APPENDIX G/INITIAL STUDY FOR A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Environmental Checklist Form for:
Development Permit Application No. P21-02699 and
Tentative Parcel Map No. P21-05930

Project title:
Development Permit Application No. P21-02699 and Tentative Parcel Map
No. P21-05930

Lead agency name and address:

City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Contact person and phone number:
McKencie Perez, MPA, Supervising Planner
City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
(559) 621-8066

Project location:

2740 West Nielsen Avenue: Northeast of intersection of North Marks Avenue and West
Nielsen Avenue

(Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APNs]: 458-020-71 and 458-020-72)

Figure 1 shows the site’s regional and local context. Figure 2 depicts an aerial
photograph of the project site and surrounding land uses.

Project sponsor's name and address:
Jake Kurth

Scannell Properties

8801 River Crossing Boulevard, Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46240

General & Community plan land use designation:
Heavy Industrial

Zoning:
Heavy Industrial (IH)

Description of project:

Development Permit Application No. P21-02699 and Tentative Parcel Map
No. P21-05930 was filed by Scannell Properties. The applicant proposes to construct
four office/warehouse buildings with a total area of 901,438 square feet, as well as
associated circulation, parking, and infrastructure improvements.




Figure 1: Regional Project Location









Project Site
The 48.03-acre project site is currently vacant but formerly consisted of a former

industrial warehouse that has previously been demolished. The project site is bounded
to the north by vacant, undeveloped land, to the east by North Hughes Avenue, to the
south by West Nielsen Avenue, and to the west by North Marks Avenue. Regional
access to the site is provided by State Route 180 (SR-180), which is located
approximately 0.3 mile south of the project site, and State Route 99 (SR-99), which is
located approximately 0.8 miles east of the project site.

Project Characteristics

The project would result in the construction of four office/warehouse buildings
that would be configured for heavy industrial uses by tenants that have not
been identified. The proposed buildings would result in a total gross floor area of
approximately 901,438 square feet. The buildings’ exterior would be up to 44 feet high
with an interior height of up to 36 feet and designed with a total of 201 loading dock
doors on the north and south sides of the buildings. The four buildings would be
comprised of the following: Building 1 would be 468,812 square feet and would provide
122 loading dock doors; Building 2 would be 248,786 square feet and would provide
46 loading dock doors; Building 3 would be 93,074 square feet and would provide
18 loading dock doors; and Building 4 would be 90,766 square feet and would provide
15 loading dock doors. Figure 3 shows the project site plan.

As identified above, future tenants have not been identified. Therefore, this analysis
assumes that the proposed project would be operational 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week; however, it is possible that future tenants may operate less hours than covered
in this analysis.

The proposed project would comply with the latest California Green Building Standards
Code (CALGreen) building measures and Title 24 standards.

Access, Circulation, and Parking
As shown in Figure 3, vehicular access to the site would be provided by North Hughes
Avenue, West Nielsen Avenue, and North Marks Avenue.

A total of 594 on-site parking spaces would be provided for vehicles and trucks. Of the
594 parking spaces, 385 spaces would be dedicated for standard vehicles, 11 spaces
would be dedicated for accessible standard vehicles, and 10 spaces would be
dedicated for accessible vans. The remaining 188 spaces would be dedicated for
trailers and would be located along the eastern and western edges of the project site
and would be located behind two 8-foot-tall gates, which would be installed to separate
the general parking area from the truck storage and dock loading area.

Open Space and Landscaping
Consistent with City of Fresno (City) requirements, landscaping would be provided
throughout the project site.







Utilities and Infrastructure

The project site is located in an urban area and is currently served by existing utilities,
including: water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, electricity, and natural gas
infrastructure. Proposed utility connections are discussed below.

Water

Water service to the project site would be provided by the City. New water within the
project site would connect to the existing 14-inch main located on North Marks Avenue
and the 16-inch main on North Hughes Avenue. The project would also include an on-
site 12-inch main.

Wastewater

The City would provide wastewater collection and treatment for the proposed project,
and maintains an existing 12- to 18-inch line located in West Nielsen Avenue. The
proposed project includes the installation of a new on-site 8-inch wastewater line that
would connect to the City’s existing line.

Stormwater

The proposed project would include construction of a new curb and gutter along North
Marks Avenue, West Nielsen Avenue, and North Hughes Avenue that would connect
to the existing Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) stormwater system.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Electricity and natural gas services to the site are provided by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E). Existing underground utility connections and gas mains provide
electricity and gas to the project site. New underground electrical lines would be
installed.

Grading and Construction

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to occur in two phases occurring
over a total 24-month period starting in the first quarter of 2022 and ending in 2024.
The first phase would include the construction of Buildings 2, 3, and 4 and would occur
for 12 months. The second phase would include the construction of Building 1 and
would occur for 12 months. The proposed project would comply with City standards,
including the City’s current building code, landscape standards, and lighting standards.
In addition, the proposed project would be graded similar to other developments
throughout the City.

APPROVALS/PERMITS
The following approvals are required by the City of Fresno:

e Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)
e Design review

e Tentative parcel map

e Water connection(s)

e Sanitary sewer connection(s)




9. | Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
- Planned Land Use Existing Zoning Existing Land Use
Heavy Industrial/ . Heavy Industrial/
North Cemetery Heavy Industrial (IH) Cemetery
East Light Industrial/ Light Industrial (IH)/ Public and Light Industrial/
Cemetery Institutional (PI) Cemetery
South Highway & Auto/ Commercial Highway & Auto Highway & Auto/
Business Park (CH)/ Business Park (BP) Business Park
West Light Industrial Light Industrial (IH) Light Industrial
10. | other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing
approval, or participation agreement):
e Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), electrical and natural gas connection
e Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan
e San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) (e.g., Dust Control Plan
Approval letter and compliance with Rule 9510 — Indirect Source Review)
11. | Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with

the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 21080.3.17 If so, has consultation begun?

The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed projects
and consult with California Native American tribes during the local planning process for
the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Resources through the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1,
the lead agency shall begin consultation with the California Native American tribe that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographical area of the proposed
project. Such significant cultural resources are either sites, features, places, cultural
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a tribe which is either on
or eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources (California
Register) or local historic register, or, the lead agency, at its discretion, and support by
substantial evidence, choose to treat the resources as a Tribal Cultural Resources
(PRC Section 21074(a)(1-2)). According to the most recent census data, California is
home to 109 currently recognized Indian tribes. Tribes in California currently have
nearly 100 separate reservations or Rancherias. Fresno County has a number of
Rancherias such as Table Mountain Rancheria, Millerton Rancheria, Big Sandy
Rancheria, Cold Springs Rancheria, and Squaw Valley Rancheria. These Rancherias
are not located within the city limits.

Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify
and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the
potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See PRC Section
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American
Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) Sacred Lands File per PRC Section 5097.96 and the
California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California
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Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains
provisions specific to confidentiality.

Currently, the Table Mountain Rancheria Tribe and the Dumna Wo Wah Tribe have
requested to be notified pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52. A certified letter was mailed
to the above-mentioned tribes on December 17, 2021. The 30-day comment period
ended on January 17, 2022. Neither tribe requested consultation.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

J | Aesthetics J | Agriculture and Forestry Resources
O | Air Quality (] | Biological Resources

J | Cultural Resources O | Energy

O | Geology/Soils J | Greenhouse Gas Emissions
J | Hazards and Hazardous Materials J | Hydrology/Water Quality

J | Land Use/Planning J | Mineral Resources

J | Noise J | Population/Housing

(J | Public Services [J | Recreation

O | Transportation O | Tribal Cultural Resources
[ | Utilities/Service Systems O | Wildfire

0 | Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in
the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
— | and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required.




| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An EIR is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Planner Name, Title Date
EVALUATION OF ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. For purposes of this Initial Study, the following answers have the corresponding
meanings:

a. “No Impact” means the subsequent project will not cause any additional significant
effect related to the threshold under consideration.

b. “Less Than Significant Impact” means there is an impact related to the threshold
under consideration, but that impact is less than significant;

c. “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation” means there is a potentially
significant impact related to the threshold under consideration, however, with the
mitigation incorporated into the project, the impact is less than significant.

d. “Potentially Significant Impact” means there is an additional potentially significant
effect related to the threshold under consideration.

2. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the
parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported
if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A
"No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

3. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well
as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.



. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur,
then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant,
less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant
Impact"” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant.
If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination
is made, an EIR is required.

. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact” to a "Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a
less than significant level (mitigation measures from, "Earlier Analyses," as described
in (6) below, may be cross-referenced).

. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D).
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).
Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources
used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that
are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

10.The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significant.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

|. AESTHETICS — Except as provided in PRC Section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse X
effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock out- X
croppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c) In non-urbanized areas,
substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality public
views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from X
publicly accessible vantage point).
If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other
regulations  governing  scenic
quality?

d) Create a new source of
substantial light or glare which X
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

DISCUSSION
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

A scenic vista is generally defined as a public vantage point with an expansive view of a
significant landscape feature. An impact on scenic vistas is considered significant if it
substantially diminishes, blocks, or impedes an expansive view of a significant landscape
feature from a public vantage point.

The proposed project site is located in a partially developed area of the city and is not
located in an area with expansive or far field views. The proposed project would include
the construction of four office/warehouse buildings that would be configured for heavy
industrial uses. The proposed buildings would result in a total gross floor area of
approximately 901,438 square feet. The buildings’ exterior would be up to 44 feet high
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with an interior height of up to 36 feet and designed with a total of 201 loading dock doors
on the north and south sides of the buildings. Adjacent parcels consist mostly of
residential, light and heavy industrial, a cemetery, and vacant, undeveloped uses. There
are no significant trees, rock outcroppings, and/or historic buildings located on the subject
property that have been identified as important scenic resources or would otherwise
constitute significant landscape features. Therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially diminish any scenic vistas within or near the project area and would likewise
not substantially block or impede surrounding views. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in a less-than-significant impact related to a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista, and no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?

There are no trees, rock outcroppings, and/or historic buildings located on the subject
property that have been identified as important scenic resources or would otherwise
constitute significant landscape features. Additionally, there are no officially-designated
State Scenic Highways in the immediate vicinity of the project site. According to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) mapping of State Scenic Highways,?!
the County of Fresno has one officially designated State Scenic Highways located along
State Route (SR-) 180, east of the City of Fresno. Three eligible State Scenic Highways
are also located within the County of Fresno, the nearest of which is located along SR-
168 east of the City of Clovis. None of these are in the immediate vicinity of the project
site. Since there are no eligible or officially designated State Scenic Highways within the
immediate vicinity of the project site, the project would not impact a designated State
Scenic Highway. Furthermore, the eligibility of the three State Scenic Highways, scenic
resources located within the highway segments or its viewshed would not be impacted by
the proposed project. Therefore, no impact on scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway would
occur as a result of the proposed project.

¢) In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings?
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

The project site is primarily flat and previously disturbed with no existing structures. The
site was previously developed with a former industrial warehouse site that has been
demolished. Nearby parcels consist mostly of low residential, light and heavy industrial,
cemetery, and vacant, undeveloped uses. The proposed project would include four
office/warehouse buildings that would be configured for heavy industrial uses. Although
the proposed project would change the visual characteristics of the project site by

1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Mapping of State Scenic Highways. Website:
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-
scenic-highways (accessed June 2021).
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developing the site, the design of the project would be consistent with the visual character
within the project area. Although the character of the project site would change from
vacant to urban, the project would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings. In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the
existing and historic zoning of the site and would not conflict with any applicable zoning
or other regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, any impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

The project site is located in an urbanized area, which is subject to preexisting exterior
lighting from surrounding development and existing street lighting. The proposed project
would introduce new sources of light and glare to the area in the form of new windows
and exterior safety and security lighting. While compliance with California Building Code
(Title 24, California Code of Regulations [CCR]) standards would minimize the proposed
project’s light and glare impacts, the proposed project’s lighting systems could constitute
substantial new sources of light relative to baseline conditions if the project’s lighting
systems are significantly more intense than existing lighting sources or if they are not
appropriately shielded to prevent light diffusion. Additionally, the proposed project could
create a substantial new source of glare if highly reflective building materials are used.

Mitigation measure AES-4 would ensure that the proposed project’s lighting systems do
not create a substantial new source of light by imposing a cap on the intensity of lighting
systems based on the average intensity of the surrounding streets. Mitigation measures
AES-1 through AES-3 would ensure that the proposed project’s lighting systems do not
create a substantial new source of light by requiring shielding mechanisms to direct light
away from nearby uses. As a result, any new sources of light resulting from the proposed
project would not be substantial in the context of existing lighting sources.

Additionally, while the project does not propose use of highly reflective glass elements or
building materials, mitigation measure AES-5 requires materials used on building facades
to be non-reflective. Therefore, any new source of glare would not be substantial.

Accordingly, with the incorporation of Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-5, the
project’s potential impacts would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Lighting systems for street and parking areas shall
include shields to direct light to the roadway surfaces and parking areas. Vertical
shields on the light fixtures shall also be used to direct light away from adjacent light
sensitive land uses such as residences.

Mitigation Measure AES-2: Lighting systems for public facilities such as active play
areas shall provide adequate illumination for the activity; however, low intensity light
fixtures and shields shall be used to minimize spillover light onto adjacent properties.
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Mitigation Measure AES-3: Lighting systems for non-residential uses, not including
public facilities, shall provide shields on the light fixtures and orient the lighting system
away from adjacent properties. Low intensity light fixtures shall also be used if
excessive spillover light onto adjacent properties will occur.

Mitigation Measure AES-4: Lighting systems for freestanding signs shall not exceed
100 foot Lamberts (FT-L) when adjacent to streets which have an average light
intensity of less than 2.0 horizontal footcandles and shall not exceed 500 FT-L when
adjacent to streets which have an average light intensity of 2.0 horizontal footcandles
or greater.

Mitigation Measure AES-5: Materials used on building facades shall be non-
reflective.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than NG
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts
to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’'s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farm-land),
as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson X
Act contract?
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated

No
Impact

c) Conflict with existing zoning for,
or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(q)),
timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned  Timberland
Production (as defined by
Government Code section
51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land
or conversion of forest land to non- X
forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the
existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result X
in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The project site is located within an urbanized area of Fresno. There are no agricultural
uses located within or adjacent to the project site. Additionally, the site is classified as
“Urban and Built-Up Land” by the State Department of Conservation.? Therefore,
development of the proposed project would not convert agricultural land to a non-
agricultural use. The proposed project would result in no impact to the conversion of Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural
use and no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a
Williamson Act contract?

2 Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program. Website: https://www.
conservation.ca.gov/dirp/fmmp (accessed June 2021).
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The project site is designhated Heavy Industrial in the General Plan and is located in the
Heavy Industrial (IH) zoning district. The project site is not subject to a Williamson Act
contract. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no impact on existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract
and no mitigation is required.

c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

The project site is located within an existing urban area and is zoned within a Heavy
Industrial (IH) district within the City of Fresno. The proposed project would not conflict
with the existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest uses. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to existing
zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(qg)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)), and
no mitigation is required.

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

Please refer to the discussion for ¢) above. The proposed project would not convert forest
land to non-forest use and would result in no impact to the loss or conversion of forest
land to a non-forest use, and no mitigation is required.

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which,
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Please refer to discussions a) and c) of this section. The project site is located within an
existing urban environment and would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural uses or forest land to non-forest uses. Therefore, no impact to changes in the
existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
agriculture and forestry resources, and no mitigation is required.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than NG
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

lll. AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan (e.g., by having
potential emissions of regulated

criterion pollutants which exceed X
the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control Districts

(SIVAPCD) adopted thresholds for
these pollutants)?

b) Result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state X
ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions
which exceed guantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant X
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such
as those leading to odors) X
adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

The City of Fresno is part of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB), which is within
the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The
SJVAPCD is responsible for air quality regulation within the eight-county San Joaquin
Valley region.
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Both the State and the federal government have established health-based Ambient Air
Quality Standards (AAQS) for six criteria air pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone
(O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SOz2), lead, and suspended particulate matter
(PM2s and PMio). The SIVAB is designated as non-attainment for Oz and PMzs for
federal standards and non-attainment for Oz, PMio, and PMzs for State standards.

CEQA requires that certain proposed projects be analyzed for consistency with the
applicable air quality plan. An air quality plan describes air pollution control strategies to
be implemented by a city, county, or region classified as a non-attainment area. The main
purpose of the air quality plan is to bring the area into compliance with the requirements
of the federal and State air quality standards. To bring the SJVAB into attainment, the
SJVAPCD adopted the 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard in June 2016 to
satisfy Clean Air Act requirements and ensure attainment of the 75 parts per billion (ppb)
8-hour ozone standard.

To assure the SJVAB’s continued attainment of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) PMio standard, the SJVAPCD adopted the 2007 PM1o Maintenance
Plan in September 2007. SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PMio Prohibitions) is
designed to reduce PMi1o emissions generated by human activity. The SJVAPCD adopted
the 2018 plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PMz2s standards to address the USEPA
federal annual PM2;s standard of 12 pug/m3, established in 2012.

