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3.15 UTILITIES 

Local 

FRESNO MUNICIPAL CODE 

Section 6-335(a) of the City’s Municipal Code outlines the following requirements for wastewater 
discharge permits: 

Wastewater Discharge Permit Required. At the discretion of the Control Authority, all users 
proposing to connect to or contribute to the POTW shall obtain a Wastewater Discharge Permit 
before connecting to or contributing to the POTW. 

(1) All existing users connected to or contributing to the POTW on the effective date of this 
section must obtain a Wastewater Discharge Permit within ninety (90) days of such date. 

(2) Any user proposing a new connection to the POTW shall obtain a Wastewater Discharge 
Permit prior to beginning discharge. 

(3) Liquid Waste Haulers shall obtain a Wastewater Discharge Permit prior to transporting liquid 
waste to a discharge point designated by the Control Authority. 

FRESNO GENERAL PLAN 

The Fresno General Plan contains the following objectives and policies that are relevant to 
wastewater for the proposed Specific Plan: 

Objective PU-4: Ensure provision of adequate trunk sewer and collector main capacities to serve 
existing and planned urban development, consistent with the Wastewater Master Plan. 

Policy PU-4-a: Plan for Regional Needs. Coordinate and consult with the City of Clovis, 
pursuant to the Fresno-Clovis Sewerage System Joint Powers Agreement, so that planning 
and construction of sewer collection facilities will continue to meet the regional needs of 
the Metropolitan Area. 

Policy PU-4-b: New Trunk Facilities. Pursue construction of new or replacement sewer trunk 
facilities or other alternatives consistent with the Wastewater Master Plan to accommodate 
the uses as envisioned in this General Plan. 

Policy PU-4-c: System Extension and Cost Recovery. Pursue enlargement or extension of the 
sewage collection system where necessary to serve planned urban development, with the 
capital costs and benefits allocated equitably and fairly between the existing users and new 
users. 

Policy PU-4-d: Capacity Modeling. Continue development and utilization of citywide sewer 
flow monitoring and computerized flow modeling to determine availability of sewer 
collection system capacity to serve planned urban development. 

Policy PU-4-e: Evaluate and Maintain Infrastructure. Promote the health and safety of the 
community, and preserve the longevity and sound condition of the sewer collection system 
through evaluation and maintenance of the sewer infrastructure. 
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• Continue assessments of existing infrastructure and facilitate necessary repair to 
damaged and worn-out pipelines. 

• Continue routine sewer line maintenance and cleaning programs to prevent line 
blockages caused by root intrusion, grease buildup, and pipe failure. 

• Continue a sewer line replacement program and funding to repair or replace sewer 
lines damaged or worn beyond useful life. 

Objective PU-5: Preserve groundwater quality and ensure that the health and safety of the entire 
Fresno community is not impaired by use of private, onsite disposal systems. 

Policy PU-5-a: Mandatory Septic Conversion. Continue to evaluate and pursue where 
determined appropriate the mandatory abatement of existing private wastewater disposal 
(septic) systems and mandatory connection to the public sewage collection and disposal 
system. 

Policy PU-5-b: Non-Regional Treatment. Discourage, and when determined appropriate, 
oppose the use of private wastewater (septic) disposal systems, community wastewater 
disposal systems, or other nonregional sewage treatment and disposal systems within or 
adjacent to the Metropolitan Area if these types of wastewater treatment facilities would 
cause discharges that could result in groundwater degradation. 

Objective PU-7: Promote reduction in wastewater flows and develop facilities for beneficial reuse 
of reclaimed water and biosolids for management and distribution of treated wastewater. 

Policy PU-7-a: Reduce Wastewater. Identify and consider implementing water conservation 
standards and other programs and policies, as determined appropriate, to reduce 
wastewater flows. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE –WASTEWATER 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Specific Plan will have a significant 
impact on Utilities if it would: 

• Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater facilities, 
the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects; 
and/or 

• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the projects projected demand 
in addition to the providers existing commitments. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.15-1: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
(Significant and Unavoidable) 
As noted previously, in the Plan Area, wastewater generally flows from the north to the south. There 
are no lift stations or other special structures to aid in wastewater collection in the Plan Area. Eight-
inch, 10- to 18-inch, 20- to 20-inch, and greater than 36-inch wastewater pipelines are found 
throughout the Plan Area. There are approximately 720,496 feet (136.46 miles) of sewer mains and 
2,185 manholes in the Plan Area. 

The Specific Plan does not trigger a need to expand the RWRF. There would be a network of sewer 
collection infrastructure installed throughout the Plan Area to serve the West Area Specific Plan The 
Specific Plan wastewater collection system will include future construction of sewer improvements 
and replacements of existing lines, some of which are now over 75 years old. Approximately 11.25 
miles of public and privately-owned (i.e., homeowner’s responsibility) sewer system drainage lines 
are proposed to serve the Plan Area at buildout. 

Physical impacts from future construction of the wastewater infrastructure within the Plan Area is 
addressed within this EIR. A discussion of relevant operational and construction impacts can be 
found in each respective section of this EIR. Impacts associated with development of the Plan Area, 
as proposed, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impact 3.1-
3), agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), 
public services and recreation (Impacts 3.13-3 through 3.13-5). 

CONCLUSION 

The construction of the new wastewater facilities, which are associated with future buildout of the 
Plan Area, has the potential to cause environmental impacts. The potential for environmental 
impacts associated with the installation of the wastewater system, and all construction activities 
within the Plan Area, are addressed throughout this EIR. In some cases, the direct and indirect 
impacts are potentially significant and warrant mitigation measures, while in other cases there are 
significant and unavoidable impacts. The future wastewater infrastructure would fall within the 
range of environmental impacts disclosed in this EIR, and would be subject to relevant mitigation 
measures included in this EIR. 

It is noted, however, that future development of wastewater infrastructure within the proposed 
Plan Area would contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impact 3.1-
3), agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), 
public services and recreation (Impacts 3.13-3 through 3.13-5). Therefore, consistent with the 
analysis included in this Draft EIR, impacts related to construction of new or expanded stormwater 
drainage facilities to serve the Plan Area are considered significant and unavoidable. 
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Impact 3.15-2: The proposed Specific Plan would not result in a 
determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the Plan Area that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the 
Specific Plan’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments. (Less than Significant) 
PROJECT WASTEWATER GENERATION 

The projected future average dry weather base flow as a result of buildout of the City’s General Plan 
is 150 MGD. This flow includes 8.7 MGD from large dischargers and 15.86 MGD from Clovis. The 8.40 
MGD designated by Clovis for treatment at a satellite wastewater treatment plant is not included. 
This flow also includes all flow from the Southeast Growth Area and the flow from the anticipated 
treatment plant in the North Growth Area. 

The wastewater generation resulting from buildout of the Specific Plan Area is shown in Table 3.15-
1. As shown, buildout of the Specific Plan Area would result in 11,365,120.30 gpd, or approximately 
11.4 MGD. It is noted, however, the wastewater generation calculated and shown in Table 3.15-1 
includes much of the wastewater that is currently generated by the existing developed uses in the 
Plan Area. 

TABLE 3.15-1: WASTEWATER GENERATION 

PROPOSED LAND USE CATEGORY 
PROPOSED 

GROSS ACREAGE 
UNIT FACTOR 
(EDU/ACRE)1 GPD 

Residential Low 508.04 1 147,331.60 
Residential Medium Low 1,381.46 1 400,623.40 
Residential Medium 2,082.32 12 7,246,473.60 
Residential Medium High 300.84 12 1,046,923.20 
Residential Urban Neighborhood 168.56 15 733,236.00 
Residential High 27.38 15 119,103.00 
Commercial Community 55.14 4 63,962.40 
Commercial Recreation 41.33 3 35,957.10 
Commercial General 155.81 7 316,294.30 
Commercial Regional 4.24 4 4,918.40 
Employment Office 52.48 7 106,534.40 
Employment Business Park 74.97 4 86,965.20 
Employment Light Industrial 32.75 4 37,990.00 
Mixed Use Neighborhood 225.25 4 261,290.00 
Mixed Use Corridor/Center 215.98 7 438,439.40 
Mixed Use Regional 14.89 15 64,771.50 
Open Space Neighborhood Park 76.9 - -
Open Space Community Park 66.3 - -
Open Space Open Space 62.3 - -
Open Space Park 8.94 - -
Open Space Ponding Basin 124.5 - -
Open Space Easement 18.86 - -
Public Facilities Public Facility 22.84 2 13,247.20 
Public Facilities Church 68.55 2 39,759.00 
Public Facilities Elem. School 91.82 3 79,883.40 
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PROPOSED LAND USE CATEGORY 
PROPOSED 

GROSS ACREAGE 
UNIT FACTOR 
(EDU/ACRE)1 GPD 

Public Facilities Elem./Middle/High School 145.37 3 126,471.90 
Public Facilities High School 46.95 3 40,846.50 
Public Facilities Special School 18.37 3 15,981.90 
Public Facilities Fire Station 3.32 3 2,888.40 
TOTAL 6,096.46 -- 11,365,120.30 

3.15 UTILITIES 

NOTE: 1 ACCORDING TO THE CITY’S WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM MASTER PLAN, 290 GALLONS PER DAY (GPD) OF 
WASTEWATER ARE GENERATED PER EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNIT (EDU). UNIT FACTORS ARE PROVIDED IN TABLE 4-4 OF THE CITY’S 
WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM MASTER PLAN. 
SOURCE: DE NOVO PLANNING GROUP, 2024. 

COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM 

As noted previously, the RWRF is located southwest of the city in the area generally bounded by 
Jensen, Cornelia, Central and Chateau Fresno Avenues. Wastewater from the Plan Area is treated 
at the RWRF, which has an average annual flow of approximately 60 MGD. The RWRF receives and 
treats wastewater from three additional service areas, including: the City of Clovis, Pinedale County 
Water District, and Pinedale Public Utility District. The RWRF has an ADWF capacity of 92 MGD; 
however, it can treat the PWWF that occurs during storm events, which is higher than the ADWF 
but lasts for short duration. The City of Clovis owns 9.3 MGD of ADWF capacity, while the remaining 
capacity belongs to the City. Additionally, although the NFWRF does not serve the Plan Area directly, 
it contributes to the City’s total wastewater treatment capacity. 

Wastewater treatment plant capacities are typically rated based on the ADWF flow. The permitted 
wastewater treatment capacity of the RWRF is currently 80.0 MGD as an annual monthly average 
flow, and 88.0 MGD as a maximum monthly average flow. The City is currently evaluating upgrades 
and modifications to the existing RWRF that may result in a capacity rating increase of 15 MGD. 

The Specific Plan would require wastewater collection and treatment services. The City owns and 
operates their own collection system. Sewer collection and treatment issues and opportunities that 
would result from buildout of the Plan Area (as noted in the City of Fresno Specific Plan for the West 
Area Utility Background Summary) are discussed below. 

At build out, the City’s wastewater flows are expected to increase substantially. As such, there are 
some areas of the existing collection system that cannot convey the build out PWWF within the 
established maximum flow to full flow (q/Q) ratio of 1.15. There are several localized driven 
improvements needed in the Downtown area (C-1 through C-7), and an additional upsizing for the 
pipeline along the city’s southern border that feeds the RWRF (C-8, C-10). 

Four development driven projects (D-26A, D-26B, D-27A, D-27B) are identified within or along the 
borders of the Plan Area. Approximately 3.6 miles of public and privately-owned (i.e., homeowner’s 
responsibility) sewer system drainage lines are proposed to serve the West Area at buildout. The 
City does not currently collect supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA) data for their lift 
stations. Were feasible, Collection System Master Plan (Carollo, 2015) recommends that upgrades 
be performed to allow for proper flow monitoring data acquisition, which will help confirm lift 
station capacity and monitor lift station performance. 
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Additional agricultural or urban water reuse in the future is a possibility with additional distribution 
and/or treatment facilities. The RWRF currently delivers approximately 4,700 acre-feet per year 
(AFY) (Water Systems Consulting Inc., 2021) of undisinfected secondary effluent to growers of non-
food crops within the city. An additional 1,400 acres could be served with an expansion of the 
conveyance system or the establishment of an exchange agreement with FID. Within the Plan Area, 
approximately 10 miles of new recycled water distribution pipelines are planned to be constructed 
by buildout. 

The 2010 Recycled Water Master Plan outlines three locations for potential regional recharge areas. 
Also referenced as a "super recharge basin", one of the regional recharge areas is located partially 
within the Plan Area. If the basins are constructed, a portion of the recharge water could be made 
up of recycled water, provided there is at least six months travel time from the super recharge basin 
to the nearest drinking water well. 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed Specific Plan would increase the amount of wastewater requiring treatment. The 
wastewater would be treated at the RWRF. Given the capacity of 92 MGD, the average annual flow 
of approximately 56 MGD, and the 11.4 MGD generated by the buildout of the Plan Area (including 
existing demand and future demand), there is sufficient plant capacity. This is a less than significant 
impact. 
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3.15.2 WATER SUPPLIES 
EXISTING SETTING 

Water Purveyor and System 
The existing incorporated area of the City of Fresno encompasses approximately 115 square miles 
(2020 UWMP). The City’s General Plan includes the area outside of the city limits that the City 
expects to annex and urbanize in the future, also known as the SOI. With a few exceptions, the City’s 
water service area is coterminous with the city limits. As future developments within the SOI, but 
outside the city limits, are approved, they will be annexed into the city and served by the City’s water 
system. 

The City’s water system consists of about 1,909 miles of distribution and transmission mains, 260 
municipal groundwater wells, three surface water treatment facilities (SWTFs) with current rated 
capacities ranging from 4 to 54 MGD, five water storage facilities with pump stations, including one 
at each of the SWTFs plus two in the distribution system, and three booster pump facilities. 

As of the close of the 2020 calendar year, the city has over 139,500 residential, commercial, 
industrial, and institutional water service connections and produced nearly 122,000 AF of water. 

In addition to the City’s water system, there are four independent water systems located within the 
city limits, including Bakman Water Company, Pinedale County Water District, California State 
University Fresno, and Park Van Ness Mutual Water Company. These independent water systems 
have their own water supplies, and do not receive water from the City, with the exception of a 
portion of the Pinedale County Water District east of Highway 41 and south of Herndon Avenue. 
The City has emergency interties with the City of Clovis and California State University, Fresno, that 
provides additional water supply flexibility. 

The Plan Area is served by nearly 157 miles of water distribution pipelines and 7miles of recycled 
water distribution pipelines. These run primarily on Cornelia (Shields to Belmont/edge of West 
Boundary) and on Belmont (Cornelia to West/edge of West Boundary). 

Water Demand 

HISTORICAL AND EXISTING WATER DEMAND 

The following information is based on the Specific Plan of the West Area Water Supply Assessment 
(WSA) (West Yost, 2024). 

The City’s water demand has decreased as a result of the economic downturn of 2008 through 2011, 
water use reductions in response to recent drought conditions, and metering of residential 
properties. Since 2013, all water services in the City’s water service area have been metered. Single-
family residential water use has decreased since the Single-Family Metering Program was completed 
in 2013. Landscape irrigation demands did decrease in 2015 and 2016, likely due to the drought 
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restrictions, and continue to recover after the drought ended in 2017. Table 3.15-2 shows the City’s 
historical water demands for 2013 through 2020. 

TABLE 3.15-2: HISTORICAL WATER DEMAND 
2013(a) 2014(a) 2015(a) 2016(a) 2017(a) 2018(a) 2019(a) 2020(b) 

Total Potable and Raw 
Water Demand, af/yr 133,692 122,191 102,308 103,045 110,525 110,725 106,500 121,993 

NOTES: (A) CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, FIGURE-4-1. 
(B) CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 4-2. 
SOURCE: WEST YOST, 2024. 

FUTURE WATER DEMAND 

The City’s 2045 projected water demand at buildout (based on existing water demand, the projected 
demands for the Plan Area under the General Plan, the difference in demands for the Plan Area 
between the Specific Plan and the General Plan, and undefined future developments) is summarized 
in Table 3.15-3. The General Plan is expected to be built out by 2056, but for the purposes of the 
WSA that was completed for the proposed Specific Plan, the Plan Area was assumed to be annexed 
and built out by 2045. The City’s preliminary water demand projections for the Plan Area under the 
General Plan were higher than for the Specific Plan, resulting in a negative value if the proposed 
Specific Plan land use map is built out instead of the General Plan. 

TABLE 3.15-3: PROJECTED FUTURE WATER DEMAND AT 2045 
UNITS, AF/YR WATER DEMAND 

Current (2020) Water Demand(a) 121,993 
General Plan for West Area(b) 6,971 

Subtotal (without Project) 8,964 
Project (West Area Specific Plan)(b,c) 2,448 

Subtotal (with Project) 151,412 
Undefined Future Developments 90,035 

Total Water Demand 241,447 
NOTES: 
(A) DATA FROM TABLE 5-1 OF THE WSA [TABLE 3.15-2 OF THIS SECTION]. 
(B) DATA FROM TABLE 2-2 OF THE WSA [TABLE 3.15-2 OF THIS SECTION]. 
(C) DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WEST AREA NEIGHBORHOODS SPECIFIC PLAN AND GENERAL PLAN FOR THE PLAN AREA. 
(D) BALANCE BETWEEN SUBTOTAL (WITH PROJECT) AND TOTAL WATER DEMAND. 
SOURCE: WEST YOST, 2024. 

DRY YEAR WATER DEMAND 

As shown in Table 3.15-2, the City’s 2015 water demand was significantly lower than the 2013 
demand in response to the drought and the Governor’s April 2015 Executive Order B-29-15 
mandating 25 percent water conservation statewide. To reduce water use by 25 percent statewide, 
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted a regulation which placed each urban 
water supplier into one of nine tiers which are assigned a conservation standard, ranging between 
four percent and 36 percent. Each month, the SWRCB compared every urban water suppliers’ water 
use with their use for the same month in 2013 to determine if they were on track for meeting their 
conservation standard. The city of Fresno was initially placed into Tier 7 with a water conservation 
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standard of 28 percent as compared to 2013 use (the City’s conservation standard was reduced to 
25 percent in early 2016). 

The City currently has a demand management program in place, as described in Section 9 of the 
City’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The City’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan, 
outlined in Section 8 and Appendix J of the City’s 2020 UWMP, includes a five-stage plan describing 
specific actions to reduce water demand by up to 50 percent in the event of a water supply shortage 
or emergency. Demand is expected to decrease as the City implements water conservation 
measures in response to multiple dry years or other supply changes. 

Table 3.15-4 presents the projected future dry year potable water demand. 

TABLE 3.15-4: PROJECTED FUTURE DRY YEAR TOTAL WATER DEMAND, AF/YR 

HYDROLOGIC CONDITION 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
Single Dry Year(a) 164,092 176,132 184,174 192,228 200,287 
Multiple Dry Years First Year(b) 199,204 212,756 222,310 231,876 241,447 
Multiple Dry Years Second Year(b) 199,204 212,756 222,310 231,876 241,447 
Multiple Dry Years Third Year(b) 190,267 193,637 197,736 201,753 205,708 
Multiple Dry Years Fourth Year(b) 162,551 165,920 170,020 174,036 177,992 
Multiple Dry Years Fifth Year(b) 199,204 212,756 222,310 231,876 241,447 
NOTES: 
(A) DATA FROM THE CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 7-2. 
(B) DATA FROM THE CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 7-3. 
SOURCE: WEST YOST, 2024. 

Water Supply 
The City currently receives water supplies from four sources: 

• Surface water contract water that is delivered to the city by two separate sources: 
o FID Agreement for Kings River water. 
o USBR Central Valley Project (CVP) Friant Division Contract for San Joaquin River 

water. 
• Groundwater that is pumped from groundwater wells located within the city. 
• Recycled water that is treated at the RWRF and NFWRF. This water may only be used for 

non-potable uses. 

Each of these existing supplies is described below. 

SURFACE WATER CONTRACTS 

The cumulative supply these contracts bring to the City provide the opportunity to construct surface 
water treatment facilities and optimize the use of these supplies. This conjunctive use approach 
continues the process of allowing the groundwater system to recover. Each of the surface water 
supplies is summarized in the following two sections. 

Surface Water Supplies through FID Agreement: In May of 1976 the City of Fresno and FID executed 
an agreement that stipulated that as land is annexed to the city, the City will receive a pro rata share 
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of FID’s Kings River entitlement; this agreement was revised, amended and restated in December, 
2016. The pro rata share is based on the area annexed to the city, and within FID’s boundaries, as 
compared to the total area of FID’s water service area. The agreement stipulates the allocation 
amount will be reviewed each year by the two agencies to address new annexations to the city. So, 
as the City annexes new areas, the allocation will increase up to the limits stipulated in the 2016 
agreement. Utilizing GIS, there will be approximately 71,925 acres of land within the SOI and within 
FID’s water service boundaries at SOI buildout, excluding Bakman Water Company, CSU Fresno, and 
County islands. 

As the City incorporates new land area into its service area, the percentage of FID supply increases. 
However, the 2016 FID Agreement sets the maximum percentage as 29.0 percent, although the 
City’s service area is anticipated to expand and encompass more than 29.0 percent of FID’s service 
area between 2025 and 2030. In 2020, the City’s percentage of overall FID Kings deliveries was 
25.79 percent. The supply projections in this plan limit the City’s FID supply with the 29.0 percent 
cap, but if the agreement were revised in the future the City’s FID allocation percentage could grow 
beyond 29.0 percent as the water service area expands (City of Fresno 2020 UWMP). 

Surface Water Supplies through USBR Contract: The City, through an agreement originally executed 
in January of 1961, secured a surface water supply from USBR CVP - Friant Division. This agreement, 
for an annual water supply of 60,000 AF of Class 1 water, was last renewed in 2010 as a Section 9(d) 
Contract that provides water from the San Joaquin River in perpetuity. The USBR CVP – Friant 
Division facilities generally include: Friant Dam (Millerton Reservoir); the Friant Kern Canal; and the 
Madera Canal. The Friant-Kern Canal is maintained and operated by the Friant Water Authority. The 
USBR water supply is a wholesale supply. 

Class 1 water was intended to be a supply that would be dependable in practically every year, 
regardless of the type of hydrologic water year. Class 2 water is essentially excess water available as 
determined by USBR and less reliable than Class 1 water. Class 1 water has historically been very 
reliable until the San Joaquin River Restoration Settlement and more recently by the restrictions on 
diversions from the Delta due to concerns over the declining health of Delta ecosystem. 

GROUNDWATER 

The City pumps groundwater from a portion of the Kings Subbasin underlying the city. The City’s 
2020 UWMP states that the City has a network of over 270 municipal wells and currently operates 
approximately 202 municipal supply wells within the Kings Subbasin. Groundwater quality is a 
concern because the groundwater basin has several major contaminant plumes involving organic 
compounds, inorganic compounds, solvents, pesticides, and other contaminants. The total well 
capacity, when the City’s Water Master Plan was written, was approximately 460 MGD. 

Groundwater Basin Description: The City’s wells are located within the northern part of the Kings 
Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin. The following section describes the Kings 
Subbasin, including its water-bearing formations, water levels, and water quality. Much of the 
following information has been incorporated from the City’s 2020 UWMP. Except where noted, the 
description of the sub-basin is based largely on information provided in the 2016 DWR Bulletin 118 
Interim Update, in which the groundwater basin description was last updated in December 2016. 
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The Kings Subbasin is not adjudicated and there are no legal restrictions to groundwater pumping. 
The Kings Subbasin is generally bounded: on the north by the San Joaquin River; on the west by the 
Fresno Slough; on the south by the Kings River and Cottonwood Creek; and on the east by the Sierra 
foothills. The upper several hundred feet within the Kings Subbasin generally consists of highly 
permeable, coarse-grained deposits, which are termed older alluvium. Coarse-grained stream 
channel deposits, associated with deposits by the ancestral San Joaquin and Kings Rivers, underlie 
much of the northwest portions of the city. Below the older alluvium to depths ranging from about 
600 to 1,200 feet below ground surface, the finer-grained sediments of the Tertiary-Quaternary 
continental deposits are typically encountered. Substantial groundwater has been produced and 
utilized from these depths by the City; however, deeper deposits located in the southeastern and 
northern portions of the city have produced less groundwater. There are also reduced deposits in 
the northern and eastern portions of the city, at depths generally below 700 or 800 feet, which are 
associated with high concentrations of iron, manganese, arsenic, hydrogen sulfide, and methane 
gas. Groundwater at these depths does not generally provide a significant source for municipal 
supply wells. The city’s average groundwater depth in 2015 is approximately 130 feet below the 
ground surface. 

Conditions of Overdraft: The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) directs DWR to 
identify groundwater basins and subbasins that are in conditions of critical overdraft. This 
designation is determined based upon the presence of "undesirable impacts" such as seawater 
intrusion, land subsidence, groundwater depletion, and chronic lowering of groundwater levels. Per 
DWR's current list of critically overdrafted basins, finalized in February 2019, the Kings Subbasin is 
designated as a critically overdrafted basin. 

As part of the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) Program, DWR is 
required to prioritize California groundwater basins to help identify, evaluate, and determine the 
need for additional groundwater level monitoring. Per the current CASGEM draft prioritization, 
completed in April 2019, the Kings Subbasin is a high priority subbasin. 

The City has long made efforts toward offsetting the decline of groundwater levels and minimizing 
overdraft conditions through an active intentional recharge program that started in 1971. Through 
cooperative agreements with Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) and FID, the City 
has access to not only City-owned basins, but also to specific facilities owned and operated by these 
two agencies. The City has averaged over 60,000 AFY the previous five years and plans to gradually 
increase recharge by about 540 AFY each year. However, during wet years, the City will recharge 
more water when it is available to allow the City to draw on additional groundwater during dry years 
when surface water is not available. 

Groundwater Management: As part of a partnership of local municipal water purveyors, irrigation 
districts, a flood control district, and the overlying county, the Fresno Area Regional Groundwater 
Management Plan (FARGMP) was prepared in conformance with AB 3030 and SB 1938. The 
objectives of the FARGMP have been developed to monitor, protect, and sustain groundwater 
within the region. The City of Fresno and the other participating agencies subsequently adopted the 
groundwater management plan in 2006 (City of Fresno 2020 UWMP). The city of Fresno falls within 
the North Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency (NKGSA). The NKGSA prepared and submitted 
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its GSP on January 28, 2020 and is awaiting completion of DWR’s review (DWR SGMA Portal GSP 
Status Summary). 

Historical Groundwater Use: As discussed previously, the City has a network of over 270 municipal 
wells and currently operates approximately 202 municipal supply wells within the Kings Subbasin, 
according to the 2020 UWMP. The City’s groundwater production over the last 18 years is provided 
in Table 3.15-5. 

TABLE 3.15-5: CITY OF FRESNO HISTORICAL GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION 

YEAR TOTAL GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION (AFY) 
2003 165,200 

2004 160,000 

2005 141,500 

2006 136,000 

2007 146,300 

2008 148,700 

2009 138,200 

2010 128,600 

2011 119,900 

2012 119,500 

2013 123,200 

2014 106,800 

2015 82,500 

2016 99,100 

2017 105,200 

2018 76,800 

2019 54,600 

2020 55,000 
NOTES: (A) FROM CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 6-7. 
SOURCE: WEST YOST, 2024. 

Projected Future Groundwater Use: The amount of groundwater pumped during dry years is not 
projected to differ from the amount pumped during normal years. The City’s projected future 
groundwater production through 2045 is provided in Table 3.15-6. 

TABLE 3.15-6: CITY OF FRESNO PROJECTED FUTURE GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION IN NORMAL AND DRY YEARS 

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
Total Groundwater Production During 
a Normal Year(a) 138,090 143,630 149,100 154,490 159,820 

Total Groundwater Production During 
Dry Years(b) 138,090 143,630 149,100 154,490 159,820 

NOTES: (A) FROM CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 7-1. (B) FROM CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 7-2. 
SOURCE: WEST YOST, 2024. 
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REGULATORY SETTING – WATER SUPPLIES 

The following is an overview of the State and local regulations related to water supplies that are 
applicable to the proposed Specific Plan. 

State 
URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING ACT 

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water Code Sections 10610-10610.4) 
requires urban water suppliers such as Cal Water that provide water for municipal purposes to more 
than 3,000 customers, or more than 3,000 AFY of water, to prepare an UWMP.  UWMPs assist water 
supply agencies in water resource planning given existing and anticipated future demands and must 
include a water supply and demand assessment comparing total water supply available to the water 
supplier with the total projected water use over a 20-year period.  The Act requires that the plans 
be updated every five years and submitted to the California Department of Water Resources.  The 
purpose of the plans is to support long-term resource planning and ensure adequate water supplies 
are available to meet existing and future water demands. UWMPs must also report progress on a 
20% reduction in per-capita urban water consumption by 2020. 

SENATE BILL (SB) 610 

Senate Bill (SB) 610 was adopted in 2001 and reflects the growing awareness of the need to 
incorporate water supply and demand analysis at the earliest possible stage in the land use planning 
process. SB 610 amended the statutes of the Urban Water Management Planning Act, as well as the 
California Water Code Section 10910 et seq. The foundation document for compliance with SB 610 
is the UWMP, which provides an important source of information for cities and counties as they 
update their general plans. Likewise, planning documents such as general plans and specific plans 
form the basis for the demand information contained in an UWMP, as well as a Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA) required under SB 610. 

Water Code Section 10910 (c)(4) states “If the city or county is required to comply with this part 
pursuant to subdivision (b), the water assessment for the project shall include a discussion with 
regard to whether the total projected water supplies, determined to be available by the city or 
county for the project during normal, single dry and multiple dry water years during a 20-year 
projection, will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition 
to existing and planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses.” 

Water supply planning under SB 610 requires reviewing and identifying adequate available water 
supplies necessary to meet the demand generated by a project, as well as the cumulative demand 
for the general region over the next 20 years, under a broad range of water conditions. This 
information is typically found in the current UWMP for the project area. SB 610 requires the 
identification of the public water supplier for a project. The City of Fresno has been identified in the 
WSA as the public water supplier to the West Area Specific Plan. 
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In addition, SB 610 requires the preparation of a WSA if a project meets the definition of a “Project” 
under Water Code Section 10912 (a). The code defines a “Project” as meeting any of the following 
criteria: 

• A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units; 
• A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons 

or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; 
• A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 

250,000 square feet of floor space; 
• A hotel or motel, or both, with more than 500 rooms; 
• A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park, planned to 

house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 
650,000 square feet of floor area; 

• A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects identified in Section 10912(a); 
or 

• A project creating the equivalent demand of 500 residential units or greater. 

Alternately, if a public water system has less than 5,000 service connections, the definition of a 
“Project” includes any proposed residential, business, commercial, hotel or motel, or industrial 
development that would account for an increase of 10 percent or more in the number of service 
connections for the public water system. Thus, the City has prepared a WSA as required by these 
criteria under SB 610. The WSA is included in this EIR as Appendix E of this EIR. 

