” 

 

Page 5.5‐10, Cultural Resources 

The first paragraph on page 5.5‐10 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“As of August 19, 2014, there are 29There are also 26 National Register‐listed 

structures within the Planning Area in the downtown core.” 

 

Page 5.5‐14, Cultural Resources 

The third paragraph on page 5.5‐14 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“The City of Fresno retains many of its historically significant properties buildings and 

structures through listings on various registers; local and national.  Within the Planning Area 

there are 29 historical resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and as of 

August 19, 2014, there are 271 designated properties  240 existing structures that are 

designated by the City on the Local Register of Historic Resources.  Additionally, there are  

and 15 13 Heritage Properties, which are not Historic Resources for the purposes of the 

City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance but could potentially be treated as historical resources 

for the purposes of CEQA at the City’s discretion. (http://www.historicfresno.org/).  

According to the Map Atlas – Existing Conditions Report prepared for the City of Fresno, 

there are three designated Local Historic Districts: the Porter Tract, the Wilson Island, and 

the Chandler Airfield/Fresno Municipal Airport.  Since 1995, numerous historic building 

surveys have been undertaken by the City’s Historic Preservation Division and technically 

qualified consultants, resulting in a potential of an additional 11 historic districts identified 
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but not formally designated by the City on the local Local Register register as Local Historic 

Districts.” 

 

Page 5.5‐14, Cultural Resources 

The third paragraph on page 5.5‐14 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“Unlike the analysis of prehistoric resources, a process for establishing the significance of 

individual buildings and historic districts was mandated by the City in 1979 in the form of a 

Historic Preservation Ordinance, which was updated in 1999, 2009, and 2012.  The 

Ordinance has resulted in the identification of close to 5,000 entries over 2,000 older 

structures within the City limits, and as the City ages more historic‐era properties are added 

to the database each year.  Many formal studies have been undertaken, especially in the last 

10 years, primarily because the City recognizes the advantages of preservation. 

 

Page 5.5‐15, Cultural Resources 

The second sentence in the second paragraph is revised as follows: 

  “First established in 1979, the Ordinance was last updated in 1999, 2009, and 2012.” 

 

Page 5.5‐20, Cultural Resources 

The first sentence under “Local Policies” on page 5.5‐20 is revised as follows: 

“Following includes a portion of the policies from the 2025 General Plan for Historic 

Resources.  For a complete listing of all of the policies under Objectives G‐10 and G‐11, 

please see the 2025 Fresno General Plan that is available for review at the City of Fresno 

Development and Resources Management Department. are the objectives and policies 

related to cultural resources from the existing City of Fresno 2025 General Plan.” 

 

Pages 5.5‐22 and 5.5‐23, Cultural Resources 

The first paragraph under Impact CUL‐1 on pages 5.5‐22 and 5.5‐23 of the Draft Master EIR is revised 

as follows: 

“Known historical resources are located primarily in Downtown Fresno because this is the 

area where development of the city began in the mid‐1800s.  These known resources meet 

the definition of an historical resource under CEQA Section 15064.5(a).  As discussed 

previously, there are 29 historical resources listed on the National Register of Historical 

Places, 31 historical resources listed on the California Register of Historical Resources, four 

State Historic Landmarks, and as of August 19, 2014, there are 271 designated properties 

240 existing structures that are on the City of Fresno’s Local Register of Historic Resources.  
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Tthere are also 13 Heritage Properties, which are not Historic Resources for the purposes of 

the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance but could potentially be treated as historical 

resources for the purposes of CEQA at the City’s discretion.  In addition to the individual 

resources, there are three designated Local Historic Districts within the Planning Area.  As 

additional surveys for potential historical resources are prepared, such as the surveys that 

were prepared for the Fulton Corridor Specific Plan in Downtown Fresno, additional 

resources may be added to the various lists.  Many areas of Downtown, as well as other 

locations within the Planning Area, have not been surveyed.  As a result, only a portion of 

the resources in the Planning Area are known. 

 

Page 5.9‐4, Hydrology and Water Quality 

The fourth sentence in the last paragraph on page 5.9‐4 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

“This reduction in groundwater pumping will recharge the aquifer by approximately 15,000 

acre‐feet per year because the safe yield is approximately 1000,000 100,000 acre‐feet per 

year.” 