For a project to be consistent with SIVAPCD air quality plans, the pollutants emitted from
a project should not exceed the SIVAPCD emission thresholds or cause a significant
impact on air quality. In addition, emission reductions achieved through implementation
of offset requirements are a major component of the SJVAPCD air quality plans. As
discussed below, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to occur in two
phases occurring over a total 24-month period starting in the first quarter of 2022 and
ending in 2024 and would not result in the generation of criteria air pollutants that would
exceed SJVAPCD thresholds of significance. Implementation measures required under
SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII would further reduce construction dust impacts. As discussed
below, long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed project, including
area, energy, and mobile source emissions, would also not exceed SIVAPCD established
significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts related to the proposed project’s potential to
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan would be less
than significant with mitigation.

Conclusion. The proposed project’s potential air quality impacts from construction and
operation would not exceed any applicable threshold of significance and would not conflict
with or obstruct the applicable clean air plan. Therefore, the proposed project’s potential
impacts on the applicable air quality plan are less than significant and no mitigation is
required.

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any

criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?
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The SJVAB is designated as non-attainment for O3 and PM2 s for federal standards and
non-attainment for Os, PMiw, and PM2s for State standards. The SJVAPCD’s
nonattainment status is attributed to the region’s development history. Past, present, and
future development projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a
cumulative basis. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single
project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of ambient air quality
standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively
significant adverse air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to the cumulative impact
is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.

In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, the SJVAPCD considered the
emission levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively
considerable. If a project exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions
would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to
the region’s existing air quality conditions. The following analysis assesses the potential
project-level construction- and operation-related air quality impacts.

Short-Term Construction Emissions. The proposed project’s short-term construction
emissions would consist of: (1) dust-related PMio emissions and (2) exhaust-related
emissions consisting of CO, SOz, NOx, ROG, and some soot particulates (PMz5 and
PMzio) from heavy trucks and construction equipment powered by gasoline and diesel
engines.

Emission Sources. During construction, short-term degradation of air quality may occur
due to the release of particulate emissions generated by grading, paving, building, and
other activities. Emissions from construction equipment are also anticipated and would
include CO, nitrogen oxides (NOx), reactive organic gases (ROGs), directly-emitted
particulate matter (PM2.s and PMaio), and toxic air contaminants (TACs) such as diesel
exhaust particulate matter.

Project construction activities would include site preparation, grading, building
construction, paving, and architectural coating activities. Construction-related effects on
air quality from the proposed project would be greatest during the site preparation phase
due to the disturbance of soils. If not properly controlled, these activities would temporarily
generate particulate emissions. Sources of fugitive dust would include disturbed soils at
the construction site. Unless properly controlled, vehicles leaving the site would deposit
dirt and mud on local streets, which could be an additional source of airborne dust after it
dries. PMio emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the nature and
magnitude of construction activity and local weather conditions. PMio emissions would
depend on soil moisture, silt content of soil, wind speed, and the amount of operating
equipment. Larger dust particles would settle near the source, while fine particles would
be dispersed over greater distances from the construction site.

Water or other soil stabilizers can be used to control dust, resulting in emission reductions
of 50 percent or more. The SJVAPCD has implemented Regulation VIII measures for
reducing fugitive dust emissions (PMio). Regulation VIII is a series of rules designed to
reduce fugitive dust from construction sites, parking and staging areas, open areas,
material storage areas, etc. No permits are required by Regulation VIII, but failure to
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comply can result in fines and penalties. The SJVAPCD provides a synopsis describing
requirements and exemptions from Regulation VIII when commenting on proposed
projects. Measures generally required by Regulation VIII at all construction sites include
the following:

- All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for
construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or
vegetative ground cover.

- All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

- All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill,
and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions
utilizing application of water or by presoaking.

< When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least 6 inches of freeboard space from
the top of the container shall be maintained.

- All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from
adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes is
expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to
limit the visible dust emissions. Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.)

- Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of
out-door storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emission
utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

With the implementation of Regulation VIII measures, fugitive dust emissions from
construction activities would not result in adverse air quality impacts.

In addition to dust-related PMio emissions, heavy trucks and construction equipment
powered by gasoline and diesel engines would generate CO, SOz, NOx, ROG, and some
soot particulates (PMz.s and PMio) in exhaust emissions. If construction activities were to
increase traffic congestion in the area, CO and other emissions from traffic would increase
slightly while those vehicles idle in traffic. These emissions would be temporary in nature
and limited to the immediate area surrounding the construction site.

Significance Thresholds. The SJVAPCD has established construction emissions
thresholds on an annual basis as shown in Table 1 below.

Impact Analysis. Construction emissions for the proposed project were analyzed using
the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2020.4.0. Construction of
the proposed project is anticipated to occur in two phases occurring over a total 24-month
period starting in the first quarter of 2022 and ending in 2024. Other precise details of
construction activities are unknown at this time; therefore, default assumptions (e.g.,
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construction worker and truck trips and construction fleet activities) from CalEEMod were
used. Construction-related emissions are presented in Table 1. CalEEMod output sheets
are included in Appendix A.

Table 1: Project Construction Emissions (Tons per Year)

Construction Year ROG NOx CO SOx PMio PM;5
2022 0.4 3.2 3.1 <0.1 0.7 0.3
2023 0.4 3.0 3.8 <0.1 0.7 0.3
2024 6.3 0.1 0.2 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Ma>_<|m_um Annual Construction 6.3 39 38 <01 0.7 0.3
Emissions
SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10.0 10.0 100.0 27.0 15.0 15.0
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No
Source: LSA (September 2021).
CO = carbon monoxide ROG = reactive organic gas
NOx = nitrogen oxides SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
PM, s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size SOx = sulfur oxides

PMjo = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

As shown in Table 1, construction emissions would not exceed the SJVAPCD threshold
for annual construction emissions for the proposed project. Therefore, construction of the
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or State AAQS.

Long-Term Operational Emissions. Long-term air pollutant emission impacts
associated with the proposed project are those related to (1) mobile sources (e.g., vehicle
trips), (2) energy sources (e.g., electricity and natural gas), and (3) area sources (e.g.,
architectural coatings and the use of landscape maintenance equipment).

Emission Sources. PMio emissions result from running exhaust, tire and brake wear,
and the entrainment of dust into the atmosphere from vehicles traveling on paved
roadways. Entrainment of PMio occurs when vehicle tires pulverize small rocks and
pavement and the vehicle wakes generate airborne dust. The contribution of tire and
brake wear is small compared to the other particulate matter emission processes.
Gasoline-powered engines have small rates of particulate matter emissions compared
with diesel-powered vehicles.

Energy source emissions result from activities in buildings for which electricity and natural
gas are used. The quantity of emissions is the product of usage intensity (i.e., the amount
of electricity or natural gas) and the emission factor of the fuel source. Major sources of
energy demand include building mechanical systems, such as heating and air
conditioning, lighting, and plug-in electronics, such as refrigerators or computers. Greater
building or appliance efficiency reduces the amount of energy for a given activity and thus
lowers the resultant emissions. The emission factor is determined by the fuel source, with
cleaner energy sources, like renewable energy, producing fewer emissions than
conventional sources. The proposed project would be consistent with 2019 Title 24
standards.
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The proposed project would be consistent with 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards (“Title 24 Standards”). The Title 24 Standards contain energy and water
efficiency requirements (and indoor air quality requirements) for newly constructed
buildings, additions to existing buildings, and alterations to existing buildings. The Title 24
Standards establish performance metrics in the form of an "energy budget” based on
energy consumption per square foot of floor space. For this reason, the Title 24 Standards
include both a prescriptive option, allowing builders to comply by using methods known
to be efficient, and a performance option, allowing builders complete freedom in their
designs provided the building achieves the same overall efficiency as an equivalent
building using the prescriptive option. Reference appendices are adopted along with the
Title 24 Standards containing data and various compliance tools to help builders achieve
compliance.

Typically, area source emissions consist of direct sources of air emissions located at the
project site, including architectural coatings and the use of landscape maintenance
equipment. Area source emissions associated with the project would include emissions
from the use of landscaping equipment and the use of consumer products.

Significance Thresholds. The SJVAPCD has established emissions thresholds on an
annual basis as shown in Table 2 below. If a project’s potential emissions exceed any
applicable threshold, then the project’'s emissions are potentially significant.

Impact Analysis. Emission estimates for operation of the proposed project were
calculated using CalEEMod. Model results are shown in Table 2. Trip generation rates
for the proposed project were based on the project’s trip generation estimate, as identified
in Section XVII, Transportation. As discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, the
proposed project would generate approximately 1,920 average daily trips, including 1,578
vehicle trips and 342 truck trips.

Table 2: Project Operation Emissions (Tons per Year)

ROG NOx CO SOy PMio PM2s
Area Source Emissions 4.2 <0.1 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Source Emissions 0.1 0.8 0.7 <0.1 0.1 0.1
Mobile Source Emissions 0.6 3.2 6.0 <0.1 2.2 0.6
Total Project Operation 49 4.0 6.7 <0.1 23 0.7
Emissions
SJVAPCD Significance 10.0 10.0 100.0 27.0 15.0 15.0
Threshold
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: LSA (September 2021).
CO = carbon monoxide

ROG = reactive organic gas

NOx = nitrogen oxides
PM_ s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
PM;jo = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
SOx = sulfur oxides

The primary emissions associated with the proposed project are regional in nature,
meaning that air pollutants are rapidly dispersed on release or, in the case of vehicle
emissions associated with the proposed project; emissions are released in other areas of
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the SJVAB. The annual emissions associated with project operational trip generation,
energy, and area sources are identified in Table 2.

The results shown in Table 2 indicate the proposed project’s operational emissions would
not exceed the significance criteria for annual ROG, NOx, CO, SOx, PMio, or PM2s
emissions. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the proposed project region is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or State AAQS.

Conclusion. The proposed project’s potential air quality impacts from construction and
operation would not exceed any applicable threshold of significance promulgated by the
SJVPACD. As such, the proposed project’'s potential individual impacts are not
cumulatively considerable. Accordingly, no mitigation is required to ensure the proposed
project’s potential impacts do not cause a cumulatively considerable impact to air quality.

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

This section describes the potential impact on sensitive receptors from construction and
operation of the proposed project based on a health risk assessment (HRA) prepared for
the project, included in Appendix B.3 Sensitive receptors are defined as residential uses,
schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, and medical centers. Individuals particularly
vulnerable to diesel particulate matter are children, whose lung tissue is still developing,
and the elderly, who may have serious health problems that can be aggravated by
exposure to diesel particulate matter.

Project Construction — Toxic Air Contaminants. Construction of the proposed project
may expose surrounding sensitive receptors to airborne particulates, as well as a small
guantity of construction equipment pollutants (i.e., usually diesel-fueled vehicles and
equipment). However, construction contractors would be required to implement measures
to reduce or eliminate emissions by following Regulation VIII, Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions.
Project construction emissions would be below the SIVAPCD significance thresholds.
SJVAPCD project-level thresholds are based in part on Section 180(e) of the Clean Air
Act. The project-level thresholds are intended to provide a means of consistency in
significance determination within the environmental review process. Notwithstanding,
SJVAPCD project-level thresholds do not reflect a particular health impact to a nearby
individual or the region. The reason for this is that the project-level thresholds are in
pounds/day and tons/year emitted into the air, whereas health effects are determined
based on the concentration of a pollutant in the air at a particular location. Federal and
State AAQS were developed to protect the most susceptible population groups from
adverse health effects.

The annual emissions associated with project construction emissions are identified in
Table 1 and indicate the project would not exceed the significance criteria for ROG, NO,

8 LSA. 2021. Health Risk Assessment for the 2740 West Nielsen Avenue Office/Warehouse Project.
December 10.
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CO, SOx, PMio, or PM2s emissions. The increase in emissions associated with the
proposed project would be a small fraction of the Air Basin’s emissions.

Therefore, the emissions associated with implementation of the proposed project would
not be expected to exceed the most stringent applicable federal or State AAQS for NOx,
PMz2.5, and PMao. It should be noted that the AAQS are developed and represent levels at
which the most susceptible persons (children and the elderly) are protected. In other
words, the AAQS are purposefully set low to protect children, the elderly, and those with
existing respiratory problems.

Therefore, given the temporary nature of short-term construction impacts and the
absence of any exceeded threshold of significance related to construction impacts, the
proposed project’s potential construction-related impacts to sensitive receptors would be
less than significant.

Project Operation — Toxic Air Contaminants. To determine the potential health risk to
people living and working near the proposed project associated with the exhaust of diesel-
powered trucks and equipment, LSA conducted an HRA for the proposed project that is
included in Appendix B.

The HRA was prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the State Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the SJVAPCD. It evaluates the
project against the significance criteria established by the SJVAPCD and was prepared
in compliance with all applicable requirements, including, but not limited to, City of Fresno
General Plan Program Environmental Impact Report Mitigation Measure AIR-3.1.

In order to assess the dispersion of emissions associated with the project, air dispersion
modeling was performed using AERMOD. The model is approved by the USEPA when
estimating the air quality impacts associated with point and fugitive sources in simple and
complex terrain. The model was used to calculate the annual average pollutant
concentrations associated with each emitting source.

CARB’s HARP2 model was used to translate the TAC concentrations from AERMOD into
long-term carcinogenic and chronic, and short-term acute health risk levels following the
guidance in the SJVAPCD risk assessment guidelines. To estimate chronic noncancer
risks at residential receptors, the “OEHHA-Derived Method” risk-calculation option was
used. Following the OEHHA guidance, an 8-hour chronic noncancer risk was calculated
for residential receptors because the project would operate more than 8 hours per day
and 5 days per week.

Discrete variants for daily breathing rates, exposure frequency, and exposure duration
were obtained from relevant distribution profiles presented in the OEHHA guidance
document entitled Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of
Health Risk Assessments and guidance from SJVAPCD.

Emission _Sources. The first step of an HRA is to characterize the project-related
emissions of TACs.

24



The proposed project would generate a total of 1,920 daily trips, with up to 342 truck trips
per day. The trucks would access the site by North Hughes Avenue, West Nielsen
Avenue, and North Marks Avenue. As identified in the Project Description, Building 1
would provide 122 loading dock doors; Building 2 would provide 46 loading dock doors;
Building 3 would provide 18 loading dock doors; and Building 4 would provide 15 loading
dock doors. As such, the proposed project would have a total of 201 loading dock doors.
As the project would contain multiple loading docks, offsite queuing of trucks is not
anticipated. While the TAC emissions from gasoline-powered vehicles have a small
health effect compared to DPM, this HRA includes both gasoline- and diesel-powered
vehicle emissions. For the diesel exhaust emissions, it is sufficient to only consider the
DPM (PM1o and PMz2s) portions of the exhaust; all the TACs for the gasoline exhaust
emissions are contained in the ROG emissions. Using speciation data from CARB, the
emission rates of the TAC components are derived from the total ROG emissions.

Project trucks would operate in two modes: stationary idling and moving on and off the
site. The emissions from trucks while idling result in a much higher concentration of TACs
at nearby sensitive receptors compared to the emissions from moving trucks. This is due
to the dispersion of emissions that occurs with distance and with travel of the vehicle. For
this HRA, the truck travel emissions were modeled as a series of volume sources along
the on-site driveway and along East Avenue going north and south of the site driveway.
LSA assumed vehicles traveling on site would maneuver slowly, averaging approximately
5-15 miles per hour (mph), and that vehicles traveling on roadways would average 5—
55 mph.

The idling emissions of trucks operating on the project site were modeled as point sources
within the area sources representing the planned loading docks. EMFAC2021 was used
to determine the emissions factors of idling and operating diesel trucks to determine the
total emissions of DPM. While it is expected that the truck emissions rate will continue to
reduce over time, an HRA only allows for a single emission rate to represent the entire
70-year exposure period. The use of emissions factors for the year 2022, was used as a
conservative estimate of emissions, although, the project is not expected to be fully
operational until 2024.

Significance Thresholds. Both the State and federal governments have established
health-based AAQS for seven air pollutants. For other air pollutants without defined
significance standards, the definition of substantial pollutant concentrations varies. For
TACs, “substantial” is taken to mean that the individual health risk exceeds a threshold
considered to be a prudent risk management level.

The following limits for maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) and noncancer acute and
chronic Hazard Index (HI) from project emissions of TACs are considered appropriate for
use in determining the health risk for projects in the Basin:

< MICR: MICR is the estimated probability of a maximum exposed individual (MEI)
contracting cancer as a result of exposure to TACs over a period of 70 years for adults
and 9 years for children in residential locations, 350 days per year. The SJVAPCD’s
Update to the District’s Risk Management Policy to Address the OEHHA Revised Risk
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Assessment Guidance Document states that emissions of TACs are considered
significant if an HRA shows an increased risk of greater than 20 in 1 million.

e Chronic HI: Chronic Hl is the ratio of the estimated long-term level of exposure to a
TAC for a potential MEI to its chronic reference exposure level. The chronic HI
calculations include multi-pathway consideration when applicable. The project would
be considered significant if the cumulative increase in total chronic HI for any target
organ system would exceed 1.0 at any receptor location.

- Acute HI: Acute Hl is the ratio of the estimated maximum 1-hour concentration of a
TAC for a potential MEI to its acute reference exposure level. The project would be
considered significant if the cumulative increase in total acute HI for any target organ
system would exceed 1.0 at any receptor location.