A WSA must include analysis of the estimated water demands and proposed water sources for a 
new project. More specifically, the WSA must address whether existing supplies of domestic water 
available to the development are adequate to serve the project, and will continue to be adequate 
over the next 20 years during normal, dry, and multiple-dry years, taking into account the public 
water system’s existing and planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses. 
(Wat. Code, § 10910, subds. (c)(3), (c)(4).) 

If the public water system concludes that existing supplies will be sufficient for all such demands, 
including the demand created by a proposed project, the public water system must demonstrate 
the availability of such water by providing the following as part of a WSA: 

(A) Written contracts or other proof of entitlement to an identified water supply. 
(B) Copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a water supply that has been 

adopted by the public water system. 
(C) Federal, State, and local permits for construction of necessary infrastructure associated with 

delivering the water supply. 
(D) Any necessary regulatory approvals that are required in order to be able to convey or deliver 

the water supply. 

(Id., subd. (d)(2).) 
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If the WSA concludes that existing supplies will not be sufficient, the WSA must include a 
strategy for acquiring “additional supplies.” (Wat. Code, § 10911, subd. (a).) Under such a 
scenario, the WSA should include information concerning the following: 

(1) The estimated total costs, and the proposed method of financing the costs, associated 
with acquiring the additional water supplies. 

(2) All federal, State, and local permits, approvals, or entitlements that are anticipated to 
be required in order to acquire and develop the additional water supplies. 

(3) Based on the considerations set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2), the estimated 
timeframes within which the public water system, or the city and county. . . expects to 
be able to acquire additional water supplies. 

(Ibid.) 

A finding of insufficiency in a WSA does not require a city or county to deny or downsize a proposed 
development project. In preparing the environmental document for a project requiring a WSA, the 
city or county lead agency may include its own evaluation of the information contained in the WSA. 
(Wat. Code, § 10911, subd. (c).) At the time of project approval, the lead agency must then 
“determine, based on the entire record, whether projected water supplies will be sufficient to satisfy 
the demands of the project, in addition to existing and planned future uses.” (Ibid.) Even if, after the 
lead agency’s own evaluation, it determines that there are not sufficient water supplies for the 
project, there is nothing to prevent the agency from approving the project, so long as the agency 
“include[s] that determination in its findings for the project.” (Ibid.; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 
15155, subd. (e).) 

In 2016, the Legislature amended SB 610 to require WSAs for projects anticipating groundwater 
usage to address whether any groundwater sustainability agency has adopted a groundwater 
sustainability plan pursuant to SGMA, and to include information from any such plan. (See Wat. 
Code, § 10910, subd. (f)(2)(C)(ii).) 

The Water Code also specifically references unadjudicated basins: 

(f) If a water supply for a proposed project includes groundwater, the following additional 
information shall be included in the water supply assessment . . . 

(C) For a basin that has not been adjudicated that is a basin designated as high- or medium-
priority pursuant to Section 10722.4, information regarding the following. . . . 

(ii) If a groundwater sustainability agency has adopted a groundwater sustainability plan or 
has an approved alternative, a copy of that alternative or plan. 
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SENATE BILL (SB) 221 

SB 221 (Business and Professional Code Section 11010 and Government Code Section 65867.5, 
Section 66455.3, and 66473.7) amended State law to improve the link between information on 
water supply availability and certain land use decisions made by cities and counties.1 

SB 221 establishes the relationship between a project WSA and the tentative and final subdivision 
map approvals under the Subdivision Map Act.  Pursuant to California Government Code 66473.7(b), 
the public water system must provide a written verification of sufficient water supply prior to the 
approval of a new subdivision.2 SB 221 prohibits a local planning agency from approving a final 
subdivision map for a residential subdivision of more than 500 units unless the water supplier has 
issued a written verification that a sufficient water supply is available for the project, or the local 
agency finds that alternate water supplies are, or will be, available prior to the completion of the 
project. This outcome can be accomplished by imposing a tentative subdivision map condition 
precluding the approval of final subdivision map absent the required showing of water availability. 
Nor may a local agency approve a development agreement for a project that will result in more than 
500 residential units without the agreement expressly providing that required tentative maps will 
be subject to these water availability requirements. 

A “sufficient water supply” under SB 221 is the total water supplies available to the water provider 
during normal, single dry, and multiple dry years within a 20-year projection that will meet the 
projected demand of the proposed subdivision, in addition to existing and planned future uses, 
including, but not limited to, agricultural and industrial uses.3 The water provider’s verification must 
be based on substantial evidence such as water supply contracts, capital outlay programs, and 
regulatory permits and approvals regarding the water provider’s right to and capability of delivering 
the project supply. 

THE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT 

In California, there are two statutory schemes dealing with groundwater management. The first is 
the Groundwater Management Act, first introduced in 1992 as Assembly Bill (AB) 3030 and since 
modified by Senate Bill (SB) 1938 in 2002, and AB 359 in 2011. The second is the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SB 1168, SB 1319, and AB 1739) (SGMA), enacted in 2014. 

The intent of the SGMA is to encourage local agencies to work cooperatively to manage groundwater 
resources within their jurisdictions and to provide a methodology for developing voluntary 
groundwater management plans. The Act enables, but does not require, water agencies to develop 
and implement groundwater management plans (GWMPs) to manage the groundwater resources 
in the jurisdiction of the participating parties. 

The SGMA defines sustainable groundwater management as the “management and use of 
groundwater in a manner that can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon 

1 California Business and Professions Code, Section 11010 and California Government Code, Section 66473.4. 
2 California Government Code, Section 66473.7(b). 
3 California Government Code, Section 66473.7(a)(2). 
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without causing undesirable results.” The legislation defines “undesirable results” to be any of the 
following effects caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout the basin: 

• Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion 
of supply; 

• Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage; 
• Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion; 
• Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality; 
• Significant and unreasonable land subsidence; and 
• Surface water depletions that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on 

beneficial uses of the surface water. 

The legislation provides for financial and enforcement tools to carry out effective local sustainable 
groundwater management through formation of groundwater sustainability agencies consisting of 
local public agencies, water companies regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission, and 
mutual water companies. The legislation requires that groundwater sustainability agencies within 
high- and medium priority basins under the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring 
Program subject to critical conditions of overdraft prepare and submit groundwater sustainability 
plans for the basin by January 31, 2020, and requires groundwater sustainability agencies in all other 
groundwater basins designated as high- or medium priority basins to prepare and submit a 
groundwater sustainability plan by January 31, 2022. Following State approval, the basin would 
thereafter be managed under the groundwater sustainability plan. The legislation does not require 
adjudicated basins to develop groundwater sustainability plans, but they are required to report their 
water use. 

The key intended outcomes and benefits of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act are 
numerous, and include: 

• Advancement in understanding and knowledge of the State’s groundwater basins and their 
issues and challenges; 

• Establishment of effective local governance to protect and manage groundwater basins; 
• Management of regional water resources for regional self-sufficiency and drought 

resilience; 
• Sustainable management of groundwater basins through the actions of Groundwater 

Sustainability Agencies, utilizing State assistance and intervention only when necessary; 
• All groundwater basins in California are operated to maintain adequate protection to 

support the beneficial uses for the resource; 
• Surface water and groundwater are managed as “a Single Resource” to sustain their 

interconnectivity, provide dry season base flow to interconnected streams, and support and 
promote long-term aquatic ecosystem health and vitality; 

• A statewide framework for local groundwater management planning, including 
development of sustainable groundwater management best management practices and 
plans; 

• Development of comprehensive and uniform water budgets, groundwater models, and 
engineering tools for effective management of groundwater basins; 
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• Improved coordination between land use and groundwater planning; and 
• Enforcement actions as needed by the SWRCB to achieve region-by-region sustainable 

groundwater management in accordance with the 2014 legislation. 

As ultimately approved, groundwater sustainability plans must include, among other things, (i) a 
“general discussion of historical and projected water demands and supplies,” (ii) “[m]easurable 
objectives, as well as interim milestones in increments of five years, to achieve the sustainability 
goal in the basin within 20 years of the implementation of the plan, and (iii) a “description of how 
the plan helps meet each objective and how each objective is intended to achieve the sustainability 
goal for the basin for long-term beneficial uses of groundwater.” (Wat. Code, § 10727.2, subds. 
(a)(3), (b)(1), and (b)(2).) 

To assist in attaining the above outcomes, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) will 
provide groundwater sustainability agencies with the technical and financial assistance necessary to 
sustainably manage their water resources. The benefits of these outcomes include: 

• A reliable, safe and sustainable water supply to protect communities, farms, and the 
environment, and support a stable and growing economy; and 

• Elimination of long-term groundwater overdraft, an increase in groundwater storage, 
avoidance or minimization of subsidence, enhancement of water flows in stream systems, 
and prevention of future groundwater quality degradation. 

In short, SGMA is landmark legislation that, for the first time in the history of California, requires 
comprehensive groundwater management, with the mandatory goal of bringing all currently 
overdrafted basins into sustainable conditions by no later than 2040 or 2042, with five-year 
increments of progress starting in 2025 and 2027. 

As noted previously, the FARGMP was prepared in conformance with AB 3030 and SB 1938. The 
objectives of the FARGMP have been developed to monitor, protect, and sustain groundwater 
within the region. The City of Fresno and the other participating agencies subsequently adopted the 
groundwater management plan in 2006. The city of Fresno falls within the NKGSA. As a high priority 
basin, the Kings Subbasin must be managed under a GSP by January 31, 2020. The NKGSA finalized 
the GSP and submitted it to the California DWR on January 28, 2020, ahead of the January 31, 2020 
mandate. 

Local 

FRESNO GENERAL PLAN 

The Fresno General Plan contains the following objectives and policies that are relevant to water 
supply for the proposed Specific Plan: 

Objective PU-8: Manage and develop the City’s water facilities on a strategic timeline basis 
that recognizes the long life cycle of the assets and the duration of the resources, to ensure a 
safe, economical, and reliable water supply for existing customers and planned urban 
development and economic diversification. 
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Policy PU-8-a: Forecast Need. Use available and innovative tools, such as computerized flow 
modeling to determine system capacity, as necessary to forecast demand on water 
production and distribution systems by urban development, and to determine appropriate 
facility needs. 

Policy PU-8-b: Potable Water Supply and Cost Recovery. Prepare for provision of increased 
potable water capacity (including surface water treatment capacity) in a timely manner to 
facilitate planned urban development consistent with the General Plan. Accommodate 
increase in water demand from the existing community with the capital costs and benefits 
allocated equitably and fairly between existing users and new users, as authorized by law, 
and recognizing the differences in terms of quantity, quality and reliability of the various 
types of water in the City’s portfolio. 

Policy PU-8-c: Conditions of Approval. Set appropriate conditions of approval for each new 
development proposal to ensure that the necessary potable water production and supply 
facilities and water resources are in place prior to occupancy. 

Policy PU-8-d: CIP Update. Continue to evaluate Capital Improvement Programs and update 
them, as appropriate, to meet the demands of both existing and planned development 
consistent with the General Plan. 

Policy PU-8-e: Repairs. Continue to evaluate existing water production and distribution 
systems and plan for necessary repair or enhancement of damaged or antiquated facilities. 

Policy PU-8-f: Water Quality. Continue to evaluate and implement measures determined to 
be appropriate and consistent with water system policies, including prioritizing the use of 
groundwater, installing wellhead treatment facilities, constructing above-ground storage 
and surface water treatment facilities, and enhancing transmission grid mains to promote 
adequate water quality and quantity. 

Policy PU-8-g: Review Project Impact on Supply. Mitigate the effects of development and 
capital improvement projects on the long-range water budget to ensure an adequate water 
supply for current and future uses. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE – WATER SUPPLY 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Specific Plan will have a significant 
impact on Utilities if it would: 

• Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects; and/or 

• Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.15-3: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in 
construction of new or expanded water facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
(Significant and Unavoidable) 
The provision of public services and the construction of onsite and offsite infrastructure 
improvements will be required to accommodate future development consistent with the Specific 
Plan land use map. The Specific Plan would likely require extension of offsite water infrastructure to 
the undeveloped and underdeveloped portions of the Plan Area for water service. All offsite water 
piping improvements would be in or adjacent to existing roadways, thereby limiting new 
environmental impacts. 

More than 15 percent (42 wells out of 270) of the City’s wells were constructed prior to 1960 (over 
60 years ago) and almost 40 percent (98 of 270) were constructed prior to 1970 (over 50 years ago). 
According to the Utility Background Summary completed for the Specific Plan, it has been 
recommended that the wells be replaced after 45 to 50 years; thus, about 40 percent of the City’s 
wells are overdue for replacement. Also, mechanical and electrical well component upgrades are 
required about every 20 to 25 years. Therefore, it is anticipated that significant well installations, 
replacements, and upgrades may be needed to these systems in the near future to maintain existing 
groundwater supply capacity and meet increased water demands. 

One of the greatest challenges facing the City’s water distribution system is conveying water from 
areas of high-water production to areas of high-water demand. The water production and 
distribution system historically has been a distributed system whereby groundwater wells would be 
constructed on an as-needed basis in the area where the water was needed. This distributed water 
system does not require large diameter transmission mains to convey water from one portion of the 
city to another. 

Physical impacts from future construction of the water infrastructure within the Plan Area is 
addressed within this EIR. A discussion of relevant operational and construction impacts can be 
found in each respective section of this EIR. Impacts associated with development of the Plan Area, 
as proposed, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impact 3.1-
3), agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), 
public services and recreation (Impacts 3.13-3 through 3.13-5). 

CONCLUSION 

The construction of the new water facilities, which are associated with future buildout of the Plan 
Area, has the potential to cause environmental impacts. The potential for environmental impacts 
associated with the installation of the water system, and all construction activities within the Plan 
Area, are addressed throughout this EIR. In some cases, the direct and indirect impacts are 
potentially significant and warrant mitigation measures, while in other cases there are significant 
and unavoidable impacts. The future water infrastructure would fall within the range of 
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environmental impacts disclosed in this EIR, and would be subject to relevant mitigation measures 
included in this EIR. 

It is noted, however, that future development of water infrastructure within the proposed Plan Area 
would contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impact 3.1-3), 
agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), 
public services and recreation (Impacts 3.13-3 through 3.13-5). Therefore, consistent with the 
analysis included in this Draft EIR, impacts related to construction of new or expanded stormwater 
drainage facilities to serve the Plan Area are considered significant and unavoidable. 

Impact 3.15-4: The proposed Specific Plan would not have insufficient 
water supplies available to serve the Plan Area and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. (Less than 
Significant) 
PROJECTED WATER DEMAND 

The projected water demand for future buildout of the proposed Specific Plan is based on the 
calculations described in the Water Supply Assessment (the “Water Supply Assessment” or “WSA”) 
developed by West Yost Associates for the proposed Specific Plan. 

The total water demand for the proposed Project at buildout is projected to be approximately 
29,419 AFY. The proposed Project is projected to use 2,448 AFY more than the water demand 
projected using General Plan land uses for the Plan Area. 

Table 3.15-7 summarizes the projected availability of the City’s existing and planned future potable 
water supplies and the City’s projected water demands in normal, single dry and multiple dry years 
through 2045. As shown in Table 3.15-7, demand within the City’s service area is not expected to 
exceed the City’s supplies in any normal, single dry, or multiple dry year between 2025 and 2045. 

The WSA completed for the West Area Specific Plan demonstrates that the City’s existing and 
additional potable water supplies are sufficient to meet the City’s existing and projected future 
potable water demands, including those future water demands associated with the Specific Plan, to 
the year 2045, under all hydrologic conditions. 

As described in the WSA, the City’s 2020 UWMP addressed the sufficiency of the City’s groundwater 
supplies, in conjunction with the City’s other existing and additional water supplies, to meet the 
City’s existing and planned future uses. Based on the information provided above and that included 
in the City’s 2020 UWMP, the City’s groundwater supply, together with the City’s other existing and 
additional planned future water supplies, is sufficient to meet the water demands of the proposed 
Specific Plan, in addition to the City’s existing and planned future uses. 
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TABLE 3.15-7: FRESNO SUMMARY OF WATER DEMAND VERSUS SUPPLY DURING HYDROLOGIC 

NORMAL, SINGLE DRY, AND MULTIPLE DRY YEARS, MGD 
HYDROLOGIC CONDITION 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

NORMAL YEAR 

Available Water Supply(a) 329,030 341,140 346,610 352,000 357,330 
Total Water Demand(b) 199,204 212,756 222,310 231,876 241,447 
Potential Surplus (Deficit) 129,826 128,384 124,300 120,124 115,883 
Percent Shortfall of Demand - - - - -

SINGLE DRY YEAR 

Available Water Supply(c) 189,852 195,392 200,862 206,252 211,582 
Total Water Demand(d) 164,092 176,132 184,174 192,228 200,287 
Potential Surplus (Deficit) 25,760 19,260 16,688 14,024 11,295 
Percent Shortfall of Demand - - - - -

MULTIPLE DRY YEARS 

Multiple 
Dry 
Year 1 

Available Water Supply(e) 273,725 279,265 284,735 290,125 295,455 
Total Water Demand(d) 199,204 212,756 222,310 231,876 241,447 
Potential Surplus (Deficit) 74,521 66,509 62,425 58,249 54,008 
% Shortfall of Demand - - - - -

Multiple 
Dry 
Year 2 

Available Water Supply(e) 274,626 280,166 285,636 291,026 296,356 
Total Water Demand(d) 199,204 212,756 222,310 231,876 241,447 
Potential Surplus (Deficit) 75,422 67,410 63,326 59,150 54,909 
% Shortfall of Demand - - - - -

Multiple 
Dry 
Year 3 

Available Water Supply(e) 217,568 223,108 228,578 233,968 239,298 
Total Water Demand(d) 190,267 193,637 197,736 201,753 205,708 
Potential Surplus (Deficit) 27,301 29,471 30,842 32,215 33,590 
% Shortfall of Demand - - - - -

Multiple 
Dry 
Year 4 

Available Water Supply(e) 189,852 195,392 200,862 206,252 211,582 
Total Water Demand(d) 162,551 165,920 170,020 174,036 177,992 
Potential Surplus (Deficit) 27,301 29,472 30,842 32,216 33,590 
% Shortfall of Demand - - - - -

Multiple 
Dry 
Year 5 

Available Water Supply 314,840 320,380 325,850 331,240 336,570 
Total Water Demand 199,204 212,756 222,310 231,876 241,447 
Potential Surplus (Deficit) 115,636 107,624 103,540 99,364 95,123 
% Shortfall of Demand - - - - -

NOTES: 
(A) FROM TABLE 7-1 OF THE WSA. 
(B) DATA FOR 2040 FROM THE CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 7-3. 
(C) FROM THE CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 7-2. 
(D) FROM TABLE 5-3 OF THE WSA [TABLE 3.15-4 OF THIS SECTION]. 
(E) DATA FROM THE CITY OF FRESNO 2020 UWMP, TABLE 7-2. 
SOURCE: WEST YOST, 2024. 

CONCLUSION 

Water supplies are sufficient to meet the City’s existing and projected future potable water 
demands, including those future water demands associated with the Specific Plan, to the year 2045 
under all hydrologic conditions. Therefore, overall, buildout of the Specific Plan would result in a less 
than significant impact relative to this topic. 
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3.15.3 STORMWATER 

EXISTING SETTING 

Storm Drain System 
The FMFCD has primary responsibility for managing the local stormwater flows for the city, as well 
as a large area beyond the city’s boundaries. The city’s stormwater drains to urban stormwater 
basins, where it is retained for groundwater recharge or pumped to local irrigation canals owned by 
FID and then conveyed away from the municipal area. 

Regionally, the city is protected by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USACE) Redbank-Fancher 
Creeks Flood Control Project. This project includes dams, detention basins, and levees designed to 
control upstream flood flows to approximately the 200-year storm event. Major facilities of this 
project include levee systems, the Big Dry Creek, Fancher Creek, and Redbank Creek dams and 
reservoirs, and the Alluvial Drain, Redbank Creek, Pup Creek, Fancher Creek, Big Dry Creek, Pup 
Creek Enterprise, and Dry Creek Extension detention basins. 

Locally, the District’s drainage system consists of approximately 750 miles of pipeline and more than 
150 stormwater retention basins. The storm drainage pipeline system is designed to accept the peak 
flow rate of runoff from a two-year intensity storm event (a storm that has a 50 percent probability 
of occurring in any given year). When storm events occur that exceed the two-year intensity, 
ponding begins to occur in the streets until the pipeline system can remove the water. In the event 
of larger storms, “major storm breakover”, the District has planned for streets or other conveyance 
facilities to move the excess runoff to the basins. 

The drainage system discharges to a system of irrigation canals, creeks, and the San Joaquin River, 
but is designed to retain and infiltrate as much runoff as possible into the underlying groundwater 
aquifer. The local drainage service area is subdivided into over 160 drainage areas, most of which 
drain to a retention basin. Drainage irrigation canals owned by FID within the Plan Area include: 

• East Branch Victoria Canal • Teague School Canal 
• Epstein Canal • Tracy Ditch 
• Herndon Canal • West Branch Victoria Canal 
• Minor Thornton Ditch • Wheaton Ditch 
• Silvia Ditch • Austin Ditch 

The Plan Area is drained by 15 drainage watersheds, six of which are fully within the Plan Area, and 
nine of which drain to areas immediately south or west of the Plan Area. There are seven existing 
retention basins within the Plan Area and an additional five that serve the Plan Area. An additional 
basin is planned to serve the drainage shed in the far southwestern corner of the Plan Area. 
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1981. Although the Plan Area’s northern boundary is very near the San Joaquin River, the area is not 
within a Special Flood Hazard Area. Local flooding can occur for events larger than a two-year event, 
but runoff is generally contained in the streets or other breakover easements. Such flooding is not 
reflected on FEMA’s maps. 

Improvements to storm drainage facilities are accomplished either as a part of privately funded 
on-site developments or as a part of the master plan, funded by drainage fees. FMFCD maintains an 
on-going update to the system hydraulic model for flood control and prepares a capital 
improvement plan update every year with projected funding for five years. 

Climate change is likely to increase the volume, frequency, and intensity of events in the future in 
the Central Valley. 

REGULATORY SETTING – STORMWATER 

The following is an overview of the federal, State and local regulations related to stormwater that 
are applicable to the proposed Specific Plan. 

Federal 
CLEAN WATER ACT 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates the water quality of all discharges into waters of the United 
States including wetlands, perennial and intermittent stream channels. Section 401, Title 33, Section 
1341 (also known as Section 401) of the CWA sets forth water quality certification requirements for 
“any applicant applying for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity including, but not 
limited to, the construction or operation of facilities, which may result in any discharge into the 
navigable waters.” Section 404, Title 33, Section 1344 (also known as Section 404) of the CWA in 
part authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to: 

• Set requirements and standards pertaining to such discharges: subparagraph (e); 
• Issue permits “for the discharge of dredged or fill material into the navigable waters at 

specified disposal sites”: subparagraph (a); 
• Specify the disposal sites for such permits: subparagraph (b); 
• Deny or restrict the use of specified disposal sites if “the discharge of such materials into 

such area will have an unacceptable adverse effect on municipal water supplies and fishery 
areas”: subparagraph (c); 

• Specify type of and conditions for non-prohibited discharges: subparagraph (f); 
• Provide for individual State or interstate compact administration of general permit 

programs: subparagraphs (g), (h), and (j); 
• Withdraw approval of such State or interstate permit programs: subparagraph (i); 
• Ensure public availability of permits and permit applications: subparagraph (o); 
• Exempt certain Federal or State projects from regulation under this Section: subparagraph 

(r); and, 
• Determine conditions and penalties for violation of permit conditions or limitations: 

subparagraph (s). 
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• Section 401 certification is required prior to final issuance of Section 404 permits from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

The California State Water Resources Control Board and RWQCBs enforce State of California statutes 
that are equivalent to or more stringent than the Federal statutes. RWQCBs are responsible for 
establishing water quality standards and objectives that protect the beneficial uses of various 
waters. In the city of Fresno, the Central Valley RWQCB is responsible for protecting surface and 
groundwater from both point and non-point sources of pollution. Water quality objectives for all of 
the water bodies within the city were established by the Central Valley RWQCB and are listed in the 
Basin Plan. 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits are required for discharges of 
pollutants to navigable waters of the United States, which includes any discharge to surface waters, 
including lakes, rivers, streams, bays, the ocean, dry stream beds, wetlands, and storm sewers that 
are tributary to any surface water body. NPDES permits are issued under the Federal Clean Water 
Act, Title IV, Permits and Licenses, Section 402 (33 USC Section 1342 and Sections 1341-1346). 

The RWQCB issues these permits in lieu of direct issuance by the Environmental Protection Agency, 
subject to review and approval by the Environmental Protection Agency Regional Administrator. The 
terms of these NPDES permits implement pertinent provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act and 
its implementing regulations, including pre-treatment, sludge management, effluent limitations for 
specific industries, and anti- degradation. In general, the discharge of pollutants is to be eliminated 
or reduced as much as practicable so as to achieve the Clean Water Act goal of “fishable and 
swimmable” navigable (surface) waters. Technically, all NPDES permits issued by the RWQCB are 
also Waste Discharge Requirements issued under the authority of the CWA. 

NPDES permits regulate discharges from publicly owned treatment works, industrial discharges, 
stormwater runoff, dewatering operations, and groundwater cleanup discharges. NPDES permits 
are issued for five years or less, and are therefore to be updated regularly. To expedite the permit 
issuance process, the SWRCB has adopted several general NPDES permits, each of which regulates 
numerous discharges of similar types of wastes. The SWRCB has issued general permits for 
stormwater runoff from industrial and construction sites statewide. Stormwater discharges from 
industrial and construction activities in the Central Coast Region can be covered under these general 
permits, which are administered jointly by the SWRCB and RWQCB. The SWRCB adopted general 
permits for Phase II Regulated Small MS4s and Small Construction Activity. On March 10, 2003, 
Operators of Phase II Regulated Small MS4s and Small Construction Activity were required to obtain 
permit coverage. 

The Central Valley RWQCB issued a region-wide MS4 Permit (Order No. R5-2016-0040) covering the 
entire Central Valley RWQCB Region, and covering storm drainage systems in cities as small as 
10,000 population, in June 2016. Permittees must develop and implement a Storm Water 
Management Program (SWMP) including the following elements: 

• Illegal Connection and Illicit Discharge Elimination Program 
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• Construction Storm Water Runoff Control Program 
• Industrial/Commercial Storm Water Runoff Control Program 
• Municipal Operations Storm Water Runoff Control Program (Pollution Prevention/Good 

Housekeeping) 
• Public Involvement and Participation Program 
• Planning and Land Development/Post Construction Storm Water Management Program 
• Priority development projects, identified below, are required to incorporate stormwater 

mitigation measures: 
o Single-family hillside residences. 
o Residential subdivisions of ten or more units. 
o 100,000-square-foot industrial/commercial development. 
o Automotive repair shops. 
o Restaurants. 
o Parking lots with 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces. 
o Redevelopment projects that are within one of above categories and that add or 

create at least 5,000 square feet of new impervious surface. 
• Stormwater management strategies include: 

o Site Design Measures: Emphasize conservation and use of existing natural site 
features integrated with distributed, small-scale stormwater controls to mimic 
natural drainage. 

o Source Control Measures: Intended to keep pollutants from mixing with runoff, and 
thus minimize the transport of urban runoff and pollutants off-site and into storm 
drains. Source control measures include standards for design and operation of 
outdoor areas where substances that could contaminate stormwater are used, such 
as fueling areas, loading areas, material storage areas, and work areas. 

o Treatment Control Measures: remove pollutants from site runoff; measures include 
bioretention planters, vegetated swales, and infiltration trenches and basins. 

o Low Impact Development (LID) Measures: emphasize conservation and use of 
existing natural site features integrated with distributed, small-scale stormwater 
controls to mimic natural drainage. LID measures include stream setbacks and 
buffers, soil amendments, tree planting and preservation, rooftop and impervious 
area disconnection, porous pavement, eco roofs, bioretention planters, and rain 
barrels or cisterns. 

• Monitoring Program. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA) 

Fresno County is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), a Federal program 
administered by FEMA. Participants in the NFIP must satisfy certain mandated floodplain 
management criteria. The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 has adopted as a desired level of 
protection, an expectation that developments should be protected from floodwater damage of the 
Intermediate Regional Flood (IRF). The IRF is defined as a flood that has an average frequency of 
occurrence on the order of once in 100 years, although such a flood may occur in any given year. 
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Communities are occasionally audited by the Department of Water Resources to insure the proper 
implementation of FEMA floodplain management regulations. 

State 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

The Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) major responsibilities include preparing and updating 
the California Water Plan to guide development and management of the State's water resources, 
planning, designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining the State Water Resources 
Development System, protecting and restoring the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, regulating dams, 
providing flood protection, assisting in emergency management to safeguard life and property, 
educating the public, and serving local water needs by providing technical assistance. In addition, 
the DWR cooperates with local agencies on water resources investigations; supports watershed and 
river restoration programs; encourages water conservation; explores conjunctive use of ground and 
surface water; facilitates voluntary water transfers; and, when needed, operates a State drought 
water bank. 

CALIFORNIA WATER CODE 

California’s primary statute governing water quality and water pollution issues with respect to both 
surface waters and groundwater is the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 (Division 
7 of the California Water Code) (Porter-Cologne Act). The Porter-Cologne Act grants the State Water 
Resource Control Board (SWRCB) and each of the RWQCBs power to protect water quality, and is 
the primary vehicle for implementation of California’s responsibilities under the Federal Clean Water 
Act. The Porter-Cologne Act grants the SWRCB and the RWQCBs authority and responsibility to 
adopt plans and policies, to regulate discharges to surface and groundwater, to regulate waste 
disposal sites and to require cleanup of discharges of hazardous materials and other pollutants. The 
Porter-Cologne Act also establishes reporting requirements for unintended discharges of any 
hazardous substance, sewage, or oil or petroleum product. 

Each RWQCB must formulate and adopt a water quality control plan (Basin Plan) for its region the 
regional plans are to conform to the policies set forth in the Porter-Cologne Act and established by 
the SWRCB in its State water policy. The Porter-Cologne Act also provides that a RWQCB may include 
within its regional plan water discharge prohibitions applicable to particular conditions, areas, or 
types of waste. 

The Water Code Section 13260 requires all dischargers of waste that may affect water quality in 
waters of the State to prepare and provide a water quality discharge report to the RWQCB. Section 
13260a-c is as follows: 

(a) Each of the following persons shall file with the appropriate regional board a report of the 
discharge, containing the information that may be required by the regional board: 
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(1) A person discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, within any region that 
could affect the quality of the waters of the State, other than into a community sewer 
system. 

(2) A person who is a citizen, domiciliary, or political agency or entity of this State 
discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, outside the boundaries of the 
State in a manner that could affect the quality of the waters of the State within any 
region. 

(3) A person operating, or proposing to construct, an injection well. 

(b) No report of waste discharge need be filed pursuant to subdivision (a) if the requirement is 
waived pursuant to Section 13269. 