 

Page 5.9‐4, Hydrology and Water Quality 

The last sentence in the first full paragraph is revised to read as follows: 

“Based on information provided by City staff, t The intentional recharge quantity in 2009 was 

approximately 54,600 AF and in 2010, the intentional recharge was approximately 53,100 

AF.” 

 

Page 5.9‐24, Hydrology and Water Quality 

The fourth paragraph is a repeat of the third paragraph.  Therefore, the fourth paragraph is deleted 

as shown below. 

“Additionally, the General Plan Update includes the following policies designed to reduce the 

potential for groundwater overdraft impacts:” 

 

Page 5.9‐28, Hydrology and Water Quality 

The first sentence under Project Specific under Mitigation Measures is revised to read as follows: 

“Implementation of Mitigation Measure USS‐5 and USS‐17 USS‐21 is required.” 

 

Page 5.9‐29, Hydrology and Water Quality 

The first sentence under Cumulative under Mitigation Measures is revised to read as follows: 
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“Implementation of Mitigation Measure USS‐5, USS‐1721, HYD‐1, and HYD‐2 is required.” 

 

Page 5.10‐21, Land Use and Planning 

The third sentence in the second paragraph is revised as follows: 

  “No HCPs or NCCPs occur within the ccumlative impact study area.” 

 

Page 5.11‐26, Noise 

The last sentence in the third paragraph is revised to read as follows: 

“The distance from the centerline to the 55‐, 60‐, 65‐, and 70‐dBA noise levels have been 

calculated and are also shown in Table 5.11‐10 with the noise calculation spreadsheets 

provided in Appendix C I‐1.” 

 

Page 5.13‐7, Public Services 

The first note for Table 5.13‐3 is revised to reflect the Planning Area and not the City. 

“Given that school boundaries do not mirror city Planning Area boundaries, students may 

attend schools outside of the city Planning Area while students that live outside of the city 

Planning Area may attend schools within the city Planning Area.  Enrollment figures are as of 

2011.” 

 

Page 5.14‐19, Transportation and Traffic  

On Page 5.14‐19 from the list of state routes in the planning area.  SR 168 is revised as follows in the 

second sentence in the first paragraph on page 5.14‐19: 

“In the project vicinity, State Routes 41, 99, 168, and 180, along with the freeway 

ramp terminal intersections, fall under Caltrans jurisdiction.” 

 

Page 5.14‐28, Transportation and Traffic 

The first sentence in the second paragraph is revised to read as follows: 

“Land use inputs for the City of Fresno General Plan Update were developed with City of 

Fresno staff based on the Draft General Plan Land Use Diagram (August 8, 2013 2012).” 

 

Page 5.14‐85,Transportation and Traffic 

Page 5.14‐85 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 



City of Fresno 
General Plan and Development Code Update 
Response to Comments on the Draft Master EIR  Errata 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions  4‐9 
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\3168\31680016\EIR\05 ‐ Final MEIR\31680016 Sec 04‐00 Errata.doc 

“Implementation of the City of Fresno General Plan Update would increase demand for 

public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, which would require those facilities to be 

improved and expanded as development occurs e improvement and expansion.” 

 

Page 5.15‐7, Utilities and Service Systems 

The first sentence of the last paragraph on page 5.15‐7 of the Draft General Plan is revised as follows: 

“The City of Fresno commissioned a team of engineering consultants to prepare the City’s 

Recycled Water Master Plan, which is  was formally adopted by the City in April 2013.”  

 

Page 5.15‐28, Utilities and Service Systems 

The first sentence in the fourth paragraph on page 5.15‐28 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as 

follows: 

“The Water Quality Control Plan for the Tulare Lake Basin (Bain Basin Plan) designates 

beneficial uses, established water quality objectives, contains implementation plans and 

policies for protecting all waters of the Basin, and incorporates by reference plans and 

policies of the State Water Resources Control Board.” 

 

Page 5.15‐47, Utilities and Service Systems 

The last sentence on page 5.15‐47 is revised to read as follows: 

“Error! Reference source not found. Table 5.15‐3 below shows the estimated generated wastes for 

each land use.” 

 

Page 9‐1, Information Resources 

The following is revised in Section 9.1.1 on page 9‐1 of the Draft Master EIR and in Section 9.2.1 of 

the Draft Master EIR. 

  “Arnoldo Rodriquez Rodriguez” 
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