Impact Analysis. The carcinogenic and chronic health risks from the proposed project
are shown in Table 3. The residential risk incorporates both the risk for a child living in a
nearby residence for 9 years (the standard period of time for child risk) and an adult living
in a nearby residence for 70 years (considered a conservative period of time for an
individual to live in any one residence).

Table 3: Health Risk Levels for Existing Residents near the Project Site

Carcinogenic
Inhalation Health
Risk in One Chronic Inhalation Acute Inhalation
Million Hazard Index Hazard Index

Maximally Exposed Resident 6.154 0.001 0.001
Maximally Exposed Worker 0.417 0.001 0.001
SJVAPCD Significance

Threshold 20 1.00 1.0
Significant? No No No

Source: LSA (August 2021).
SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

For the nearest residential receptor, the maximum cancer risk for the maximally exposed
individual (MEI) would be 6.154 in one million, less than the threshold of 20 in one million.
The chronic health risks from the project’'s activity would be 0.001, which would not
exceed the threshold of 1.0. In addition, the total acute hazard index would be 0.001,
which would also not exceed the threshold of 1.0. See Appendix B for additional details
on the modeling.

For the nearest worker receptor, the maximum cancer risk for the MEI would be 0.417 in
one million, less than the threshold of 20 in one million. The chronic health risks from the
project’s activity would be 0.001, which would not exceed the threshold of 1.0. In addition,
the total acute hazard index would be 0.001, which would also not exceed the threshold
of 1.0.

As demonstrated in the analysis, the health risk levels to nearby residents from project-
related emissions of TACs would be well below the SJIVAPCD’'s HRA thresholds.
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Therefore, impacts would be less than significant related to the exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during project operation.

Conclusion. The proposed project’s potential air quality impacts from construction and
operation would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
The proposed project would not result in any individual health risk in excess of the
thresholds considered to be prudent risk management levels. Therefore, the proposed
project’s potential air quality impacts on sensitive receptors are less than significant and
no mitigation is required.

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

During construction, the various diesel-powered vehicles and equipment in use on site
would create localized odors. These odors would be temporary and are not likely to be
noticeable for extended periods of time beyond the project site. Because the project’s
potential construction-related odor impacts are localized and temporary, they would not
adversely affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, the project’'s potential
construction-related odor impacts are less than significant.

Once operational, the proposed project would include truck activity, which could result in
diesel odor impacts. The closest sensitive receptors include the single-family residences
located approximately 110 feet south of the project site across West Nielsen Avenue.
These residences would be located approximately 260 feet south of the loading docks
south of Building 1. These odor emissions may be noticeable from time to time near the
project site; however, they would be localized and are not likely to adversely affect a
substantial number of people by resulting in confirmed odor complaints. In addition, idling
of trucks would be limited by the California Air Resources Board’'s (CARB) In-Use Off-
Road Diesel Vehicles regulation, which limits idling to 5 minutes or less. Minimizing idling
time reduces odors, as unburned fuel and products of combustion from some engines
condense in the exhaust, particularly during warmup or shortly after engine startup,
resulting in more intense odors.* Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-
than-significant impact related to other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people.

4 USEPA, 1971. Guide to Reduction of Smoke and Odor from Diesel-Powered Vehicles. September.
Website: https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/9100JLQ0.PDF?Dockey=9100JLQO.PDF (accessed
April 2022).
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Impact

Less Than
Significant
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Less Than
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Impact

No
Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse
effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species
in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse
effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated
f) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community X
Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

DISCUSSION

The following discussion is based on the findings of the Biological Evaluation® prepared
for the proposed project. The Biological Evaluation is included as Appendix C.

Methods. A reconnaissance-level field survey was conducted on March 18, 2021, which
consisted of systematically walking across the project site while identifying principal land
uses and biotic habitats, identifying plant and animal species encountered, and assessing
the suitability of the habitats within the project site for special-status species.

In addition, an analysis of potential project impacts to biological resources based on the
known and potential biotic resources of the project site and vicinity was conducted.
Sources of information used in the preparation of this analysis included:

California Natural Diversity Data Base information (CNDDB), which is administered by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), formerly known as the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). This database covers sensitive
plant and animal species as well as sensitive natural communities that occur in
California. Records from nine United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles
surrounding the project site (Fresno South, Malaga, Conejo, Caruthers, Raisin,
Kearney Park, Herndon, Fresno North, and Clovis) were obtained from this database
to inform the field survey.

California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants, which utilizes four specific categories or “lists” of sensitive plant
species to assist with the conservation of rare or endangered botanical resources. Al
of the plants constituting California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR) 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B are
intended to meet the status definitions of “threatened” or “endangered” in the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and the California Fish and Game Code,
and are considered by CNPS to be eligible for State listing. At the discretion of the
CEQA lead agency, impacts to these species may be analyzed as such, pursuant to
the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125(c) and 15380. Plants in Rank 3 (limited

Live Oak Associates, Inc. 2021. Biological Evaluation Nielsen Avenue Office/Warehouse Project,
Fresno County, California. April 13.
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information; review list), Rank 4 (limited distribution; watch list), or that are considered
Locally Unusual and Significant may be analyzed under CEQA if there is sufficient
information to assess potential significant impacts. Records from the nine USGS
guadrangles surrounding the project site were obtained from this database to inform
the field survey.

- Additional manuals, reports, and references related to plants and animals of the San
Joaquin Valley region.

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

The Fresno region supports various special-status natural communities, plants, and
animals. The Biological Evaluation provides tables that identify those special-status plant
and animal species known to occur or that potentially occur in the vicinity of the project
site (based on the literature review and experience in the region) and includes detailed
information about each species’ habitat and distribution, State and federal status
designations, and probability of occurrence within the project site. As stated in the
methodology section above, the background research included occurrence records from
nine USGS topographic quadrangles surrounding the survey area. A nine-USGS
guadrangle search covers a large, variable geographic and topographic area containing
numerous habitat types not found within or around the project site.

Special-Status Plants. Ten special-status vascular plant species are known to occur in
the region. However, no special-status plants exist within the project site or in adjacent
parcels. The project site does not contain suitable habitat and is situated outside of the
species’ known distribution. Therefore, as the project site does not contain any special-
status plants, special-status plants would not be impacted by the proposed project.

Special-Status Species. In total, 20 special-status species could potentially occur in the
project vicinity; however, 18 are considered absent or unlikely to occur on the project site
due to past and ongoing disturbance of the site and surrounding lands, the absence of
suitable habitat, and/or the project site being situated outside of the species’ known
distribution. The 18 species considered absent or unlikely to occur on the project site
include vernal pool fairy shrimp, Crotch bumble bee, valley elderberry longhorn beetle,
California tiger salamander, giant garter snake, least Bell's vireo, Swainson’s hawk,
tricolored blackbird, western yellow-billed cuckoo, Fresno kangaroo rat, San Joaquin kit
fox, western spadefoot, western pond turtle, coast horned lizard, northern California
legless lizard, California glossy snake, burrowing owl, and American badger. As identified
in the Biological Evaluation, the proposed project does not have the potential to impact
these species through project-related mortality or loss of habitat as there is little or no
likelihood that they are present or would be present during construction activity.

The two special-status species that have the potential to forage over the project site from
time to time, but would not roost on the site, include western mastiff bat and pallid bat.
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These two bat species would not be adversely affected from project-related loss of habitat
nor is foraging habitat uniquely important for these species. These species would not be
vulnerable to construction-related injury or mortality while foraging because they are
highly mobile during foraging and are expected to avoid active construction zones. These
bats would be expected to continue to use the project site for foraging after
redevelopment. No other special-status species were determined to have a moderate or
high probability of occurrence on the project site.

However, the project site does contain suitable nesting habitat for a few urban adapted
native avian species. The on-site trees and shrubs have the potential to support nesting
birds such as northern mockingbird or mourning dove. In addition, the project site also
has the potential to support the ground-nesting and disturbance-tolerant killdeer. Nearly
all native birds are protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the California
Migratory Bird Protection Act, and the California Fish and Game Code. Construction
activities that occur during the nesting bird season (typically February 1 through
August 31 have potential to result in the mortality/disturbance of nesting birds.

If unmitigated or unavoided, these potential impacts on nesting birds could be considered
potentially significant. However, avoidance, conducting pre-construction surveys, and
establishing buffers would prevent or compensate for impacts on special-status species.
Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, which would require
avoidance, conducting pre-construction surveys, and establishing buffers, would
effectively mitigate any impacts on special-status species to less-than-significant levels.

Critical Habitat. The project would not result in any impacts to critical habitat, and no
additional mitigation is required.

Summary. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 related to a substantial adverse
effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

Habitat values of the urban site have been severely diminished due to the extensive
hardscape, scarcity of vegetation, and perimeter chain-link fencing. No riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulation by the CDFW or United States Fish and Wildlife Service’'s (USFWS) is present
on the site. Designated critical habitat, sensitive natural communities, and other sensitive
habitats are absent from the project site and adjacent lands. Therefore, implementation
of the proposed project would have no impact related to a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
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plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No aquatic resources occur within the project site, or within the vicinity of the project site.
The project site consists entirely of developed areas. As a result, no impact would occur
related to a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

The project site does not contain any features that would function as wildlife movement
corridors for resident or migratory wildlife species. In addition, the perimeter chain-link
fence would inhibit the movement of native or migratory wildlife. Therefore, the proposed
project would not place any permanent barriers within any known wildlife movement
corridors or interfere with habitat connectivity. The proposed project would result in a less-
than-significant impact related to the potential to interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. Though the proposed project is subject to provisions of the City’s Municipal
Code regarding trees on public property (Article 3 of Section 13 of the City of Fresno
Municipal Code), the proposed project does not conflict with any of the existing
ordinances. As a result, no impact would occur related to local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

The City of Fresno Planning Area is not located within the boundaries of any approved or
draft Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP),
or other adopted local, regional or State HCP. Therefore, development within the Planning
Area would not result in any impacts to an adopted HCP or NCCP.

The PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP) was approved in 2007 and covers portions of nine counties, including Fresno
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County and the City of Fresno. This HCP covers PG&E activities which occur as a result
of ongoing O&M that would have an adverse impact on any of the 65 covered species
and provides incidental take coverage from the USFWS and CDFW. The project site is
not located within the covered area of any other HCP, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State HCP.

Therefore, the project would not conflict with the provisions of the PG&E HCP and the
proposed project. The proposed project would have no impact to the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: If project construction activities occur during nesting
season (between February 1 and August 31), a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-
construction surveys for active migratory bird nests at the project site within 14 days

of the onset of these activities.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Should any active nests be discovered in or near
proposed construction zones, the biologist shall identify a suitable construction-free
buffer around the nest. This buffer shall be identified on the ground with flagging or
fencing, and shall be maintained until the biologist has determined that the young have

fledged.
Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant |
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change in the significance of a X
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DISCUSSION

A Cultural Resources Survey® was prepared for the proposed project by LSA
Associate/Senior Archaeologist Kerrie Collison, M.A., Registered Professional
Archaeologist (RPA) No. 28731436. Ms. Collison has more than 10 years of experience
as a professional archaeologist in California. She earned her B.S. in Social Sciences from
California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, and her M.A. in Anthropology
with an emphasis in Public Archaeology from California State University, Northridge. Ms.
Collison meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards in
Archaeology. The Cultural Resources Survey included: (1) a records search at the
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Southern San Joaquin
Valley Information Center (SSJVIC) to identify prior cultural resource studies and
previously recorded cultural resources in the project area and surrounding 0.5-mile area;
(2) a search of the NAHC’s Sacred Lands File; (3) additional background research
including a review of aerial photographs and historic-period maps that include the project
site; and (4) a pedestrian field survey of the project area to identify potential historical
resources within the project area. The analysis in this Cultural Resources section is based
on the results of the Cultural Resources Survey. The Cultural Resources Survey is
included as Appendix D.

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

A historical resource defined by CEQA includes one or more of the following criteria: (1)
the resource is listed, or found eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical
Resources; (2) listed in a local register of historical resources as defined by Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 5020.1(k); (3) identified as significant in a historical
resources survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or 4) determined
to be a historical resource by the project’s lead agency (PRC Section 21084.1; State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.(a)). Under CEQA, historical resources include built-
environment resources and archaeological sites.

As discussed in the Cultural Resources Survey, no historical resources were identified
within or adjacent to the project site. Although no evidence of archeological deposits has
been identified, there is a potential for unknown archaeological resources that qualify as
a historical resource under CEQA to be discovered during construction. In addition, the
City has determined that impacts to cultural resources could occur as a result of
development within the City, and that unknown archaeological materials constituting
historical resources have the potential to be present. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires
that if unknown archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work in the
area would halt, and a qualified historical resources specialist would be contacted and
consulted regarding how to appropriately address the situation. This would minimize or
eliminate any potential for a change to the significance of any discovered resources.
Therefore, adherence to the requirements in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce

6 LSA. 2021. Phase | Cultural Resources Survey for the 2740 West Nielsen Avenue Office/Warehouse
Project in Fresno, Fresno County, California (LSA Project No. SNN2102). August 3.
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potential impacts related to a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 to less than significant with mitigation.

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, “When a project will impact an archaeological
site, a lead agency shall first determine whether the site is an historical resource” (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(1)). Those archaeological sites that do not qualify
as historical resources shall be assessed to determine if these qualify as “unique
archaeological resources” (California PRC Section 21083.2). No archaeological
resources were identified in the project site. However, there is a potential for unknown
archaeological resources to be discovered during construction. Mitigation Measure CUL-
2 requires that if unknown archaeological resources are discovered during construction,
work in the area would halt and a qualified archaeologist would be contacted and
consulted regarding how to appropriately address the situation. This would minimize or
eliminate any potential for an adverse change to the significance of any discovered
archaeological resources. Therefore, adherence to the requirements in Mitigation
Measure CUL-2 would reduce potential impacts to a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 to less than
significant with mitigation.

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries?

Disturbance of human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries would result in a
significant impact. If human remains are identified during project construction, Section
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code and PRC Section 5097.98 shall apply,
as appropriate. Mitigation Measure CUL-3 requires adherence to Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code and PRC Section 5097.98. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure CUL-3, potential impacts related to the potential to disturb any human
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries would be less than
significant with mitigation.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If previously unknown resources are encountered before
or during grading activities, construction shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find
and a qualified historical resources specialist shall be consulted to determine whether
the resource requires further study. The qualified historical resources specialist shall
make recommendations to the City on the measures that shall be implemented to
protect the discovered resources, including but not limited to excavation of the finds
and evaluation of the finds in accordance with Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines and the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance. If the resources are
determined to be unique historical resources as defined under Section 15064.5 of the
State CEQA Guidelines, measures shall be identified by the monitor and
recommended to the lead agency. Appropriate measures for significant resources
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could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or
open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds.

No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the lead agency
approves the measures to protect these resources. Any historical artifacts recovered
as a result of mitigation shall be provided to a City-approved institution or person who
is capable of providing long-term preservation to allow future scientific study.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Subsequent to a preliminary City review of the project
grading plans, if there is evidence that a project will include excavation or construction
activities within previously undisturbed soils, a field survey and literature search for
prehistoric archaeological resources shall be conducted. The following procedures
shall be followed.

e If prehistoric resources are not found during either the field survey or literature
search, excavation and/or construction activities can commence. In the event
that buried prehistoric archaeological resources are discovered during
excavation and/or construction activities, construction shall stop in the
immediate vicinity of the find and a qualified archaeologist shall be consulted
to determine whether the resource requires further study. The qualified
archaeologist shall make recommendations to the City on the measures that
shall be implemented to protect the discovered resources, including but not
limited to excavation of the finds and evaluation of the finds in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. If the resources are determined to be
unique prehistoric archaeological resources as defined under Section 15064.5
of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures shall be identified by the monitor
and recommended to the lead agency. Appropriate measures for significant
resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green
space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. No
further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the lead agency
approves the measures to protect these resources. Any prehistoric
archaeological artifacts recovered as a result of mitigation shall be provided to
a City-approved institution or person who is capable of providing long-term
preservation to allow future scientific study.

e If prehistoric resources are found during the field survey or literature review,
the resources shall be inventoried using appropriate State record forms and
submit the forms to the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center. The
resources shall be evaluated for significance. If the resources are found to be
significant, measures shall be identified by the qualified archaeologist. Similar
to above, appropriate mitigation measures for significant resources could
include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks,
or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. In addition,
appropriate mitigation for excavation and construction activities in the vicinity
of the resources found during the field survey or literature review shall include
an archaeological monitor. The monitoring period shall be determined by the
gualified archaeologist. If additional prehistoric archaeological resources are
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found during excavation and/or construction activities, the procedure identified
above for the discovery of unknown resources shall be followed.

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: In the event that human remains are unearthed during
excavation and grading activities of any future development project, all activity shall
cease immediately. Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary
findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(a). If the
remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner shall within 24
hours notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then
contact the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American, who shall then
serve as the consultant on how to proceed with the remains. Pursuant to PRC Section
5097.98(b), upon the discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall
ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or
archaeological standards or practices, where the Native American human remains are
located is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the
landowner has discussed and conferred with the most likely descendants regarding
their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple
human remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants all
reasonable options regarding the descendants' preferences for treatment.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant |
e mpact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

VI. ENERGY — Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to

wasteful, inefficient, or X
unnecessary  consumption  of
energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state
X

or local plan for renewable energy
or energy efficiency?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during
project construction or operation?
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The proposed project would increase the demand for electricity, natural gas, and
gasoline. The discussion and analysis provided below is based on data included in the
CalEEMod output, which is included in Appendix A.