(c) Each person subject to subdivision (a) shall file with the appropriate regional board a report 
of waste discharge relative to any material change or proposed change in the character, 
location, or volume of the discharge. 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN FOR THE SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN 

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) includes a 
summary of beneficial water uses, water quality objectives needed to protect the identified 
beneficial uses, and implementation measures. The Basin Plan establishes water quality standards 
for all the ground and surface waters of the region. The term “water quality standards,” as used in 
the Federal Clean Water Act, includes both the beneficial uses of specific water bodies and the levels 
of quality that must be met and maintained to protect those uses. The Basin Plan includes an 
implementation plan describing the actions by the RWQCB and others that are necessary to achieve 
and maintain the water quality standards. 

The RWQCB regulates waste discharges to minimize and control their effects on the quality of the 
region’s ground and surface water. Permits are issued under a number of programs and authorities. 
The terms and conditions of these discharge permits are enforced through a variety of technical, 
administrative, and legal means. Water quality problems in the region are listed in the Basin Plan, 
along with the causes, where they are known. For water bodies with quality below the levels 
necessary to allow all the beneficial uses of the water to be met, plans for improving water quality 
are included. The Basin Plan reflects, incorporates, and implements applicable portions of a number 
of national and statewide water quality plans and policies, including the California Water Code and 
the Clean Water Act. 

Local 

FRESNO GENERAL PLAN 

The Fresno General Plan contains the following objectives and policies that are relevant to 
stormwater and drainage for the proposed Specific Plan: 
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Objective POSS-3: Ensure that park and recreational facilities make the most efficient use of land; 
that they are designed and managed to provide for the entire Fresno community; and that they 
represent positive examples of design and energy conservation. 

Policy POSS-3-i: Joint Use with Drainage Facilities. Continue to seek joint use agreements 
for use of FMFCD stormwater drainage facilities. 

Objective POSS-6: Maintain and restore, where feasible, the ecological values of the San Joaquin 
River corridor. 

Policy POSS-6-b: Effects of Stormwater Discharge. Support efforts to identify and mitigate 
cumulative adverse effects on aquatic life from stormwater discharge to the San Joaquin 
River. 

• Avoid discharge of runoff from urban uses to the San Joaquin River or other riparian 
corridors. 

• Approve development on sites having drainage (directly or indirectly) to the San 
Joaquin River or other riparian areas only upon a finding that adequate measures 
for preventing pollution of natural bodies of water from their runoff will be 
implemented. 

• Periodically monitor water quality and sediments near drainage outfalls to riparian 
areas. Institute remedial measures promptly if unacceptable levels of 
contaminant(s) occur. 

Objective PU-7: Promote reduction in wastewater flows and develop facilities for beneficial reuse 
of reclaimed water and biosolids for management and distribution of treated wastewater. 

Policy POSS-7-b: Reduce Stormwater Leakage. Reduce storm water infiltration into the 
sewer collection system, where feasible, through a program of replacing old and 
deteriorated sewer collection pipeline; eliminating existing stormwater sewer cut-ins to the 
sanitary sewer system; and avoiding any new sewer cut-ins except when required to protect 
health and safety. 

Objective NS-3: Minimize the risks to property, life, and the environment due to flooding and 
stormwater runoff hazards. 

Policy NS-3-a: Stormwater Drainage and Flood Control Master Plan. Support the full 
implementation of the FMFCD Storm Drainage and Flood Control Master Plan, the 
completion of planned flood control and drainage system facilities, and the continued 
maintenance of stormwater and flood water retention and conveyance facilities and 
capacities. Work with the FMFCD to make sure that its Storm Drainage and Flood Control 
Master Plan is consistent with the General Plan. 

Policy NS-3-b: Curb and Gutter Installation. Coordinate with Fresno Metropolitan Flood 
Control District (FMFCD) to install curbing, gutters, and other drainage facilities with priority 
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to existing neighborhoods with the greatest deficiencies and consistent with the Storm 
Drainage and Flood Control Master Plan. 

Policy NS-3-c: Dual Use Facilities. Support multiple uses of flood control and drainage 
facilities as follows: 

• Use, wherever practical, FMFCD facilities for groundwater management and 
recharge; and 

• Promote recreational development of ponding basin facilities located within or near 
residential areas, compatible with the stormwater and groundwater recharge 
functions. 

Policy NS-3-d: Landscaped Buffer. City will support the development of FMFCD ponding 
basins including the landscaping and irrigation for the top one third of the side sloped areas 
consistent with the FMFCD Basin Design Criteria. 

Policy NS-3-e: Pollutants. Work with FMFCD to prevent and reduce the existence of urban 
stormwater pollutants pursuant to the requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination Systems Act. 

Policy NS-3-h: Runoff Controls. Implement grading regulations and related development 
policies that protect area residents from flooding caused by urban runoff produced from 
events that exceed the capacity of the Storm Drainage and Flood Control Master Plan system 
of facilities. Place all structures and/or flood-proofing in a manner that does not cause 
floodwaters to be diverted onto adjacent property, increase flood hazards to other 
property, or otherwise adversely affect other property. 

Policy NS-3-i: New Development Must Mitigate Impact. Require new development to not 
significantly impact the existing storm drainage and flood control system by imposing 
conditions of approval as project mitigation, as authorized by law. As part of this process, 
closely coordinate and consult with the FMFCD to identify appropriate conditions that will 
result in mitigation acceptable and preferred by FMFCD for each project. 

FRESNO MUNICIPAL CODE 

Chapter 6, Municipal Services and Utilities, Article 7, Urban Storm Water Quality Management and 
Discharge Control, of the Fresno Municipal Code establishes provisions regarding stormwater 
discharges. The purpose of the City’s Urban Storm Water Quality Management and Discharge 
Control Ordinance is to ensure the health, safety, and general welfare of citizens and protect the 
water quality of watercourses and water bodies in a manner pursuant to and consistent with the 
CWA (33 U.S.C. Section 1251, et seq.) by reducing pollutants in urban stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable and by effectively prohibiting non-stormwater discharges to the storm 
drain system. 

Chapter 11, Building Permits and Regulations, Article 6 Fresno Flood Plain Ordinance establish 
methods of reducing flood losses by: restricting or prohibiting uses which are dangerous to health, 
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safety, and property due to water or erosion hazards or flood heights or velocities; requiring that 
uses vulnerable to floods be protected against flood damage at the time of initial construction; 
controlling filling, grading, dredging, and other development which may increase flood damage; 
preventing or regulating the construction of flood barriers which will unnaturally divert flood water 
or which may increase flood hazards in other areas; and controlling the alteration of natural flood 
plains, stream channels, and natural protective barriers, which help accommodate or channel flood 
waters. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE – STORMWATER 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Specific Plan will have a significant 
impact on Utilities if it would: 

• Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.15-5: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the 
construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
(Significant and Unavoidable) 
Stormwater represents a water supply opportunity that the City is currently leveraging with its 
extensive recharge basin system. Infiltration of captured stormwater allows groundwater to be 
recharged, improves overall water quality, and reduces the need for additional other water supplies. 

Since the system is designed to handle approximately a two-year event within the underground 
drainage system, a significant amount of drainage is conveyed in the streets or through “major storm 
breakover” conveyances to detention/retention flood basins. This tends to result in shallow flooding 
over significant areas during larger events, but coupled with large regional flood control projects, 
the system can handle up to a 200-year, 30-day event. 

Installation of storm drainage infrastructure would occur during the construction phases of 
individual future projects within the Plan Area. There is significant storm drainage infrastructure 
remaining to be constructed to serve the Plan Area. About 32 miles of additional drainage pipelines 
is anticipated to be constructed to meet buildout needs. 

Physical impacts from future construction of the storm drainage infrastructure within the Plan Area 
is addressed within this EIR. A discussion of relevant operational and construction impacts can be 
found in each respective section of this EIR. Impacts associated with development of the Plan Area, 
as proposed, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impact 3.1-
3), agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), 
public services and recreation (Impacts 3.13-3 through 3.13-5). 
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CONCLUSION 

The construction of the new on-site stormwater drainage facilities, which are associated with future 
buildout of the Plan Area, has the potential to cause environmental impacts. The potential for 
environmental impacts associated with the installation of the stormwater system, and all 
construction activities within the Plan Area, are addressed throughout this EIR. In some cases, the 
direct and indirect impacts are potentially significant and warrant mitigation measures, while in 
other cases there are significant and unavoidable impacts. The future storm drainage infrastructure 
would fall within the range of environmental impacts disclosed in this EIR, and would be subject to 
relevant mitigation measures included in this EIR. 

It is noted, however, that future development of storm drainage infrastructure within the proposed 
Plan Area would contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impact 3.1-
3), agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), 
public services and recreation (Impacts 3.13-3 through 3.13-5). Therefore, consistent with the 
analysis included in this Draft EIR, impacts related to construction of new or expanded stormwater 
drainage facilities to serve the Plan Area are considered significant and unavoidable. 
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3.15.4 SOLID WASTE 

EXISTING SETTING 

Fresno diverts a majority of its solid waste away from landfills and into recycling and composting 
programs. Recycling of construction and demolition debris and materials is required for any City-
issued building, relocation or demolition permitted project that generates at least eight cubic yards 
of material by volume, and all waste must be hauled to a City-approved facility. 

The Solid Waste Division of the City of Fresno provides curbside collection of residential bulky goods 
through operation cleanup. The Solid Waste Division also collects through a three-cart system solid 
waste, recycling, green waste, as well as waste oil and waste oil filters weekly. 

Currently, the City of Fresno has granted franchises for non-exclusive roll off services to 24 roll off 
companies for bins which were 10 cubic yards or greater. The City also granted exclusive franchise 
agreements for the collection of commercial solid waste, recyclables and green waste to two 
franchises. Allied Waste Services (formally Republic) is responsible for all commercial services north 
of Ashlan Avenue. Mid Valley has all commercial locations south of Ashlan. Both haulers are 
responsible for Commercial, Multifamily, and Industrial up to 8 cubic yards, which fall into City of 
Fresno jurisdiction. Both city and (non-exclusive) / exclusive franchise haulers provide and maintain 
containers; respond to customer complaints/concerns and provide roll-off and compactor services 
to residential, multi-family and commercial customers respective to their agreements. Garbage 
disposed of in the city of Fresno is taken to Cedar Avenue Recycling and Transfer Station (CARTS). 

Once trash has been off-loaded at the transfer station, it is sorted and non-recyclable solid waste is 
loaded onto large trucks and taken to the American Avenue Landfill (i.e. American Avenue Disposal 
Site, Site Solid Waste Information System [SWIS] Number 10-AA-0009) located approximately six 
miles southwest of Kerman. American Avenue Landfill is owned and operated by Fresno County and 
began operations in 1992 for both public and commercial solid waste haulers. The American Avenue 
Landfill is a sanitary landfill, meaning that it is a disposal site for non-hazardous solid waste spread 
in layers, compacted to the smallest practical volume, and covered by material applied at the end of 
each operating day. 

The American Avenue Landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 32,700,000 cubic yards and a 
remaining capacity of 29,358,535 cubic yards, with an estimated closure date of August 31, 2031. 
The maximum permitted throughput is 2,200 tons per day. 

One other active disposal site is located in Fresno County. The City of Clovis Landfill (SWIS Number 
10-AA-0004) has a maximum permitted capacity of 7,800,000 cubic yards and a remaining capacity 
of 7,740,000 cubic yards, with an estimated closure date of April 30, 2047. The maximum permitted 
throughput is 2,000 tons per day. 

Green waste hauled by the residential solid waste operations is delivered to one of two locations. 
Earthwise/Green Valley Recycling located at 2365 North Avenue and West Coast Waste at 30777 
Golden State Frontage Road are within a quarter mile of one another in southwest Fresno. 
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Commercial green waste and organics delivered to Elm Avenue Recycling by Mid Valley are then 
transferred to the Kerman facility and composted with organic compost, which is then used by 
organic farms in the region. Commercial green waste and organics being delivered by Allied Waste 
are taken to Rice Road Transfer Station, which are then trans-loaded into trucks, which are delivered 
to Kochergen Farms for composting and land application. 

Recycling collected by residential is delivered to both CARTS and Elm Ave. Both facilities have 
Material Recovery Facilities (MRF’s) which sort through the co-mingled recycling stream to sort the 
materials. Commercial franchises deliver recycling to Elm Avenue only. The City’s diversion rate has 
declined over the last decade from 74 percent to 63 percent. It is anticipated that the County will 
complete the relocation of their Environmental Compliance Center (HHW) facility, which is currently 
housed at the American Avenue landfill to the new location at the corner of West Avenue and West 
Dan Ronquillo Drive in 2022. The new County location will alleviate the need for the twice a year 
drop off events, opting for a closer location open every weekend to the public. 

REGULATORY SETTING – SOLID WASTE 

The following is an overview of the State and local regulations related to solid waste that are 
applicable to the proposed Specific Plan. 

State 
AB 939: CALIFORNIA’S INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1989 

California’s Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) set a requirement for cities and 
counties to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from landfills by January 1, 2000, through source 
reduction, recycling and composting. In order to achieve this goal, AB 939 requires that each City 
and County prepare and submit a Source Reduction and Recycling Element. AB 939 also established 
the goal for all California counties to provide at least 15 years of ongoing landfill capacity. 

AB 939 also established requirements for cities and counties to develop and implement plans for 
the safe management of household hazardous wastes. In order to achieve this goal, AB 939 requires 
that each city and county prepare and submit a Household Hazardous Waste Element. 

AB 341 (75 PERCENT SOLID WASTE DIVERSION) 

In 2011, the Legislature implemented a new approach to the management of solid waste. AB 341 
(Chesbro, Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011) required that CalRecycle oversee mandatory commercial 
recycling and established a new statewide goal of 75 percent recycling through source reduction, 
recycling, and composting by 2020. This paradigm adds to the policies in AB 939 in several significant 
ways. First, AB 341 established a statewide policy goal, rather than a jurisdictional mandate. This 
places the onus for achieving the goal on the State rather than on the cities and counties that are 
directly responsible for waste disposal and recycling. Under the law, individual jurisdictions are not 
required to meet the new policy goal. 
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AB 341 requires CalRecycle to issue a report to the Legislature that includes strategies and 
recommendations that would enable the State to divert 75 percent of the solid waste generated in 
the State from disposal by January 1, 2020, requires businesses that meet specified thresholds in 
the bill to arrange for recycling services by January 1, 2012, and also streamlines various regulatory 
processes. 

SB 1374 (CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTE MATERIALS DIVERSION) 

Senate Bill 1374 (SB 1374), Construction and Demolition Waste Materials Diversion Requirements, 
requires that jurisdictions summarize their progress realized in diverting construction and 
demolition waste from the waste stream in their annual AB 939 reports. SB 1374 required the 
CIWMB to adopt a model construction and demolition ordinance for voluntary implementation by 
local jurisdictions. 

CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE (CALGREEN) 

CALGreen requires the diversion of at least 50 percent of the construction waste generated during 
most new construction projects (CALGreen Sections 4.408 and 5.408) and some additions and 
alterations to nonresidential building projects. 

Local 
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FRESNO GENERAL PLAN 

The Fresno General Plan contains the following objectives and policies that are relevant to solid 
waste for the proposed Specific Plan: 

Objective PU-9: Provide adequate solid waste facilities and services for the collection, transfer, 
recycling, and disposal of refuse. 

Policy PU-9-a: New Techniques. Continue to collaborate with affected stakeholders and 
partners to identify and support programs and new techniques of solid waste disposal, such 
as recycling, composting, waste to energy technology, and waste separation, to reduce the 
volume and toxicity of solid wastes that must be sent to landfill facilities. 

Policy PU-9-b: Compliance with State Law. Continue to pursue programs to maintain 
conformance with the Solid Waste Management Act of 1989 or as otherwise required by 
law and mandated diversion goals. 

Objective RC-11: Strive to reduce the solid waste going to landfills to zero by 2035. 

Policy RC-11-a: Waste Reduction Strategies. Maintain current targets for recycling and re-
use of all types of waste material in the city and enhance waste and wastewater 
management practices to reduce natural resource consumption, including the following 
measures: 
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• Continue to require recyclable material collection and storage areas in all residential 
development. 

• Establish recycling collection and storage area standards for commercial and 
industrial facilities to size the recycling areas according to the anticipated types and 
amounts of recyclable material generated. 

• Provide educational materials to residents on how and what to recycle and how to 
dispose of hazardous waste. 

• Provide recycling canisters and collection in public areas where trash cans are also 
provided. 

• Institute a program to evaluate major waste generators and identify recycling 
opportunities for their facilities and operations. 

• Continue to partner with the California Integrated Waste Management Board on 
waste diversion and recycling programs and the CalMax (California Materials 
Exchange) program. 

• Evaluate the feasibility of a residential, restaurant, and institutional food waste 
segregation and recycling program, to reduce the amount of organic material sent 
to landfill and minimize the emissions generated by decomposing organic material. 

• Evaluate the feasibility of “carbon footprinting” for the City’s wastewater treatment 
facilities, biomass and composting operations, solid waste collection and recycling 
programs. 

• Expand yard waste collection to divert compostable waste from landfills. 
• Study the feasibility and cost-benefit analysis of a municipal composting program to 

collect and compost food and yard waste, including institutional food and yard 
waste, using the resulting compost matter for City park and median maintenance. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE – SOLID WASTE 

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Specific Plan will have a significant 
impact on Utilities if it would: 

• Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals; 
and/or 

• Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.15-6: The proposed Specific Plan would be served by a landfill 
with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Plan Area’s solid 
waste disposal needs, and would comply with federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant) 
As noted previously, the American Avenue Landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 32,700,000 
cubic yards and a remaining capacity of 29,358,535 cubic yards, with an estimated closure date of 
August 31, 2031. The maximum permitted throughput is 2,200 tons per day. Additionally, the City 
of Clovis Landfill (SWIS Number 10-AA-0004) has a maximum permitted capacity of 7,800,000 cubic 
yards and a remaining capacity of 7,740,000 cubic yards, with an estimated closure date of April 30, 
2047. The maximum permitted throughput is 2,000 tons per day. 

New residential, commercial, mixed use, and industrial land uses in the Specific Plan Area would 
increase the amount of solid waste generated by residents and businesses. The increase in growth 
and development as a result of the implementation of the Specific Plan could result in an increase 
of solid waste to transfer stations and landfills and could contribute to an increased demand for 
solid waste services throughout the Plan Area. 

Table 3.15-8 shows the estimated solid waste generation for maximum buildout of the Plan Area 
using the solid waste generation rates provided by CalRecycle. As shown in the table, buildout of the 
Specific Plan could generate up to approximately 911,485.63 pounds of solid waste per day (or 
approximately 455.74 tons per day). 

TABLE 3.15-8: ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE GENERATION 

LAND USE 
SOLID WASTE 

GENERATION RATE 
MAXIMUM DEVELOPMENT 

POTENTIAL 
ESTIMATED SOLID 
WASTE (LBS/DAY) 

Single-Family 10 lbs/unit/day 36,717 units 367,170.00 
Multi-Family 4 lbs/unit/day 46,413 units 185,652.00 
Commercial3 5 lbs/1,000sf/day 21617028.27 SF 129,702.17 
Office4 6 lbs/1,000sf/day 4,572,212.13 SF 27,433.27 
Mixed Use5 5 lbs/1,000 sf/day 31,448,352.12 SF 188,690.11 
Industrial6 5 lbs/1,000 sf/day 2,139,678.63 SF 12,838.07 

TOTAL 911,485.63 
NOTES: 1 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL USES WERE ASSUMED FOR THE LOW, MEDIUM LOW, AND MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL LAND USE 
DESIGNATIONS. 
2 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL USES WERE ASSUMED FOR THE MEDIUM HIGH, URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD, AND HIGH RESIDENTIAL LAND 
USE DESIGNATIONS, AS WELL AS ALL MIXED USE AND COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL. 
3 COMMERCIAL USES WERE ASSUMED FOR THE COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL, RECREATION COMMERCIAL, GENERAL COMMERCIAL,
REGIONAL COMMERCIAL, AND BUSINESS PARK EMPLOYMENT LAND USE DESIGNATIONS. 
4 OFFICE USES WERE ASSUMED FOR THE OFFICE LAND USE DESIGNATION. 
5 MIXED USE USES WERE ASSUMED FOR THE NEIGHBORHOOD, CORRIDOR/CENTER, AND REGIONAL MIXED-USE LAND USE 
DESIGNATIONS. 
6 INDUSTRIAL USES WERE ASSUMED FOR THE LIGHT INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT LAND USE DESIGNATION. 
SOURCES: DE NOVO PLANNING GROUP, 2024; CALRECYCLE 2024 (HTTPS://WWW2.CALRECYCLE.CA.GOV/WASTECHARACTERIZATION/ 
GENERAL/RATES). 
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Based on the estimated closure dates of the American Avenue Landfill in 2031 and the Clovis Landfill 
in 2047, development under the Specific Plan would not result in a significant impact on landfill 
capacity. 

It is noted that AB 939 mandates the reduction of solid waste disposal in landfills, and the City is 
currently achieving a 71 percent diversion rate (based on 2009 data) which is anticipated to increase 
due to a Fresno City Council resolution that commits the City to the goal of a Zero Waste goal by 
2025. This analysis assumes a worst-case scenario and does not factor in the diversion rate which is 
already occurring. 

CONCLUSION 

The Specific Plan would be required to comply with applicable State and local requirements 
including those pertaining to solid waste, construction waste diversion, and recycling. The addition 
of the volume of solid waste associated with future buildout of the Specific Plan Area, approximately 
455.74 tons per day at total buildout, would increase the total to the American Avenue Landfill and 
the Clovis Landfill; however, this increase would not cause an exceedance of the landfill’s remaining 
capacity. This is a less than significant impact. 
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OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED TOPICS 4.0 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
evaluate a project's effect in relationship to broader changes occurring, or that are foreseeable to 
occur, in the surrounding environment. Accordingly, this chapter presents a discussion of CEQA-
mandated analysis for cumulative impacts, significant irreversible effects, and significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed West Area Neighborhoods Specific Plan. 

4.1 CUMULATIVE SETTING AND IMPACT ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be associated 
with the Specific Plan. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a), “an EIR shall discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” 
“Cumulatively considerable,” as defined in section 15065(a)(3), means that “the incremental effects 
of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (as defined by 
Section 15130). As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an 
impact that is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together 
with other projects causing related impacts. A cumulative impact occurs from: 

…the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
projects taking place over a period of time. 

In addition, Section 15130(b) identifies that the following three elements are necessary for an 
adequate cumulative analysis: 

1) Either: 

(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the 
agency; or, 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide 
plan, or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions 
contributing to the cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, 
regional transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions. A summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or 
certified prior environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be 
supplemented with additional information such as a regional modeling program. 
Any such planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public 
at a location specified by the lead agency. 
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2) A summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects with 
specific reference to additional information stating where that information is available; and 

3) A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall 
examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to 
any significant cumulative effects. 

Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not “cumulatively 
considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its 
basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable. 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 

Under CEQA, the discussion of cumulative impacts should focus on the severity of the impacts and 
the likelihood of their occurrence. The geographic scope for the cumulative analysis covers the 
entire Fresno General Plan Planning Area, which includes the city limits and the Sphere of Influence. 
The analysis of cumulative effects considered the cumulative projected General Plan buildout 
throughout the city, as described in the Fresno General Plan. 

The Fresno General Plan was approved in December 2014 and assumes two levels of development, 
including the “General Plan Horizon” and “General Plan Buildout”. The General Plan Horizon will 
occur in the year 2035 and assumes that vacant and underutilized land available for development in 
the City’s Sphere of Influence will not be developed by the year 2035. Therefore, the General Plan 
Buildout is anticipated to occur past the horizon year of 2035 and analyzes the complete 
development under the General Plan, including the Sphere of Influence. 

Table 4.0-1, below, shows the residential development potential under the General Plan Horizon 
and General Plan Buildout development scenarios, as described within the City of Fresno General 
Plan. As shown, approximately 191,000 dwelling units currently exist in the General Plan Planning 
Area. Under the General Plan Horizon scenario, the total residential capacity would be 267,000 
dwelling units. Under the General Plan Buildout scenario, the total residential capacity would be 
336,000 dwelling units. 

TABLE 4.0-1: RESIDENTIAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS UNDER FRESNO GENERAL PLAN1 

RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNITS GENERAL PLAN HORIZON GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT 

Existing2 191,000 191,000 
Additional Capacity 76,000 145,000 
Total Capacity 267,000 336,000 

NOTES: 1. CALCULATIONS WERE BASED ON AUGUST 9, 2012 LAND USE DIAGRAM DRAFT FIGURE 2 OF THE INITIATION DRAFT 

2. EXISTING DWELLING UNIT COUNT IS BASED ON THE 2010 CENSUS FOR DWELLING UNITS WITHIN THE CITY LIMITS (APPROXIMATELY 171,000 
DWELLING UNITS) ADDED TO THE FRESNO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS INFORMAL AERIAL PHOTO AND CENSUS TRACT STUDY ESTIMATE OF 2010 
POPULATION OF DWELLING UNITS WITHIN THE AREA LOCATED OUTSIDE OF THE CITY LIMITS AND INSIDE THE CITY’S SOI BOUNDARY (APPROXIMATELY 

20,000 DWELLING UNITS). 
SOURCE: FRESNO GENERAL PLAN TABLE 1-2, DECEMBER 2014. 
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Table 4.0-2, below, presents the anticipated population under the General Plan Horizon and General 
Plan Buildout development scenarios. As shown, approximately 545,000 people currently reside in 
the General Plan Planning Area. The General Plan Horizon is anticipated to accommodate a 
population of 226,000 new residents by 2035, resulting in a total population of 771,000. The General 
Plan Buildout anticipates an additional 425,000 new residents over the existing population by an 
unspecified date within the Sphere of Influence, resulting in a total population of 970,000. 

TABLE 4.0-2: POPULATION PROJECTIONS UNDER FRESNO GENERAL PLAN1 

POPULATION GENERAL PLAN HORIZON GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT 

Existing2 545,000 545,000 
Additional Estimated 226,000 425,000 
Total 771,000 970,000 

NOTES: 1. CALCULATIONS WERE BASED ON AUGUST 9, 2012 LAND USE DIAGRAM DRAFT FIGURE 2 OF THE INITIATION DRAFT 

2. EXISTING POPULATION INCLUDES THE ENTIRE SOI AREA POPULATION FROM THE 2010 CENSUS DATA. 
SOURCE: FRESNO GENERAL PLAN TABLE 1-5, DECEMBER 2014. 

The amount of new non-residential development identified within the City of Fresno General Plan 
for the General Plan Horizon and General Plan Buildout are presented below in Table 4.0-3. Under 
the General Plan Horizon scenario, an estimated 55,019,275 square feet of non-residential uses 
could result by 2035, while nearly 104,000,000 square feet of non-residential capacity above current 
levels (approximately 49,000,000 square feet more than the 2035 horizon) is anticipated under 
General Plan Buildout. 

TABLE 4.0-3: NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT UNDER FRESNO GENERAL PLAN1 

TYPE 
ADDITIONAL FLOOR AREA ABOVE CURRENT LEVELS IN SQUARE FEET 

GENERAL PLAN HORIZON GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT 

Retail2 10,925,293 20,613,762 
Office3 18,334,371 34,593,153 
Industrial and Business Parks4 25,759,611 48,603,040 
Total 55,019,275 103,809,955 

NOTES: 1. CALCULATIONS WERE BASED ON AUGUST 9, 2012 LAND USE DIAGRAM DRAFT FIGURE 2 OF THE INITIATION DRAFT 

2. SUM OF COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA PLUS 50 PERCENT OF NON-RESIDENTIAL CMX FLOOR AREA, 80 PERCENT NON-RESIDENTIAL NMX FLOOR AREA, 
87.5 PERCENT OF NON-RESIDENTIAL RMX FLOOR AREA, AND 10 PERCENT OF BP/RBP FLOOR AREA. 
3. SUM OF OFFICE FLOOR AREA PLUS 50 PERCENT OF NON-RESIDENTIAL CMX FLOOR AREA, 20 PERCENT NON-RESIDENTIAL NMX FLOOR AREA, 12.5 
PERCENT OF NON-RESIDENTIAL RMX FLOOR AREA, AND 60 PERCENT OF BP/RBP FLOOR AREA. 
4. SUM OF LIGHT AND HEAVY INDUSTRY LAND USE FLOOR AREA PLUS 30 PERCENT OF BP/RBP FLOOR AREA. 
SOURCE: FRESNO GENERAL PLAN TABLE 1-6, DECEMBER 2014. 

According to the Fresno General Plan, the City estimates that there would be 0.48 jobs per new 
resident at the General Plan Horizon Year of 2035. Therefore, at the General Plan Horizon, the 
Planning Area could accommodate approximately 108,000 new jobs above current levels, consisting 
of 50,000 new retail jobs, 32,500 new office jobs, and 25,500 new other jobs. With respect to 
General Plan Buildout after 2035, the Fresno General Plan estimates that there would be 0.45 new 
jobs per resident. Therefore, at General Plan Buildout, the Planning Area could accommodate 
approximately 189,500 new jobs above current levels, consisting of 87,700 new retail jobs, 57,000 
new office jobs, and 44,700 new other jobs. 
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

Cumulative settings are identified under each cumulative impact analysis. Cumulative settings vary 
because the area that the impact may affect is different. For example, noise impacts generally only 
impact the local surrounding area because noise travels a relatively short distance while air quality 
impacts affect the whole air basin as wind currents control air flow and are not generally affected 
by natural or manmade barriers which would affect noise. 

Method of Analysis 
Although the environmental effects of an individual project may not be significant when that project 
is considered separately, the combined effects of several projects may be significant when 
considered collectively. State CEQA Guidelines 15130 requires a reasonable analysis of a project's 
cumulative impacts, which are defined as "two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts." The 
cumulative impact that results from several closely related projects is: the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely 
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time 
(State CEQA Guidelines 15355[b]). Cumulative impact analysis may be less detailed than the analysis 
of the project's individual effects (State CEQA Guidelines 15130[b]). 

There are two approaches to identifying cumulative projects and the associated impacts. The list 
approach identifies individual projects known to be occurring or proposed in the surrounding area 
in order to identify potential cumulative impacts. The projection approach identifies potential 
cumulative impacts through the use of a summary of projections found in adopted local, regional or 
statewide plans (e.g., General Plans) or related planning or environmental documents as sometimes 
supplemented by additional information such as a regional modeling program. This EIR uses the 
projection approach for the cumulative analysis and considers the development anticipated to occur 
upon General Plan buildout in the area in addition to the pending and proposed projects in the area. 

Project Assumptions 
The West Area Neighborhoods Specific Plan’s contribution to environmental impacts under 
cumulative conditions is based on full buildout of the Plan Area. See Chapter 2.0, Project Description, 
for a complete description of the Specific Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Some cumulative impacts for issue areas are not quantifiable and are therefore discussed 
qualitatively as they pertain to development patterns in the surrounding region. Exceptions to this 
are topics like traffic and utilities, which may be quantified by estimating future traffic patterns, 
demand for specific utilities, etc. and determining the combined effects that may result. The 
potential cumulative impacts associated with the Specific Plan are summarized below. 
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AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

The cumulative setting for aesthetics is the Fresno Planning Area, as defined in the City of Fresno 
General Plan. 

Impact 4.1: Specific Plan implementation will contribute to the cumulative 
degradation of the existing visual character of the region. (Considerable Contribution 
and Significant and Unavoidable) 
Under cumulative conditions, buildout of the Fresno General Plan would result in changes to the 
visual character of the Fresno General Plan Planning Area and result in impacts to localized views as 
new development occurs within the city and the General Plan Planning Area. 

As described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, no part of Plan Area is designated as a 
scenic vista by the City of Fresno General Plan, nor does the Plan Area contain any unique or 
distinguishing features that would qualify it for designation as a scenic vista. Furthermore, there are 
no designated or eligible State Scenic Highways within or in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area and 
no highways in Fresno County are listed as a Designated Scenic Highway by the Caltrans Scenic 
Highway Mapping System. 

Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would change the visual character of the Specific Plan 
Area by facilitating the development of urban uses within an area largely comprised of undeveloped 
sites. Regional growth has and will continue to result in a cumulative aesthetic effect by converting 
undeveloped land into developed and occupied areas and increasing overall levels of nighttime 
lighting. Cumulative development entails grading/landform alteration, the development of 
structures, and the installation of roadways and other infrastructure that has altered and will 
continue to permanently alter the region's existing visual character. As described in Section 3.1, 
compliance with the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code, and implementation of the proposed 
Specific Plan’s development regulations would reduce visual impacts to the greatest extent feasible; 
however, the proposed Plan would permanently convert undeveloped rural, agricultural, and open 
space areas to urbanized uses. 

According to the General Plan, buildout of the General Plan would result in the permanent alteration 
of the visual character of the City of Fresno’s General Plan Planning Area from a more rural setting 
to a setting that is characterized by suburban or urban uses (i.e., streets, residences, and community 
commercial shopping centers). In addition, buildout of the General Plan would contribute to 
cumulatively considerable aesthetic impacts. Consequently, even with implementation of the 
policies and implementation programs identified in the City’s General Plan, as well as adopted City 
regulations to enhance the city’s current community character and preserve open space, 
development of the General Plan area was determined in the General Plan to result in a significant 
and unavoidable cumulative impact to aesthetics. Although the proposed project would comply with 
all applicable standards and regulations, impacts related to a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista, degradation of the existing visual character and quality of the project site and surrounding 
area, and creation of new sources of light or glare would still occur. The proposed Specific Plan’s 
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incremental contribution towards cumulative aesthetic impacts would be cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

The cumulative setting for agricultural resources includes the Fresno General Plan Planning area, as 
defined in the City of Fresno General Plan, in combination with portions of the San Joaquin Valley 
area, including Fresno County. 

Impact 4.2: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to the cumulative impact on 
agricultural land and uses. (Considerable Contribution and Significant and 
Unavoidable) 
Cumulative development anticipated in the city and county of Fresno, including growth projected 
by adopted general plans and those being updated, will result in the permanent loss of agricultural 
land, including important farmlands, significant farmlands, land under Williamson Act contracts, and 
other farmlands. 

As described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, there are no forest lands or land designated or 
zoned as forest land within the Plan Area or surrounding area; therefore, cumulative development 
would not contribute to the conversion of some forest lands or timber lands. However, there are 
approximately 285.65 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 509.39 acres of Unique Farmland, 
and 1,562.82 acres of Farmland of Local Importance within the proposed Specific Plan Area. 
Additionally, under the proposed Specific Plan, the approximately 120 acres of Williamson Act 
Contract land are proposed for Low Density, Medium Low Density, and Medium Density Residential 
development where agricultural uses are no longer a permitted use. Consequently, adoption of the 
proposed Specific Plan would result in revisions to the zoning ordinance resulting in a significant 
impact on existing zoning for agricultural uses because non-agricultural uses, such as low, medium 
low density, and medium density residential would be allowed on the existing Contract land. 

Agricultural land is a limited resource and the cumulative loss of this land is considered significant. 
Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would require the future annexation and development of 
land into the city. If future annexation and development would involve the loss of important 
farmlands to non-agricultural uses, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 would be required. 
While implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-2 would reduce the above-identified impact 
through preservation of agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio, the impact would not be reduced to a less-
than-significant level due to the fact that active agricultural land would still be permanently 
converted to urban uses. Therefore, impacts on Williamson Act contracts, and important or 
significant farmlands and forest resources remain cumulatively considerable and significant and 
unavoidable. 

AIR QUALITY 

The cumulative setting for this analysis is the San Joaquin Air Basin (SJVAB). The SJVAB consists of 
eight counties: Fresno, Kern (western and central), Kings, Tulare, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, and 
Stanislaus. 
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Impact 4.3: Specific Plan implementation would contribute to cumulative impacts on 
the region's air quality. (Cumulatively Considerable and Significant and 
Unavoidable) 
In accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD’s) methodology, any 
project that produces a significant project-level regional air quality impact in an area that is in 
nonattainment contributes to the cumulative impact. Cumulative projects within the local area 
include new development and general growth within the Plan Area. The greatest source of emissions 
within the SJVAB is mobile sources. Due to the extent of the area potentially impacted from 
cumulative project emissions (i.e., the SJVAB); SJVAPCD considers a project cumulatively significant 
when project-related emissions exceed the SJVAPCD’s regional emissions thresholds. No significant 
cumulative impacts were identified with regard to carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots. 

Construction 

The SJVAB is designated nonattainment for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) under the 
California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and nonattainment for respirable 
particulate matter (PM10) under the California AAQS. Construction of cumulative projects will further 
degrade the regional and local air quality. Air quality will be temporarily impacted during 
construction activities. As shown in Table 3.3-7 in Section 3.3, construction emissions associated 
with the proposed Plan would exceed the SJVAPCD’s regional construction emissions thresholds for 
CO, oxides of nitrogen (NOx), reactive organic compounds (ROG), PM10, and PM2.5. Thus, the 
project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would be cumulatively considerable and 
therefore significant. 

Operation 

For operational air quality emissions, any project that does not exceed or can be mitigated to less 
than the daily regional threshold values is not considered by the SJVAPCD to be a substantial source 
of air pollution and does not add significantly to a cumulative impact. As discussed, SJVAPCD Rules 
9510 and 9410 would contribute to reducing emissions of NOx and particulate matter associated 
with future individual projects accommodated under the proposed Specific Plan and may reduce 
impacts for these individual development projects to a less than significant level. In addition, the 
planned improvements, and goals and policies under the proposed Specific Plan, would generally 
support a more sustainable development pattern for the Plan Area. Creation of more complete 
neighborhoods in addition to improving the public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle networks and 
infrastructure would contribute to the overall reduction in vehicle trips and VMT, which would 
reduce mobile-source emissions. However, as shown in Table 3.3-9, operation of future projects at 
buildout would generate air pollutant emissions that exceed SJVAPCD’s regional significance 
thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 at buildout. Thus, the proposed Specific Plan’s air 
pollutant emissions would be cumulatively considerable and therefore significant. 

Conclusion 

The mitigation measures provided within the air quality discussion (refer to Section 3.3) have been 
designed to be consistent with the guidance as promulgated by the SJVAPCD, where applicable. As 
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is currently proposed, the Specific Plan is expected to be built out under a staged approach, and all 
mitigation would be applicable to each stage. However, even with the application of mitigation 
measures, operational and constructions emissions levels for the aforementioned criteria pollutants 
would remain above the defined thresholds of significance. Exceedance of the threshold within an 
area designated as nonattainment would be a cumulatively considerable impact. As such, 
implementation of the Specific Plan would have a cumulatively considerable contribution and a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on the region’s air quality. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The cumulative context for a cumulative analysis can be defined by region, by political subdivision, 
or by the geography. 

Impact 4.4: Specific Plan implementation would not contribute to the cumulative loss 
of biological resources including habitats and special status species. (Less than 
Significant and Less than Cumulatively Considerable) 
This cumulative analysis utilizes the “Bioregion” as its cumulative setting. The Plan Area is located in 
the San Joaquin Valley Bioregion, which has a wide variety of habitats and vegetation, including 
vernal pools, valley sink scrub and saltbush, freshwater marsh, grasslands, arid plains, orchards, and 
oak savannah, among many other habitats. The San Joaquin Valley Bioregion is the appropriate 
cumulative context because environmental impacts related to biological resources are best 
addressed in the context of geographic areas defined by natural features rather than by political or 
administrative boundaries.1 

Agricultural land is scattered throughout the Plan Area, but mainly in the southern, western, and 
southwestern portions of the Plan Area. Irrigation ditches are also located throughout the Plan Area 
near these active agricultural lands. Developed uses are mainly in the northern, eastern, southern, 
and southeastern portions of the Plan Area. Undeveloped vacant land previously used for 
agricultural uses is also scattered throughout the Plan Area. 

There remains a potential that special status species could occupy the Plan Area from time to time. 
Mitigation measures were developed to avoid, minimize, and compensate for direct and indirect 
effects to biological resources, including special status species and their habitats. It has been found 
in this EIR that, with the implementation of mitigation measures, the project would not, directly or 
indirectly, have a substantial adverse effect through habitat modifications or reductions, cause 
populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, substantially eliminate a community, or 
substantially reduce the number of, or restrict the range of, an endangered, rare or threatened 
species, including those considered candidate, sensitive, or special status in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. 

The Plan Area does not contain any natural hydrologic features. The Plan Area contains an internal 
network of agricultural ditches along the margins of the farm fields. The ditches in proximity to active 
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agricultural areas of the Plan Area are likely regularly maintained to control/collect irrigation runoff 
from the fields. These features are manmade and are fed only by local irrigation water during the 
irrigation season or rainfall during the winter/spring season. Because the proposed Specific Plan is 
a planning document and thus, no physical changes will occur to the environment, adoption of the 
Specific Plan would not directly impact the environment. There is a reasonable chance that water 
features could be impacted throughout the buildout of the individual projects. The implementation 
of an individual project would require a detailed and site-specific review of the site to determine the 
presence or absence of water features. If water features are present and disturbance is required, 
Federal and State laws require measures to reduce, avoid, or compensate for impacts to these 
resources. The requirements of these Federal and State laws are implemented through the permit 
process. It has been found in this EIR that the project would not have substantial adverse effects, 
directly or indirectly, on protected wetlands and jurisdictional waters. 

Wildlife movement includes migration (i.e., usually movement one way per season), inter-
population movement (i.e., long-term dispersal and genetic flow), and small travel pathways (i.e., 
daily movement within an animal's territory). While small travel pathways usually facilitate 
movement for daily home range activities, such as foraging or escape from predators, they also 
provide connection between outlying populations and the main populations, permitting an increase 
in gene flow among populations. These habitat linkages can extend for miles and occur on a large 
scale throughout the greater region. Habitat linkages facilitate movement between populations 
located in discrete locales and populations located within larger habitat areas. 

Impacts from development, such as habitat fragmentation and/or isolation, and the creation of 
impassable barriers can cause a significant impact to wildlife corridors. Depending on the organism 
and its needs, movement corridors can either be continuous or discontinuous patches of suitable 
habitat. Preserving expanses of open space that are connected may enable species utilizing these 
areas as foraging or breeding habitat to persist. 

Subsequent development projects will be required to comply with the City’s General Plan, proposed 
Specific Plan, and adopted Federal, State, and local regulations for the protection of movement 
corridors.  The Specific Plan includes Policy IPR 3.6, which states, “Where sensitive biological habitats 
have been identified or are discovered on or immediately adjacent to a project site, the project shall 
include appropriate mitigation measures determined by a qualified biologist.” 

Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant cumulative impact and 
less than cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on biological 
resources. 

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES 

The cumulative context for a cumulative analysis can be defined by region, by political subdivision 
or by the geography, where sufficient inventory data is available to define it. The cumulative setting 
for cultural resources includes all of the Fresno County, which includes the entire City of Fresno 
General Plan Planning Area. 
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Impact 4.5: Specific Plan implementation would not contribute to the cumulative loss 
of cultural and tribal resources. (Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively 
Considerable) 
Cumulative development anticipated in Fresno and the greater Fresno County area, including 
growth projected by adopted general plans, may result in the discovery and removal of cultural 
resources, including archaeological, paleontological, historical, and Native American resources and 
human remains. As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural and Tribal Resources, a total of 82 cultural 
resources have been previously recorded within the Plan Area. Of these cultural resources, four are 
historic archaeological sites and 78 are historic built environment resources. In addition, due to the 
size of the proposed Specific Plan Area, buildout of the proposed plan could contribute to cumulative 
impacts related to the regional loss of cultural resources if previously unidentified cultural resources 
are discovered during construction and proper techniques are not employed. 

Future projects in Fresno would be required to comply with General Plan Objectives HCR-1, HCR-2, 
and HCR-3, as well as Policies HCR-1c, HCR-2a, HCR-2b, HCR-2f, and HCR-3c, which require the City 
to identify, designate and preserve sites and structures of historical, archaeological, and cultural 
significance. General Plan Policies HCR-2c and 2g would require future development to evaluate the 
project site and its Area of Potential Effects (APE), for the potential historic and/or cultural resources 
by a professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Qualifications. Furthermore, mitigation 
measures incorporated into this EIR would require project applicants for future projects with intact 
buildings more than 45 years to provide a historic resource technical study and evaluate cultural 
resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites, and isolated artifacts and features) discovered during 
construction activities. Any significant discoveries during construction would be required to be 
preserved in place or mitigated through relocation or documentation; thus, the project is not 
anticipated to considerably contribute to a significant reduction in cultural resources. 

The proposed project, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future projects 
(inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within Fresno County), would not be expected to 
cause any significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources. The proposed project would not have 
cumulatively considerable impacts associated with cultural resources. Implementation of the 
proposed project would have a less than significant cumulative impact and less than cumulatively 
considerable incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on cultural resources. 

GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY 

The cumulative setting area for geology, soils and seismicity includes the City of Fresno General Plan 
Planning Area. 

Impact 4.6: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts on 
geologic and soils characteristics. (Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively 
Considerable) 
Construction of the individual development projects allowed under the land use designations of the 
proposed Specific Plan may result in risks associated with geology and soils. For example, there is an 
ongoing possibility that a fault located anywhere in the state (or region) could rupture and cause 
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seismic ground shaking. Additionally, grading, excavation, removal of vegetation cover, and loading 
activities associated with construction activities could temporarily increase runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation. Other geologic risks such as liquefaction, landsliding, lateral spreading, and soil 
expansion are also geologic risks that are present. 

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would 
not result in any significant impacts related to this environmental topic. While some cumulative 
impacts will occur in the region as individual projects are constructed, the proposed General Plan 
policies and actions, as well as State and Federal regulations, will reduce the risk to people in the 
region. Furthermore, mitigation measures incorporated into this EIR would require project 
applicants for future projects to obtain a site-specific Geotechnical Evaluation to implement site-
specific recommendations and submit an approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan designed 
to control erosion and the loss of topsoil to the extent practicable using BMPs that the RWQCB has 
deemed effective in controlling erosion, sedimentation, runoff during construction activities. 
Consequently, the proposed Specific Plan would generally not be affected by, nor would it affect, 
other development approved by the City of Fresno. As a result, the proposed General Plan’s 
incremental contribution to cumulative geologic and soil impacts would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. 

GREENHOUSE GASES, CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENERGY 

As the California Supreme Court has emphasized, all CEQA analyses of the environmental effects of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are inherently cumulative in character. “[B]ecause of the global 
scale of climate change, any one project's contribution is unlikely to be significant by itself. […] ‘With 
respect to climate change, an individual project's emissions will most likely not have any appreciable 
impact on the global problem by themselves, but they will contribute to the significant cumulative 
impact caused by greenhouse gas emissions from other sources around the globe. The question 
therefore becomes whether the project's incremental addition of greenhouse gases is ‘cumulatively 
considerable’ in light of the global problem, and thus significant.’” (Center for Biological Diversity v. 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 219, quoting (Crockett, Addressing 
the Significance of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Under CEQA: California's Search for Regulatory 
Certainty in an Uncertain World (July 2011) 4 Golden Gate U. Envtl. L.J. 203, 207–208.) Thus, the 
analysis below considers the entire planet as a backdrop while focusing on whether the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to worldwide GHG emissions is cumulatively considerable. 

Impact 4.7: Cumulative impact on climate change from increased project-related 
greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively 
Considerable) 
In California, there has been extensive legislation passed with the goal of reducing GHG emissions. 
The legislative goals are as follows: 1) 1990 levels by 2020 and 2) 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. 
An additional goal -- 80% below the 1990 levels by the year 2050 – was set by Governor 
Schwarzenegger through Executive Order S-03-05. An even more ambitious goal of achieving carbon 
neutrality “as soon as possible, and no later than 2045,” was set by Governor Brown through 
Executive Order B-55-18. To achieve these legislative and executive goals, the California Air 
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Resources Board (CARB) has developed regional GHG emission reduction targets for the automobile 
and light truck sectors (the largest single source of GHG emissions) for 2020 and 2040. The regional 
GHG emission reduction targets for each region in California were established by the CARB. 

As described in Impact 3.7-1 in Section 3.7, proposed Project would be consistent with relevant 
plans, policies, and regulations associated with GHGs, notably the most recent version of the CARB’s 
Scoping Plan, and the Fresno COG’s 2022 RTP/SCS. Additionally, the proposed Project itself includes 
many policies that would minimize GHG emissions. Furthermore, the proposed Project would be 
required to implement Mitigation Measures 3.14-1 and 3.14-2, which would reduce transportation-
related GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project. This would ensure that the proposed 
Project would be consistent with, and would not impair, the State’s carbon neutrality standard by 
year 2045 as established under AB 1279. The State is making progress toward reducing GHG 
emissions in key sectors such as transportation, industry, and electricity. Since the Project would be 
consistent with State GHG Plans, it would not impede the State’s goals of reducing GHG emissions 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, and of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not generate GHG emissions, directly and indirectly, that 
would have a significant impact on the environment. Moreover, the Specific Plan incorporates goals 
and policies that emphasize compact and walkable communities, which were incorporated into the 
design of the proposed project and would help minimize GHG emissions generated by the proposed 
project. Further, the proposed project would be required to implement mitigation measures that 
are intended to reduce GHG emissions to the maximum extent feasible. The State of California 
continues to implement measures that are intended to reduce emissions on a State-wide scale (i.e. 
vehicle fuel efficiency standards in fleets, low carbon fuels, etc.) that are consistent with AB 32 and 
SB 32. These types of statewide measures will benefit the proposed project (and city as a whole) in 
the long-term as they come into effect; however, the City does not have the jurisdiction to create 
far-reaching (i.e. statewide) measures to reduce GHG emissions. On a project-by-project case, the 
City of Fresno evaluates a project and the potential to impose project-specific mitigation, which has 
been done through this GHG analysis. For these reasons, implementation of the Specific Plan would 
have a less than cumulatively considerable impact to GHGs. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The cumulative context for the analysis of cumulative hazards and human health impacts is all of 
Fresno County, which includes the entire Fresno General Plan Planning Area. 

Impact 4.8: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts 
related to hazards and hazardous materials. (Less than Significant and Less than 
Cumulatively Considerable) 
The Specific Plan, in conjunction with cumulative development in the region, would include areas 
designated for a variety of urban, agricultural, and open space uses as defined by the applicable 
General Plan. Cumulative development would include continued operation of, or development of, 
new facilities as allowed under each land use designation. 
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Hazardous Materials Use, Generation, Transport, and Disposal 

New development could increase the use of hazardous materials within the region, resulting in 
potential health and safety effects related to hazardous materials use. Potential impacts related to 
hazards and/or hazardous materials associated with new and future development would primarily 
be confined to commercial and industrial areas and would not involve the use of hazardous 
substances in large quantities or be particularly hazardous. Facilities that store, use or handle 
hazardous materials above reportable amounts are required to prepare and file a Hazardous 
Materials Business Plan (Business Plan) for the safe storage and use of chemicals. In the event of an 
emergency, firefighters, health officials, planners, public safety officers, health care providers and 
others rely on the Business Plan. Implementation of the Business Plan should prevent or reduce 
damage to the health and safety of people and the environment if a hazardous material is released. 

Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials 

Incidents (such as accidental release of hazardous materials), if any, would typically be site specific 
and would involve accidental spills or inadvertent releases. Associated health and safety risks would 
generally be limited to those individuals using the materials or to persons in the immediate vicinity 
of the materials and would not combine with similar effects elsewhere (i.e., construction workers). 
Hazard-related impacts tend to be site-specific and Project-specific. The Plan Area is not associated 
with any existing hazardous materials spills; however, there are numerous areas throughout Fresno 
County where hazardous conditions are present. In addition, Mitigation Measures 3.8-1 through 3.8-
10 address potential risk of hazards due to existing hazards located on the project site. 

School Sites 

As provided under Impact 3.8-1, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 through 3.8-10, 
potential risks associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 
resulting from implementation of the Specific Plan would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
For example, Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 requires businesses generating hazardous waste to comply 
with a HMBP and to register with the CUPA, as appropriate. Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 provides 
requirements for any ground disturbance activities within 50 feet of a well. Additional requirements 
are provided in Mitigation Measures 3.8-3 through 3.8-10, such as Phase I and Phase II site 
assessments, and other remediation activities including surveys and assessments, cleanup plans, 
programs, and activities, as applicable. Moreover, compliance with the applicable General Plan 
objectives and policies would ensure that the Specific Plan implementation would have a limited 
potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste with one-quarter of an existing school. 

Emergency Response 

As provided under Impact 3.8-5, future construction activities within the Plan Area could affect 
access along nearby roadways during construction. However, access would remain open and 
accessible at all times. Future applicants would be required to provide alternate route (i.e. detour) 
plans with a tentative schedule of planned closures prior to the beginning of construction to ensure 
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that activities would not impede emergency access. These plans would be subject to review and 
approval by the City of Fresno Public Works Department, the Fresno Fire Department, and the 
Fresno Police Department. Construction activities are not expected to result in any unknown 
significant road closures, traffic detours, or congestion that could hinder emergency vehicle access 
or evacuation in the event of an emergency. Separately, the proposed project would develop new 
roadways within the Plan Area. However, the new roadways would be required to comply with the 
City’s police and fire standards for emergency access. Therefore, roadways within the Plan Area 
would not impair the implementation of or physically interfere with any adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Moreover, where applicable, the proposed project 
would also be required to comply with the Fresno County’s Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. 

Wildfire/Wildland Fires 

As provided under Impact 3.8-6, the proposed project is not located in or near any SRAs or lands 
classified as VHFHSZs. Areas within the northern, central, and southern portions of the Plan Area are 
identified as having a moderate potential for wildland fires. According to the Fresno General Plan, 
the city is largely urbanized or working agricultural land without steep topographies; thus, wildland 
fire threats are minimal. Although Fresno is proximate to high and very high fire hazard designated 
areas, the city is largely categorized as little or no threat or moderate fire hazard, which is largely 
attributed to paved areas. Implementation of the Specific Plan would result in increased 
urbanization of the area; including increased paved area. Future development would be required to 
comply with the current fire code (i.e. included in the Fresno Fire Code Section as established by the 
City of Fresno Fire Department), as well as all applicable City Municipal Code requirements. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of the Specific Plan would not result in significant increased risks of hazards in the 
cumulative setting, nor would it result in any significant off-site or indirect impacts. Mitigation 
measures have been included to reduce the risk of on-site hazards associated with future 
development activities. With implementation of these mitigation measures, implementation of the 
Specific Plan would have a less than significant cumulative impact relative to this environmental 
topic. As such, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would result in a less than 
cumulatively considerable contribution. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The cumulative context for the analysis of cumulative stormwater runoff impacts is best addressed 
on a regional/watershed basis (geography), as such an area captures flows occurring both upstream 
and downstream of the project site. Because water resources are highly interconnected, the 
cumulative setting is based on Fresno County, which is located in the Tulare Lake Hydrological 
Region. 
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Impact 4.9: Cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water quality. (Less than 
Significant and Less than Cumulatively Considerable) 
Construction of the individual development projects allowed under the land use designations of the 
proposed Specific Plan has the potential to result in construction-related water quality impacts, 
impacts to groundwater recharge, and cause flooding, erosion, or siltation from the alteration of 
drainage patterns. 

Stormwater Runoff 

Implementation of the Specific Plan would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the Plan 
Area, which, without intervention, could increase peak stormwater runoff rates and volumes on and 
downstream of the Plan Area. The entire Plan Area is within the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control 
District’s urban flood control system consisting of 165 drainage areas, each 1 to 2 square miles in 
area. Operation of projects developed under the proposed Specific Plan could generate the same 
categories of pollutants as construction activities. Additionally, due to future development and 
infrastructure projects, the overall volume of runoff in Fresno could be increased compared to 
existing conditions. If the drainage system is not adequately designed, Specific Plan buildout could 
result in localized higher peak flow rates. Localized increases in flow would be significant if increases 
exceeded system capacity or contributed to bank erosion. 

In order to ensure that future development projects in the County do not increase downstream 
flood elevations due to increased peak stormwater runoff, the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control 
District (FMFCD) has primary responsibility for managing the local stormwater flows for the city, as 
well as a large area beyond the city’s boundaries. The FMFCD requires future development projects 
to be designed in conformance to the FMFCD’s Urban Storm Drainage Master Plan to ensure storm 
drainage facilities are adequately designed and that the storm drain system has adequate storage 
capacity for additional stormwater runoff generated by the Specific Plan. Improvements to storm 
drainage facilities are accomplished either as a part of privately funded on-site developments or as 
a part of the master plan, funded by drainage fees. The FMFCD maintains an on-going update to the 
system hydraulic model for flood control and prepares a capital improvement plan update every 
year with projected funding for five years. Surface runoff from the area will be managed via 
detention/retention basins and flow reducing Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent local 
flooding within the various development sites within the overall Plan Area. These features will also 
reduce peak flows from the Plan Area to receiving storm drains and FMFCD facilities. Additionally, 
future development of the proposed Specific Plan would minimize or eliminate increases in runoff 
from these new impervious surfaces by runoff entering ditches and storm drains designed in 
conformance to FMFCD standards. 

Design and construction of flood control improvements to the satisfaction of the FMFCD would 
ensure there is adequate storage capacity for the additional stormwater runoff generated from the 
buildout of the Specific Plan. Future development within the Plan Area, when considered alongside 
all past, present, and probable future projects (inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans 
within Fresno County), would not be expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts 
associated with stormwater runoff. 
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Water Quality 

As discussed in Impacts 3.1 and 3.9-2, grading, excavation, removal of vegetation cover, and loading 
activities associated with construction activities could temporarily increase runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation. Construction activities could also result in soil compaction and wind erosion effects 
that could adversely affect soils and reduce the revegetation potential at construction sites and 
staging areas. The long-term operations of future development projects in the Plan Area could result 
in long-term impacts to surface water quality from urban stormwater runoff. The proposed Specific 
Plan would result in new impervious areas associated with roadways, driveways, parking lots, 
buildings, and landscape areas. Normal activities in these developed areas include the use of various 
automotive petroleum products (i.e. oil, grease, and fuel), common household hazardous materials, 
heavy metals, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, and sediment. Within urban areas, these pollutants 
are generally called nonpoint source pollutants. The pollutant levels vary based on factors such as 
time between storm events, volume of storm event, type of uses, and density of people. 

Future development of the Specific Plan Area would require development and approval of a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP will include BMPs to regulate 
stormwater quality for the Specific Plan Area. In accordance with the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Program, compliance with existing regulatory 
requirements require preparation of a SWPPP designed to control erosion and the loss of topsoil to 
the extent practicable using BMPs that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Central 
Valley Region, has deemed effective in controlling erosion, sedimentation, and runoff during 
construction activities. The RWQCB has stated that these erosion control measures are only 
examples of what should be considered and should not preclude the use of equally or more effective 
new or innovative approaches currently available or being developed. The specific controls are 
subject to the review and approval by the RWQCB and the City of Fresno and are an existing 
regulatory requirement. 

While there are no assurances that other projects in the County would incorporate the same degree 
or methods of treatment as the proposed Specific Plan, each project in the city that would discharge 
stormwater runoff would be required to comply with NPDES discharge permits from the RWQCB, 
which adjusts requirements on a case-by-case basis to avoid significant degradation of water quality. 
Therefore, while a greater quantity of urban runoff may result from future development projects in 
the Plan Area because of an increase in impervious surfaces, the associated surface water quality 
impacts associated with the increased runoff in the Plan Area would be expected to be less-than-
significant because adherence to existing NPDES discharge permit requirements and other 
regulatory mechanisms which regulate stormwater runoff. 

Compliance with City and FMFCD water quality protection regulations, approval from the RWQCB, 
and implementation of project-specific SWPPPs would ensure that the Specific Plan minimizes 
impacts to surface water quality. The proposed Specific Plan, when considered alongside all past, 
present, and probable future projects (inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within 
Fresno County), would not be expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts given that 
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mitigation measures would control storm water quality. The proposed Specific Plan would not have 
cumulatively considerable impacts associated with water quality. 

Groundwater Supplies/Recharge 

The West Area Neighborhoods Specific Plan would result in new impervious surfaces and could 
reduce rainwater infiltration and groundwater recharge in those areas. Infiltration rates vary 
depending on the overlying soil types. In general, sandy soils have higher infiltration rates and can 
contribute to significant amounts of ground water recharge; clay soils tend to have lower percolation 
potential; and impervious surfaces such as pavement significantly reduce infiltration capacity and 
increase surface water runoff. Future development, including water quality BMPs, detention basins, 
and retention basins, would be designed to minimize or eliminate increases in runoff from these 
new impervious surfaces entering storm drains and other FMFCD facilities. 

Future development of the Plan Area under the proposed land use plan will modify the movement 
of water across the land surface and the infiltration of rain water into the groundwater system. The 
FMFCDs Storm Water Quality Management Plan, City General Plan policies, City Municipal Code 
requirements, and proposed Specific Plan policies include BMPs aimed at preserving water quality 
and groundwater recharge areas. The BMPs required as part of future development of the Plan Area 
are designed to infiltrate as much storm water runoff as practicable into the ground. A portion of 
the retained runoff will infiltrate into the ground, helping to replenish the aquifers. The required 
BMPs are designed to trap contaminants and to beneficially make use of nutrients in the vegetated 
swales and planted areas. In addition, application rates of fertilizers on urbanized areas is less than 
that typically used in intensive agriculture. The aggregate effect of the proposed Specific Plan will, 
therefore, be to decrease the loading of nutrients (in particular, nitrates) into the groundwater. 

The proposed Specific Plan, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future 
projects (inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within Fresno County), would not be 
expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts given that mitigation measures require 
maintaining water quality standards and preserving the infiltration of rainwater within the aquifer. 
The proposed Specific Plan would not have cumulatively considerable impacts associated with 
groundwater supply/recharge. 