Construction-Period Energy Use. The anticipated construction schedule assumes that
the proposed project would be built over approximately 24 months. The proposed project
would require grading, site preparation, and building activities during construction.

Construction of the proposed project would require energy for the manufacture and
transportation of construction materials, preparation of the site for demolition and grading
activities, and construction of the residences. Petroleum fuels (e.g., diesel and gasoline)
would be the primary sources of energy for these activities. Construction activities are not
anticipated to result in an inefficient use of energy as gasoline and diesel fuel would be
supplied by construction contractors who would conserve the use of their supplies to
minimize their costs on the project. Energy usage on the project site during construction
would be temporary in nature and would be relatively small in comparison to the State’s
available energy sources. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact during project construction.

Operational Energy Use. Energy use consumed by the proposed project would be
associated with natural gas use, electricity consumption, and fuel used for vehicle and
truck trips associated with the project. Energy and natural gas consumption was
estimated for the project using default energy intensities by land use type in CalEEMod.
In addition, the proposed building would be constructed to 2019 Title 24 standards, which
was included in CalEEMod inputs.

The 2019 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (“Title 24 Standards”) contain
energy efficiency requirements for newly constructed buildings, additions to existing
buildings, and alterations to existing buildings. The Title 24 Standards establish
performance metrics in the form of an "energy budget” based on energy consumption per
square foot of floor space. For this reason, the Title 24 Standards include both a
prescriptive option, allowing builders to comply by using methods known to be efficient,
and a performance option, allowing builders complete freedom in their designs provided
the building achieves the same overall efficiency as an equivalent building using the
prescriptive option. Reference appendices are adopted along with the Title 24 Standards
containing data and various compliance tools to help builders achieve compliance.

Electricity and natural gas usage estimates associated with the proposed project are
shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Estimated Annual Energy Use of Proposed Project

Electricity Use

Natural Gas Use

Fuel Consumption

Land Use (kWh per year) (therms per year) (gallons per year)
Warehouse 8,365,340 161,487 252,507
Parking Lot 83,160 0 0
Total 8,448,500 161,487 252,507

Source: LSA (September 2021).
kWh = kilowatt-hours
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In addition, the proposed project would result in energy usage associated with gasoline
to fuel project-related trips. Based on the CalEEMod analysis, the proposed project would
result in approximately 5,605,645 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per year. The average fuel
economy for light-duty vehicles (autos, pickups, vans, and SUVS) in the United States
has steadily increased from about 14.9 miles per gallon (mpg) in 1980 to 22.2 mpg in
2019.7 Therefore, using the average fuel economy estimates for 2019, the proposed
project would result in the consumption of approximately 252,507 gallons of fuel (gasoline
and diesel) per year. Table 4, above, shows the estimated potential increased electricity
and natural gas demand, and fuel consumption associated with the proposed project.

As shown in Table 4, the estimated potential increased electricity demand associated with
the proposed project is 8,448,500 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year. In 2019, California
consumed approximately 279,401 gigawatt-hours (GWh) or 279,401,879,875 kWh.8 Of
this total, Fresno County consumed 7,387 GWh or 7,387,264,573 kWh.® Therefore,
electricity demand associated with the proposed project would only be approximately
0.11percent of Fresno County’s total electricity demand.

The estimated potential increased natural gas demand associated with the proposed
project is 161,487 therms per year, as shown in Table 4. In 2019, California consumed
approximately 13,158 million therms or 13,158,207,489 therms, while Fresno County
consumed approximately 352 million therms or approximately 352,192,240 therms.?
Therefore, natural gas demand associated with the proposed project would only be
approximately 0.05 percent of Fresno County’s total natural gas demand.

In addition, the proposed project would result in energy usage associated with gasoline
and diesel to fuel project-related trips. As shown above in Table 4, vehicle trips associated
with the proposed project would consume approximately 252,507 gallons of fuel per year.
Based on fuel consumption obtained from EMFAC2021, approximately 157 million
gallons of diesel and approximately 375 million gallons of gasoline will be consumed from
vehicle trips in Fresno County in 2022. Therefore, gasoline and diesel fuel demand
generated by vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would be a minimal
fraction of gasoline and diesel fuel consumption in California.

In addition, proposed new development would be constructed using energy efficient
modern building materials and construction practices, and the proposed project also
would use new modern appliances and equipment, in accordance with the Appliance
Efficiency Regulations (Title 20, CCR Sections 1601 through 1608). The expected energy

7 U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). “Table 4-23: Average Fuel Efficiency of U.S. Light Duty
Vehicles.” Website:  https://www.bts.dot.gov/bts/bts/content/average-fuel-efficiency-us-light-duty-
vehicles (accessed June 2021).

8  California Energy Commission (CEC). 2021. Energy Consumption Data Management Service.
Electricity Consumption by County. Website: www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx (accessed
June 2021).

° Ibid.

10 CEC. 2021. Energy Consumption Data Management Service. Gas Consumption by County. Website:
www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx (accessed June 2021).
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consumption during construction and operation of the proposed project would be
consistent with typical usage rates for industrial uses; however, energy consumption is
largely a function of personal choice and the physical structure and layout of buildings.

PG&E is the private utility that would supply the proposed project’s electricity and natural
gas services. In 2020, a total of 31 percent of PG&E’s delivered electricity came from
renewable sources, including solar, wind, geothermal, small hydroelectric and various
forms of bioenergy.!* PG&E reached California’s 2020 renewable energy goal in 2017,
and is positioned to meet the State’s 60 percent by 2030 renewable energy mandate set
forth in Senate Bill (SB) 100. In addition, PG&E plans to continue to provide reliable
service to their customers and upgrade their distribution systems as necessary to meet
future demand.

Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact during
project operation.

b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?

In 2002, the Legislature passed SB 1389, which required the California Energy
Commission (CEC) to develop an integrated energy plan every two years for electricity,
natural gas, and transportation fuels, for the California Energy Policy Report. The plan
calls for the State to assist in the transformation of the transportation system to improve
air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least
environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a number of
strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in implementing
incentive programs for zero emission (ZE) vehicles and their infrastructure needs, and
encouragement of urban designs that reduce VMT and accommodate pedestrian and
bicycle access.

The CEC approved the 2020 Integrated Energy Policy Report in March 2021.1? The 2020
Integrated Energy Policy Report provides the results of the CEC’s assessments of a
variety of energy issues facing California. Many of these issues will require action if the
State is to meet its climate, energy, air quality, and other environmental goals while
maintaining energy reliability and controlling costs. The 2020 Integrated Energy Policy
Report covers a broad range of topics, including implementation of SB 350, integrated
resource planning, distributed energy resources, transportation electrification, solutions
to increase resiliency in the electricity sector, energy efficiency, transportation
electrification, barriers faced by disadvantaged communities, demand response,
transmission and landscape-scale planning, the California Energy Demand Preliminary
Forecast, the preliminary transportation energy demand forecast, renewable gas (in
response to SB 1383), updates on California electricity reliability, natural gas outlook, and
climate adaptation and resiliency.

11 PG&E, 2021. Exploring Clean Energy Solutions. https://www.pge.com/en_US/about-pge/environment/
what-we-are-doing/clean-energy-solutions/clean-energy-solutions.page?WT.mc_id=Vanity _clean
energy (accessed January 2022).

12 CEC. 2020. 2020 Integrated Energy Policy Report. Docket No. 20-IEPR-01.
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As indicated above, the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation.
Because California’s energy conservation planning actions are conducted at a regional
level, and because the proposed project’s total impact to regional energy supplies would
be minor, the proposed project would not conflict with California’s energy conservation
plans as described in the CEC’s 2020 Integrated Energy Policy Report.

In addition, the proposed project would comply with the CALGreen Code (CCR Title 24,
Part 11) and the California Energy Code (CCR Title 24, Part 6), which includes provisions
related to insulation and design aimed at minimizing energy consumption. The California
Energy Code includes solar photovoltaic system requirements for all newly constructed
low-rise residential buildings; however, it currently does not include solar requirements
for nonresidential buildings. The proposed project would also comply with objectives and
policies included in the City’s General Plan that are aimed at reducing energy
consumption. In addition, as discussed in Section VIII, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the
proposed project would be consistent with the applicable strategies from the GHG
Reduction Plan.

Thus, as shown above, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable State
and local plans related to renewable energy and energy efficiency. Therefore, the project
would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency and impacts would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
energy, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
. Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

a) Directly or Indirectly cause
potential  substantial  adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:
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i) Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iil) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion
or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e) Have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

42




DISCUSSION

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Fault rupture is generally expected to occur along active fault traces that have
exhibited signs of recent geological movement (i.e., 11,000 years). Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zones delineate areas around active faults with potential
surface fault rupture hazards that would require specific geological investigations
prior to approval of certain kinds of development within the delineated area. The
project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. In
addition, no known active or potentially active faults or fault traces are located in
the project vicinity. As a result, the proposed project would have no impact related
to rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault would occur.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

The City of Fresno is located in an area with historically low to moderate level of
seismicity. However, strong ground shaking could occur within the project site
during seismic events and occurrences have the possibility to result in significant
impacts. Major seismic activity along the nearby Great Valley Fault Zone or the
Nunez Fault, or other associated faults, could affect the project site through strong
seismic ground shaking. Strong seismic ground shaking could potentially cause
structural damage to the proposed project. However, due to the distance to the
known faults, hazards due to ground shaking would be minimal. In addition,
compliance with the California Building Code (Title 24 CCR) would ensure that
geotechnical design of the proposed project would minimize or eliminate potential
impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, the project would
not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects related to strong
seismic ground shaking. As such, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact.

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon primarily associated with saturated soil layers
located close to the ground surface. During ground shaking, these soils lose
strength and acquire “mobility” sufficient to permit both horizontal and vertical
movements. Soils that are most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose,
uniformly graded, saturated, fine-grained sands that lie relatively close to the
ground surface. However, loose sands that contain a significant amount of fines
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(silt and clay) may also liquefy. Based on the predicted seismic accelerations, and
soil and groundwater conditions typically encountered in the region, general
liquefaction potential is low in the City of Fresno. Additionally, compliance with the
Fresno Municipal Code and the California Building Code would ensure potential
impacts associated with seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction,
would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects. Therefore, the
proposed project’s impacts would be less than significant.

iv. Landslides?

A landslide generally occurs on relatively steep slopes and/or on slopes underlain
by weak materials. The project site is located on a relatively flat area and is not
located next to any hills. In general, the potential for land sliding or slope failure
in Fresno is very low and the project site would not be susceptible to landslides.
Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial
adverse effects by exposing people or structures to risk as a result of landslides.
As such, the proposed project’s impacts would be less than significant.

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The total project site is 48.03 acres, which would be disturbed/developed during proposed
grading and construction activities. Grading and earthmoving during project construction
has the potential to result in erosion and loss of topsoil. Exposed soils could be entrained
in stormwater runoff and transported off the project sites. However, this impact would not
be substantial because the project is required to comply with water quality control
measures, which include preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
(refer to Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality). Although designed primarily to protect
stormwater quality, the SWPPP would incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPSs)
to minimize erosion. Additional details regarding the SWPPP are provided in Section X,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial Study. Impacts related to substantial soll
erosion or the loss of topsoil would be less than significant.

c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

As described in discussion a) in this section, soils on the project site would not be subject
to liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides. Additionally, the proposed project would
be required to conform with the California Building Code, which would reduce risks related
to unstable soils. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact related to the potential to be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994, as updated), creating substantial direct or
indirect risks to life or property?
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Expansive soils are characterized by the potential for shrinking and swelling as the
moisture content of the soil decreases and increases, respectively. Shrink-swell potential
is influenced by the amount and type of clay minerals present and can be measured by
the percent change of the soil volume. Soil on the project site has mostly been paved
over. A few areas of exposed soil occur on site; however, the soils have been disturbed
through previous industrial and agricultural activity and are unlikely to exhibit native soil
characteristics. Compliance with the California Building Code requires that geotechnical
design of the proposed project minimize or eliminate potential impacts related to
expansive soils. As such, the risk of expansive soil affecting the proposed project is low.
Impacts to expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994,
as updated), would not create substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property.
Therefore, the proposed project’s potential impacts would be less than significant.

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

The project site is currently served by a wastewater conveyance system maintained by
the City of Fresno. Wastewater from the City’s collection system is treated at the City’s
wastewater treatment plant. Development of the proposed project would not involve the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact related to soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water.

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

No paleontological resources or unique geological features are known to exist within or
near the project site, and the proposed project is not expected to alter or destroy a
paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic feature. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not require excavation to depths that have not already been disturbed by
previous construction. However, should unknown paleontological resource or unique
geologic feature be discovered within the project site, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would
be required. Therefore, adherence to the requirements in Mitigation Measure GEO-1
would reduce potential impacts to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature to less than significant with mitigation.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Subsequent to a preliminary City review of the project
grading plans, if there is evidence that a project will include excavation or construction
activities within previously undisturbed soils, a field survey and literature search for
unique paleontological/geological resources shall be conducted. The following
procedures shall be followed:
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If unique paleontological/geological resources are not found during either the
field survey or literature search, excavation and/or construction activities can
commence. In the event that unique paleontological/geological resources are
discovered during excavation and/or construction activities, construction shall
stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a qualified paleontologist shall be
consulted to determine whether the resource requires further study. The
gualified paleontologist shall make recommendations to the City on the
measures that shall be implemented to protect the discovered resources,
including but not limited to, excavation of the finds and evaluation of the finds.
If the resources are determined to be significant, mitigation measures shall be
identified by the monitor and recommended to the lead agency. Appropriate
mitigation measures for significant resources could include avoidance or
capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data
recovery excavations of the finds. No further grading shall occur in the area of
the discovery until the lead agency approves the measures to protect these
resources. Any paleontological/geological resources recovered as a result of
mitigation shall be provided to a City-approved institution or person who is
capable of providing long-term preservation to allow future scientific study.

If unique paleontological/geological resources are found during the field survey
or literature review, the resources shall be inventoried and evaluated for
significance. If the resources are found to be significant, mitigation measures
shall be identified by the qualified paleontologist. Similar to above, appropriate
mitigation measures for significant resources could include avoidance or
capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data
recovery excavations of the finds. In addition, appropriate mitigation for
excavation and construction activities in the vicinity of the resources found
during the field survey or literature review shall include a paleontological
monitor. The monitoring period shall be determined by the qualified
paleontologist. If additional paleontological/geological resources are found
during excavation and/or construction activities, the procedure identified above
for the discovery of unknown resources shall be followed.
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VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a X
significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulatio_n adopted_for_ the X
purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

Greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) are present in the atmosphere naturally, and are
released by natural sources, or are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the
atmosphere. However, over the last 200 years, human activities have caused substantial
guantities of GHGs to be released into the atmosphere. These extra emissions are
increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere, and enhancing the natural
greenhouse effect, which is believed to be causing global climate change. The gases that
are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced global climate change are:

e Carbon dioxide (CO2)
e Methane (CHa)

e Nitrous oxide (N20)

e Hydrofluorocarbons

e Perfluorocarbons

e Sulfur Hexafluoride

Certain gases, such as water vapor, are short-lived in the atmosphere. Others remain in
the atmosphere for significant periods of time, contributing to climate change in the long
term. Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs above because it is short-lived in the
atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural
processes, such as oceanic evaporation.

These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a
concept developed to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere
relative to another gas. GWP is based on several factors, including the relative
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effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and the length of time that the gas
remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”).

The GWP of each gas is measured relative to CO2, the most abundant GHG; the definition
of GWP for a particular GHG is the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of the GHG to
the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of CO2 over a specified time period. GHG
emissions are typically measured in terms of pounds or tons of “CO2 equivalents” (COze).

The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant
adverse green-house gas emission impact if the project would:

e Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment; or

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reduction the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: “A lead agency should make
a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe,
calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.”
In performing that analysis, the lead agency has discretion to determine whether to use
a model or methodology to quantify GHG emissions, or to rely on a qualitative analysis
or performance-based standards. In making a determination as to the significance of
potential impacts, the lead agency then considers the extent to which the project may
increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting,
whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency
determines applies to the project, and the extent to which the project complies with
regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for
the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.

Therefore, consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15183.5, if a project is
consistent with an adopted qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy that meets the
standards, it can be presumed that the project would not have significant GHG emission
impacts.

The City of Fresno’s GHG Reduction Plan was adopted in December 2014 to reduce local
community GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, consistent with the State
objectives set forth in AB 32. The City’'s 2014 GHG Reduction Plan meets the
requirements for a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and is designed to
streamline environmental review of future development projects in the City, consistent
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.

The City of Fresno updated its 2014 GHG Reduction Plan in the year 2021 to conform
with existing applicable State climate change policies and regulations to reduce local
community GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030, consistent
with the State objectives set by SB 32. The GHG Plan Update outlines strategies that the
City will undertake to achieve its proportional share of GHG emission reductions. The
GHG Reduction Plan Update includes a Consistency Checkilist to help the City provide a
streamlined review process for new development projects that are subject to discretionary
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review pursuant to CEQA. This analysis evaluates the proposed project’s consistency
with the City’s GHG Reduction Plan Update.