Flooding 

Future development projects in the area could result in additional discharges of stormwater during 
storm events. When combined, these future development projects could, in theory, lead to an 
incremental increase in peak stormwater runoff, and potential incremental increases in downstream 
flood elevations. However, in order to ensure that future development projects in the County do 
not increase downstream flood elevations, the FMFCD has primary responsibility for managing the 
local stormwater flows for the city, as well as a large area beyond the city’s boundaries. 
Improvements to storm drainage facilities are accomplished either as a part of privately funded on-
site developments or as a part of the master plan, funded by drainage fees. FMFCD maintains an on-
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going update to the system hydraulic model for flood control and prepares a capital improvement 
plan update every five years. 

The Plan Area includes an extensive system of on-site stormwater collection, treatment and 
retention facilities to accommodate the increased stormwater flows that originate in the Plan Area. 
Surface runoff from the area will be managed via detention/retention basins and flow reducing Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent local flooding within the Plan Area. These features will 
also reduce peak flows from the Plan Area to receiving storm drains. 

As discussed in Impact 3.9-6, the Plan Area is approximately 105 miles from the coast and is not 
adjacent to any lakes; thus, the Plan Area is not at risk for tsunami or seiche events. Additionally, as 
shown on Figure 3.9-3, the entire Plan Area is designated unshaded Zone X - minimal flood hazard, 
and would not be expected to have a flood hazard up to the level of the 0.2-percent annual chance 
flood. Lands designated as unshaded Zone X are outside of the Special Flood Hazard Areas. Changes 
to land surfaces in these areas do not trigger map revisions and no flood insurance requirements 
are imposed on structures in these areas. 

No other parts of the Specific Plan Area are designated as flood prone, and there are no impacts to 
regulatory floodways or Special Flood Hazard Areas (Zone A or AE) as defined by FEMA. Provided 
future storm drain system and detention/retention facilities that would be installed as part of future 
development are adequately sized and properly installed and maintained, flooding will not be 
induced by the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, the Specific Plan is not at risk of the 1-percent 
annual chance flood. 

The proposed Specific Plan, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future 
projects (inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within Fresno County), would not be 
expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts given that existing City and FMFCD regulations 
require designs that ensure structures are outside the base flood elevation and that storm water 
flows are maintained to prevent downstream flooding. The proposed Specific Plan would not have 
cumulatively considerable impacts associated with flooding. 

Conclusion 

Construction of the individual development projects allowed under the land use designations of the 
proposed General Plan has the potential to result in construction-related water quality impacts, 
impacts to groundwater recharge, and cause flooding, erosion, or siltation from the alteration of 
drainage patterns. 

While some cumulative impacts will occur in the region as individual projects are constructed, the 
existing General Plan policies and actions, as well as State and Federal regulations, will substantially 
reduce the impacts. Additionally, future projects under the Specific Plan would be required to design 
storm drain facilities to the satisfaction of the FMFCD to ensure each project provides adequate 
storage capacity for the additional stormwater runoff generated. Considering the protection granted 
by local, State, and Federal agencies and their permit and monitoring requirements, as discussed in 
Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), and with implementation of the policies and actions 
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included within the General Plan, the overall cumulative impact would not be significant. As a result, 
the General Plan's incremental contribution to cumulative hydrology impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

LAND USE 

The cumulative setting for land use is the Fresno General Plan Planning Area, as defined in the City 
of Fresno General Plan. 

Impact 4.10: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts on 
communities and local land uses. (Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively 
Considerable) 
Cumulative land use impacts, such as the potential for conflicts with adjacent land uses and 
consistency with adopted plans and regulations, are typically site and project-specific. The land uses 
allowed under the proposed Specific Plan provide opportunities for cohesive new growth at in-fill 
locations within existing urbanized areas as well as new growth within the Plan Area, but would not 
create physical division within existing communities. New development and redevelopment projects 
would be designed to complement the character of existing neighborhoods and provide connectivity 
between existing development and new development within the cumulative analysis area. The 
proposed Specific Plan does not include any new roadways, infrastructure, or other features that 
would divide existing communities. Instead, the Specific Plan would plan for extension of existing 
roadways and infrastructure, as well as new future roadways and infrastructure, in order to serve 
future development of the Plan Area. These new roadways would link existing unincorporated areas 
of the County with the City of Fresno. 

Overall, the proposed Specific Plan is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Fresno 
General Plan. Other projects in the cumulative context would undergo a General Plan consistency 
review, similar to the proposed Specific Plan, on a project-by-project basis to demonstrate their 
consistency with the applicable land use document.  Therefore, the proposed Specific Plan's 
incremental contribution to cumulative land use and population impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

NOISE 

The cumulative context for noise impacts associated with proposed Specific Plan consists of the 
existing and future noise sources that could affect the project or surrounding uses. 

Impact 4.11: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to the cumulative exposure 
of existing and future noise-sensitive land uses or to increased noise resulting from 
cumulative development. (Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively 
Considerable) 
Noise generated by construction would be temporary, and would not add to the permanent noise 
environment or be considered as part of the cumulative context.  The total construction noise 
impact of the proposed Specific Plan would not be a substantial increase to the existing future noise 
environment. 
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As discussed in Impact 3.11-1 in Section 3.11, Noise, some of the existing noise sensitive receptors 
located along the Specific Plan Area roadways are currently exposed to exterior traffic noise levels 
exceeding the City of Fresno 65 decibel (dB) day/night average level (LDN) exterior noise level 
standard for residential uses, as shown in Table 3.11-10. Based upon General Plan Policy NS-1j, a 
significant increase in ambient noise levels is assumed if the project would increase noise levels in 
the immediate vicinity by 3 dB Ldn or CNEL above the ambient noise limits established in the General 
Plan Update (or in this case the modeled increase in traffic noise levels due to the project). The 
contribution to traffic noise increases resulting from future development of the proposed Specific 
Plan is predicted to be between 0 dBA and 13.0 dBA LDN. The following roadway segments would 
exceed the substantial increase criteria described in Policy NS-1j and Table 3.11-10: 

• Traffic noise levels along W. Shaw Avenue are expected to range between 69 to 82 dBA 
CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 4 to 10 dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along W. Ashlan Avenue are expected to range between 63 and 74 dBA 
CNEL at a distance of 100 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 3 and 13 dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along W. Shields Avenue are expected to range between 65 to 71 dBA 
CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 3 to 7 dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along W. Clinton Avenue are expected to range between 61 and 79 dBA 
CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 3 to 11 dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along N. Grantland Avenue are expected to range between 67 and 76 
dBA CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases 
ranging between 2 to 11dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along N. Bryan Avenue are expected to range between 64 to 72 dBA 
CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 8 to 11 dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along N. Hayes Avenue are expected to range between 64 to 72 dBA 
CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 9 to 12 dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along N. Polk Avenue are expected to range between 71 to 75 dBA CNEL 
at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 6 to 9 dBA CNEL. 

• Traffic noise levels along N. Cornelia Avenue are expected to range between 66 to 71 dBA 
CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the road, resulting in increases ranging 
between 2 to 5 dBA CNEL. 

Of the 90 roadway segments analyzed, 58 segments would experience substantial noise increases 
greater than 3 dBA attributable to buildout of the proposed Specific Plan, with noise levels that 
exceed 65 dB CNEL. 
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For these reasons, future development projects within the Plan Area would be required to 
implement mitigation measures that are specifically intended to ensure compliance with the City of 
Fresno noise standards and minimize the impact associated with the substantial increase in ambient 
noise levels. Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 would require the implementation of performance 
standards based on project-specific acoustical analysis for new residential and noise sensitive uses 
exposed to significant exterior community noise levels from transportation, which may include noise 
walls and/or berms, or setbacks. 

With implementation of the mitigation measures included in Section 3.11, the proposed Specific 
Plan’s incremental contribution towards cumulative noise impacts would be less than cumulatively 
considerable and less than significant. 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

The cumulative setting for population and housing includes Fresno County. This area was chosen 
because it represents the area that is reasonably expected to be affected by population and housing 
changes generated by the proposed project. 

Impact 4.12: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts on 
population growth and displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing. 
(Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively Considerable) 
As described in Section 3.12, the proposed Specific Plan accommodates future growth in the Plan 
Area, including new businesses and new residential uses. Infrastructure and services would need to 
be extended to accommodate future growth. At full buildout, the proposed Specific Plan would 
accommodate approximately to 83,129 DU (including 339 DU in the commercial category, 49,355 
DU in the residential category and 33,436 DU in the mixed use category), and 59,777,271.15 SF of 
non-residential uses. This new growth would increase the city’s population by approximately 
246,061 residents. According to the General Plan, it is estimated that there would be 0.45 jobs per 
new resident; therefore, buildout of the proposed Specific Plan may increase the employment 
opportunities in Fresno by approximately 110,727 jobs. 

Based on the growth projected to occur in the Plan Area, the proposed Specific Plan would not 
induce a substantial amount of growth that has not been adequately planned for or require the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Cumulative growth would be consistent with 
regional planning targets. 

Future development of the Plan Area consistent with the proposed land use map could result in 
displacement of existing housing. Much of the future development would be located on areas that 
are vacant, contain agricultural land, or contain rural residential uses. Redevelopment of currently 
developed parcels could also occur. However, the amount of housing displacement associated with 
buildout of the Plan Area would be vastly outweighed by the amount of housing created under the 
proposed Specific Plan land use map. Thus, when considered along with the proposed Plan, 
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cumulative growth would not displace substantial numbers of people or housing or exceed planned 
levels of growth. 

The proposed project does not change the intent, intensities, or densities of land uses identified 
within the General Plan; instead, the Specific Plan land use map rearranges and relocates the city 
land use designations for the Plan Area. Therefore, development of the Specific Plan Area will not 
induce growth in the Specific Plan Area, adjacent undeveloped parcels, or within the city of Fresno 
that has not already been accounted for in the General Plan. 

The proposed project, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future projects 
(inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within Fresno County), would not be expected to 
cause any significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would not have cumulatively 
considerable impacts associated with population and housing. As such, implementation of the 
proposed project would have a less than significant and less than cumulatively considerable 
contribution to impacts to population and housing. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

The cumulative setting would include all areas covered in the service areas of the City of Fresno 
Police Department, Fresno Fire Department (FFD), City of Fresno Parks, After School, Recreation, 
and Community Services (PARCS) Department, the Central Unified School District (CUSD), and the 
Fresno County Public Library System. 

Impact 4.13: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts on 
public services. (Cumulatively Considerable and Significant and Unavoidable) 
This geographic area was chosen because these service providers would be required to serve the 
Plan Area as well as the entire service area. Therefore, future development within the Plan Area 
along with past, present, and probably future projects within the service area, has the potential to 
result in a cumulative impact associated with implementation of the proposed Specific Plan. 

Under cumulative conditions future local and regional growth will result in increased demand for 
schools, police protection, fire protection, schools, parks/recreation, and library services. The City 
and its associated service providers must continue to evaluate the levels of service desired and the 
funding sources available to meet increases in demand. 

Under cumulative conditions, future development of the Plan Area in accordance with the proposed 
Specific Plan land use map may result in the construction of public facilities, which may cause 
substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. The impact fees developed and reviewed by 
the City will recover future development’s proportionate share of City-related capital asset costs. 
Fees, as applied only to new development, represent future development’s proportionate share of 
public services and facilities capital costs. 

It is also important to note that, in addressing public service demand issues under CEQA, the 
appropriate focus is on the environmental effects of whatever steps might be necessary to achieve 
or maintain adequate service. For example, if proposed new development would create an 
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increased demand for law enforcement or fire protection services, an EIR should inquire as to 
whether new or expanded physical facilities may be required in order to provide such service. The 
“impacts” addressed under CEQA are the physical effects of providing service, not any possible 
failure to provide adequate service under applicable standards. (See City of Hayward v. Board of 
Trustees of the Cal. State University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, 843 [“[t]he need for additional fire 
protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to 
mitigate”]; Goleta Union School Dist. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 1025, 1031– 
1034 [school overcrowding attributable to new development is not an environmental effect subject 
to CEQA, though the physical effects of new facility construction to serve new students would be]; 
and CEQA Guidelines, § 15131, subd. (a) [“[e]conomic or social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment”].) 

Moreover, it is critical to understand that special legal principles apply to impacts to school facilities. 
According to Government Code Section 65996, the development fees authorized by Senate Bill 50 
(1998) (described earlier) are deemed to be “full and complete school facilities mitigation” for 
impact caused by new development. The legislation also recognized the need for the fee to be 
adjusted periodically to keep pace with inflation. The legislation indicated that in January 2000, and 
every two years thereafter, the State Allocation Board would increase the maximum fees according 
to the adjustment for inflation in the statewide index for school construction. 

Section 65996 also prohibits public agencies from using CEQA or “any other provision of state or 
local law” to deny approval of “a legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited 
to, the planning, use, or development of real property or any change in governmental organization 
or reorganization” on the basis of the project’s impacts on school facilities. 

The construction and operation of future public facilities required to serve cumulative development 
(including the Plan Area) could potentially cause significant impacts. Cumulative development 
including additional parks and schools within the city and service area would contribute to significant 
and unavoidable cumulative impacts that have been identified within this EIR related to: aesthetics 
and visual resources (Section 3.1), agricultural resources (Section 3.2), air quality (Section 3.3), noise 
(Section 3.11), and public services and recreation (Section 3.13). Therefore, consistent with the 
analysis included in this Draft EIR, cumulative impacts related to the construction of public facilities 
needed to meet future demand are considered significant and unavoidable and cumulatively 
considerable. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The cumulative setting for this analysis including the City of Fresno SOI and some nearby areas of 
unincorporated County. 

Impact 4.14: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts to 
the regional transportation network. (Cumulatively Considerable and Significant and 
Unavoidable) 
The year 2035 is the horizon year for cumulative condition impact analyses. Based on observed 
volumes in the existing condition, Kittelson & Associates used travel behavior forecasting software 
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to estimate and distribute future vehicle traffic onto the roadway network in order to test how the 
proposed project would impact the transportation network. 

Consistency with General Plan 

As described in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, development associated with the 
proposed Plan would increase the amount of multimodal transportation activity which would 
require the improvement and expansion of the local transportation network in the Plan Area to 
serve the associated travel demand. The West Area Neighborhoods Specific Plan includes a number 
of guiding principles related to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian travel consistent with the General 
Plan policies, which detail how the circulation system will be improved to meet the need of all users. 
Since the guiding principles of the Specific Plan support the policies of the General Plan, no conflict 
with policies, plans, and programs for alternative transportation would occur from future 
development and redevelopment under the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, the proposed 
Specific Plan’s cumulative contribution would be considered less than significant. 

Consistency with CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3 

As shown in Table 3.14-2 (as contained within Section 3.14: Transportation and Circulation), the 
projected VMT per capita in the Plan Area would be lower than existing conditions and lower than 
the impact threshold. Under the Specific Plan, VMT per capita would be 6.0 VMT or 39% lower than 
the countywide average. The decrease in residential VMT is the result of the increased retail and 
employment opportunities within the Specific Plan Area, resulting in shorter trips or possible use of 
non-auto modes. The City of Fresno Draft VMT Guidelines state specific plans would have an impact 
if the VMT per capita or VMT per employee in the specific plan area for the horizon year increases 
compared to the existing VMT per capita or VMT per employee in the region (Fresno County). The 
VMT per capita in the Specific Plan Area during the horizon year is 9.4, while VMT per employee is 
27.3, which is 9% higher than the existing countywide conditions. Under existing conditions in Fresno 
County, the VMT per capita is 15.4, while the VMT per employee is 25.1. Because the VMT per capita 
in the Specific Plan Area during the horizon year is less than the VMT per capita for existing 
conditions in Fresno County, the proposed Specific Plan’s cumulative contribution to VMT for 
residential uses would be considered less than significant. 

However, because VMT per employee would be 2.2 VMT or 9% higher than the existing countywide 
conditions, this cumulative VMT per employee impact is potentially significant. Mitigation measures 
in Section 3.14 for the VMT impacts of employment uses in the Specific Plan Area would be focused 
on reducing the number and/or lengths of vehicle trips by employees. The feasibility and 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures is either insufficient or unknown at this time. The Project 
cannot demonstrate definitively that implementation of these policies would achieve VMT 
reductions to meet the VMT per employee thresholds. Therefore, consistent with the analysis 
included in this Draft EIR, cumulative impacts related to VMT per employee are considered 
significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. 
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Hazardous Geometric Designs or Incompatible Uses 

The proposed Specific Plan would result in a relocation of density in the Plan Area to central corridors 
compared to what would develop under the City’s General Plan where density is more distributed 
throughout the Plan Area; however, the Specific Plan does not propose to change the types (i.e., 
residential, commercial, office, etc.) of land uses in the Plan Area. Buildout of the proposed Specific 
Plan would result in some changes to the city’s circulation network, but would not increase hazards 
or incompatible uses due to design features. All future roadway system improvements associated 
with development and redevelopment activities under the Specific Plan would be designed in 
accordance with the established roadway design standards, some of which have also been 
incorporated into the Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan. 

With implementation of General Plan Policy MT-2-e, Policy MT-2-I, and application of the conditions 
of approval at the time of review of land development projects, the Specific Plan would be designed 
to ensure that no hazardous circulation conditions are created as a result of implementation of the 
Plan. Therefore, the proposed Specific Plan’s cumulative contribution would be considered less than 
significant. 

Conclusion 

As described in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, development associated with the 
proposed Plan would increase the amount of multimodal transportation activity which would 
require the improvement and expansion of the local transportation network in the Plan Area to 
serve the associated travel demand; however, as discussed in Impact 3.14-2, the VMT per capita in 
the Specific Plan Area is lower than existing conditions due to the increased retail and employment 
opportunities within the Specific Plan Area, resulting in shorter trips or possible use of non-auto 
modes. However, as noted previously, VMT per employee would be 2.2 VMT or 9% higher than the 
existing countywide conditions and the feasibility and effectiveness of the mitigation measures is 
either insufficient or unknown at this time. The Project cannot demonstrate definitively that 
implementation of these policies would achieve VMT reductions to meet the VMT per employee 
thresholds. As such, the proposed Specific Plan, when considered alongside all past, present, and 
probable future projects (inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within Fresno County), 
would be expected to cause one significant cumulative impact related to VMT per employee. As a 
result, this is considered significant and unavoidable and cumulatively considerable. 

UTILITIES 

The cumulative setting for the various utilities (wastewater, water, stormwater and solid waste) are 
described below. 

Impact 4.15: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts on 
utilities. (Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively Considerable) 
Under the proposed Specific Plan buildout conditions, the City of Fresno would see an increased 
demand for wastewater service, water service, solid waste disposal services, and stormwater 
infrastructure needs. 
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Wastewater 

The study area for cumulative impacts regarding wastewater is the City of Fresno General Plan 
Planning Area and the City of Clovis because the City of Fresno acts as the Regional Sewerage Agency 
and is responsible for operating the Fresno/Clovis Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facility. The 
City of Fresno owns and operates two wastewater treatment facilities that serve the Fresno 
metropolitan area: the Fresno/Clovis Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facility (RWRF) and the 
North Fresno Wastewater Reclamation Facility (NFWRF). 

The City’s wastewater collection system has roughly 26,000 manholes, 18 lift stations, about 12 
miles of 1 force mains, and about 1,600 miles of gravity sewer pipes, ranging in size from 4 inches to 
84 inches in diameter, and ranging in age from new to more than 100 years old.. Generally, the 
collection system flows from northeast to southwest across the entire city. In the Plan Area, 
wastewater generally flows from the north to the south. Clovis has four connections to the City’s 
collection system. Each of these connections have flow meters that measure the flow from the Clovis 
sewer system into the City’s sewer system. The Plan Area is currently served by over 86 miles of 
sewer pipelines, and Pump Station Number 15. 

As discussed in Section 15.1, Wastewater Service, buildout of the Specific Plan does not trigger a 
need to expand the Regional Facility. Given the capacity of 92 MGD, the average annual flow of 
approximately 56 MGD, and the 11.4 MGD generated by the buildout of the Specific Plan Area 
(including existing demand and future demand), there is sufficient plant capacity. Additionally, the 
Specific Plan wastewater collection system will include future construction of sewer improvements 
and replacements of existing lines, some of which are now over 75 years old. Therefore, the 
proposed Specific Plan’s cumulative contribution to wastewater service is less than significant. 

Water 

The study area for cumulative impacts regarding water supply is the City of Fresno General Plan 
Planning Area and the groundwater basins from which the Plan Area derives water. The existing 
incorporated area of the city of Fresno encompasses approximately 115 square miles (2020 UWMP). 
The City’s General Plan includes the area outside of the city limits that the city expects to annex and 
urbanize in the future, also known as the SOI. With a few exceptions, the City’s water service area is 
coterminous with the city limits. As future developments within the SOI, but outside the city limits, 
are approved, they will be annexed into the city and served by the City water system. 

The City’s water system consists of about 1,860 miles of distribution and transmission mains, 260 
municipal groundwater wells, three surface water treatment facilities (SWTFs) with current rated 
capacities ranging from 4 to 54 MGD, five water storage facilities with pump stations, including one 
at each of the SWTFs plus two in the distribution system, and three booster pump facilities. As of 
the close of the 2020 calendar year, the city has over 139,500 residential, commercial, industrial, 
and institutional water service connections and produced nearly 122,000 AF of water. 

The provision of public services and the construction of onsite and offsite infrastructure 
improvements will be required to accommodate future development consistent with the Specific 
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Plan land use map. The Specific Plan would likely require extension of offsite water infrastructure to 
the undeveloped and underdeveloped portions of the Plan Area for water service. All offsite water 
piping improvements would be in or adjacent to existing roadways, thereby limiting new 
environmental impacts. Additionally, future development in the Plan Area would be required to pay 
the applicable water system connection fees and pay the applicable water usage rates. As discussed 
in Impact 3.15-3, the proposed Specific Plan would not require construction of new water treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, resulting in a significant environmental impact. The water 
infrastructure would be sized to meet the demand of future projects within the Plan Area. 

The total water demand for the proposed Project at buildout is projected to be approximately 
29,419 AFY. The proposed Project is projected to use 2,448 AFY more than the water demand 
projected using General Plan land uses for the Plan Area. Table 3.15-7 summarizes the projected 
availability of the City’s existing and planned future potable water supplies and the City’s projected 
water demands in normal, single dry and multiple dry years through 2045. The WSA completed for 
the Specific Plan demonstrates that the City’s existing and additional potable water supplies are 
sufficient to meet the City’s existing and projected future potable water demands, including those 
future water demands associated with the Specific Plan, to the year 2045, under all hydrologic 
conditions. Additionally, the City’s preliminary water demand projections for the proposed Plan Area 
analyzed under the General Plan were higher than the water demand projections for the Specific 
Plan; thus, the General Plan assumed greater water demand than what would occur with 
implementation of the Specific Plan. Therefore, the proposed Specific Plan’s cumulative contribution 
to water service is less than significant. 

Stormwater 

The study area for cumulative impacts regarding storm water drainage is the Fresno-Clovis 
Metropolitan Area because the FMFCD includes an area of approximately 400 square miles and 
covers almost the entire portion of the Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area. The specific impacts of 
providing new and expanded stormwater drainage facilities cannot be determined at this time, as 
the Specific Plan does not propose development nor does it designate specific sites for new or 
expanded public facilities. Stormwater drainage and conveyance facilities would be evaluated at the 
project-level in association with subsequent development projects. 

Installation of storm drainage infrastructure would occur during the construction phases of 
individual future projects within the Plan Area. There is significant storm drainage infrastructure 
remaining to be constructed to serve the Plan Area. About 32 miles of additional drainage pipelines 
is anticipated to be constructed to meet buildout needs. As future development and infrastructure 
projects within the Specific Plan Area are considered by the City, each project will be evaluated for 
conformance with the Specific Plan, General Plan, Municipal Code, and other applicable regulations. 
The proposed Specific Plan’s cumulative contribution to the stormwater and flood control system 
would be less than significant upon compliance with regulatory requirements and proposed policies 
for full implementation of the proposed Plan. 
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Solid Waste 

Shortage of waste disposal capacity can have significant impacts on adjacent areas. If refuse is 
exported to adjacent areas with existing spare capacity, significant impacts due to increased travel 
distances can result in additional transportation related impacts. 

As described under Impact 3.15-6, the addition of solid waste associated with future buildout of the 
Specific Plan Area, would result in greater solid waste needing to be disposed of at the American 
Avenue Landfill and the Clovis Landfill. However, this increase of up to approximately 911,485.63 
pounds of solid waste per day (or approximately 455.74 tons per day) would not cause an 
exceedance of the landfill’s remaining capacity. In addition, AB 939 mandates the reduction of solid 
waste disposal in landfills. The City is currently achieving a 71 percent diversion rate based on 2009 
data, which is anticipated to increase due to the Fresno City Council adopted resolution committing 
the City to a Zero Waste goal by 2025. Therefore, the proposed Specific Plan’s cumulative 
contribution to solid waste is less than significant. 

Conclusion 

As described above, the proposed Specific Plan, when considered alongside all past, present, and 
probable future projects (inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within Fresno County), 
would not be expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts. The City has adequate landfill 
capacity to accept the solid waste and wastewater service capacity to treat wastewater flows 
generated from buildout of the Specific Plan. Additionally, the Water Supply Assessment completed 
for the proposed Plan Area shows that adequate water supplies exist to serve Specific Plan buildout. 
As a result, this is considered less than cumulatively considerable impact. 

4.2 GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing 
impacts of a proposed action, directing: 

Discuss the ways in which a proposed project could foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove 
obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant 
might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas).  Increases in the 
population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of 
new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Also, discuss the 
characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities 
that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 
It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, 
or of little significance to the environment. 
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Based on the CEQA Guidelines, growth inducement is any growth that exceeds planned growth of 
an area and results in new development that would not have taken place without implementation 
of the project. A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential. Direct growth 
inducement would result if a project, for example, involved construction of new housing. A project 
would have indirect growth inducement potential if it established substantial new permanent 
employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, or governmental enterprises) or if it would 
involve a construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities that would 
indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services to support the new employment 
demand (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors). Similarly, a 
project would indirectly induce growth if it would remove an obstacle to additional growth and 
development, such as removing a constraint on a required public service. A project providing an 
increased water supply in an area where water service historically limited growth could be 
considered growth-inducing. 

The CEQA Guidelines further explain that the environmental effects of induced growth are 
considered indirect impacts of the proposed action. These indirect impacts or secondary effects of 
growth may result in significant, adverse environmental impacts. Potential secondary effects of 
growth include increased demand on other community and public services and infrastructure, 
increased traffic and noise, and adverse environmental impacts such as degradation of air and water 
quality, degradation or loss of plant and animal habitat, and conversion of agricultural and open 
space land to developed uses. 

Growth inducement may constitute an adverse impact if the growth is not consistent with or 
accommodated by the land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the area 
affected. Local land use plans provide for land use development patterns and growth policies that 
allow for the orderly expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban public services, 
such as water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service, and solid waste service. 

The Specific Plan would result in the construction of additional housing and employment 
opportunities within the city of Fresno. As discussed in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, at full 
buildout, the proposed Specific Plan would accommodate approximately 83,129 DU (including 339 
DU in the commercial category, 49,355 DU in the residential category and 33,436 DU in the mixed 
use category), and 59,777,271.15 SF of non-residential uses. This new growth would increase the 
city’s population by approximately 246,061 residents. According to the General Plan, it is estimated 
that there would be 0.45 jobs per new resident; therefore, buildout of the proposed Specific Plan 
may increase the employment opportunities in Fresno by approximately 110,727 jobs. The Specific 
Plan would foster economic and population growth through the construction of additional housing 
and employment opportunities for a variety of income levels. 

The Specific Plan currently includes primarily farmland and rural residential uses in the western area 
of the Plan Area. As discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, residential, mixed use commercial, 
commercial, employment, neighborhood park, community park, schools, and open space and public 
facility uses would be developed in the Specific Plan Area. Buildout of the Specific Plan would require 
the extension of off-site and on-site roadway, potable water, wastewater, and storm drainage 
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infrastructure to the undeveloped and underdeveloped portions of the Plan Area, which would 
result in the elimination of growth obstacles to serve future developments. However, as noted in 
Section 3.15, Utilities, wastewater generated by the proposed Specific Plan could be accommodated 
by the existing wastewater treatment facilities. Additionally, the City has adequate water supply to 
meet the water demand from buildout of the Specific Plan and the landfill that would serve the 
Specific Plan has adequate capacity to manage the solid waste generated as a result of the Specific 
Plan. Furthermore, mitigation measures set forth in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, as 
well as conformance with the Specific Plan, General Plan, Municipal Code, and other applicable 
regulations, would ensure that buildout of the Specific Plan would not generate or contribute runoff 
water that would exceed the capacity of the FMFCD’s stormwater drainage system. 

Increases in population that would occur as a result of a proposed project may tax existing 
community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant 
environmental impacts. As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation, of this EIR, 
increased demands for fire and police protection services attributable to the proposed project would 
not necessitate the construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental impacts. 
The future buildout of the Specific Plan is expected to generate approximately 60,269 additional 
students for the CUSD. Even though the project applicant will pay applicable school fees mandated 
by SB 50, the proposed land use map includes an additional 10.0 acres of Elementary School land 
uses from what is shown in the existing Fresno General Plan land use map to support the additional 
students generated by development of the Specific Plan. Future buildout of the Specific Plan may 
include construction of a 68.55-acre church sites, 124.5 acres of ponding basins, and 22.84 acres of 
other public facility uses in the Plan Area, which has the potential to cause substantial adverse 
physical environmental impacts. Therefore, impacts related to constructing a school facility and 
other public facilities to serve the Plan Area are considered significant. 

Given the historical and current population, housing, and employment trends, growth in the city, as 
well as the entire state, is inevitable. The primary factors that account for population growth are 
natural increase and net migration. The average annual birth rate for California is expected to be 20 
births per 1,000 population. Additionally, California is expected to attract more than one third of the 
country’s immigrants. Other factors that affect growth include the cost of housing, the location of 
jobs, the economy, the climate, and transportation. While these factors would likely result in growth 
in Fresno during the planning period of the General Plan, growth will continue to occur based 
primarily on the demand of the housing market and demand for new commercial, industrial, and 
other non-residential uses. As future development occurs under the proposed Specific Plan, new 
roads, utility infrastructure, and public services would be necessary to serve the development and 
this infrastructure would accommodate planned growth. Based on the growth projected to occur in 
the City’s General Plan Planning Area, the proposed Specific Plan would not induce a substantial 
amount of growth that has not been adequately planned. Cumulative growth would be consistent 
with regional planning targets. Thus, when considered along with the proposed Plan, cumulative 
growth would not displace substantial numbers of people or housing or exceed planned levels of 
growth. 
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Further, growth within the Specific Plan Area has been anticipated by the City. The land within the 
West Area Neighborhoods Specific Plan has been planned for urban development within the Fresno 
General Plan, and the proposed Specific Plan would serve as a bridge between the Fresno General 
Plan and individual development applications in the Plan Area. The proposed Specific Plan seeks to 
provide for the orderly and consistent development that promotes and establishes complete 
neighborhoods within the West Area with enhanced transportation infrastructure, development of 
core commercial centers, creation of additional parkland, and encouraging the development of a 
diverse housing stock. The Specific Plan’s land use map proposes the relocation of higher density 
land uses away from the most western and southwestern portions of the Plan Area where they are 
distant from public transit and community amenities and transfers those higher density land use 
designations to major corridors. This proposed land use mix within the Specific Plan assists in 
reducing a number of environmental impacts. For example, the VMT per capita and VMT per 
employee in the Specific Plan Area during the horizon year is less than the VMT per capita and VMT 
per employee for existing conditions in Fresno County. In addition, the City’s preliminary water 
demand projections for the proposed Plan Area under the General Plan were higher than for the 
Specific Plan, resulting in less water demand associated with the Specific Plan land use map when 
compared to build out of the General Plan. Further, the Plan Area includes future development of a 
portion of the City’s SOI; however, the Plan does not include extension of roadways or utility 
infrastructure beyond the Plan Area boundary and would not induce growth beyond the limits of 
the SOI. 

In short, while the proposed Specific Plan’s increase in population growth would be slightly larger 
than what was assumed under the General Plan, the overall growth would not exceed regional 
growth projections. Thus, while the project would foster population and economic growth, such 
growth would be similar to what has been previously anticipated for the project region, and a less 
than-significant impact related to growth inducement would occur. 

4.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE EFFECTS 

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 

CEQA Section 15126.2(c) and Public Resources Code Sections 21100(b)(2) and 21100.1(a), requires 
that the EIR include a discussion of significant irreversible environmental changes which would be 
involved in the proposed action should it be implemented. Irreversible environmental effects are 
described as: 

• The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 
• The primary and secondary impacts of a project would generally commit future generations 

to similar uses (e.g., a highway provides access to previously remote area); 
• The project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 

environmental accidents associated with the project; or 
• The phasing of the proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project 

involves the wasteful use of energy). 
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Determining whether the proposed project would result in significant irreversible effects requires a 
determination of whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed such that there would be 
little possibility of restoring them. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to 
assure that such current consumption is justified. 

Analysis 
Implementation of the Specific Plan would result in the conversion of approximately 7,077 acres of 
land currently used primarily for rural residential and open/space agricultural uses into residential, 
mixed use commercial, commercial, employment, neighborhood park, community park, schools, 
and open space and public facility uses. Development of the Specific Plan would constitute a long-
term commitment to these uses. It is unlikely that circumstances would arise that would justify the 
return of the land to its original condition as agricultural land. 

A variety of resources, including land, energy, water, construction materials, and human resources 
would be irretrievably committed for the initial construction, infrastructure installation and 
connection to existing utilities, and its continued maintenance. Construction of the Specific Plan 
would require the commitment of a variety of other non-renewable or slowly renewable natural 
resources such as lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, petrochemicals, and 
metals. 

Additionally, a variety of resources would be committed to the ongoing operation and life of the 
Specific Plan. The introduction of new residential, commercial, employment/light industrial, and 
other uses to the site will result in an increase in area traffic over existing conditions. Fossil fuels are 
the principal source of energy and the Specific Plan would increase consumption of available 
supplies, including natural gas, gasoline and diesel. These energy resource demands relate to initial 
project construction, project operation and site maintenance and the transport of people and goods 
to and from the Plan Area. 

Additionally, the proposed project is in part a response to a market need for housing. California is in 
the midst of a housing crisis, and the proposed project is consistent with California’s legislative 
findings about the current housing crisis. (See Gov. Code, § 65589.5[a][1][A] [“California has a 
housing supply and affordability crisis of historic proportions. The consequences of failing to 
effectively and aggressively confront this crisis are hurting millions of Californians, robbing future 
generations of the chance to call California home, stifling economic opportunities for workers and 
businesses, worsening poverty and homelessness, and undermining the State's environmental and 
climate objectives.”].) Future development of the proposed land use map could result in up to 
54,953 DU at various densities and locations throughout the Plan Area. Buildout of the Plan Area 
would significantly increase and diversify the city’s available housing supply. Therefore, 
development of the Specific Plan would result in furtherance of the City’s Housing Element, and 
would assist the City in meeting the current and future housing need. 
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4.4 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to discuss unavoidable significant 
environmental effects, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of 
insignificance. The following significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project are 
discussed in Chapters 3.1 through 3.15 and previously in this chapter (cumulative-level). The 
following environmental topics were found to have one or more impacts that were found to be 
significant and unavoidable: Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Public Services and 
Recreation, Transportation and Circulation, and Utilities. Those topics are summarized below: 

• Impact 3.1-3: Specific Plan implementation would result in substantial adverse effects or 
degradation of visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

• Impact 3.2-1: Specific Plan implementation would convert Important Farmlands to non-
agricultural land uses. 

• Impact 3.2-2: Specific Plan implementation would conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract. 

• Impact 3.3-1: Specific Plan implementation would conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan. 

• Impact 3.3-2: Specific Plan implementation during project construction would expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

• Impact 3.3-3: Specific Plan implementation during project operation would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

• Impact 3.13-3: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require the 
construction of school facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental 
impacts. 

• Impact 3.13-4: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require the 
construction of park facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental 
impacts. 

• Impact 3.13-5: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require the 
construction of other public facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical 
environmental impacts. 

• Impact 3.14-3: Implementation of the Specific Plan would conflict with or be 
inconsistent with CEQA Guideline section 15064.3, subdivision (b) – VMT per employee for 
non-residential uses. 

• Impact 3.15-1: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects. 
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• Impact 3.15-3: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in construction of new or 
expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

• Impact 3.15-5: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the construction of new 
or expanded stormwater drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. 

• Impact 4.1: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to the cumulative degradation of 
the existing visual character of the region. 

• Impact 4.2: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to the cumulative impact on 
agricultural land and uses. 

• Impact 4.3: Specific Plan implementation would contribute to cumulative impacts on the 
region's air quality 

• Impact 4.13: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts on public 
services. 

• Impact 4.14: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts to the 
regional transportation network. 
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5.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that meet most or all project objectives 
while reducing or avoiding one or more significant environmental effects of the project. The range 
of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires an EIR to set forth 
only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6[f]). Where a potential alternative was examined but not chosen as one of the range of 
alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR briefly discuss the reasons the alternative 
was dismissed. 

Alternatives that are evaluated in the EIR must be potentially feasible alternatives. However, not 
all possible alternatives need to be analyzed. An EIR must “set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f).) The CEQA 
Guidelines provide a definition for a “range of reasonable alternatives” and, thus limit the number 
and type of alternatives that need to be evaluated in an EIR. An EIR need not include any action 
alternatives inconsistent with the lead agency’s fundamental underlying purpose in proposing a 
project. (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings 
(2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1166.) 

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be potentially feasible. In the context of CEQA, 
“feasible” is defined as: 

… capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological 
factors. (CEQA Guidelines 15364) 

The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR is not evidence that it is feasible as a matter of law, but 
rather reflects the judgment of lead agency staff that the alternative is potentially feasible. The 
final determination of feasibility will be made by the lead agency decision-making body through 
the adoption of CEQA Findings at the time of action on the Project. (Mira Mar Mobile Community 
v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 489 see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15091(a)) (3) 
(findings requirement, where alternatives can be rejected as infeasible); 15126.6 ([an EIR] must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation”).) The following factors may be taken into consideration in the 
assessment of the feasibility of alternatives: site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plan or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries, and the ability of the proponent to attain site control (Section 15126.6 (f) (1)). 

Equally important to attaining the project objectives is the reduction of some or all significant 
impacts, particularly those that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The 
following significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Chapters 
3.1 through 3.15 and in Chapter 4.0 (cumulative-level). The following environmental topics were 
found to have one or more impacts that were found to be significant and unavoidable: Aesthetics, 
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Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Public Services and Recreation, Transportation and 
Circulation, and Utilities. Those topics are summarized below: 

• Impact 3.1-3: Specific Plan implementation would result in substantial adverse effects or 
degradation of visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

• Impact 3.2-1: Specific Plan implementation would convert Important Farmlands to non-
agricultural land uses. 

• Impact 3.2-2: Specific Plan implementation would conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract. 

• Impact 3.3-1: Specific Plan implementation would conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

• Impact 3.3-2: Specific Plan implementation during project construction would expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

• Impact 3.3-3: Specific Plan implementation during project operation would expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

• Impact 3.13-3: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require 
the construction of school facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical 
environmental impacts. 

• Impact 3.13-4: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require 
the construction of park facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical 
environmental impacts. 

• Impact 3.13-5: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require 
the construction of other public facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical 
environmental impacts. 

• Impact 3.14-3: Implementation of the Specific Plan would conflict with or be 
inconsistent with CEQA Guideline section 15064.3, subdivision (b) – VMT per employee 
for non-residential uses. 

• Impact 3.15-1: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects. 

• Impact 3.15-3: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in construction of new 
or expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. 

• Impact 3.15-5: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the construction of 
new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. 

• Impact 4.1: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to the cumulative degradation 
of the existing visual character of the region. 
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• Impact 4.2: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to the cumulative impact on 
agricultural land and uses. 

• Impact 4.3: Specific Plan implementation would contribute to cumulative impacts on the 
region's air quality 

• Impact 4.13: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts on 
public services. 

• Impact 4.14: Specific Plan implementation may contribute to cumulative impacts to the 
regional transportation network 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the proposed project include future development of land for a wide variety of 
land uses including: Low Density Residential, Medium Low Density Residential, Medium Density 
Residential, Medium High Density Residential, Urban Neighborhood Residential, High Density 
Residential, Community Commercial, Recreation Commercial, General Commercial, Regional 
Commercial, Office, Business Park, Light Industrial, Neighborhood Mixed Use, Corridor/Center 
Mixed Use, Regional Mixed Use, Pocket Park, Neighborhood Park, Community Park, Open Space, 
Ponding Basin, Public Facility, Church, Special School, Elementary School, Elementary, Middle & 
High School, High School, and Fire Station uses, as well as the required transportation and utility 
improvements. 

Quantifiable Objective 

The quantifiable objective of the proposed project includes the future development of up to 
83,129 dwelling units (DU) (including 339 DU in the commercial category, 49,355 DU in the 
residential category and 33,436 DU in the mixed use category), and 59,777,271.15 square feet 
(SF) of non-residential uses. 

Specific Plan Guiding Principles 

The West Area Neighborhoods Specific Plan’s (“Specific Plan”) guiding principles are designed to 
form the direction of the Specific Plan, and how the Plan can best benefit the future of the Plan 
Area. The guiding principles incorporate input received from community members and formal 
recommendations of the Steering Committee. The guiding principles of the Specific Plan are 
summarized as follows: 

TRANSPORTATION 

• Accommodate and improve roadway access, connectivity and mobility among all modes 
of transportation, and prioritize roadway widening where bottlenecking exists. 

• Accommodate planned transit services in the West Area by locating routes near or 
adjacent to the community centers, schools, parks, and retail centers. 

• Provide a complete, safe, and well-maintained sidewalk network from residential 
neighborhoods to commercial centers, schools, parks, and community centers. 
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• Provide a complete, safe, and well-maintained roadway network that allows for efficient 
and smooth access from the West Area to other sections of the city and region. 

PARKS AND TRAILS 

• Create parks that are within existing and planned neighborhoods that are easily accessed 
by community members using pedestrian and bicycle pathways, transit services, or motor 
vehicles, consistent with the City of Fresno’s Parks Master Plan. 

• Provide for the location of a flagship regional park in the Plan Area that has components 
of the Plan Area’s agricultural history through the planting of drought-resistant vegetation 
or trees, and the creation of public art that exhibits the Plan Area’s contribution to the 
agricultural industry. 

• Increase the tree canopy to improve air quality while enhancing neighborhood 
streetscapes. 

AGRICULTURE 

• Incorporate elements of agriculture in future parks by planting a mixture of native 
drought tolerant vegetation, shrubs, and trees that can serve to provide shade and 
enhance the streetscape. 

• Encourage and provide land use opportunities for agritourism ventures to occur in the 
West Area. 

• Encourage the development of harvest-producing community gardens. 

RETAIL 

• Attract desired and needed local retail establishments to serve the needs of the West 
Area community. Such establishments include grocery stores, bakeries, restaurants 
(other than fast food), and boutiques. 

• Discourage the expansion of undesirable retail establishments such as liquor stores, 
tobacco and vapor stores, short-term loan and pawn shops, and adult stores. 

• Encourage the development of retail establishments along commercial corridors. 

HOUSING 

• Encourage a variety of housing types and styles. 
• Encourage the development of housing to accommodate an aging population including, 

multi-generational houses and other elder housing options. 
• Reaffirm the City’s commitment and obligation to affirmatively furthering access to fair 

and affordable housing opportunities by strongly encouraging equitable and fair housing 
opportunities to be located in strategic proximity to employment, recreational facilities, 
schools, neighborhood commercial areas, and transportation routes. 
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CATALYTIC CORRIDORS 

• Encourage the orderly and consistent development of civic, parkland, retail and 
commercial, mixed-use, and multi-family uses along West Shaw Avenue, West Ashlan 
Avenue, Veterans Boulevard, West Shields Avenue, West Clinton Avenue, and Brawley 
Avenue. 

EDUCATION 

• Attract much needed educational opportunities for the residents of the West Area, 
especially for post-secondary education, and access to programs for life-long learners. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

• Provide for safe routes to schools for children, with the City and County working together 
with residents, to provide sidewalks in neighborhoods that have sporadic access. 

• Work to promote Neighborhood Watch in all neighborhoods, and further assess the need 
for the location of emergency response facilities west of Highway 99. 

These Specific Plan guiding principles functionally represent project objectives as required by 
CEQA Guidelines section 15124, subdivision (b). 

5.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED 
One alternative, the Additional Annexation Alternative, was considered as an alternative to the 
proposed Specific Plan. Under the Additional Annexation Alternative, the land uses within the 
Plan Area would be changed as described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, but the area utilized 
for the development (i.e., the project footprint) would be increased to include the approximately 
160-acre area adjacent to the southwestern corner of the Plan Area.  The 160-acre area is bound 
by Shields Avenue on the north, Grantland Avenue on the east, Clinton Avenue on the south, and 
Garfield Avenue on the west. This area was recommended to be included in the Sphere of 
Influence expansion by a member of the Steering Committee. Under this alternative, the 
approximately 160-acre area would be designated Elementary School (12 acres), Low Density (48 
acres), Medium Low Density (90 acres) and Community (10 acres) by the proposed City land use 
map.1 This additional annexation area would allow for additional development within the Plan 
Area. The additional annexation area could accommodate an additional 708 residential units 
(including 168 Low Density units and 540 Medium Low Density units) and an additional 435,600 
SF of commercial uses. When compared to the Specific Plan, this Alternative would have equal 
impact on Aesthetic and Visual Resources and Land Use, but would have greater impact or an 
increased potential for greater impact under all other environmental categories. 

Figure 5.0-1 illustrates the Additional Annexation Alternative. 
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Expansion of the SOI is not permitted per General Plan Policy LU-1-g. The Additional Annexation 
Alternative would be inconsistent with this General Plan Policy. As such, the Additional 
Annexation Alternative would not be a feasible alternative to the Specific Plan. 

5.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THIS EIR 
Four alternatives to the proposed project were developed based on input from City staff, the 
public during the NOP review period, and technical analyses performed to identify the 
environmental effects of the proposed project. The alternatives analyzed in this EIR include the 
following four alternatives in addition to the proposed Specific Plan that is described in Chapter 
2.0, Project Description. 

• No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative; 
• Community Parks Alternative; 
• Lower Density Alternative. 

NO PROJECT (EXISTING GENERAL PLAN) ALTERNATIVE 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[e]) require consideration of a no project alternative that 
represents the existing conditions, as well as what would reasonably be expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the project were not approved.  For purposes of this analysis, the No Project 
(Existing General Plan) Alternative assumes that future development of the Plan Area would occur 
as allowed under the existing General Plan. The existing General Plan land use designations for 
the Plan Area could result in up to 82,646 dwelling units (DU) and up to 44,298,591 square feet 
(SF) of non-residential uses within the Plan Area. Comparatively, the Specific Plan land use would 
allow for the future development of up to 83,129 DU (including 339 DU in the commercial 
category, 49,355 DU in the residential category and 33,436 DU in the mixed use category), and 
59,777,271.15 SF of non-residential uses. As such, compared to the proposed Specific Plan, the 
No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would decrease the residential development 
potential by 483 DU and decrease the non-residential development potential by 15,478,680.15 
SF. It is noted that the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would fail to meet the project 
objectives identified for the Specific Plan. 

Figure 5.0-2 illustrates the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative. 

COMMUNITY PARKS ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar 
to what would be allowed under the proposed land use map. However, this alternative would 
provide 59.48-acres of additional Community Parks within the Plan Area near the intersection of 
Shaw Avenue and Hayes Avenue, including an 18.36-acre Community Park on the north side of 
Shaw Avenue and a 41.12-acre Community Park on the south side of Shaw Avenue. These 
Community Parks would include components of the Plan Area’s agricultural history through the 
planting of drought-resistant vegetation and trees, and would include public art that exhibits the 
Plan Area’s contribution to the agricultural industry. The park areas would not be designated by 
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the City for dual land uses. The proposed land use for these park areas would be Open Space 
(Community Park). 

Figure 5.0-3 illustrates the Community Parks Alternative. 

LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Lower Density Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar to 
what would be allowed under the proposed land use map, but at lower densities. This alternative 
would include lower densities throughout the Plan Area and would preserve rural residential and 
agricultural land along the southern and western boundaries of the Plan Area. Additionally, this 
alternative would focus the medium and higher density residential uses and commercial uses at 
available sites on major street corridors. A mixed use town center would be provided along Shaw 
Avenue. 

Figure 5.0-4 illustrates the Lower Density Alternative. 

ALTERNATIVES NOT SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 

A Notice of Preparation was circulated to the public to solicit recommendations to help the City 
formulate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project for inclusion in this Draft 
EIR. Additionally, a public scoping meeting was held during the public review period to solicit 
recommendations for a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. No specific 
alternatives were recommended by commenting agencies or the general public during the NOP 
public review process. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(f)(2) describes conditions under which consideration of 
alternative project location is appropriate. The key question to be considered is whether or not 
any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting 
the project in another location and whether the proposed project, placed at an alternative 
location, is environmentally superior to the proposed project. Only locations that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion 
in an EIR. 

The City of Fresno considered alternative locations early in the Draft EIR preparation process. The 
City’s key considerations in identifying an alternative location were as follows: 

• Is there an alternative location where significant effects of the project would be avoided 
or substantially lessened? 

• Is there a site available within the City’s Sphere of Influence with the appropriate size and 
characteristics such that it would meet the basic project objectives? 

The City’s consideration of alternative locations for the project included a review of previous land 
use planning and environmental documents in Fresno, including the General Plan. The City found 
that there are no potential alternative locations that exist within the City’s Sphere of Influence 
with the appropriate size and characteristics that would meet the basic project objectives. 
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5.4 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
The alternatives analysis provides a summary of the relative impact level of significance associated 
with each alternative for each of the environmental issue areas analyzed in this EIR. Following the 
analysis of each alternative, Table 5.0-1 summarizes the comparative effects of each alternative. 

NO PROJECT (EXISTING GENERAL PLAN) ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative assumes that future development of the Plan Area would occur as allowed under 
the existing General Plan. It is noted that the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would 
fail to meet the project objectives identified for the Specific Plan. 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
Under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, the Specific Plan Area would be 
designated with the same land use designations and circulation facilities as described in the 
Fresno General Plan. The No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would result in the 
eventual conversion of the undeveloped land from agricultural uses, which would contribute to 
changes in the regional landscape and visual character of the area. Under this alternative, the 
existing uses would remain. Similar to the proposed Specific Plan, future development within the 
Plan Area under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would be subject to the 
requirements of the General Plan and the Fresno Municipal Code, which includes design standards 
in order to ensure quality and cohesive design of the Specific Plan Area. Compliance with the City’s 
development review process and consistency with the General Plan and the Fresno Zoning 
Ordinance would ensure that impacts are reduced to the greatest extent possible. This alternative 
would equally impact the visual and aesthetic character of the site area compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan. Overall, this alternative would have equal impacts to aesthetics when compared to 
the proposed Specific Plan. The significant and unavoidable impact related to degradation of 
visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding would still occur under this alternative. 

Agricultural Resources 
The City’s existing General Plan land use map would allow fewer housing units and less non-
residential SF than the proposed Specific Plan. Because the same site and site area as the 
proposed Specific Plan would be developed under this alternative, impacts related to Williamson 
Act contracts, land use conflicts, and conversion of farmland to urban uses would be identical to 
the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, this alternative would have equal impacts to agricultural 
resources as the proposed Specific Plan. The significant and unavoidable impact related to 
agricultural resources would still occur under this alternative. 

Air Quality 
As described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would 
generate emissions during both the construction phase and the operational phase.  Construction 
related impacts would be similar under this alternative when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan, as the area of ground disturbance would be comparable, and the duration of construction 
would be comparable. However, under this alternative, mobile source emissions would slightly 
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decrease.  Mobile source (largely from vehicles) emissions are directly related to the number of 
vehicle trips generated by a project. Buildout under this alternative would facilitate up to 82,646 
new residential units. Based on the estimate of approximately 2.96 persons per dwelling unit, 
this alternative could result in up to approximately 214,879 new residents, while buildout under 
the proposed Specific Plan would allow for 83,129 new residential units, resulting in 
approximately 246,061 new residents. Therefore, under this alternative, less residential 
development would be allowed, resulting in a lesser increase in the number of residents, 
which would generate fewer daily vehicle trips when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan, resulting in decreased levels of pollutants from mobile sources. Therefore, this 
alternative would have decreased impacts related to air quality when compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan.  The significant and unavoidable impact related to air quality would still occur under 
this alternative. 

Biological Resources 
Potential impacts to biological resources are primarily related to the area proposed for 
disturbance and less on the type of urban uses that would occur on the Plan Area. Under the No 
Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, the Specific Plan Area would be designated with the 
same land use designations and circulation facilities as described in the Fresno General Plan. The 
No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would result in the eventual conversion of the 
undeveloped land from agricultural uses to urban uses, which would eliminate any movement 
habitat through the Specific Plan Area and any upland habitat adjacent to the movement 
corridors. Because the same site and site area as the proposed Specific Plan would be developed 
under this alternative, impacts related to biological resources would remain unchanged when 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 

Cultural and Tribal Resources 
According to the Cultural and Paleontological Resource Assessment, a total of 82 cultural 
resources have been previously recorded within the Plan Area. Of these cultural resources, four 
are historic archaeological sites and 78 are historic built environment resources. Additionally, as 
with most projects in the region that involve ground-disturbing activities, there is the potential 
for discovery of a previously unknown cultural and/or historical resource or human remains. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures incorporated into this EIR would reduce impacts 
associated with unknown cultural resources where they to be found. 

Under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, the Specific Plan Area would be 
designated with the same land use designations and circulation facilities as described in the 
Fresno General Plan. The No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would result in the 
eventual conversion of the undeveloped land from agricultural uses to urban uses. Because the 
same sites and site area as the proposed Specific Plan would be eventually disturbed by future 
development under this alternative, impacts related to cultural and tribal resources would remain 
unchanged when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 
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Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
The land use map for this alternative would allow fewer housing units and less population growth 
than the proposed Specific Plan. The future buildings and structures allowed under this alternative 
would be exposed to the same level of risk from geologic hazards as the proposed Specific Plan. 
However, as discussed further below, the number of residents and employees resulting from this 
alternative may decrease compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Because more people may be 
located in the Specific Plan Area under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, fewer 
people would be exposed to the risks from geologic hazards as compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan. Therefore, this impact would be slightly decreased under this alternative when compared to 
the proposed Specific Plan. 

Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy 
Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would generate GHG emissions during construction 
and operation. Short-term construction GHG emissions are a one-time release of GHGs and are 
not expected to significantly contribute to global climate change over the lifetime of a project. As 
described in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change and Energy, the proposed 
General Plan would result in less than significant impacts to Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change 
and Energy. The proposed Specific Plan would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Additionally, 
the proposed Specific Plan would be consistent with the current version of the City’s GHG 
Reduction Plan, which is considered a “Qualified Plan,” according to CEQA Guidelines §15183.5, 
thereby allowing for streamlined review process for proposed new development projects that are 
subject to discretionary review and trigger environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

Under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, the Plan Area would be developed with 
the same land use designations and circulation facilities as described in the Fresno General Plan. 
As described previously, buildout under this alternative would facilitate up to 82,646 new 
residential units. Based on the estimate of approximately 2.96 persons per dwelling unit, this 
alternative could result in up to approximately 214,879 new residents, while buildout under 
the proposed Specific Plan would allow for 83,129 new residential units, resulting in 
approximately 246,061 new residents. 

As explained in Section 3.14 (Transportation and Circulation), implementation of the Specific Plan 
would result in VMT per capita during the horizon year that is less than the VMT per capita for 
existing conditions in Fresno County. However, implementation of the Specific Plan would result 
in VMT per employee during the horizon year that is more than the VMT per employee for existing 
conditions in Fresno County. Under the Specific Plan, VMT per capita is 6.0 VMT or 39% lower, 
while VMT per employee is 2.2 VMT or 9% higher. The decrease in residential VMT is the result of 
the increased retail and employment opportunities within the Specific Plan Area, resulting in 
shorter trips or possible use of non-auto modes. VMT per employee would exceed the impact 
thresholds for employment land uses despite the mixed-use nature of the Specific Plan, most 
likely because the high amount of potential non-residential uses would attract additional long 
trips from outside of Fresno County. Mitigation measures for the VMT impacts of employment 
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uses in the Specific Plan Area would be focused on reducing the number and/or lengths of vehicle 
trips by employees. However, VMT per employee would remain significant and unavoidable. 
Additionally, the guiding principles of the Specific Plan support the policies of the General Plan; 
therefore, no conflict with policies, plans, and programs for alternative transportation would 
occur from future development and redevelopment under the proposed Specific Plan. 

Under this alternative, the amount of residential DU and non-residential SF would decrease 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan; therefore, because there would be fewer residents with 
fewer employment-centered uses under this alternative, VMT would decrease compared to the 
project. As such, the overall land use mix under this alternative would generally be seen to 
decrease per capita GHG emission levels. Therefore, impacts would be decreased under this 
alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The significant and unavoidable impact 
related to VMT per employee would likely be avoided under this alternative. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Large portions of the Plan Area are improved with existing residential, public facilities, 
commercial, mixed use, undeveloped rural land, and agricultural uses. These uses are spread 
throughout the entire Plan Area. Agricultural uses are primarily located in the western portion of 
the Plan Area. The developed uses are aggregated in the central and eastern portions of the Plan 
Area. 

Due to the long-term use of land for agricultural purposes, properties within the Plan Area may 
have residual soil (and potentially groundwater) contamination that may require remediation. 
Also, potentially hazardous building materials (e.g., asbestos containing materials, lead-based 
paint, etc.) could be encountered during demolition of existing structures to accommodate new 
development. A release into the environment could pose significant impacts to the health and 
welfare of people and/or wildlife, and could result in contamination of water (groundwater or 
surface water), habitat, and countless important resources. 

Like most agricultural and farming operations in the Central Valley, agricultural practices in the 
area have used agricultural chemicals including pesticides and herbicides as a standard practice. 
Residual concentrations of pesticides may be present in soil as a result of historic agricultural 
application and storage. Continuous spraying of crops over many years can potentially result in a 
residual buildup of pesticides in farm soils. Of highest concern relative to agrichemicals are 
chemicals such as chlorinated herbicides, organophosphate pesticides, and organochlorine 
pesticides, such as such as Mecoprop (MCPP), Dinoseb, chlordane, dichloro-
diphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), and dichloro-diphenyl-dichloroethylene (DDE). Other chemicals 
may also be present due to other built-up uses. As described in the Environmental Setting section 
of Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, there is a historical record of soil contamination 
at the Proposed Constance-Sierra Elementary School site, the Westlake Proposed 430 Acre 
Development, and the West Shields Elementary School site, each of which are at differing levels 
of cleanup status. Therefore, there is the potential for other sites to have experienced 
contamination or have a history of hazardous materials being used as part of previous or current 
operations. 
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The No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative is similar to the proposed Specific Plan in that 
both the Specific Plan and this alternative would result in future development of the entire 
Specific Plan Area with residential, commercial, mixed-use, and public uses. Because the land area 
to be developed would not change in comparison to the proposed Specific Plan, the potential for 
exposure to hazardous materials, or a release of hazardous materials would be similar with this 
Alternative. Similar to the proposed Specific Plan, new development would introduce new 
sensitive receptors into an area that contains land that has historically utilized chemicals for 
agricultural production. Any negative health effects associated with the residuals of these 
chemicals would be alleviated through compliance with state and federal regulations that require 
remediation when above certain thresholds. There would be a long-term potential for hazards 
associated with use and generation of household and commercial hazardous wastes, although 
compliance with state and federal regulations would be required. The No Project (Existing General 
Plan) Alternative would result in equal potential for such impacts. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Implementation of the Specific Plan has the potential to result in the violation of water quality 
standards and waste discharge of pollutants into surface waters during both construction and 
long-term operations. Construction operations could result in temporary increases in runoff, 
erosion, sedimentation, soil compaction and wind erosion effects that could adversely affect soils 
and reduce the revegetation potential at construction sites and staging areas. The long-term 
operation of the Specific Plan could result in long-term impacts to surface water quality from 
urban stormwater runoff and could enter groundwater or surface water systems. Additionally, 
the proposed Specific Plan would result in new impervious surfaces that could reduce rainwater 
infiltration and groundwater recharge. Mitigation measures incorporated into the project would 
reduce potential water quality impacts to a less than significant level. The Specific Plan would not 
place persons or structures in a flood hazard zone. 

Under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, future development allowed under the 
City’s existing General Plan would result in a similar amount of land covered with impervious 
surfaces compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Similar to the proposed Specific Plan, 
stormwater would flow into the City’s stormwater system via a network of drains, pipes, and 
detention basins. Future development projects allowed under the No Project (Existing General 
Plan) Alternative would be required to develop permanent storm water control measures and 
incorporate these measures into the alternative in order to mitigate the impacts of pollutants in 
storm water runoff from the alternative. Because the alternative would be required to implement 
improvements in order to manage and treat stormwater flows from the site, impacts related to 
water quality would be similar. 