The GHG Reduction Plan Update requires an analysis of GHG emissions to ensure that
the change in land use designation would not result in a significant increase in GHG
emissions compared to the existing land use designation. The proposed project would
not require a change the General Plan land use designation or the current zoning and
would be consistent with the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, an
analysis of the proposed project’s estimated GHG emissions compared to maximum
buildout of the existing designation would not be required.

As stated above, the GHG Reduction Plan Update includes a Consistency Checklist to
help the City provide a streamlined review process for new development projects that are
subject to discretionary review pursuant to CEQA. The project’s Consistency Checkilist is
included in Appendix E. As shown in the Consistency Checklist, the proposed project
would be consistent with the applicable strategies from the GHG Reduction Plan Update.
Therefore, the proposed project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant effect on the environment and impacts would be
less than significant.

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The SJVAPCD has adopted a Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP), which includes
suggested best performance standards (BPS) for proposed development projects.
However, the SIVAPCD’s CCAP was adopted in 2009 and was prepared based on the
State’s 2020 GHG targets, which are now superseded by State policies (i.e., the 2019
California Green Building Code) and the 2030 GHG targets, established in SB 32. As
discussed above, the proposed project is consistent with the City’'s GHG Reduction Plan
Update. In addition, the proposed project was analyzed for consistency with the goals of
AB 32 and the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The following discussion evaluates the proposed
project according to the goals of AB 32, the AB 32 Scoping Plan, Executive Order (EO)
B-30-15, SB 32, and AB 197.

AB 32 is aimed at reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 requires the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main
State strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline and to reduce GHGs that contribute to
global climate change. The AB 32 Scoping Plan has a range of GHG reduction actions,
which includes direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and
non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such as a cap-
and-trade system, and an AB 32 implementation fee to fund the program.

EO B-30-15 added the immediate target of reducing GHG emissions to 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030. CARB released a second update to the Scoping Plan, the 2017
Scoping Plan, to reflect the 2030 target set by EO B-30-15 and codified by SB 32. SB 32
affirms the importance of addressing climate change by codifying into statute the GHG
emissions reductions target of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 contained
in EO B-30-15. SB 32 builds on AB 32 and keeps the State on the path toward achieving
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the 2050 objective of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The companion
bill to SB 32, AB 197, provides additional direction to the CARB related to the adoption of
strategies to reduce GHG emissions. Additional direction in AB 197 intended to provide
easier public access to air emissions data that are collected by CARB was posted in
December 2016.

As identified above, the AB 32 Scoping Plan contains GHG reduction measures that work
towards reducing GHG emissions, consistent with the targets set by AB 32, EO B-30-15
and codified by SB 32 and AB 197. The measures applicable to the proposed project
include energy efficiency measures, water conservation and efficiency measures, and
transportation and motor vehicle measures, as discussed below.

Energy efficient measures are intended to maximize energy efficiency building and
appliance standards, pursue additional efficiency efforts including new technologies and
new policy and implementation mechanisms, and pursue comparable investment in
energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in California. In addition, these
measures are designed to expand the use of green building practices to reduce the
carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. The proposed
project would be required to comply with the latest Title 24 standards of the CCR,
established by the CEC, regarding energy conservation and green building standards.
Therefore, the proposed project would comply with applicable energy measures.

Water conservation and efficiency measures are intended to continue efficiency programs
and use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. Increasing the efficiency of
water transport and reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. As noted above,
the proposed project would be required to comply with the latest Title 24 standards of the
CCR, which includes a variety of different measures, including reduction of wastewater
and water use. In addition, the proposed project would be designed to include drought
tolerant landscaping. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any of the
water conservation and efficiency measures.

The goal of transportation and motor vehicle measures is to develop regional GHG
emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. The second phase of Pavley
standards will reduce GHG emissions from new cars by 34 percent from 2016 levels by
2025, resulting in a 3 percent decrease in average vehicle emissions for all vehicles by
2020. Vehicles traveling to the project site would comply with the Pavley Il (LEV III)
Advanced Clean Cars Program. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with
the identified transportation and motor vehicle measures.

As such, the proposed project would comply with existing State regulations adopted to
achieve the overall GHG emissions reduction goals identified in AB 32 and would be
consistent with applicable plans and programs designed to reduce GHG emissions.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs and impacts would
be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES
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The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
greenhouse gas emissions, and no mitigation is required.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

MATERIAL — Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the
project area?
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f) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted X
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures,
either directly or indirectly, to a X
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Applicable laws and regulations ensure that transport, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials do not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Therefore,
a proposed project’s routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is
potentially significant if unusual circumstances are present, such as an unusually high
frequency of use, use of an unusually large amount of hazardous substances, or use of
particularly hazardous materials. Construction activities associated with the proposed
project would involve the use of limited amounts of potentially hazardous materials,
including but not limited to, solvents, paints, fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. However,
all materials used during construction would be contained, stored, and handled in
compliance with applicable standards and regulations established by the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the USEPA, and the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA). No uses utilizing large amounts of hazardous materials are
anticipated to occur within the project site. Project operation would involve the use of
small quantities of commercially-available hazardous materials (e.g., paint, cleaning
supplies) that could be potentially hazardous if handled improperly or ingested. However,
these products are not considered acutely hazardous and are not generally considered
unsafe. All storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials during project
construction and operation would comply with applicable standards and regulations. The
proposed commercial uses would not generate significant amounts of any hazardous
materials. The proposed project would comply with all applicable laws and regulations
related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and no unusual
circumstances are present. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials, and no mitigation is required.
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b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

See discussion a) above. The proposed project would not result in a significant impact to
the public or the environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident
condition related to the release of hazardous materials. This impact would be considered
less than significant. No mitigation is required.

c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

The closest existing school is Addams Elementary School, located approximately 1.2
miles from the project site. As previously stated, no unusual circumstances are present.
The proposed project would not result in the use or emission of substantial quantities of
hazardous materials that would pose a human or environmental health risk. In addition,
all materials would be handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable
standards and regulations. Therefore, because the proposed project does not involve
activities that would result in the emission of hazardous materials or acutely hazardous
substances, implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to 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.

d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as
a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

According to the DTSC EnviroStor database,*® the project site is not located on a federal
superfund site, State response site, voluntary cleanup site, school cleanup site,
evaluation site, school investigation site, military evaluation site, tiered permit site, or
corrective action site. The project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.14 As a result, no impacts
related to hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
would occur, and no mitigation is required.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

13 California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). 2007. EnviroStor. Website: https://www.
envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=fresno (accessed June 2021).

14 California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA). 2018. Government Code Section 65962.5(a)
Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List. Website: https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/
section-65962-5a/ (accessed June 2021).
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The nearest airports include the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport, located
approximately 0.8 mile from the project site, the Sierra Sky Airport, located approximately
6.7 miles from the project site, and the Fresno International Airport, located approximately
7.1 miles from the project site.

Portions of the project site are located in the Traffic Pattern Zone (TPZ) and Outer
Approach/Departure Zone (OADZ) for the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport. OADZs
have a moderate risk level because approximately 5 percent of crashes occur in this area,
while TPZs have a low risk level. Based on this risk level, the Fresno County Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan® (ALUCP) proposes certain criteria for projects within TPZs and
OADZs.

For TPZs, the ALUCP proposes a maximum non-residential intensity of 300 persons per
acre, with 10 percent required open land. Hazards to flight, outdoor stadiums, and similar
high intensity uses are prohibited. Airport disclosures are required, as well as project
review for objects taller than 100 feet. In addition, new structures cannot penetrate 14
C.F.R. Part 77 surfaces.

OADZs, in turn, have a maximum density of 150 persons per acre and an open land
requirement of 20 percent. Certain uses, including hazardous uses (e.g., aboveground
bulk fuel storage or gas stations) and hazards to flight are prohibited. Airport disclosure
notices are required, as is airspace review for objects over 70 feet in height.

Although the project site is within 2 miles of the Chandler Executive Airport, operations at
the local airports are not expected to pose a safety hazard for people working at or visiting
the project site nor does any aspect of the project conflict with the requirements in the
ALUCP for TPZs and OADZs. The project contemplates densities below those required
in TPZs and OADZs and the project would include over 20 percent open land. In addition,
the proposed project would not include any structures higher than 70 feet, hazardous
uses, hazards to flight, or other land uses prohibited in TPZs or OADZs. In addition, the
proposed project would not include any structures that would penetrate 14 C.F.R. Part 77
surfaces.

Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The proposed project would not result in any alterations of existing roadways. Therefore,
the proposed project would not interfere with the implementation of or physically interfere
with any adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plan, and this
impact would be less than significant.

15 Fresno County Airport Land Use Commission, Fresno County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(2018), Website: https://www.fresnocog.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/fresno-draft-ALUCP-12-04-
17c.pdf, and https://2ave3l244ex63mgdyclu2mfp-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/
2019/01/fresno-final-alucp-113018-r_part2.pdf.
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g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

Wildland fires occur in geographic areas that contain the types and conditions of
vegetation, topography, weather, and structure density susceptible to risks associated
with uncontrolled fires that can be started by lightning, improperly managed campfires,
cigarettes, sparks from automobiles, and other ignition sources. According to the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) Map for Fresno County, the project site is not located within a
High or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.'® Therefore, the proposed project would
not expose people or structures to a significant loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires, and impacts would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant |
e mpact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise X
substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with  groundwater X

recharge such that the project may
impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or
through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:

16 CAL FIRE. 2007. Fresno County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA. October 2. Website:
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/6673/fhszl06_1 mapl0.pdf (accessed June 2021).
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i) Result in a substantial erosion or X
siltation on- or off-site;

i) Substantially increase the rate
or amount of surface runoff in a X
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site:

iii) create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater X
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? X

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or
seiche zones, risk release of X
pollutants due to project
inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality X
control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?

The State Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control
Boards regulate the water quality of surface water and groundwater bodies throughout
California. The proposed project is within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

Construction. Pollutants of concern during construction include sediments, trash,
petroleum products, concrete waste (dry and wet), sanitary waste, and chemicals. During
construction activities, excavated soil would be exposed to wind and water erosion, which
could result in temporary increases in sediment load in nearby water bodies, including the
Houghton Canal, located approximately 140 feet to the west.
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Because the project would disturb greater than 1 acre of soil, it is required to comply with
the State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended
by 2010-0014-DWG and 2012-0006-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) (Construction
General Permit). The project is also subject to Article 7, Urban Storm Water Quality
Management and Discharge Control, Section 6-714, Requirement to Prevent, Control,
and Reduce Storm Water Pollutants of the City’s Municipal Code.

The Construction General Permit requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement Construction Best Management Practices
(BMPs). Construction BMPs would include, but not be limited to, erosion and sediment
control, designed to minimize erosion and retain sediment on site, and good
housekeeping practices to prevent spills, leaks, and discharge of construction debris and
waste into receiving waters. Section 6-714 of the City’s Municipal Code also requires the
implementation of BMPs to the maximum extent technologically and economically
feasible to prevent and reduce pollutants from entering stormwater during construction.
Therefore, adherence to the required SWPPP and the City’s Municipal Code and
implementation of construction BMPs, would reduce the potential for the discharge of
pollutants into Houghton Canal during construction and impacts associated with the
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be less than
significant.

During construction, it is likely that dewatering would be required. If groundwater is
encountered during construction, the project would be required to obtain coverage under
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Requirements Limited Threat
Discharges to Surface Water (Order R5-2022-0006, NPDES No. CAG995002). With
adherence to the Waste Discharge Requirements pertaining to Limited Threat Discharges
to Surface Water, project construction would not violate groundwater quality standards or
waste discharge requirements and impacts would be less than significant.

Operation. Operation of the proposed project could result in surface water pollution
associated with chemicals, liquid products, petroleum products (such as paints, solvents,
and fuels), and waste that may be spilled or leaked and have the potential to be
transported via runoff during periods of heavy precipitation into these water bodies.

The City of Fresno operates under the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Regional National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit and
Waste Discharge Requirements General Permit for Discharges from Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) (Order No. R5-2016-0040-014, NPDES No. CAS0085324).
Consistent with the City of Fresno’s MS4 Permit, the project would implement storm water
guality controls recommended in the Fresno-Clovis Storm Water Quality Management
Construction and Post-Construction Guidelines. If applicable, the project would also be
subject to the Statewide General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Industrial Activities (Order 2014-0057-DWQ as amended in 2015 and 2018) (Industrial
General Permit) and would be required to develop and implement a storm water pollution
prevention plan, eliminate non-stormwater discharges, conduct routine site inspections,
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train employees in permit compliance, sample storm water runoff and test if for pollutant
indicators, and submit an annual report to the State Water Resources Control Board.

Adherence to the City of Fresno’s MS4 Permit, including implementation of the
Stormwater Management Post-Construction Guidelines, as specified in the Industrial
General Permit, would reduce the potential for the discharge of pollutants during project
operations and impacts associated with the violation of water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements would be less than significant.

Infiltration of stormwater could have the potential to affect groundwater quality. The
majority of the project site would be impervious surface; and therefore, it is not expected
that stormwater would infiltrate during project operations. Because stormwater would be
collected and diverted to the storm drain system, there is not a direct path for pollutants
to reach groundwater. Therefore, project operations would not violate groundwater quality
standards or waste discharge requirements and impacts would be less than significant.

Conclusion. The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater
quality. Therefore, the project’s impacts would be less than significant.

b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

The City of Fresno overlies the Kings Subbasin, which is part of the greater San Joaquin
Valley Groundwater Basin. Temporary dewatering from excavations could be necessary
during construction. Construction-related dewatering would be temporary and limited to
the area of excavations on the project site and would not substantially contribute to
depletion of groundwater supplies. Operation of the project would not require groundwater
extraction. Following project implementation, there would be a minor increase in
impervious surface area. An increase in impervious surface area decreases infiltration,
which can decrease the amount of water that is able to recharge the aquifer/groundwater.
However, the small increase in impervious area would not substantially decrease any
infiltration that currently may occur on the site. Therefore, the project would not impede
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s ability to manage groundwater.
Thus, this project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project would impede sustainable
management of the Kings Subbasin. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Additionally, as discussed below in Section XIX, Utilities and Service Systems, the City
receives its water supply from groundwater and surface water. The City has indicated that
groundwater wells, pump stations, recharge facilities, water treatment and distribution
systems shall be expanded incrementally to mitigate increased water demands. One of
the primary objectives of Fresno’s future water supply plans detailed in the City’s current
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) is to balance groundwater operations through
a host of strategies. Through careful planning, Fresno has designed a comprehensive
plan to accomplish this objective by increasing surface water supplies and surface water
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treatment facilities, intentional recharge, and conservation, thereby reducing groundwater
pumping. The City continually monitors impacts of land use changes and development
project proposals on water supply facilities by assigning fixed demand allocations to each
parcel by land use as currently zoned or proposed to be rezoned.

The City relies on groundwater and surface water supplies to meet water demands. In
2006, Fresno updated its Metropolitan Water Resources Management Plan designed to
ensure the Fresno metro area has a reliable water supply through 2050. The plan
implements a conjunctive use program, combining groundwater, treated surface water,
artificial recharge, and an enhanced water conservation program.

The General Plan policies require the City to maintain a comprehensive conservation
program to help reduce per capita water usage, and includes conservation programs such
as landscaping standards for drought tolerance, irrigation control devices, leak detection
and retrofits, water audits, public education and implementing U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation Best Management Practices for water conservation to maintain surface
water entitlements.

Implementation of the Fresno General Plan policies, the Kings Basin Integrated Regional
Water Management Plan, the City of Fresno UWMP, the Fresno-Area Regional
Groundwater Management Plan, and the City of Fresno Metropolitan Water Resource
Management Plan would address the issues of providing an adequate, reliable, and
sustainable water supply for the proposed project.

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

During construction, excavated soil would be exposed and disturbed, drainage
patterns would be temporarily altered, and there would be an increased potential
for soil erosion and sedimentation compared to existing conditions. Additionally,
during a storm event, soil erosion and siltation could occur at an accelerated rate.
As discussed previously, the Construction General Permit requires preparation of
a SWPPP to identify construction BMPs to be implemented as part of the project
to reduce impacts to water quality during construction, including those impacts
associated with soil erosion and siltation. With compliance with the requirements
in the Construction General Permit and implementation of the construction BMPs,
and with compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, construction impacts related
to on- or off-site erosion or siltation would be less than significant.

The project would increase the amount of impervious surface, which would
increase the volume of runoff during a storm, and which can more effectively
transport sediments to receiving waters. At project completion, much of the project
site would be impervious surface area and not prone to onsite erosion or siltation
because no exposed soil would be present in these areas. The remaining portion
of the site would consist of pervious surface area, which would contain
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landscaping that would minimize onsite erosion and siltation by stabilizing the soil.
Additionally, the project applicant would be required to establish and maintain
existing drainage patterns. Therefore, the proposed project would not alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner that would result in an impact related to substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site.

Compliance with existing regulatory requirements would reduce or eliminate the
proposed project’s potential to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site.

Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner,
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

During construction, soil would be disturbed and compacted, and drainage
patterns would be temporarily altered, which can increase the volume and velocity
of stormwater runoff and increase the potential for localized flooding compared to
existing conditions. As discussed above, the Construction General Permit
requires the preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of construction BMPs
to control and direct surface runoff onsite. With adherence to the Construction
General Permit, construction impacts related to altering the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding onsite or offsite would be less than significant.

While the project would permanently increase the impervious surface area, the
project would maintain the overall on-site drainage patterns and continue to direct
surface water to catch basins that flow into the existing storm drains. Prior to the
issuance of building permits, the applicant would be required to provide a
stormwater improvement plan to the City to ensure that the stormwater system
would be capable of handling a 25-year storm and that the drainage facilities
conform to City requirements. Additionally, the applicant would be required to pay
for all necessary improvement costs if the City determines that the City’s storm
drain system or storm drain pumping capacity requires expansion or modification
as a result of the project. Therefore, the project would not alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site and impacts would be
considered less than significant.

Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of

existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
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Construction. The proposed project would result in an increase in impervious
surfaces given that the project site would be mostly built out aside from planting
areas located in the parking lot and the perimeter of the project site. However,
compliance with pre-existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with
the Construction General Permit and implementation of a SWPPP, would reduce
or eliminate the potential for project construction to cause substantial additional
polluted runoff or runoff in excess of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems. Therefore, construction would not result in additional sources of polluted
runoff to be discharged to the storm drain system and impacts would be less than
significant.

Operations. As discussed above, the proposed project would result in a minimal
increase in impervious surfaces and therefore would not substantially increase
runoff from the site. However, compliance with existing regulatory requirements,
including compliance with the WPCP and compliance with the MS4, as specified
in the Industrial General Permit, would reduce or eliminate the potential for project
operations to cause substantial additional polluted runoff or runoff in excess of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Therefore, project operations
would not result in additional sources of polluted runoff to be discharged to the
storm drain system and impacts would be less than significant.

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

The proposed project is not located within the 100-year flood hazard area as mapped by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).'” Therefore, the proposed project
would not impede or redirect potential flood flows, and the proposed project would have
no impact.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation?

The project site is not located in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones. Refer to
discussion a) in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials regarding the use of
hazardous materials within the project site. As a result, a less-than-significant impact
would occur related to the release of pollutants due to project inundation in flood hazard,
tsunami, or seiche zones.

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

The City is located within the Kings Subbasin, which is part of the larger San Joaquin
Valley Groundwater Basin. The planning documents regarding water resources for the
City include the City of Fresno UWMP and the City of Fresno Metropolitan Water
Resources Management Plan. As noted above, the proposed project would be required

17 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2020. FEMA Flood Map Service Center: Search By
Address. Available online at: https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery#searchresultsanchor
(accessed October 2021)
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to adhere to NPDES drainage control requirements during construction and operation as
well as to FMFCD drainage control requirements. As a result, the proposed project would
not include any other waste discharges that could conflict with the Basin Plan. Therefore,
the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan and impacts would be less
than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
hydrology and water quality, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established X
community?
b) Cause a significant
environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, X
policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

DISCUSSION
a) Would the project physically divide an established community?

The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a
physical feature (such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks) or removal of a means
of access (such as a local road or bridge) that would impair mobility within an existing
community, or between a community and outlying areas. For instance, the construction
of an interstate highway through an existing community may constrain travel from one
side of the community to another; similarly, such construction may also impair travel to
areas outside of the community.

The project site consists of a former industrial warehouse site that has previously been
demolished. Nearby parcels consist mostly of low residential, light and heavy industrial,
cemetery, and vacant, undeveloped uses. The proposed project would include four
office/warehouse buildings that would be configured for heavy industrial uses. These
improvements would not affect connectivity, and would not divide an established
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community. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to physically
dividing an established community.

b) Would the project 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?

The project site is designated Heavy Industrial in the General Plan. This land use is
intended to accommodate the broadest range of industrial uses including manufacturing,
assembly, wholesaling, distribution, and storage activities that are essential to the
development of a balanced economic base. Small-scale commercial services and
ancillary office uses are also permitted. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 1.5.

The project site is located in a Heavy Industrial (IH) zoning district which allows for
manufacturing, assembly, wholesaling, distribution, and storage activities that are
essential to the development of a balanced economic base. Small-scale commercial
services and ancillary office uses are also permitted. The Heavy Industrial (IH) zoning
districts are accommodate the broadest range of industrial uses on sites identified in the
General Plan.

The project would not require a change the General Plan land use designation or the
current zoning and would be consistent with the City’s General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. Additionally, the project 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 and therefore would result in no impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to land
use and planning, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant |
o mpact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability
of a known mineral resource that X
would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

b) Result in the loss of availability
of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated X
on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project 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?

The project site is located within an urban area on a previously developed site. There are
no known mineral resources within or in the vicinity of the project site. The principal area
for mineral resources in the City is along the San Joaquin River Corridor. The City’s
Resource Conservation and Resilience Element of the City’s General Plan includes
several policies to conserve aggregate mineral resources. However, the project is located
approximately 8 miles from the San Joaquin River Corridor. As a result, the proposed
project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to
the region or residents of the State and the proposed project would have no impact.

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan?

Please refer to discussion a) above. The proposed project would not result in the loss of
availability of any known locally-important mineral resource recovery sites. Therefore, the
proposed project would have no impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
mineral resources, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than NG
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XIIl. NOISE — Would the project result in:
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of X
standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or X
groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip or an
airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport X
or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or
working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other
applicable local, state, or federal standards?

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound that may
produce physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication,
work, rest, recreation, or sleep. Several noise measurement scales exist that are used to
describe noise in a particular location. A decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement that
indicates the relative intensity of a sound. Sound levels in dB are calculated on a
logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 dB represents a 10-fold increase in acoustic energy,
while 20 dB is 100 times more intense and 30 dB is 1,000 times more intense. Each 10
dB increase in sound level is perceived as approximately a doubling of loudness; and
similarly, each 10 dB decrease in sound level is perceived as half as loud. Sound intensity
is normally measured through the A-weighted sound level (dBA). This scale gives greater
weight to the frequencies of sound to which the human ear is most sensitive. The A-
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weighted sound level is the basis for 24-hour sound measurements that better represent
human sensitivity to sound at night.

As noise spreads from a source, it loses energy so that the farther away the noise receiver
is from the noise source, the lower the perceived noise level would be. Geometric
spreading causes the sound level to attenuate or be reduced, resulting in a 6 dB reduction
in the noise level for each doubling of distance from a single point source of noise to the
noise sensitive receptor of concern.

There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of
ambient noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound.
Equivalent continuous sound level (Leg) is the total sound energy of time-varying noise
over a sample period. However, the predominant rating scales for human communities in
the State of California are the Leq, the community noise equivalent level (CNEL), and the
day-night average level (Ldan) based on dBA. CNEL is the time varying noise over a 24-
hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the hourly Leq for noises occurring
from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and 10 dBA weighting factor
applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping hours). Ldn
is similar to the CNEL scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during the
evening relaxation hours. CNEL and Ldan are within one dBA of each other and are
normally exchangeable. The noise adjustments are added to the noise events occurring
during the more sensitive hours.

A project would have a significant noise effect if it would substantially increase the
ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or conflict with adopted environmental plans and
goals of applicable regulatory agencies, including, as appropriate, the City of Fresno.

The City of Fresno addresses noise in the Noise Element of the General Plan and in
Chapter 10, Article 1 (Noise Regulations), of the Fresno Municipal Code. Listed below
are objectives and policies related to noise that are presented in the Noise Element of the
General Plan. In addition, the Noise Element sets noise standards for transportation and
stationary noise sources as shown in Table 5 and Table 6, below.
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Table 5: Transportation (Non-Aircraft) Noise Sources

Outdoor Activity Interior Spaces
Noise-Sensitive Land Use? Areas? P
L4n/CNEL, dB L4n/CNEL, dB Leq dB?
Residential 65 45 -
Transient Lodging 65 45 -
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 65 45 -
Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls - - 35
Churches, Meeting Halls 65 - 45
Office Buildings - - 45
Schools, Libraries, Museums - - 45

Source: City of Fresno General Plan (2014).

1

2

Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown or is not applicable, the exterior noise level standard shall be
applied to the property line of the receiving land use.
As determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use.

CNEL = community noise equivalent level Lq4n = day-night average noise level
dB = decibel(s) Leq = equivalent continuous sound level

Table 6: Stationary Noise Sources

Daytime Nighttime
(7:00 a.m. to0 10:00 p.m.) | (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)
Hourly Equivalent Sound Level (Leq), dBA 50 45
Maximum Sound Level (Lmax), dBA 70 60
1Source: City of Fresno General Plan (2014).

2

dB
dB

The Planning and Development Director, on a case-by-case basis, may designate land uses other than those shown in
this table to be noise-sensitive, and may require appropriate noise mitigation measures.

As determined at outdoor activity areas. Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown or not applicable, the
noise exposure standard shall be applied at the property line of the receiving land use. When ambient noise levels
exceed or equal the levels in this table, mitigation shall only be required to limit noise to the ambient plus five dB.

= decibel(s) Leq = equivalent continuous sound level

A = A-weighted decibel(s) Lmax = maximum A-weighted sound level

Lq4n = day-night average noise level

Policy NS-1-a: Desirable and Generally Acceptable Exterior Noise
Environment. Establish 65 dBA Lan or CNEL as the standard for the desirable
maximum average exterior noise levels for defined usable exterior areas of
residential and noise-sensitive uses for noise, but designate 60 dBA Ldan or CNEL
(measured at the property line) for noise generated by stationary sources
impinging upon residential and noise-sensitive uses. Maintain 65 dBA Ldn or CNEL
as the maximum average exterior noise levels for non-sensitive commercial land
uses, and maintain 70 dBA Ldn or CNEL as maximum average exterior noise level
for industrial land uses, both to be measured at the property line of parcels where
noise is generated which may impinge on neighboring properties.

Policy NS-1-c: Generally Unacceptable Exterior Noise Exposure Range.
Establish the exterior noise exposure of greater than 65 dB Ldn or CNEL to be
generally unacceptable for residential and other noise sensitive uses for noise
generated by sources in Policy NS-1-a, and study alternative less noise-sensitive
uses for these areas if otherwise appropriate. Require appropriate noise reducing
mitigation measures as determined by a site specific acoustical analysis to comply
with the generally desirable or generally acceptable exterior noise level and the
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required 45 dB interior noise level standards set in Table 5 as conditions of permit
approval.

Policy NS-1-g: Noise mitigation measures which help achieve the noise level
targets of this plan include, but are not limited to, the following:

o Facades with substantial weight and insulation;
o Installation of sound-rated windows for primary sleeping and activity areas;

o Installation of sound-rated doors for all exterior entries at primary sleeping
and activity areas;

o Greater building setbacks and exterior barriers;
o Acoustic baffling of vents for chimneys, attic and gable ends;

o Installation of mechanical ventilation systems that provide fresh air under
closed window conditions.

NS-1-i Mitigation by New Development. Require an acoustical analysis where
new development of industrial, commercial or other noise generating land uses
(including transportation facilities such as roadways, railroads, and airports) may
result in noise levels that exceed the noise level exposure criteria established by
Tables 5 and 6 to determine impacts, and require developers to mitigate these
impacts in conformance with Tables 5 and 6 as a condition of permit approval
through appropriate means.

Noise mitigation measures may include:

o The screening of noise sources such as parking and loading facilities,
outdoor activities, and mechanical equipment;

o Providing increased setbacks for noise sources from adjacent dwellings;
o Installation of walls and landscaping that serve as noise buffers;
o Installation of soundproofing materials and double-glazed windows; and

o Regulating operations, such as hours of operation, including deliveries and
trash pickup.

Alternative acoustical designs that achieve the prescribed noise level reduction
may be approved by the City, provided a qualified Acoustical Consultant submits
information demonstrating that the alternative designs will achieve and maintain
the specific targets for outdoor activity areas and interior spaces. As a last resort,
developers may propose to construct noise walls along roadways when compatible
with aesthetic concerns and neighborhood character. This would be a developer
responsibility, with no City funding.

Policy NS-1-j: Significance Threshold. Establish, as a threshold of significance
for the City's environmental review process, that a significant increase in ambient
noise levels is assumed if the project would increase noise levels in the immediate
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vicinity by 3 dB Ldn or CNEL or more above the ambient noise limits established
in this General Plan Update.

Chapter 10, Article 1 (Noise Regulations), of the Fresno Municipal Code establishes
excessive noise guidelines and exemptions. Section 10-109 states that construction noise
is exempted from City noise regulations provided such work takes place between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on any day except Sunday.

Certain land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others. Examples of these
land uses include residential areas, educational facilities, hospitals, childcare facilities,
and senior housing. Adjacent parcels consist mostly of residential, light and heavy
industrial, cemetery, and vacant, undeveloped uses. The closest sensitive receptors to
the proposed project include the single-family residences located approximately 110 feet
south of the project site across West Nielsen Avenue.

The following section describes how the short-term construction and long-term
operational noise impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant with
mitigation.

Short-Term (Construction) Noise Impacts. Project construction would result in short-
term noise impacts on the nearby sensitive receptors. Maximum construction noise would
be short-term, generally intermittent depending on the construction phase, and variable
depending on receiver distance from the active construction zone. The duration of noise
impacts generally would be from one day to several days depending on the phase of
construction. The level and types of noise impacts that would occur during construction
are described below.

Short-term noise impacts would occur during grading and site preparation activities.
Table 7 lists typical construction equipment noise levels (Lmax) recommended for noise
impact assessments, based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment and a noise
receptor, obtained from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway
Construction Noise Model. Construction-related short-term noise levels would be higher
than existing ambient noise levels currently in the project area but would no longer occur
once construction of the proposed project is completed.

Table 7: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels

Acoustical Usage Factor (%) Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) at
Equipment Description 50 Feet!
Backhoes 40 80
Compactor (ground) 20 80
Compressor 40 80
Cranes 16 85
Dozers 40 85
Dump Trucks 40 84
Excavators 40 85
Flat Bed Trucks 40 84
Forklift 20 85
Front-end Loaders 40 80
Graders 40 85
Impact Pile Drivers 20 95
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Table 7: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels

Acoustical Usage Factor (%) Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) at
Equipment Description 50 Feet!
Jackhammers 20 85
Pick-up Truck 40 55
Pneumatic Tools 50 85
Pumps 50 77
Rock Dirills 20 85
Rollers 20 85
Scrapers 40 85
Tractors 40 84
Welder 40 73

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2006).

Note: Noise levels reported in this table are rounded to the nearest whole nhumber.

1 Maximum noise levels were developed based on Spec 721.560 from the Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) program to be
consistent with the City of Boston’s Noise Code for the “Big Dig” project.

Lmax = maximum instantaneous sound level

Two types of short-term noise impacts could occur during construction of the proposed
project. The first type involves construction crew commutes and the transport of
construction equipment and materials to the site, which would incrementally increase
noise levels on roads leading to the site. As shown in Table 7, there would be a relatively
high single-event noise exposure potential at a maximum level of 84 dBA Lmax with trucks
passing at 50 feet.

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during grading
and construction on the project site. Construction is performed in discrete steps, or
phases, each with its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise
characteristics. These various sequential phases would change the character of the noise
generated on site. Therefore, the noise levels vary as construction progresses. Despite
the variety in the type and size of construction equipment, similarities in the dominant
noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction-related noise ranges to be
categorized by work phase.

Table 7 lists maximum noise levels recommended for noise impact assessments for
typical construction equipment, based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment
and a noise receptor. Typical noise levels range up to 88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet during the
noisiest construction phases. The site preparation phase, which includes excavation and
grading of the project site, tends to generate the highest noise levels because the noisiest
construction equipment is earthmoving equipment. Earthmoving equipment includes
excavating machinery such as backfillers, bulldozers, draglines, and front loaders.
Earthmoving and compacting equipment includes compactors, scrapers, and graders.
Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve 1 or 2
minutes of full-power operation followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower power settings.

Construction details (e.g., construction fleet activities) are not yet known; therefore, this
analysis assumes that scrapers, bulldozers, and water trucks/pickup trucks would be
operating simultaneously during construction of the proposed project. As discussed
above, noise levels associated with this equipment operating simultaneously would be
approximately 88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet.
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Consistent with the applicable noise provisions of the Fresno Municipal Code,
construction work would only take place between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.
Monday through Saturday. No construction work would occur on Sundays.

As noted above, the closest sensitive receptors to the proposed project include the single-
family residences located approximately 110 feet south of the project site across West
Nielsen Avenue. Based on a reduction in noise of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, there
would be a decrease of approximately 7 dBA from the active construction area to the
nearest residences. Therefore, the closest off-site sensitive receptors may be subject to
short-term construction noise reaching 81 dBA Lmax when construction is occurring.

However, construction equipment would operate at various locations within the 48.03-
acre project site and would only generate maximum noise levels when operations occur
closest to the receptor. Nevertheless, to ensure that the project’s potential construction-
related noise impacts are less than significant, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 requires the
project to equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and
maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards, which would reduce the
potential impacts associated with construction equipment. Additionally, Mitigation
Measure NOI-1 requires the project to designate a “disturbance coordinator” at the City
who would be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction
noise. The disturbance coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaint
(e.g., starting too early, bad muffler) and would determine and implement reasonable
measures warranted to correct the problem. These measures would ensure that the
project’s potential construction-related noise impacts are mitigated to less-than-significant
levels.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the proposed project would result in a
less-than-significant impact associated with the generation of a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, State,
or federal standards.