As described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, when the proposed Specific Plan is 
eventually developed, the on-site impervious area would increase, leading to faster runoff rates. 
The No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would provide a similar amount of impervious 
surface on-site as compared to the proposed Specific Plan, which would also result in similar 
impacts related to rainfall infiltration and runoff during storm events as compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan. 
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As described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Specific Plan implementation has the 
potential to result in the discharge of pollutants into detention basins and storm drains, and would 
change the existing drainage pattern on the site, although these impacts are less than significant 
as a result of compliance with local, state, and federal regulations, as well as compliance with 
Specific Plan policies. Under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, these impacts 
would be similar and development of this Alternative would be required to comply with the 
regulatory requirements and General Plan policies to reduce potential impacts, similar to the 
Specific Plan. Therefore, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be similar under 
the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan.  

Land Use 
Unlike the proposed Specific Plan, the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would not 
require a change of the Specific Plan Area’s General Plan Land Use designations. This alternative 
would be consistent with the General Plan, including the goals, policies, and standards, and with 
the Zoning Code. The analysis in Section 3.10, Land Use, concluded that the proposed Specific 
Plan would not result in any significant land use impacts. The No Project (Existing General Plan) 
Alternative would allow fewer housing units and less population growth than the proposed 
Specific Plan. It is noted that this this alternative would not be consistent with General Plan Policy 
UF-13-a, which requires future planning, such as Specific Plans, neighborhood plans or Concept 
Plans, for Development Areas and BRT Corridors by the General Plan. The proposed Specific Plan 
Area is located in the West Area; therefore, the proposed Specific Plan will serve as an 
implementation tool to support the General Plans goals and objectives as well as a vital 
instrument for much needed comprehensive planning, to improve area-wide connectivity, 
housing opportunities, recreation, services and infrastructure improvements. For these reasons, 
this alternative would have slightly greater impacts related to land use as compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan. 

Noise 
As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, the primary sources of noise associated with implementation 
of the proposed Specific Plan are from increased vehicle trips on study area roadways in the 
project vicinity from on-site uses, and increased noise from future operation within the Specific 
Plan Area. Some existing noise-sensitive receptors located near the Plan Area are currently 
exposed to exterior traffic noise levels exceeding the 65 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard for 
residential uses. In some locations, the noise levels are predicted to increase to levels that would 
trigger a new exceedance of the 65 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard, or exceed the FICON 
allowable increase criteria. 

Under this alternative, noise associated with vehicle trips is expected to slightly decrease due to 
the decrease in population and employment, while other on-site noise sources would likely be 
comparable to those generated by the proposed Specific Plan.  When compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan, this alternative would result in an decrease in the number of housing units by 
approximately 483, resulting in approximately 1,429 fewer residents. Additionally, the decrease 
in non-residential development potential by 15,478,680.15 SF would result in fewer employees. 
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Therefore, this alternative would generate fewer daily vehicle trips and peak hour trips, which 
would generate decreased noise levels on area roadways when compared to the proposed 
project. Although this alternative would be subject to the mitigation measures identified for the 
project, due to the decrease in anticipated vehicle trips and associated noise, noise impacts would 
be decreased under this alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 

Population and Housing 
The City anticipates growth within the community over time, and has responded to the 
anticipated growth by establishing Development Areas in the General Plan, including the West 
Development Area, Southwest Development Area, and Southeast Development Area. The 
proposed Specific Plan seeks to provide for the orderly and consistent development that 
promotes and establishes complete neighborhoods within the West Area with enhanced 
transportation infrastructure, development of core commercial centers, creation of additional 
parkland, and encouraging the development of a diverse housing stock. The proposed Specific 
Plan is a planning document that implements the City’s intent to focus new development, and the 
growth that goes along with the new development, into the West Area. The proposed Specific 
Plan would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing and/or substantial numbers of 
people, but would instead provide new housing consistent with the City’s General Plan. The 
Specific Plan does not divide the community, but rather, it is an extension of the existing 
community. 

The City has undergone extensive planning efforts since 2017 to refine the General Plan’s land 
use vision for the West Area. Compared to the proposed Specific Plan, the No Project (Existing 
General Plan) Alternative would result in a decrease in the number of housing units by 
approximately 483 units, resulting in approximately 1,429 fewer residents. Currently, the city, and 
the state as a whole, are having a housing crisis due to the lack of housing stock coupled with a 
significant increase in homelessness. The State of California has even gone as far as to pass 
legislation with incentives for municipalities and developers to build more housing. In response 
to an increase in housing stock under this alternative, it would be anticipated that City would not 
need to look to other undeveloped areas of the region to supply housing stock to meet the 
regional demand and the State’s directive. This assumption is based entirely on the fact that 
California, and the city of Fresno, is having a housing shortage and an appropriate response to a 
shortage is to provide additional housing supply. Despite the decrease in residential uses under 
this alternative compared to the Specific Plan, the overall land use mix would still meet the 
minimum number of residential units and layout required for New Urbanism principals that are 
established in the General Plan for the Plan Area. Overall, because the population growth under 
this alternative would decrease compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this alternative would 
have a reduced impact when compared to the proposed project. 

Public Services and Recreation 
New development would place increased demands on public services such as police, fire, schools, 
parks, libraries, and other governmental services. As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services and 
Recreation, the proposed Specific Plan would not result in, or have the potential to require the 
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construction of addition fire or police department facilities which may cause substantial adverse 
physical environmental impacts. However, the proposed Specific Plan incorporates sites for new 
schools and parks. 

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project that require payment of impact fees 
to the City and other public agencies to ensure that the Specific Plan project does not have 
adverse financial impacts on these agencies. The Specific Plan includes land for schools and parks 
to ensure the increased demand for these services is met within the Plan Area. 

The No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would result in a decrease in the number of 
housing units by approximately 483 units, resulting in approximately 1,429 fewer residents. 
Therefore, under this alternative, there would be a decreased demand for schools, parks, and 
other public facilities when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Future development of 
schools and parks within the proposed Specific Plan was determined to contribute to significant 
and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impact 3.1-3), agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-
1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), transportation and circulation 
(Impact 3.14-3), and utilities (Impacts 3.15-1 through 3.15-3). These unavoidable impacts 
associated with construction of schools and parks under the No Project (Existing General Plan) 
Alternative would still occur. Therefore, when compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this 
alternative would have a decreased impact to public services and recreation. 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 5.0 

Transportation and Circulation 
As explained in Section 3.14 (Transportation and Circulation), implementation of the Specific Plan 
would result in VMT per capita during the horizon year that is less than the VMT per capita for 
existing conditions in Fresno County. However, implementation of the Specific Plan would result 
in VMT per employee during the horizon year that is more than the VMT per employee for existing 
conditions in Fresno County. Under the Specific Plan, VMT per capita is 6.0 VMT or 39% lower, 
while VMT per employee is 2.2 VMT or 9% higher. The decrease in residential VMT is the result of 
the increased retail and employment opportunities within the Specific Plan Area, resulting in 
shorter trips or possible use of non-auto modes. VMT per employee would exceed the impact 
thresholds for employment land uses despite the mixed-use nature of the Specific Plan, most 
likely because the high amount of potential non-residential uses would attract additional long 
trips from outside of Fresno County. Mitigation measures for the VMT impacts of employment 
uses in the Specific Plan Area would be focused on reducing the number and/or lengths of vehicle 
trips by employees. However, VMT per employee would remain significant and unavoidable. 
Additionally, the guiding principles of the Specific Plan support the policies of the General Plan; 
therefore, no conflict with policies, plans, and programs for alternative transportation would 
occur from future development and redevelopment under the proposed Specific Plan. 

Under the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative, the Specific Plan Area would be 
designated with the same land use designations and circulation facilities as described in the 
Fresno General Plan. As noted previously, the amount of residential dwelling units and non-
residential SF would increase compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Residential densities would 
be reduced and the land use map under the existing General Plan would not provide the same 
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opportunity for employees to live close to jobs; therefore, because there would be fewer 
residents with fewer employment-centered uses under this alternative, VMT would decrease 
compared to the project. For these reasons, this alternative would have a decreased impact to 
transportation and circulation when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The significant and 
unavoidable impact related to VMT per employee would still occur under this alternative. 

Utilities 
Future development within the Specific Plan would result in an increased demand for wastewater, 
potable water, storm drain, and solid waste services. Under the No Project (Existing General Plan) 
Alternative, the Specific Plan Area would be designated with the same land use designations and 
circulation facilities as described in the Fresno General Plan. However, this Alternative anticipates 
a decrease in the number of housing units by approximately 483 units, resulting in approximately 
1,429 fewer residents when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, it is anticipated 
that the overall demand for water, wastewater, solid waste, and storm drainage would be 
decreased under this alternative. As discussed in Section 3.15 (Utilities), the City’s preliminary 
water demand projections for the Plan Area under the General Plan were higher than for the 
Specific Plan. 

In conclusion, the No Project (Existing General Plan) Alternative would result in increased impacts 
to water demand. However, it is anticipated that this alternative would decrease the amount of 
solid waste and wastewater generated at the site compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 
Overall, impacts under this alternative are expected to be slightly decreased. 

Conclusion 
Table 5.0-1 summarizes the comparative effects of this alternative. As shown, the No Project 
(Existing General Plan) Alternative would result in equal impacts in six areas and slightly more 
impacts in one area. 

COMMUNITY PARKS ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar 
to what would be allowed under the proposed land use map. However, this alternative would 
provide 59.48-acres of additional Community Parks within the Plan Area near the intersection of 
Shaw Avenue and Hayes Avenue, including an 18.36-acre Community Park on the north side of 
Shaw Avenue and a 41.12-acre Community Park on the south side of Shaw Avenue. These 
Community Parks would include components of the Plan Area’s agricultural history through the 
planting of drought-resistant vegetation and trees, and would include public art that exhibits the 
Plan Area’s contribution to the agricultural industry. The park areas would not be designated by 
the City for dual land uses. The proposed land use for these park areas would be Open Space 
(Community Park). 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
Under the Community Parks Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar 
to what would be allowed under the proposed land use map. However, this alternative would 
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provide two Community Parks within the Plan Area, which would be about 59.48 acres in size. 
When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, assuming two community parks are constructed, 
this alternative would result in a decrease in the amount of Urban Neighborhood Residential, High 
Density Residential, and Corridor/Center Mixed Use development (i.e., the dual designations for 
the Community Park Area along Shaw Avenue and Hayes Avenue proposed by the Specific Plan). 
Nevertheless, developing the entire Specific Plan Area would likely result in buildings with equal 
stories as the proposed Specific Plan. Additionally, similar to the proposed Specific Plan, future 
development under the Community Parks Alternative would be subject to the Development 
Standards, Design Guidelines, and policies of the Specific Plan, as well as the City’s General Plan 
policies and actions. This alternative would equally impact the visual and aesthetic appeal of the 
site compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Overall, this alternative would have equal impacts 
to aesthetics when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The significant and unavoidable 
impact related to degradation of visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding would 
still occur under this alternative. 

Agricultural Resources 
The land use map for this alternative would be the exact same as the proposed Specific Plan, 
except 59.48 acres would be designated for the 59.48-acres of Community Parks. Under this 
Alternative, because the same site and site area as the proposed Specific Plan would be developed 
under this alternative, impacts related to Williamson Act contracts, land use conflicts, and 
conversion of farmland to urban uses would be similar to the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, 
this alternative would have equal impacts to agricultural resources as the proposed Specific Plan. 
The significant and unavoidable impact related to agricultural resources would still occur under 
this alternative. 

Air Quality 
As described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would 
generate emissions during both the construction phase and the operational phase.  Construction 
related impacts would be similar under this alternative when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan, as the area of ground disturbance would be comparable, and the duration of construction 
would be comparable. However, under this alternative, mobile source emissions are anticipated 
to slightly decrease.  Mobile source (i.e., vehicle) emissions are directly related to the number of 
vehicle trips generated by a project. When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, assuming two 
community parks are constructed, this alternative would result in a decrease in the amount of 
Urban Neighborhood Residential, High Density Residential, and Corridor/Center Mixed Use 
development. As such, the Community Parks Alternative is anticipated to result in a slight 
decrease in the number of housing units and non-residential SF, which would result in a slightly 
reduced population growth when compared to the proposed Specific Plan buildout due to the 
inclusion of 59.48-acres of community parks. Therefore, under this alternative, it is anticipated 
that slightly less people would be located in the Specific Plan Area generating less daily vehicle 
trips when compared to the proposed Specific Plan, which would produce lower levels of 
pollutants from mobile sources. Therefore, this alternative would have slightly reduced impacts 
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related to air quality when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The significant and 
unavoidable impact related to air quality would still occur under this alternative. 

Biological Resources 
Potential impacts to biological resources are primarily related to the area proposed for 
disturbance and less on the type of urban uses that would occur on the Plan Area.  Under the 
Community Parks Alternative, the Specific Plan’s development footprint would be the exact same 
as the proposed Specific Plan; therefore, an equivalent amount of habitat would be removed as 
the proposed Specific Plan, and a similar level of ground disturbing activities would occur as 
compared with the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan, potential impacts to biological resources would be equal under the Community Parks 
Alternative.  

Cultural and Tribal Resources 
According to the Cultural and Paleontological Resource Assessment, a total of 82 cultural 
resources have been previously recorded within the Plan Area. Of these cultural resources, four 
are historic archaeological sites and 78 are historic built environment resources. Additionally, as 
with most projects in the region that involve ground-disturbing activities, there is the potential 
for discovery of a previously unknown cultural and/or historical resource or human remains. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures incorporated into this EIR would reduce impacts 
associated with unknown cultural resources wee they to be found. 

The Community Parks Alternative would result in a similar level of ground disturbing activities and 
would have a similar potential to disturb or destroy cultural, historic, and archaeological 
resources, as well as paleontological resources. While the Specific Plan is not anticipated to result 
in significant impacts to cultural resources with mitigation, the Community Parks Alternative 
would result in equal potential for impacts to cultural resources. 

Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
The land use map for this alternative would be the exact same as the proposed Specific Plan with 
the exception that 59.48 acres would be designated for 59.48-acres of Community Parks. When 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan on the West Area, this alternative would result in a 
decrease in the amount of Urban Neighborhood Residential, High Density Residential, and 
Corridor/Center Mixed Use development. This would result in a slight decrease in the number of 
housing units and non-residential SF, which would result in a slightly reduced population growth 
when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The future buildings and structures allowed under 
this alternative would be exposed to the same level of risk from geologic hazards as the proposed 
Specific Plan. However, as discussed above, it is anticipated that the number of residents and 
employees resulting from this alternative may slightly decrease compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan. Because fewer people may be located in the Specific Plan Area under the 
Community Parks Alternative, fewer people would be exposed to the risks from geologic hazards 
as compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, this impact would be slightly decreased 
under this alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 
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Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy 
Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would generate GHG emissions during construction 
and operation. Short-term construction GHG emissions are a one-time release of GHGs and are 
not expected to significantly contribute to global climate change over the lifetime of a project. As 
described in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy, the proposed General 
Plan would result in less than significant impacts to Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and 
Energy. The proposed Specific Plan would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Additionally, the 
proposed Specific Plan would be consistent with the current version of the City’s GHG Reduction 
Plan, which is considered a “Qualified Plan,” according to CEQA Guidelines §15183.5, thereby 
allowing for streamlined review process for proposed new development projects that are subject 
to discretionary review and trigger environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, the land use map would be the same as the proposed 
Specific Plan, except 59.48 acres would be designated for Community Parks. When compared to 
the proposed Specific Plan on the West Area, this alternative would result in a decrease in the 
amount of Urban Neighborhood Residential, High Density Residential, and Corridor/Center Mixed 
Use development. This would result in a slight decrease in the number of housing units and non-
residential SF, resulting in a slight decrease in population growth. This would reduce Plan Area 
operational GHG emissions by an approximately equivalent amount when compared to the 
proposed project. Therefore, it is anticipated that under this alternative, impacts related to 
operational-GHG emissions would be slightly reduced when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan. With respect to mobile-GHG emissions, because the overall land use mix is generally the 
same as the proposed Specific Plan, it is assumed that it would create generally the same 
opportunities for non-motorized transportation options (such as walking or cycling) assisting with 
reducing mobile-related GHG emissions. Overall, because fewer people would likely result in the 
Specific Plan Area under this alternative, the mobile greenhouse gas emissions would slightly 
decrease when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. As such, the greenhouse gas emissions 
impact would be slightly reduced when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Large portions of the Plan Area are improved with existing residential, public facilities, 
commercial, mixed use, undeveloped rural land, and agricultural uses. These uses are spread 
throughout the entire Plan Area. Agricultural uses are primarily located in the western portion of 
the Plan Area. The developed uses are aggregated in the central and eastern portions of the Plan 
Area. 

Due to the long-term use of land for agricultural purposes, properties within the Plan Area may 
have residual soil (and potentially groundwater) contamination that may require remediation. 
Also, potentially hazardous building materials (e.g., asbestos containing materials, lead-based 
paint, etc.) could be encountered during demolition of historic, existing structures to 
accommodate new development. A release into the environment could pose significant impacts 
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to the health and welfare of people and/or wildlife, and could result in contamination of water 
(groundwater or surface water), habitat, and countless important resources. 

Like most agricultural and farming operations in the Central Valley, agricultural practices in the 
area have used agricultural chemicals including pesticides and herbicides as a standard practice. 
Residual concentrations of pesticides may be present in soil as a result of historic agricultural 
application and storage. Continuous spraying of crops over many years can potentially result in a 
residual buildup of pesticides in farm soils. Of highest concern relative to agrichemicals are 
chemicals such as chlorinated herbicides, organophosphate pesticides, and organochlorine 
pesticides, such as such as MCPP, Dinoseb, chlordane, DDT, and DDE. Other chemicals may also 
be present due to other built-up uses. As described in the Environmental Setting section of Section 
3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, there is a historical record of soil contamination at the 
Proposed Constance-Sierra Elementary School site, the Westlake Proposed 430 Acre 
Development, and the West Shields Elementary School site, each of which are at differing levels 
of cleanup status. Therefore, there is the potential for other sites to have experienced 
contamination or have a history of hazardous materials being used as part of previous or current 
operations. 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, the land use map would be the same as the proposed 
Specific Plan with the exception that 59.48 acres would have a Community Park land use 
designation for the two community parks. When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this 
alternative would result in a decrease in the amount of Urban Neighborhood Residential, High 
Density Residential, and Corridor/Center Mixed Use development. This would result in a slight 
decrease in the number of housing units and non-residential SF, which would result in a slightly 
reduced population growth when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Similar to the 
proposed Specific Plan, new development would introduce new sensitive receptors into an area 
that contains land that has historically utilized chemicals for agricultural production. Any negative 
health effects associated with the residuals of these chemicals would be alleviated through 
compliance with state and federal regulations that require remediation when above certain 
thresholds. There would be a long-term potential for hazards associated with use and generation 
of household and commercial hazardous wastes, although compliance with state and federal 
regulations would be required. Given that this alternative would likely result in a slight reduction 
of residential and non-residential development and that all of the sites maintain their underlying 
land use designations, it is expected that the Community Parks Alternative would generally have 
an equal impact to this topic relative to the proposed Specific Plan. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Implementation of the Specific Plan has the potential to result in the violation of water quality 
standards and waste discharge of pollutants into surface waters during both construction and 
long-term operations. Construction operations could result in temporary increases in runoff, 
erosion, sedimentation, soil compaction and wind erosion effects that could adversely affect soils 
and reduce the revegetation potential at construction sites and staging areas. The long-term 
operation of the Specific Plan could result in long-term impacts to surface water quality from 
urban stormwater runoff and could enter groundwater or surface water systems. Additionally, 
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the proposed Specific Plan would result in new impervious surfaces that could reduce rainwater 
infiltration and groundwater recharge. Mitigation measures incorporated into the project would 
reduce potential water quality impacts to a less than significant level. The Specific Plan would not 
place persons or structures in a flood hazard zone. 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar 
to what would be allowed under the proposed land use map. However, this alternative would 
provide two Community Parks within the Plan Area, which would be 59.48 acres in size. 
Approximately the same area as the proposed Specific Plan would be developed with the 
aforementioned uses in the future. When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this alternative 
would result in a decrease in the amount of Urban Neighborhood Residential, High Density 
Residential, and Corridor/Center Mixed Use development. The amount of land covered with 
impervious surfaces would be slightly reduced under this alternative due to the inclusion of 
community parks in lieu of urban development. 

Similar to the proposed Specific Plan, stormwater from the future buildings would flow into the 
City’s stormwater system via a network of drains, pipes, and detention basins.  Future 
development projects allowed under the Community Parks Alternative would be required to 
develop permanent storm water control measures and incorporate these measures into the 
alternative in order to mitigate the impacts of pollutants in storm water runoff from the 
alternative. Because the alternative would be required to implement improvements in order to 
manage and treat stormwater flows from the site, impacts related to water quality would be 
similar. 

As described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed Specific Plan 
implementation has the potential to result in the discharge of pollutants into detention basins 
and storm drains, and would change the existing drainage pattern on the site, although these 
impacts are less than significant as a result of compliance with local, state, and federal regulations. 
Under this alternative, these impacts would be similar as the proposed Specific Plan.  Overall, 
potential impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be similar under the Community 
Parks Alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 

Land Use 
Similar to the proposed Specific Plan, the Community Parks Alternative would require a change of 
the Specific Plan Area’s General Plan Land Use designations.  This alternative would be required 
to be consistent with the General Plan, including the goals, policies, and standards and with the 
Zoning Code. The analysis in Section 3.10, Land Use, concluded that the proposed Specific Plan 
would not result in any significant land use impacts. This alternative would provide generally the 
same housing and employment opportunities for the city. However, this alternative would include 
59.48-acres of Community Parks to allow for the development of two community parks, which 
would slightly reduce the overall housing and employment opportunities. Similar to the proposed 
Specific Plan, upon approval of the General Plan amendment, this alternative would be consistent 
with the City’s General Plan and other land use regulations, and therefore, would have similar 
land use impacts as the proposed Specific Plan. 
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Noise 
As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, the primary sources of noise associated with implementation 
of the proposed Specific Plan are from increased vehicle trips on study area roadways in the 
project vicinity from on-site uses, and increased noise from future operation within the Specific 
Plan Area. Some existing noise-sensitive receptors located near the Plan Area are currently 
exposed to exterior traffic noise levels exceeding the 65 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard for 
residential uses. In some locations, the noise levels are predicted to increase to levels that would 
trigger a new exceedance of the 65 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard, or exceed the FICON 
allowable increase criteria. 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar 
to what would be allowed under the proposed land use map. However, this alternative would 
provide two Community Parks within the Plan Area, which would be a 59.48 total acres in size. 
The remainder of the Plan Area would be developed with the same land uses as the proposed 
Specific Plan. When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this alternative would result in a 
slight decrease in the number of housing units and non-residential SF. The slight decrease in 
residential and non-residential development would result in a slight decrease in noise levels 
associated with traffic, stationary sources, and construction under this alternative; however, the 
decrease is anticipated to be negligible since the land designated for the future community parks 
would generate trips and generate on-site noise associated with the community park use. Overall, 
despite this slight reduction in urban development under this alternative, it is expected that some 
noise levels associated with traffic under this Alternative would still generate a potentially 
significant impact similar to the proposed Specific Plan. The same mitigation measures required 
for the proposed Specific Plan would be required for this alternative. As such, this alternative is 
expected to have an equal impact relative to the proposed Specific Plan. 

Population and Housing 
The City anticipates growth within the community over time, and has responded to the 
anticipated growth by establishing Development Areas in the General Plan, including the West 
Development Area, Southwest Development Area, and Southeast Development Area. The 
proposed Specific Plan seeks to provide for the orderly and consistent development that 
promotes and establishes complete neighborhoods within the West Area with enhanced 
transportation infrastructure, development of core commercial centers, creation of additional 
parkland, and encouraging the development of a diverse housing stock. The proposed Specific 
Plan is a planning document that implements the City’s intent to focus new development, and the 
growth that goes along with the new development, into the West Area. The proposed Specific 
Plan would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing and/or substantial numbers of 
people, but would instead provide new housing consistent with the City’s General Plan. The 
Specific Plan does not divide the community, but rather, it is an extension of the existing 
community. 

The City has undergone extensive planning efforts since 2017 to refine the General Plan’s land 
use vision for the West Area. Under the Community Parks Alternative, future development in the 
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Plan Area would occur similar to what would be allowed under the proposed Specific Plan’s land 
use map. However, this alternative would provide two Community Parks within the Plan Area, 
which would total 59.48 acres in size. This would result in a slight decrease in the overall number 
of housing units and non-residential SF, which would cause a slight decrease in the number of 
new residents and jobs generated under this alternative. Currently, the city, and the state as a 
whole, are having a housing crisis due to the lack of housing stock coupled with a significant 
increase in homelessness. The State of California has even gone as far as to pass legislation with 
incentives for municipalities and developers to build more housing. While buildout under this 
alternative might result in a slight decrease of housing stock, it is anticipated that this decrease 
would be negligible and the overall buildout of the Specific Plan under this alternative would be 
generally comparable to the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, it is anticipated that impacts to 
population and housing would be generally similar under this alternative when compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan. 

Public Services and Recreation 
New development would place increased demands on public services such as police, fire, schools, 
parks, libraries, and other governmental services. As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services and 
Recreation, the proposed Specific Plan would not result in, or have the potential to require the 
construction of additional fire or police department facilities which may cause substantial adverse 
physical environmental impacts. However, the proposed Specific Plan incorporates sites for new 
schools and parks. 

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project that require payment of impact fees 
to the City and other public agencies to ensure that the Specific Plan project does not have 
adverse financial impacts on these agencies. The Specific Plan includes land for schools and parks 
to ensure the increased demand for these services is met within the Plan Area. 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, the land use map would be the same as the proposed 
Specific Plan with the exception that 59.48 acres would have be designated for Community Park 
uses for the proposed community parks. This would result in a slight decrease in the number of 
housing units and non-residential SF in the Specific Plan area, which would result in a slightly 
reduced population when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, under this 
alternative, it is expected that there would be a slight decrease in demand for fire, police, schools, 
parks, and other public facilities when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The park demand 
would also be less under this alternative because the amount of parkland provided would increase 
compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 

It should be noted that the future development of a parks and open space within the proposed 
Specific Plan was determined to contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
aesthetics (Impact 3.1-3), agricultural resources (Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2), air quality 
(Impacts 3.3-1 through 3.3-3), transportation and circulation (Impact 3.14-3), and utilities 
(Impacts 3.15-1 through 3.15-3). The proposed land use map for this alternative includes 59.48 
acres for the development of two community parks. While the development of an additional park 
facility would contribute to this significant and unavoidable impact, it is anticipated that this 
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alternative would result in generally similar impacts relative to park and open space facilities
when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. However, the slight decrease in demand for fire,
police, schools, and other public facilities due to the slight decrease in population and jobs under
this alternative would have a slightly reduced impact to public services under this alternative. 

 
 
 

Transportation and Circulation 
As explained in Section 3.14 (Transportation and Circulation), implementation of the Specific Plan 
would result in VMT per capita during the horizon year that is less than the VMT per capita for 
existing conditions in Fresno County. However, implementation of the Specific Plan would result 
in VMT per employee during the horizon year that is more than the VMT per employee for existing 
conditions in Fresno County. Under the Specific Plan, VMT per capita is 6.0 VMT or 39% lower, 
while VMT per employee is 2.2 VMT or 9% higher. The decrease in residential VMT is the result of 
the increased retail and employment opportunities within the Specific Plan Area, resulting in 
shorter trips or possible use of non-auto modes. VMT per employee would exceed the impact 
thresholds for employment land uses despite the mixed-use nature of the Specific Plan, most 
likely because the high amount of potential non-residential uses would attract additional long 
trips from outside of Fresno County. Mitigation measures for the VMT impacts of employment 
uses in the Specific Plan Area would be focused on reducing the number and/or lengths of vehicle 
trips by employees. However, VMT per employee would remain significant and unavoidable. 
Additionally, the guiding principles of the Specific Plan support the policies of the General Plan; 
therefore, no conflict with policies, plans, and programs for alternative transportation would 
occur from future development and redevelopment under the proposed Specific Plan. 

Under the Community Parks Alternative, the land use map would be the same as the proposed 
Specific Plan with the exception that 59.48 acres would have a Community Park land use 
designation for the proposed community parks. When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, 
this alternative would result in a decrease in the amount of Urban Neighborhood Residential, High 
Density Residential, and Corridor/Center Mixed Use development. This would result in a slight 
decrease in the number of housing units and non-residential SF in the Specific Plan area, which 
would result in a slightly reduced population and number of jobs when compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan. The slightly reduced population and jobs under this alternative may slightly decrease 
the average daily vehicle trips. However, since the overall land use mix is generally the same as 
the proposed Specific Plan, it is anticipated that impacts to transportation and circulation would 
generally be the same under this alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The 
significant and unavoidable impact related to VMT per employee would still occur under this 
alternative. 

Utilities 
Future development within the Specific Plan would result in an increased demand for wastewater, 
potable water, storm drain, and solid waste services. Under the Community Parks Alternative, the 
land use map would be the exact same as the proposed Specific Plan with the exception that 59.48 
acres would have a Community Park land use designation for the proposed community parks. The 
community parks would include the planting of drought-resistant vegetation and trees to assist 
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in reducing overall water demand associated with landscaping. This 59.48-acre designation would 
result in a slight decrease in the number of housing units and non-residential SF in the Specific 
Plan Area, which would result in a slight reduction of population and jobs when compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan. Additionally, the proposed community parks would generate less 
wastewater, potable water, and solid waste demand than the underlying land uses. For these 
reasons, it is anticipated that the overall demand for wastewater, potable water, solid waste, and 
storm drainage under this alternative would be slightly less than the proposed Specific Plan. 
Therefore, this alternative would have slightly reduced impacts to utilities when compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan. 

Conclusion 
Table 5.0-1 summarizes the comparative effects of this alternative. As shown, the Community 
Parks Alternative would result in reduced or slightly reduced impacts in five areas and equal 
impacts in 10 areas. 

LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Lower Density Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar to 
what would be allowed under the proposed land use map, but at lower densities. This alternative 
would include lower densities throughout the Plan Area and would preserve rural residential and 
agricultural land along the southern and western boundaries of the Plan Area. Additionally, this 
alternative would focus the medium and higher density residential uses and commercial uses at 
available sites on major street corridors. A mixed use town center would be provided along Shaw 
Avenue. 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
Under the Lower Density Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar to 
what would be allowed under the proposed Specific Plan, but at lower densities. This alternative 
would include lower densities throughout the Plan Area and would preserve rural residential and 
agricultural land along the southern and western boundaries of the Plan Area. This would result 
in reduced light and glare impacts due to less development introduced into the Plan Area. 
Additionally, buildout of the Specific Plan under this alternative would result in less degradation 
of the visual character and quality of the site due to the preservation of land along the southern 
and western boundaries of the Plan Area. Similar to the proposed Specific Plan, future 
development under this alternative would be subject to the Development Standards, Design 
Guidelines, and policies of the Specific Plan, as well as the City’s General Plan policies and actions. 
Overall, despite this reduction in urban development under this alternative, it is expected that 
overall buildout of the Plan Area would still generate a significant and unavoidable impact related 
to visual quality and light and glare due to the conversion of farmland and open space into urban 
development; however, this alternative would result in less impacts to the visual and aesthetic 
appeal of the site when compared to the proposed Specific Plan due to the preservation of rural 
residential and agricultural land along the southern and western boundaries of the Plan Area. 
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Agricultural Resources 
The land use map for this alternative would include lower densities throughout the Plan Area and 
would preserve rural residential and agricultural land along the southern and western boundaries 
of the Plan Area. Because fewer agricultural areas would be developed under this alternative, 
impacts related to Williamson Act contracts, land use conflicts, and conversion of farmland to 
urban uses would be reduced when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, this 
alternative would have less impacts to agricultural resources as the proposed Specific Plan. The 
significant and unavoidable impact related to agricultural resources would still occur under this 
alternative, though to a lesser extent than the proposed Specific Plan. 