Operational Noise Impacts. The following section addresses possible noise level
increases in the project vicinity resulting from implementation of the proposed project,
including mobile and stationary noise sources. Mobile noise sources include traffic noise.
Stationary noise sources include heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
equipment, parking lot activities, and truck delivery and truck unloading activities. The
City considers a 3 dBA increase to be a significant increase in ambient noise.

Traffic Noise. Motor vehicles with their distinctive noise characteristics are the dominant
noise source in the project vicinity. The amount of noise varies according to many factors,
such as volume of traffic, vehicle mix (percentage of cars and trucks), average traffic
speed, and distance from the observer. Implementation of the proposed project would
result in new daily trips on local roadways in the project site vicinity. A characteristic of
sound is that a doubling of a noise source is required in order to result in a perceptible (3
dBA or greater) increase in the resulting noise level.
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The proposed project would generate a total of 1,920 daily trips. The adjacent Marks
Avenue carries approximately 10,190 average daily trips and the adjacent West Nielsen
Street carries approximately 1,614 average daily trips.'® Based on the trip distribution, the
proposed project would generate 1,038 daily trips along Marks Avenue and 616 trips
along West Nielsen Street.'® Project trips would represent a small increase in noise level,
up to approximately 0.4 dBA CNEL along Marks Avenue and up to approximately 1.4 dBA
CNEL along West Nielsen Street based on the following equation:

) Current Volume
Change in (dBA) = 10 *lo gy, ( Fotire Volume )

In general, noise level changes of less than 5 dBA are not perceptible in an outdoor
environment. Therefore, project daily trips would not result in a perceptible noise increase
along any roadway segment in the project vicinity and would not result in a perceptible
increase in traffic noise levels at receptors in the project vicinity. Additionally, the
increased ambient noise of up to approximately 0.4 dBA CNEL along Marks Avenue and
up to approximately 1.4 dBA CNEL along West Nielsen Street are both less than the 3
dBA CNEL significance threshold established by City of Fresno’s Policy NS-1-j.
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact associated
with the generation of a substantial permanent increase in ambient traffic noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, State, or federal standards.

Stationary Source Noise. Noise impacts associated with the long-term operation of the
project must comply with the noise standards specified in the City’s General Plan and
Municipal Code, as described above. Stationary noise generated by the proposed project
includes HVAC equipment, parking lot activities, and truck delivery and truck unloading
activities.

Of the on-site stationary noise sources during operation of the project, noise generated
by delivery truck activity would generate the highest maximum noise levels. Typical
parking lot activities, such as people conversing or doors slamming, would generate noise
levels of approximately 60 dBA to 70 dBA Lmax at 50 feet, while delivery truck loading and
unloading activities would result in maximum noise levels that would generate a noise
level of 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet based on measurements previously conducted by LSA.

The proposed project could include loading activities, which could generate potential
noise sources that could affect noise-sensitive receptors in the project site vicinity. As
shown in Figure 3, the proposed project would include 61 loading dock doors north of
Building 1, 61 loading dock doors south of Building 1, 46 loading dock doors south of
Building 2, 18 loading dock doors north of Building 3, and 15 loading dock doors would
be located north of Building 4. The closest sensitive receptors include the single-family
residences located approximately 110 feet south of the project site across West Nielsen

18 LSA, 2021. Traffic Impact Study 2740 West Nielsen Avenue Warehouse Project, City of Fresno, Fresno
County, California. November.
19 |bid.
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Avenue. These residences would be located approximately 260 feet south of the loading
docks south of Building 1.

At 260 feet, there would be a decrease of 14 dBA due to the increased distance from the
baseline noise level of 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Therefore, maximum noise levels
generated by loading and unloading activities would be approximately 61 dBA Lmax at the
closest sensitive receptors. This noise level would not exceed the City’s daytime (7:00
a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) noise level standard of 70 dBA Lmax, but would have the potential to
exceed the City’s nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) noise level standard of 60 dBA Lmax.
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2 would reduce potential impacts
related to loading dock and delivery noise by prohibiting loading dock activities at the
loading dock doors south of Building 1 during the nighttime hours. Loading dock activities
at all other loading dock locations would be shielded by the proposed buildings and would
not exceed the City’s nighttime noise standard.

In addition, peak noise levels from loading and unloading would be intermittent and when
averaged over one hour, these sources would not exceed the City’s daytime (7:00 a.m.
to 10:00 p.m.) noise level standard of 50 dBA Leq or nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)
noise level standard of 45 dBA Leq. Additionally, when averaged over the 24-hour period,
noise would not cause an increase in noise levels of more than 3 dBA. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, the proposed project would result in a less-
than-significant impact associated with the generation of a substantial permanent
increase in ambient stationary source noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other
applicable local, State, or federal standards.

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Vibration refers to groundborne noise and perceptible motion. Groundborne vibration is
almost exclusively a concern inside buildings and is rarely perceived as a problem
outdoors. Vibration energy propagates from a source, through intervening soil and rock
layers, to the foundations of nearby buildings. The vibration then propagates from the
foundation throughout the remainder of the structure. Building vibration may be perceived
by the occupants as the motion of building surfaces, rattling of items on shelves or
hanging on walls, or as a low-frequency rumbling noise. The rumbling noise is caused by
the vibrating walls, floors, and ceilings radiating sound waves. Annoyance from vibration
often occurs when the vibration exceeds the threshold of perception by 10 dB or less.
This is an order of magnitude below the damage threshold for normal buildings.

Typical sources of groundborne vibration are construction activities (e.g., pavement
breaking and operating heavy-duty earthmoving equipment), and occasional traffic on
rough roads. In general, groundborne vibration from standard construction practices is
only a potential issue when within 25 feet of sensitive uses. As noted above, the closest
sensitive receptors to the proposed project include the single-family residences
approximately 110 feet south of the project site across West Nielsen Avenue. At this
distance, construction activities associated with implementation of the proposed project
are not expected to result in excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
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levels. In addition, no other existing buildings are located within 25 feet of the project site.
Once operational, no permanent groundborne vibration or noise sources would be located
within the project site that would expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration or
noise levels. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, and impacts
would be less than significant.

c) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

The nearest airports include the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport, located
approximately 0.8 mile from the project site, the Sierra Sky Airport, located approximately
6.7 miles from the project site, and the Fresno International Airport, located approximately
7.1 miles from the project site. Each of these airports has an Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) that guides approximate compatible land uses. The City of
Fresno General Plan, other City land use plans, and all City land use decisions must be
compatible with the adopted ALUCP. Each ALUCP includes CNEL noise contours based
on projected airport and aircraft operations. The project site is not located in an ALUCP;
therefore project implementation would not expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels, and impacts would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: The project contractor shall implement the following
measures during construction of the project:

e Equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and
maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards.

e Designate a “disturbance coordinator” at the City who would be responsible for
responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance
coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too
early, bad muffler) and would determine and implement reasonable measures
warranted to correct the problem.

Mitigation Measure NOI-2: All loading dock activities shall be prohibited at the
loading dock doors on the south end of Building 1 during the nighttime hours (10:00
p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) or once operational, provide documentation to the City of Fresno
Planning and Development Department that demonstrates that nighttime loading dock
activities would comply with the noise level specifications of the City’s Municipal Code.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or X
indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of
existing people or housing, X
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The proposed project would include four office/warehouse buildings that would be
configured for heavy industrial uses. The proposed project would not result in direct
population growth as the use proposed is not residential and would not contribute to
permanent residency on site. Further, the site is designated Heavy Industrial by the
General Plan and would not generate growth beyond that anticipated in the General Plan.
Therefore, the proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly or indirectly, and this impact would be considered less
than significant.

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No housing is currently present on the project site, and therefore, there are no people
living on the project site that would be displaced by the proposed project. Therefore, there
would be no impacts related to the displacement of substantial numbers of existing people
or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, and no
mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
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The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
population and housing, and no mitigation is required.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for

any of the public services:

i. Fire protection?

The City of Fresno Fire Department (FFD) would provide fire protection services
to the proposed project. There are 23 FFD fire stations in Fresno, with the closest
fire station, Fire Station 3, located approximately 3 miles from the project site.
Planned growth under the General Plan would increase calls for fire protection
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service in the City. The project is consistent with the site’s General Plan
designation and does not represent unplanned growth given that the project site
would be developed consistent with its land use and zoning designations. The
project could result in an incremental increase in the demand for fire protection
services as a result of additional employees to the project site. However, the
proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable codes for fire
safety and emergency access. In addition, the project applicant would be required
to submit plans to the FFD for review and approval prior to the issuance of building
permits to ensure the project would conform to applicable building codes.

The FFD would continue providing services to the project site and would not
require additional firefighters to serve the proposed project. The construction of a
new or expanded fire station would not be required. The proposed project would
not result in a significant impact on the physical environment due to the
incremental increase in demand for fire protection and life safety services. The
incremental increase in demand for services is not expected to adversely affect
existing responses times to the site or within the City. Therefore, construction and
operation of the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on
fire protection.

Police protection?

The City of Fresno Police Department (FPD) provides police protection to the
project site. The FPD headquarters are located at 2323 Mariposa Street,
approximately 3.5 miles from the project site. Planned growth under the General
Plan would increase calls for police protection service in the City. The project is
consistent with the site’s General Plan designation and does not represent
unplanned growth. The project could result in an incremental increase in the
demand for police protection services. The FPD would continue to provide
services to the project site and would not require additional officers to serve the
project site. The construction of new or expanded police facilities would not be
required. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse
impact associated with the provision of additional police facilities or services, and
impacts to police protection would represent a less-than-significant impact.

Schools?

The proposed project would not generate student demand or otherwise impact
school services given that there is no housing or a residential component. As
such, there would be no impact related to schools.

Parks?

Demand for parks generated by the project is within planned services levels of
the City of Fresno Parks and Community Services Department and the applicant
would be required to pay any required impact fees at the time building permits are
obtained or receive credits for construction as may be memorialized within a
subdivision or development agreement. Maintenance would be afforded through
annexation into a Community Facilities District (CFD). Therefore, impacts to parks
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would be less than significant.

v. Other public facilities?

Development of the proposed project could also increase demand for other public
services, including libraries, community centers, and public health care facilities.
However, due to the minimal increase in population, the proposed project would
not result in a substantial increase in the use of these facilities, such that new
facilities would be needed to maintain service standards, as these facilities are
not currently overused and have capacity to serve new demand. Therefore,
impacts to other public facilities would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
public services, and no mitigation is required.

recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
. Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated
XVI. RECREATION - Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such X
that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include
recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of X

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

The proposed project would include four office/warehouse buildings that would be
configured for heavy industrial uses and would not generate population growth that would
result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
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recreational facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact related to the increase in the
use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

b) Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

The proposed project would include four office/warehouse buildings that would be
configured for heavy industrial uses. The proposed project does not include or require the
construction or expansion of existing public recreational facilities; therefore, development
of the proposed project and associated recreational opportunities for use by users of the
project site would not result in additional environmental effects beyond those described
in this document. As a result, no impact would occur to recreational facilities and the
proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
recreation, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
. Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XVII. TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:

a) Conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation  system, including X
transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, X
subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards
due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous X
intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

d) Result in inadequate emergency X
access?
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The following discussion is based on the Traffic Impact Study (TI1S)?° prepared for the
proposed project. The TIS is included as Appendix F.

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?

While Levels of Service (LOS) analysis is no longer a criteria of significance for traffic
impacts under CEQA, the City of Fresno General Plan includes policies that utilize LOS
to determine project conditions of approval. As such, this analysis includes LOS impacts
while VMT impacts are discussed in Response b) below.

Based on the City of Fresno General Plan Circulation Element, the City uses Traffic
Impact Zone (T1Z) boundaries within the City to identify acceptable LOS for each TIZ. The
majority of the study area is within TIZ Ill, or along the border of TIZ Il and TIZ lll. TIZ 1l
has a LOS standard of E, while TIZ 1ll has an LOS standard of D. Therefore, as a
conservative estimate, LOS D was considered as the minimum level of service criterion
for all intersections. As such, an operational deficiency occurs when the project causes
an unsatisfactory condition (deterioration from LOS A through D to LOS E or F) for
intersections or when the project contributes to an existing or forecasted deficiency. The
project needs to identify improvements to improve the intersection LOS to an acceptable
level.

For intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, Caltrans considers an acceptable LOS
to be between LOS C and D at all intersections (delay of 45 seconds at signalized
intersections and delay of 30 seconds at unsignalized intersections).

Caltrans does not have any operational deficiency criteria for study intersections.
Therefore, an operational deficiency occurs when the project causes an unsatisfactory
condition (deterioration from LOS A through D to LOS E or F) for intersections or when
the project contributes to an existing or forecasted deficiency. The project needs to
identify improvements to improve the intersection LOS to an acceptable level.

The TIS examined traffic operations in the vicinity of the proposed project under the
following five scenarios:

e Existing Conditions;

e Existing plus Project Conditions;

e Existing plus Project and Near-term approved and pending projects Conditions;
e Cumulative Year (2035) No Project Conditions; and

e Cumulative Year (2035) Plus Project Conditions.

Traffic conditions were examined for the weekday daily, AM, and PM peak hour
conditions. The AM peak hour is defined as the one hour of highest traffic volumes

20 LSA. 2021, op. cit.
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occurring between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. The PM peak hour is the one hour of highest
traffic volumes occurring between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. Roadway segments were
analyzed using daily volume counts and comparisons were made to the daily service
volume standards provided in the City Guidelines. The study area for the TIS included the
following study intersections and roadway segments.

Intersections

1. Marks Avenue/Belmont Avenue (City of Fresno, County of Fresno);

2. Marks Avenue/Nielsen Avenue (City of Fresno);

3. Marks Avenue/Ray Johnson Drive (City of Fresno);

4. Marks Avenue/SR-180 Westbound Ramps (Caltrans);

5. Marks Avenue/SR-180 Eastbound Ramps (Caltrans);

6. Hughes Avenue/Belmont Avenue (City of Fresno, County of Fresno); and
7. Hughes Avenue/Nielsen Avenue (City of Fresno).

Roadway Segments

1. Marks Avenue, between Belmont Avenue and Nielsen Avenue;

2. Marks Avenue, between Nielsen Avenue and Ray Johnson Drive;

3. Marks Avenue, between Ray Johnson Drive and SR-180 Westbound Ramps;

4. Marks Avenue, between SR-180 Westbound Ramps and SR-180 Eastbound
Ramps;

Belmont Avenue, between Marks Avenue and Hughes Avenue;

Nielsen Avenue, between Marks Avenue and Hughes Avenue; and

Hughes Avenue, between Belmont Avenue and Nielsen Avenue.

No o

In addition, Caltrans recommended evaluating the project under a worst-case scenario
with 60 percent of project traffic using Caltrans’ facilities (ramps and freeway segments).
This evaluation included intersections 3, 4, and 5 as listed above, as well as the following
freeway basic and merge/diverge areas for the SR-180 and Marks Avenue interchange:

SR-180 Eastbound

West of Marks Avenue Off-Ramp (Basic);

Marks Avenue Off-Ramp (Diverge);

Between Marks Avenue Off-Ramp and Marks Avenue Loop-On Ramp (Basic);
Marks Avenue Loop-On Ramp (Merge);

Between Marks Avenue Loop-On Ramp and Marks Avenue Slip-On Ramp (Basic);
Marks Avenue Slip-On Ramp (Merge); and

East of Marks Avenue (Basic).

NogasrwWhPE

SR-180 Westbound

1. East of Marks Avenue (Basic);

2. Marks Avenue Off-Ramp (Diverge);

3. Between Marks Avenue Off-Ramp and Marks Avenue Loop-On Ramp (Basic);

4. Marks Avenue Loop-On Ramp (Merge);

5. Between Marks Avenue Loop-On Ramp and Marks Avenue Slip-On Ramp (Basic);
6. Marks Avenue Slip-On Ramp (Merge); and

7. West of Marks Avenue (Basic).
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Project Trip Generation. To assess potential impacts that the project may have on the
surrounding roadway network, the first step was to determine project trip generation.
Project trip generation is identified in Table 8 based on the Western Riverside Council of
Governments (WRCOG) Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) High-Cube
Warehouse Trip Generation Study. The study provides separate trip generation rates for
passenger vehicles, 2—4 axle trucks, and 5+ axle trucks. The truck trips were converted
to Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) trips using a PCE factor of 2.0 for 2—4 axle trucks. To
be conservative, a PCE factor of 3.0 was used for 5+ axle trucks.

Table 8: Project Trip Generation

_ _ Average Weekday AM Peak Weekday PM Peak
Trip Generation? Dailv Trips Hour? Hour?
y np In | Out | Total In | out | Total
Trip Generation
Trip Generation (Cars) 1,578 75 18 93 105 24 129
Trip Generation (2—4 Axle Trucks) 146 5 2 7 8 2 10
Trip Generation (5+ Axle Trucks) 196 8 2 10 7 2 9
Trip Generation (Total Trucks) 342 13 4 17 15 4 19
Trip Generation (Total) 1,920 88 22 110 120 28 148
PCE Trip Generation
Trip Generation (Cars) 1,578 75 18 93 105 24 129
PCE Trip Generation (2—-4 Axle 292 10 4 14 16 4 20
Trucks)®
PCE Trip Generation (5+ Axle 588 o 6 30 21 6 27
Trucks)®
PCE Trip Generation (Total 880 34 10 44 37 10 a7
Trucks)
PCE Trip Generation (Total) 2,458 109 28 137 142 34 176

Source: LSA (2021).

! Rates from the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study,
January 2019, prepared by WSP.

2 The WRCOG study does not provide infout splits for the peak hour trip generation. Therefore, infout splits from Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition) supplement Land Use 155 - "High-Cube Fulfilment Center
Warehouse" have been used for obtaining in/out traffic.

8 A Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) factor 2.0 has been taken for 2-4 axle trucks based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
recommendations. Further, as a conservative approach, a PCE factor of 3.0 is taken, for 5+ axle trucks, consistent with latest
practices in numerous California jurisdictions.

Intersection Capacity Analysis. For all study area intersections, the Highway Capacity
Manual 6th Edition (HCM 6) analysis methodologies were used to determine intersection
LOS. Intersection LOS was calculated using the Synchro 10 software, which uses the
HCM 6 methodologies. LOS can be determined for both signalized and unsignalized
intersections.

Based on the results of the LOS analysis, an operational deficiency currently exists at the
intersection of Marks Avenue/Belmont Avenue. This intersection meets several signal
warrants under Existing, Near-Term Approved and Pending, and Cumulative Year (2035)
scenarios. The City of Fresno Traffic Signal Mitigation Impact (TSMI) fees are charged to
all new developments throughout the City to mitigate the traffic operational deficiencies
through the funding of traffic signal improvements to serve new developments. Based on
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the City of Fresno City-Wide Traffic Signal Mitigation Impact Fee nexus Analysis for
Proposed Fee Update, dated September 2016, signalization of the intersection of Marks
Avenue/Belmont Avenue is included in the Traffic Signal Capital Improvements, where
the entire funding is expected to be generated from the TSMI fees. Therefore, since the
improvement is covered under the TSMI Fee program, the project would be paying into
the fee program for this improvement. Therefore, the intersection is forecast to operate at
a satisfactory LOS with the implementation of the proposed improvement and impacts to
intersection LOS would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Roadway Segment Analysis. According to the HCM, LOS is categorized by two
parameters of traffic: uninterrupted and interrupted flow. Uninterrupted flow facilities do
not have fixed elements such as traffic signals that cause interruptions in traffic flow.
Interrupted flow facilities do have fixed elements that cause an interruption in the flow of
traffic, such as stop signs and signalized intersections along arterial roads. A roadway
segment is defined as a stretch of roadway generally located between signalized or
controlled intersections.

Roadway segment LOS was calculated based on the Florida LOS tables, consistent with
the City Guidelines. As shown in Table 7-B of Appendix F, the seven existing roadway
segments analyzed have an LOS of C without the proposed project and an LOS of C with
the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would not cause any deterioration of
LOS at the roadway segments analyzed. Therefore, impacts to roadway segment LOS
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Summary. As described above, the addition of project traffic is not anticipated to exceed
the City’s level of significance threshold of LOS (LOS D or better). In addition, the project-
related traffic would not result in a deficiency to existing transit, roadway, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any plan,
ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system or congestion management program. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Senate Bill (SB) 743 requires that relevant CEQA analysis of transportation impacts be
conducted using a metric known as vehicle miles traveled (VMT) instead of Level of
Service (LOS). VMT measures how much actual auto travel (additional miles driven) a
proposed project would create on California roads. If the project adds excessive car travel
onto our roads, the project may cause a significant transportation impact. Heavy-duty
trucks are addressed in other CEQA sections (air quality, greenhouse gases, noise and
health risk assessment analysis) and are subject to regulation in a separate collection of
rules under CARB jurisdiction.

The State CEQA Guidelines were amended to implement SB 743, by adding Section
15064.3. Among its provisions, Section 15064.3 confirms that, except with respect to
transportation projects, a project’'s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a
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significant environmental impact. Therefore, LOS measures of impacts on traffic facilities
is no longer a relevant CEQA criteria for transportation impacts.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) states that “[a] lead agency has discretion to
evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in
absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency may
use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled and may revise those estimates
to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to
estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revision to model outputs should be documented
and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of
adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this section.”

On June 25, 2020, the City of Fresno adopted CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles
Traveled Thresholds, pursuant to Senate Bill 743 to be effective of July 1, 2020. The
thresholds described therein are referred to herein as the City of Fresno VMT Thresholds.
The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds document was prepared and adopted consistent with
the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.3 and 15064.7. The December
2018 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical
Advisory) published by the Governor’'s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), was
utilized as a reference and guidance document in the preparation of the Fresno VMT
Thresholds.

The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds adopted a screening standard and criteria that can
be used to screen out qualified projects that meet the adopted criteria from needing to
prepare a detailed VMT analysis.

For projects that are not screened out, a quantitative analysis of VMT impacts must be
prepared and compared against the adopted VMT thresholds of significance. The Fresno
VMT Thresholds document includes thresholds of significance for development projects,
transportation projects, and land use plans. These thresholds of significance were
developed using the County of Fresno as the applicable region, and the required
reduction of VMT (as adopted in the Fresno VMT Thresholds) corresponds to Fresno
County’s contribution to the statewide GHG emission reduction target. In order to reach
the statewide GHG reduction target of 15%, Fresno County must reduce its GHG
emissions by 13%. The method of reducing GHG by 13% is to reduce VMT by 13% as
well.

The City's adopted thresholds for development projects correspond to the regional
thresholds set by the Fresno Council of Governments (COG). For residential and office
development projects, the adopted threshold of significance is 13% less than the regional
average. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant environmental impact
if the project generated VMT per capita or per employee is less than 13% of the regional
average VMT per capita or per employee. For retail projects, the adopted threshold is any
net increase in total VMT compared to existing total VMT for the region. For all other non-
residential projects that are consistent with City’s General Plan, the adopted threshold is
that a project would not have a significant environmental impact if the project's VMT per
employee is less than the existing regional average VMT per employee. If the project
requires a General Plan amendment, the project would have a less than significant
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environmental impact if the project generated VMT per employee is less than 13% of the
existing regional average VMT per employee.

As recommended in the City of Fresno CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled
Thresholds, projects that could not be screened out from a quantitative VMT assessment,
the VMT analysis should be conducted using the Fresno COG Activity Based Model
(ABM), which is a tour-based model. Therefore, the Fresno COG ABM was used for the
project VMT analysis. The model database was updated with the project land uses to
calculate project VMT.

The project is non-residential in nature, but would not be classified as an office or retail
project. Additionally, the project does not require a General Plan Amendment. Therefore,
the project’s VMT per employee was compared to the existing regional average VMT per
employee. The existing regional average is 25.6 VMT per employee, as established in
the City of Fresno CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled Thresholds. Based on the
Fresno COG ABM model output, the project’'s VMT was calculated to be 19.8 VMT per
employee. As such, the project’'s VMT per employee rate is 22.66 percent lower than the
existing regional average VMT per employee, or the City’s threshold. In conclusion, the
project would result in a less-than-significant VMT impact concerning consistency with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).

c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

Vehicular access to the project site would be provided via seven driveways located on
Marks Avenue, Nielsen Avenue, and Hughes Avenue. All project driveways would be stop
controlled at the driveway approach. Therefore, vehicles exiting the project site from
project driveways must stop before they continue to merge on the neighboring circulation
network.

The majority of the observed traffic flow within the study area utilizes Marks Avenue. Of
the three driveways on Marks Avenue, two are right-in-right-out only. For the other
driveway, left-turn egress movement will be restricted. Additionally, a two-way left-turn
lane (TWLTL) is present at this location on Marks Avenue. Therefore, project trips using
a left-turn ingress movement can also wait in the TWLTL for the clearance of northbound
traffic on Marks Avenue. Since there is a traffic signal at the intersection of Marks
Avenue/Nielsen Avenue, these project trips would have the opportunity to utilize gaps in
northbound traffic created by the signal to complete the turn into the project driveway.
Additionally, there are no major obstructions to vision present along Marks Avenue.
Therefore, sight distance is not expected to be an issue for these driveways.

For project driveways located along Nielsen Avenue and Hughes Avenue, there needs to
be adequate corner sight distance for vehicles to make an egress movement. There is no
provision for on-street parking along the project frontage on Nielsen Avenue or Hughes
Avenue. Additionally, there are no trees or large stationary objects that might obstruct the
sight triangle for drivers. As such, there should be adequate sight distance at the project
driveways along Nielsen Avenue or Hughes Avenue. Therefore, it can be concluded that
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a clear sight triangle would be available for drivers exiting the driveway to safely make
turns onto Nielsen Avenue or Hughes Avenue.

In addition, the proposed project would not include any sharp curves or other roadway
design elements that would create dangerous conditions. In addition, the project design
features would be required to comply with standards set by the City’s General Plan and
City Engineer. In addition, the proposed project would also be required to submit plans to
the FFD for review and approval prior to the issuance of building permits to ensure there
are no substantial hazards associated with the project design. Therefore, the proposed
project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g.,
farm equipment), and no mitigation is required.

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Emergency vehicles would have access to the project site via seven driveways located
on Marks Avenue, Nielsen Avenue, and Hughes Avenue. Further, the proposed project’s
site plan would be subject to review and approval by the FFD to ensure the project
includes adequate emergency access. In addition, as discussed in Section IX, Hazards
and Hazardous Material, project implementation would not physically interfere with
emergency evacuation or the FFD access to and from the project site. Therefore, the
proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to inadequate
emergency access, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
transportation, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant |Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation | Impact
Incorporated

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in
PRC section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant |Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
e Impact
Impact Mitigation | Impact
Incorporated

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of X
historical resources as defined in
PRC section 5020.1(k), or,

i) A resource determined by the
lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evi-
dence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
PRC section 5024.1. In applying X
the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of PRC section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

ii. Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to
a California Native American tribe.

The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed projects
and consult with California Native American tribes during the local planning process for
the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Resources through the State CEQA
Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1, the lead agency shall begin consultation
with the California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the geographical area of the proposed project. Such significant cultural resources are
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either sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural
value to a tribe which is either on or eligible for inclusion in the California Register or local
historic register, or, the lead agency, at its discretion, and support by substantial evidence,
choose to treat the resources as a Tribal Cultural Resources (PRC Section
21074(a)(1-2)).

Additional information may also be available from the California NAHC’s Sacred Lands
File per PRC Section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System
administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that PRC
Section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

AB 52, which became law January 1, 2015, requires that, as part of the CEQA review
process, public agencies provide early notice of a project to California Native American
Tribes to allow for consultation between the tribe and the public agency. The purpose of
AB 52 is to provide the opportunity for public agencies and tribes to consult and consider
potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs), as defined by PRC Section
2107(a). Under AB 52, public agencies shall reach out to California Native American
Tribes who have requested to be notified of projects in areas within or which may have
been affiliated with their tribal geographic range. Pursuant to AB 52, the Table Mountain
Rancheria Tribe and the Dumna Wo Wah Tribe were invited to consult under AB 52. A
certified letter was mailed to the above-mentioned tribes on December 17, 2021. The 30-
day comment period ended on January 17, 2022. Neither tribe requested consultation.

The site is currently vacant. While there is no evidence to suggest the presence of TCRs,
if any artifacts are inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities, existing
federal, State, and local laws and regulations would require construction activities to
cease until such artifacts are properly examined and determined not to be of significance
by a qualified cultural resources professional. In addition, Mitigation Measure CUL-1
included above in Section V, Cultural Resources, requires that if unknown archaeological
resources are discovered during construction, work in the area would halt and a qualified
archaeologist would be contacted. Therefore, adherence to the requirements in Mitigation
Measure CUL-1 would reduce potential impacts related to the substantial adverse change
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource to less than significant with mitigation.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measure TRIBE-1: Implement Mitigation Measure CUL-1.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant |
e mpact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Require or result in the
relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm  water
drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effect?

b) Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry
and multiple dry years?

c) Result in a determination by the
waste water treatment provider,
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to
the provider’'s existing
commitments?

d) 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?

e) Comply with federal, state, and
local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?
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DISCUSSION

a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

The City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities has determined that adequate sanitary
sewer and water services would be available to serve the proposed project subject to the
payment of any applicable connection charges and/or fees and extension of services in
a manner that is compliant with the Department of Public Utilities standards,
specifications, and policies.

Impacts to storm drainage facilities have been previously discussed in Section X,
Hydrology and Water Quality. As noted in Section X, the proposed project would result in
the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion of existing
facilities. Specifically, the proposed project would include construction of a new curb and
gutter along North Marks Avenue, West Nielsen Avenue, and North Hughes Avenue to
connect to the City’s existing stormwater system. However, the construction of such minor
facilities would be constructed in conformance with City standards; therefore, its
construction would not cause significant environmental effects.

Electric power, natural gas, and telecommunication facilities would require connections
to the project site. However, because the project site is located within an urbanized area
with existing facilities in close proximity, connection to these facilities would not cause
significant environmental effects. As a result, the project would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to the relocation or construction or new or expanded utilities.

b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple
dry years?

Refer to discussion b) of Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed above,
sufficient water supply would be available to serve the project site. As a result, the project
would result in a less-than-significant impact related to water supply and there are
sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years.

c) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

Refer to discussion a) above. The City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities has
determined that adequate sanitary sewer and water services would be available to serve
the proposed project subject to the payment of any applicable connection charges and/or
fees and extension of services in a manner that is compliant with the Department of Public
Utilities standards, specifications, and policies. In addition, the proposed project is not

90



expected to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quiality Control Board. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

d) Would the project 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?

Garbage disposed in the City of Fresno is taken to the Cedar Avenue Recycling and
Transfer Station. 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 located approximately 6 miles southwest of Kerman.

The American Avenue Landfill (i.e., American Avenue Disposal Site 10-AA-0009) 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.?*

Other landfills within the County of Fresno include the Clovis Landfill (City of Clovis
Landfill 10-AA-0004) with a maximum remaining permitted capacity of 7,740,000 cubic
yards, a maximum permitted throughput of 2,000 tons per day, and an estimated closure
date of 2047.%2

Based on CalEEMod, operation of the proposed project would generate approximately
847 tons of solid waste per year or approximately 2 tons of solid waste per day. Given the
available capacity at the landfills, the additional solid waste generated by the proposed
project is not anticipated to cause the facility to exceed its daily permitted capacity. As
such, the project would be served by a landfill with sufficient capacity to accommodate
the project’s waste disposal needs. The proposed project would not 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 impacts would be
less than significant.

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

The proposed project would comply with all federal, State, and local solid waste statutes
and/or regulations related to solid waste. Also refer to discussion d) in this section.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to solid
waste.

MITIGATION MEASURES

21 CalRecycle. Website: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Summary/352 (accessed July
2021).

22 CalRecycle. Website: https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Summary/347 (accessed July
2021).
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The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
utilities and service systems, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XX. WILDFIRE - If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or X
emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds,
and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to pollutant X
concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

c) Require the installation or
maintenance of  associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other X
utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may resultin temporary
or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d) Expose people or structures to
significant risks, including
downslope or downstream X
flooding or landslides, as a result
of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

DISCUSSION
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As discussed above in discussion g) in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
there are no very high fire hazard severity zones located within the City of Fresno.?
Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, and there would be no impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
wildfire, and no mitigation is required.

28 Cal Fire. Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer. Website: https://egis.fire.ca.gov/IFHSZ/ (accessed August
2021).
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the
potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts
that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental
effects of a project are X
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have
environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects X
on human beings, either directly
or indirectly?

DISCUSSION

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?
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As discussed in Section IV. Biological Resources and Section V, Cultural Resources, with
the incorporation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 and CUL-1 through CUL-3,
development of the proposed project would not: (1) degrade the quality of the
environment; (2) substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; (3) cause a
fish or wildlife species population to drop below self-sustaining levels; (4) threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community; (5) reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal; or (6) eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

The proposed project’'s impacts would be individually limited and not cumulatively
considerable due to the site-specific nature of the potential impacts. The potentially
significant impacts that can be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation
of recommended mitigation measures include the topics of Aesthetics, Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Noise, and Tribal Cultural Resources.
These impacts would primarily be related to construction-period activities, would be
temporary in nature, and would not substantially contribute to any potential cumulative
impacts associated with these topics.

Implementation of recommended mitigation measures AES-1 through AES-4, BIO-1 and
BIO-2, CUL-1 through CUL-3, GEO-1, NOI-1 and NOI-2, and TRIBE-1 would ensure that
the impacts of the project would be below established thresholds of significance and that
these impacts would not combine with the impacts of other cumulative projects to result
in a cumulatively considerable impact on the environment as a result of project
development and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

For the topics of Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Energy, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality Land
Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services,
Recreation, Transportation, Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildlife, the project would
have no impacts or less-than-significant impacts, and therefore, the project would not
substantially contribute to any potential cumulative impacts for these topics.

c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The proposed project’s potential to result in environmental effects that could di