Air Quality 
As described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would 
generate emissions during both the construction phase and the operational phase. The land use 
map for the Lower Density Alternative would include lower densities throughout the Plan Area 
and would preserve rural residential and agricultural land along the southern and western 
boundaries of the Plan Area, resulting in a reduced development footprint. Construction related 
impacts would be reduced under this alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan, 
as the area of ground disturbance would be reduced, which would reduce the duration of 
construction. Additionally, under this alternative, mobile source emissions are anticipated to also 
decrease. Mobile source emissions are directly related to the number of vehicle trips generated 
by a project. The Lower Density Alternative would result in the development of lower densities 
throughout the Plan Area decreasing the number of housing units and non-residential SF, which 
would result in a reduced population growth when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 
Therefore, under this alternative, it is anticipated that less people would be located on the Specific 
Plan Area generating less daily vehicle trips when compared to the proposed Specific Plan, which 
would produce lower levels of pollutants from mobile sources. Therefore, this alternative would 
have reduced impacts related to air quality when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. The 
significant and unavoidable impact related to air quality would still occur under this alternative, 
though to a lesser extent than the proposed Specific Plan. 

Biological Resources 
Potential impacts to biological resources are primarily related to the area proposed for 
disturbance and less on the type of urban uses that would occur on the Plan Area. The Lower 
Density Alternative would include lower densities throughout the Plan Area and would preserve 
rural residential and agricultural land along the southern and western boundaries of the Plan 
Area. Therefore, under this alternative, the Specific Plan’s development footprint would be less 
than the proposed Specific Plan, resulting in less habitat removal and reduced ground disturbing 
activities when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, there would be less potential 
for impacts to biological resources under this alternative as compared with the proposed Specific 
Plan. 

The reduced development footprint would result in less ground disturbing activities and habitat 
removal, resulting in the preservation of more movement habitat and upland habitat adjacent to 
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the movement corridors along the southern and western boundaries of the Specific Plan Area. 
When compared to the proposed Specific Plan, the overall impacts to biological resources would 
be reduced under this alternative due to the preservation of the existing site conditions along the 
southern and western boundaries of the Specific Plan Area, resulting in less habitat loss and 
ground disturbing activities. 

Cultural and Tribal Resources 
According to the Cultural and Paleontological Resource Assessment, a total of 82 cultural 
resources have been previously recorded within the Plan Area. Of these cultural resources, four 
are historic archaeological sites and 78 are historic built environment resources. Additionally, as 
with most projects in the region that involve ground-disturbing activities, there is the potential 
for discovery of a previously unknown cultural and/or historical resource or human remains. 
Implementation of the mitigation measures incorporated into this EIR would reduce impacts 
associated with unknown cultural resources where they to be found. 

The Lower Density Alternative would result in a reduced level of ground disturbing activities and 
would have less potential to disturb or destroy cultural, historic, and archaeological resources, as 
well as paleontological resources. While the Specific Plan is not anticipated to result in significant 
impacts to cultural resources with mitigation, the Lower Density Alternative would result in less 
potential for impacts to cultural resources. 

Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
Under the Lower Density Alternative, future development in the Plan Area would occur similar to 
what would be allowed under the proposed Specific Plan, but at lower densities. This alternative 
would include lower densities throughout the Plan Area and would preserve rural residential and 
agricultural land along the southern and western boundaries of the Plan Area. This would result 
in a decreased number of housing units and non-residential SF introduced into the Plan Area, 
which would result in a reduced population and total jobs when compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan. The future buildings and structures allowed under this alternative would be exposed 
to the same level of risk from geologic hazards as the proposed Specific Plan. However, as 
discussed above, it is anticipated that the number of residents and employees resulting from this 
alternative would be less when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Because fewer people 
may be located in the Specific Plan Area under the Lower Density Alternative, fewer people would 
be exposed to the risks from geologic hazards as compared to the proposed Specific Plan. 
Therefore, this impact would be slightly decreased under this alternative when compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan. 

Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy 
Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would generate GHG emissions during construction 
and operation. Short-term construction GHG emissions are a one-time release of GHGs and are 
not expected to significantly contribute to global climate change over the lifetime of a project. As 
described in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy, the proposed Specific 
Plan would result in less than significant impacts to Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and 
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	Assembly Bill 170

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Urban Form, Land Use and Design Element
	Resource Conservation and Resiliency Element
	Healthy Communities Element
	Mobility and Transportation Element

	Fresno Municipal Code
	Fresno Council of Governments
	San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
	Air Quality Planning
	1-Hour Ozone Plan
	8-Hour Ozone Plan
	PM10 Plan
	PM2.5 Plan
	SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations
	SJVAPCD Indirect Source Review
	Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions
	National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
	Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations
	Nuisance Odors
	Employer Based Trip Reduction Program
	Assembly Bill 617




	3.3.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Approach to Analysis
	Table 3.3-6: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Significance Thresholds

	Criteria Pollutant Emissions Modeling
	Table 3.3-7: Land Use Assumptions for CalEEMod
	Operational Activities
	Construction Activities
	Mitigation

	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.3-1: Specific Plan implementation would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. (Significant and Unavoidable)
	Summary
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.3-2: Specific Plan implementation during project construction would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project regio...
	Table 3.3-8: Construction Project Generated Emissions (Maximum tons per year)
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.3-3: Specific Plan implementation during project operation would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region i...
	Table 3.3-9: Operational Project Generated Emissions (tons per year)
	Regulatory Compliance
	Project Effects on Public Health
	Ozone
	Table 3.3-10: BenMAP-Estimated Annual Mean Ozone Health Effects of the Project Emissions Across the San Joaquin Valley Model Domain1

	Particulate Matter

	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.3-4: Specific Plan implementation has the potential to result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a substantial number of people. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Odors
	Carbon Monoxide Hotspots
	Toxic Air Contaminants
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.3-5: Specific Plan implementation has the potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Ozone
	Operational Emissions
	Construction Emissions

	Particulate Matter
	Operational Emissions
	Construction Emissions

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Mitigation Measure(s)



	Operational Thresholds (TPY)
	Unit
	Amount
	PM2.5
	PM10
	SOx
	ROG
	NOx
	PM2.5
	PM10
	SOx
	ROG
	NOx
	Percentage of Background Health incidents as a proportion of Population
	Background Health Incidence
	San Joaquin Valley Population
	Health Endpoint2
	(Annual)
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	3.4.1 Environmental Setting
	Geomorphic Province and Bioregion
	Local Setting
	Location
	Topography
	Climate
	Existing Uses
	Surrounding Uses
	Vegetation
	Wildlife

	California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System
	Table 3.4-1: CWHR Land Cover Types
	Developed Cover Types
	Herbaceous Cover Types
	Aquatic Cover Types
	Other Cover Types
	Soils
	Table 3.4-2: USDA Soil Series Information

	Hydrogeomorphic Features

	Special-Status Species

	Status
	Habitat and Blooming Period
	(Fed./CA/
	Species
	CNPS)
	Status
	Habitat Requirements
	Geographic Distribution
	Species
	(Fed/CA)
	Invertebrates
	Amphibians
	Birds
	Fish
	Mammals
	Reptiles
	This page left intentionally blank.
	3.4.2 Regulatory Setting
	Federal
	Federal Endangered Species Act
	Migratory Bird Treaty Act
	Federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
	Clean Water Act – Section 404
	Clean Water Act – Section 401
	Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899

	State
	Fish and Game Code §2050-2097 - California Endangered Species Act
	Fish and Game Code §1900-1913 – California Native Plant Protection Act
	Fish and Game Code §3503, 3503.5, 3800 – Predatory Birds
	Fish and Game Code §1601-1603 – Streambed Alteration
	Fish and Game Code §3511, 3513, 4700, and 5050 – Fully Protected Species
	Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 3513, 4700, and 5050 pertain to fully protected wildlife species (birds in Sections 3511 and 3513, mammals in Section 4700, and reptiles and amphibians in Section 5050) and strictly prohibit the take of these species....
	California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines § 15380 – Unlisted Species Worthy of Protection
	California Wetlands Conservation Policy
	Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
	Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basins

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Parks, Open Space, and Schools Element

	Fresno Municipal Code


	3.4.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation
	Impact 3.4-1: Specific Plan implementation could directly or indirectly have a substantial adverse effect through habitat modifications or reductions, cause populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, substantially eliminate a community, or subs...
	Invertebrates
	Amphibians & Reptiles
	Fish
	Birds
	Mammals
	Plants
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.4-2: Specific Plan implementation has the potential to have substantial adverse effect on federally- or state-protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological ...
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.4-3: Specific Plan implementation would not have substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wil...
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.4-4: Specific Plan implementation would not interfere substantially with the movement of native fish or wildlife species or with established wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.4-5: Specific Plan implementation would not conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.4-6: Specific Plan implementation would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. (Less than Significant)
	Article 3, Street Trees and Parkways, of Chapter 13 of the Fresno Municipal Code contains the public tree policy, tree beautification and preservation regulations, and Special Tree List authorization. Section 13-302, Public Tree Policy, declares that ...
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	Key Terms
	Cultural and Historic Resources are defined as buildings, sites, structures, or objects that may have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance. Preservation of the city’s cultural heritage should be considered when...
	3.5.1 Environmental Setting
	Prehistory
	Paleoindian and Lower Archaic Periods (11,500 – 5,550 B.C.)
	Upper Archaic Period (550 cal B.C – cal 1100 A.D)
	Emergent/Late Prehistoric Period (cal A.D. 1100 – Historic Contact)

	Ethnology
	Historic Period Background
	Spanish Exploration
	Mexican Period
	Fresno History
	Plan Area History

	Cultural Resources in the Specific Plan Area
	California Historic Resources Information System

	Native American Consultation

	3.5.2 Regulatory Setting
	Federal
	National Historic Preservation Act
	American Indian Religious Freedom Act and Native American Graves and Repatriation Act
	Other Federal Legislation

	State
	California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR)
	California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
	State Laws Pertaining to Human Remains
	State Laws Pertaining to Paleontological Resources
	Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes 2004)
	Assembly Bill 52 (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014)

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Historic and Cultural Resources Element

	City of Fresno Historic Preservation Ordinance


	3.5.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.5-1: Specific Plan implementation may cause a substantial adverse change to a significant historical or archaeological resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, or a significant tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources...
	Archaeological Resources
	Tribal Resources
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.5-2: Specific Plan implementation may disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Mitigation Measure(s)




	3.6 Geo Soils and Seismicity_Fresno WANSP RDEIR_Public March 2025
	3.6.1 Environmental Setting
	Regional Geology
	Great Valley Geomorphic Province

	Site Geology
	Soil Survey
	Table 3.6-1: Plan Area Soils


	Faults and Seismicity
	Faults and Fault Systems
	Table 3.6-2: Fault Activity Rating

	No active faults are mapped within the city of Fresno.2F  Active faults are those showing evidence of surface displacement within the last 11,000 years.3F  The nearest faults to the Plan Area include the Nunez fault, located approximately 50 miles to ...
	Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone
	Seismicity
	Table 3.6-3: Richter Magnitude Scale for Earthquakes


	Seismic Hazards
	Seismic Ground Shaking
	Liquefaction
	Seismic Ground Settlement
	Lateral Spreading
	Landslides

	Non-Seismic Hazards
	Expansive Soils
	Erosion
	Subsidence

	Mineral Resource Classification
	Pursuant to Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA), the California State Mining and Geology Board oversees the mineral resource zone (MRZ) classification system. The MRZ system characterizes both the location and known/presumed economic value of u...

	Mineral Resources
	Location of Permitted Aggregate Mines

	Time Interval
	Geologic Period of last Rupture
	Fault Activity Rating
	Richter Magnitude 
	Effects of Intensity
	3.6.2 Regulatory Setting
	The following is an overview of the State and local regulations that are applicable to the proposed Specific Plan.
	State
	California Building Standards Code
	Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
	Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
	National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
	State Laws Pertaining to Paleontological Resources

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Noise and Safety Element
	Public Utilities and Services Element

	Fresno Municipal Code


	3.6.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation
	Impact 3.6-1: Specific Plan implementation would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic ground shaking or seismic related ground failure. (Less than Significant)
	There is the potential for groundshaking caused by seismic activity anywhere in California, including the Plan Area. In order to minimize potential damage to the buildings and site improvements, all construction in California is required to be designe...

	Impact 3.6-2: Specific Plan construction and implementation has the potential to result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.6-3: Specific Plan implementation has the potential to be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of Specific Plan implementation, and potentially result in landslide, lateral spreading,...
	Liquefaction
	Lateral Spreading
	Landslides
	Subsidence
	Conclusion
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.6-4: The Specific Plan would not be located on expansive soil creating substantial risks to life or property. (Less than Significant)
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.6-5: Project implementation has the potential to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.6-6: Specific Plan implementation would not have the potential to result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State, or in the loss of availability of a locally-...
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	3.7.1 Environmental Setting
	Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change Linkages
	Effects of Global Climate Change
	Public Health
	Water Resources
	Agriculture
	Forests and Landscapes
	Rising Sea Levels

	Energy Consumption
	Electricity Consumption
	Table 3.7-1. PG&E and the State of California Power Mix in 2022

	Oil
	Natural Gas/Propane


	California Power Mix 2022
	Energy Resources
	3.7.2 Regulatory Setting
	Federal
	Clean Air Act
	Energy Policy and Conservation Act
	Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct)
	Energy Policy Act of 2005
	Federal Climate Change Policy
	Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule

	State
	Statutes Setting Statewide GHG Reduction Targets
	Assembly Bill 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act)
	Senate Bill 32

	Statute Setting Target for the Use of Renewable Energy for the Generation of Electricity
	California Renewables Portfolio Standard

	Statutes and CARB Regulations Addressing the Carbon Intensity of Petroleum-based Transportation Fuels
	Assembly Bill 1493, Pavley Clean Cars Standards

	Electric Car Mandate
	Innovative Clean Transit Rules for Public Transportation
	Cap and Trade Program
	Statute Intended to Facilitate Land Use Planning Consistent with Statewide Climate Objectives
	California Senate Bill 375 (Sustainable Communities Strategy)

	Climate Change Scoping Plans
	2022 Scoping Plan Update
	SB 605 and SB 1383
	Assembly Bill 1757

	Building Code Requirements Intended to Reduce GHG Emissions
	California Energy Code
	California Green Building Standards Code
	Title 20
	Solid Waste
	Regional


	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Urban Form, Land Use and Design Element
	Resource Conservation and Resiliency Element
	Healthy Communities Element
	Mobility and Transportation Element



	3.7.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Greenhouse Gas Emissions Thresholds of Significance
	Thresholds of Significance (Energy Conservation)
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.7-1: Specific Plan implementation could generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose...
	Table 3.7-2: Summary of Statewide GHG Reduction Strategies that Apply to the Project
	Table 3.7-3:  Construction GHG Emissions (Unmitigated Average MT CO2e/year)
	Table 3.7-4:  Operational GHG Emissions (Unmitigated Metric Tons/Year)
	Table 3.7-5:  Project Consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan
	Table 3.7-5:  Project Consistency with the Fresno COG’s 2022 RTP/SCS
	These off-site emission reductions have the ancillary benefit of reducing GHG emissions, beyond what has been modeled herein. For example, the reduction in carbon intensity of natural gas burning inserts compared with open-hearth fireplaces is improve...
	The proposed Project includes various policies that would help to minimize GHG emissions. These policies are listed below.
	 IPR 1.1 Implement the Active Transportation Plan, ADA Transition Plan for ROW, and the General Plan to provide for complete, safe, and well-maintained sidewalk, bicycle, and trail networks that are compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act,...
	 IPR 1.3 Collaborate with Central Unified School District and Fresno County to support complete routes to schools by collecting family travel data, prioritizing infrastructure improvements near schools and to promoting annual Walk & Bike to School Da...
	 IPR 1.6 Require the installation of bicycle-supportive infrastructure to future development and roadway improvements, including bike parking facilities as well as through lanes and detection loops at every signaled intersection where Class II and Cl...
	 IPR 1.8 Expand transit services in the West Area as development occurs, by locating routes near or adjacent to civic centers, schools, public parks, and retail centers and explore feasibility to create a West Area-Downtown Connector Route.
	 IPR 1.9 When a project generates Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) above an established threshold, require mitigation consistent with the City’s VMT Program. If consistent with the Program, mitigation could potentially include funding for active transpor...
	 IPR 1.11 When improvements related to large employers or schools (defined as having 100 or more employees or students) are proposed, consider requiring a subsidized transit pass program for employees and students.
	 IPR 1.17 Address issues of vehicle congestion in the West Area through a) studying congestion patterns, location, and traveler characteristics to determine potential solutions. Furthermore, new development should strive to promote active transportat...
	 IPR 1.18 Encourage the use of micromobility in the West Area, consider it when designing or retrofitting transportation-related infrastructure, and explore potential for integration with public transit.
	 LUH 1.1 Continue to implement policies that encourage orderly development and discourage premature development of land near the planned urban fringe.
	 LUH 3.1 Attract desired and needed local retail establishments to serve the needs of the West Area community, such as grocery stores, bakeries, restaurants (other than fast food places), and boutiques - with a special focus on Catalytic Corridors.
	Conclusion

	Impact 3.7-2: Specific Plan implementation would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary use of energy resources, or conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. (Less than Significant)
	Table 3.7-6:  On-road Mobile Fuel Generated by Project Construction Activities – By Phase

	Impact 3.7-3: Specific Plan implementation would not generate a cumulative impact on climate change from increased project-related greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant and Less than Cumulatively Considerable)
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	3.8.1 Environmental Setting
	Physical Setting
	Project Location
	Existing Site Uses
	Existing Surrounding Uses
	Site Topography
	Site Soils
	Table 3.8-1: Plan Area Soils


	Hazards Assessment
	Adjoining Properties
	Historical Use Information
	Environmental Records and Databases



	Hazardous Material Sites
	Source: State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker (2019).
	Wildfire Hazards

	3.8.2 Regulatory Setting
	The following is an overview of the federal, State, and local regulations that are applicable to the proposed Specific Plan.
	Federal
	Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
	Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
	Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
	Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act
	Toxic Substances Control Act
	The Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act
	Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act

	State
	California Health and Safety Code
	California Code of Regulations Title 22 and Title 26
	California Government Code Section 65962.5
	Occupational Safety and Health Act

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Noise and Safety Element
	Public Utilities and Services Element

	Fresno Municipal Code
	Fire Department Hazardous Materials Response Team
	Emergency Operations Plan
	Fresno County Environmental Health Department
	Fresno County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan
	Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA)


	3.8.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.8-1: Specific Plan implementation has the potential to create a significant hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the releas...
	Construction Phase Impacts
	Operational Phase Impacts
	The operational phase of implementation of the Specific Plan would occur after construction is completed and business operators/employees, and residents move in to occupy the structures and facilities on a day-to-day basis. Hazardous waste generators ...
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.8-2: Specific Plan implementation has the potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.8-3: Specific Plan implementation would not result in impacts from being included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.8-4: Specific Plan implementation would not result in safety hazards for people residing or working in the Plan Area as a result of public airport or public use airport. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.8-5: Specific Plan implementation would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.8-6: Specific Plan implementation would not have the potential to expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury or death from wildland fires, or result in any other wildfire impact. (Less than Significant)
	Hazards related to Wildland Fires
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	3.9.1 Environmental Setting
	Regional Hydrology
	Climate
	Watersheds
	Table 3.9-1: State of California Watershed Hierarchy Naming Convention
	Table 3.9-2: USGS Watershed Hierarchy Naming Convention

	Hydrologic Region
	Groundwater

	Local Setting
	Groundwater
	Groundwater Wells in the Plan Area
	Table 3.9-3: Plan Area Well Capacity

	Groundwater Quality

	Drainage
	Flooding
	Dam Failure
	Stormwater Quality
	303(d) Impaired Water Bodies



	Approximate Square Miles (Acres)
	Watershed Level
	Description
	Name
	Number of HUCs
	Digit
	Level
	Hydrologic Unit
	Rated Capacity (GPM)1
	Pump Horsepower
	Well Number
	3.9.2 Regulatory Setting
	Federal
	Clean Water Act
	Federal Emergency Management Agency
	National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

	State
	California Water Code
	State Water Resources Control Board

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Noise and Safety Element
	Public Utilities and Services Element
	Resource Conservation and Resilience Element
	Parks, Open Space, and Schools Element

	Fresno Municipal Code
	FMFCD Storm Drainage Master Plan
	North Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency Groundwater Sustainability Plan
	Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basin


	3.9.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation
	Impact 3.9-1: The Specific Plan would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during construction. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.9-2: The Specific Plan would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during operation. (Less than Significant)
	Specific Plan Policies that Reduce Potential Impacts

	Impact 3.9-3: The Specific Plan would not decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. (Less than Significant)
	Specific Plan Policies That Reduce the Potential Impacts

	Impact 3.9-4: The Specific Plan would not alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would resul...
	Impact 3.9-5: The Specific Plan would not release pollutants due to Plan Area inundation by flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.9-6: The Specific Plan would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant)
	Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Valley Region

	Groundwater Management Plan
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	3.10.1 Environmental Setting
	Existing Physical Environment
	Plan Area
	Existing Land Uses
	Existing Zoning
	Surrounding Land Uses


	3.10.2 Regulatory Setting
	State
	Government Code
	State of California Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	General Plan Elements
	General Plan Land Use Map: The Fresno General Plan Land Use Map portrays the ultimate uses of land in the city of through land use designations. The City of Fresno General Plan designates the Plan Area as: Low Density Residential, Medium Low Density R...

	Fresno Municipal Code Chapter 15: Citywide Development Code
	Zoning Map

	County of Fresno General Plan
	Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission


	3.10.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.10-1: The proposed Specific Plan would not physically divide an established community. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.10-2: The proposed Specific Plan would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Signific...
	Consistency with State Plans
	Consistency with Fresno General Plan
	City of Fresno Zoning Code
	Consistency with Fresno County’s Land Use Plans
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	3.11.1 Environmental Setting
	Key Terms
	Fundamentals of Acoustics
	Table 3.11-1: Typical Noise Levels

	Effects of Noise on People
	Existing Noise Levels
	Table 3.11-2: Short-Term Noise Measurement Summary
	Table 3.11-3: Long-Term Noise Measurement Summary

	Existing Noise Environment
	Roadway Noise
	Table 3.11-4: Existing Exterior Noise Levels Along Roadways (dBA, CNEL)


	Vibration Sources in the Plan Area

	Common Indoor Activities
	Noise Level (dBA)
	Common Outdoor Activities
	A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA)
	Time
	Approx. Address
	Location
	L50
	L25
	L8
	L2
	LMIN
	LMAX
	LEQ
	A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA)
	Approx. Address
	Description
	Date
	Location
	Night-time LEQ
	Evening LEQ
	Day-time LEQ
	CNEL
	3.11.2 Regulatory Setting
	Federal
	Noise Control Act of 1972

	State
	California Environmental Quality Act
	Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Table 3.11-5: Transportation (Non-Aircraft) Noise Sources
	Table 3.11-6: Stationary Noise Source Standards
	Noise Element
	Table 3.11-7: Ambient Noise




	Interior Spaces
	Outdoor Activity Areas1,3
	Noise Sensitive Land Uses
	Leq dB2, 4
	Ldn/CNEL, db
	Ldn/CNEL, db
	Nighttime
	Daytime
	 (10:00 PM – 7:00 AM)
	 (7:00 AM – 10:00 PM)
	Sound Level Decibels
	Time
	District
	3.11.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Noise Standards
	Table 3.11-8: Significance of Changes in Noise Exposure

	Vibration Standards

	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.11-1: Specific Plan implementation could potentially substantially increase mobile noise levels at existing and proposed receptors. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Table 3.11-10: Change in Noise Along Roadways Due to the Proposed Specific Plan (dBA, CNEL)

	Impact 3.11-2: Specific Plan implementation would not substantially increase noise levels associated with construction and demolition activities. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Table 3.11-11: Typical Construction Noise Levels
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.11-3: Specific Plan implementation would not substantially increase noise vibration association with construction activities. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Table 3.11-12: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.11-4: Specific Plan implementation would not substantially increase stationary noise at sensitive receptors. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Due to the suburban/rural nature of the Plan Area, future development of the Plan Area will result in a substantial increase in existing ambient noise conditions. Increases in ambient noise levels associated with existing and future stationary noise i...
	Table 3.11-13: Typical Stationary Noise Levels

	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.11-5: Specific Plan implementation would not substantially increase ambient interior noise at future sensitive receptors. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
	Mitigation Measure(s)

	Impact 3.11-6: Specific Plan implementation would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive airport or aircraft noise. (Less than Significant)


	Increase Required for Significant Impact
	Ambient Noise Level Without Project, Ldn
	Noise Levels (dBA) at 50 feet
	Type1
	Equipment Powered by Internal Combustion Engines
	Impact Equipment
	Approximate Vibration Level
	Peak Particle Velocity @ 25 feet
	LV (VdB) @ 25 feet 
	(inches/second)
	Type of Equipment
	Noise Levels (dBA) at 10 feet1
	Type
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	3.12.1 Environmental Setting
	Demographics
	Population Trends
	Housing Stock
	Source: State of California, Department of Finance, E-8 Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2000-2010 and E-5 Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-2020, with 2010 Census Benchmark.
	Persons Per Dwelling Unit
	Jobs: Housing Balance
	Growth Projections

	Annual Average Change
	Population
	Year
	Annual Average Change
	Housing Units
	Year
	3.12.2 Regulatory Setting
	State
	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Urban Form, Land Use, and Design Element
	Land Use Element
	Housing Element



	3.12.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.12-1: Implementation of the Specific Plan would not induce unplanned substantial population growth. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.12-2: Implementation of the Specific Plan would not displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing. (Less than significant)
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	3.13.1 Environmental Setting
	Police Protection
	Table 3.13-1: City of Fresno Crime Statistics (2016-2018)

	Fire Protection and Emergency Services
	Schools
	Central Unified School District
	Table 3.13-3: Central Unified School District: School Inventory and 2020/2021Enrollment and Classroom Capacity


	Library Services
	Parks and Recreation System
	Table 3.13-4: City of Fresno Park and Recreation Facilities


	3.13.2 Regulatory Setting
	State
	Police Protection
	California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
	California Fire Code and Uniform Fire Code
	California Health and Safety Code
	National Fire Protection Association 1710

	Parks/Recreation
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	California Department of Education
	The Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2002 (Prop 47)
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	Local
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	City of Fresno Impact Fees
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	Thresholds of Significance
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.13-1: The proposed Specific Plan may require the construction of fire department facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.13-2: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require the construction of police department facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.13-3: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require the construction of school facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. (Significant and Unavoidable)
	Impact 3.13-4: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require the construction of park facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. (Significant and Unavoidable)
	Impact 3.13-5: The proposed Specific Plan may result in, or have the potential to require the construction of other public facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. (Significant and Unavoidable)
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	Impact 3.14-1: Implementation of the Specific Plan would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. (Less than Significant)
	Impact 3.14-2: Implementation of the Specific Plan would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline section 15064.3, subdivision (b) – VMT per capita for residential uses. (Less Than Significant)
	Impact 3.14-3: Implementation of the Specific Plan would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline section 15064.3, subdivision (b) – VMT per employee for non-residential uses. (Significant and Unavoidable)
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	Impact 3.14-5: Implementation of the Specific Plan would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than Significant)
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	Existing Setting
	In the Plan Area, wastewater generally flows from the north to the south. There are no lift stations or other special structures to aid in wastewater collection in the Plan Area. Eight-inch, 10- to 18-inch, 20- to 20-inch, and greater than 36-inch was...
	Fresno-Clovis Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facility
	North Fresno Wastewater Reclamation Facility
	Effluent Disposal and the Recycled Water System
	Future Wastewater Flow and Effluent Disposal

	Regulatory Setting – Wastewater
	The following is an overview of the federal, State and local regulations related to wastewater that are applicable to the proposed Specific Plan.
	State and Federal
	Clean Water Act (CWA) / National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits
	Local
	Fresno Municipal Code
	Fresno General Plan

	Thresholds of Significance –Wastewater
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.15-1: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)
	Impact 3.15-2: The proposed Specific Plan would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the Plan Area that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the Specific Plan’s projected demand in additio...
	Table 3.15-1:  Wastewater Generation
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	Water Demand
	Historical and Existing Water Demand
	Table 3.15-2:  Historical Water  Demand
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	Water Supply
	Surface Water Contracts
	Groundwater
	Table 3.15-5: City of Fresno Historical Groundwater Production
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	Regulatory Setting – Water Supplies
	The following is an overview of the State and local regulations related to water supplies that are applicable to the proposed Specific Plan.
	State
	The Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water Code Sections 10610-10610.4) requires urban water suppliers such as Cal Water that provide water for municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers, or more than 3,000 AFY of water, to prepare...
	Local
	Fresno General Plan

	Thresholds of Significance – Water Supply
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.15-3: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in construction of new or expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)
	Impact 3.15-4: The proposed Specific Plan would not have insufficient water supplies available to serve the Plan Area and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. (Less than Significant)
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	Existing Setting
	Storm Drain System
	Floodplain Mapping

	Regulatory Setting – Stormwater
	The following is an overview of the federal, State and local regulations related to stormwater that are applicable to the proposed Specific Plan.
	Federal
	Clean Water Act
	National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
	Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

	State
	Department of Water Resources
	California Water Code
	Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basin

	Local
	Fresno General Plan
	Fresno Municipal Code

	Thresholds of Significance – Stormwater
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.15-5: The proposed Specific Plan would require or result in the construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Significant and Unavoidable)


	3.15.4 Solid Waste
	Existing Setting
	Regulatory Setting – Solid Waste
	The following is an overview of the State and local regulations related to solid waste that are applicable to the proposed Specific Plan.
	State
	AB 939: California’s Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
	AB 341 (75 Percent Solid Waste Diversion)
	SB 1374 (Construction and Demolition Waste Materials Diversion)
	California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen)

	Local
	Fresno General Plan


	Thresholds of Significance – Solid Waste
	Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	Impact 3.15-6: The proposed Specific Plan would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Plan Area’s solid waste disposal needs, and would comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to s...
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